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Abstract. Given a compound mixed renewal process S under a probability measure P , we provide a char-
acterization of all equivalent martingale probability measures Q on the domain of P , that convert S into a
compound mixed Poisson process. This result extends earlier works of Delbaen & Haezendonck [8], Lyberopou-
los & Macheras [20] and the authors [23], and enables us to find a wide class of price processes satisfying the
condition of no free lunch with vanishing risk. Implications to the ruin problem and to the computation of
premium calculation principles in an arbitrage free insurance market are also discussed.

1. Introduction

Given a price process UT :“ tUtutPT, where T :“ r0, T s, T ą 0, on a probability space pΩ,Σ,P q, a basic
method in Mathematical Finance is to replace the initial probability measure P by an equivalent one Q, which
converts UT into a martingale with respect to Q. The new probability measure, often called risk-neutral or
equivalent martingale measure (written EMM for short), is then used for pricing and hedging contingent claims
(e.g., options, futures, etc.). Note that such a method for pricing contingent claims is originated from the
field of Actuarial Science (see Delbaen & Schachermayer [9], pages 149-150 for more details). However, in
contrast to the situation of the classical Black-Scholes option pricing formula, where the EMM is unique, in
Actuarial Mathematics that is certainly not the case, as the insurance market is not, in general, complete (see
e.g., Sondermann [32], Section 4). Thus, if UT represents the liabilities of an insurance company, then there
exist infinitely many equivalent martingale measures for UT, so that pricing is directly linked with an attitude
towards risk, see [8], pages 269-270, for more details. The latter led Delbaen & Haezendonck [8] to the problem
of characterizing all those EMMs Q which preserve the structure of a given compound Poisson process under P ,
see [8], Proposition 2.2. The work of Delbaen & Haezendonck played a key role in understanding the interplay
between financial and actuarial pricing of insurance (see Embrechts [10] for an overview), and has influenced
the studies of many researchers (see [23], page 44, and the references therein for more details). Nevertheless,
such a characterization of EMMs for UT does not always provide a viable pricing system in actuarial practice,
since it is not appropriate for describing inhomogeneous risk portfolios. For this reason the work of Delbaen &
Haezendonck [8] was generalized by Embrechts & Meister [11] and Lyberopoulos & Macheras [20, 21] to mixed
Poisson risk models. However, since the (mixed) Poisson risk model presents some serious deficiencies as far
as practical models are considered (see [23], page 44, and [34], page 226, and the references therein), it seems
reasonable to investigate the existence of EMMs for the price process UT in the more general mixed renewal
risk model.
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In [34], Corollary 4.8, a characterization of all progressively equivalent probability measures that convert a
compound MRP into a compound mixed Poisson one (written MPP for short) was proven. In Section 3, relying
on the above result, we provide a characterization of all progressively EMMs Q for a canonical price process
that convert a compound MRP under P into a compound MPP under Q, see Theorem 3.4. This theorem
generalizes corresponding results of [20], Proposition 5.1(ii), and [23], Proposition 4.2. A first consequence of
Theorem 3.4 is Theorem 3.5, where we find out a wide class of canonical price processes satisfying the condition
of no free lunch with vanishing risk (written (NFLVR) for short), connecting in this way our results with this
basic notion of Mathematical Finance.

An implication of Theorem 3.4 to the ruin problem is discussed in Section 4, where for a given reserve process
RupΘq we characterize all those progressively equivalent to P probability measures Q that covert a P -compound
MRP into a Q-compound MPP in such a way that ruin occurs Q-a.s., see Theorem 4.14. In Section 5, we discuss
some implications of our results to the pricing of actuarial risks (premium calculation principles) in an arbitrage
free insurance market. Finally, in Section 6 we present some concrete examples demonstrating how to construct
mixed premium calculation principles (see Section 5 for the definition) in an insurance market possessing the
property of (NFLVR) and how to obtain explicit formulas for their corresponding ruin probabilities.

2. Preliminaries

N, Q and R stand for the natural, the rational and the real numbers, respectively, while N0 :“ N Y t0u,
N0 :“ N0 Y t8u, R :“ R Y t´8,`8u, Q` :“ tx P Q : x ě 0u and R` :“ tx P R : x ě 0u. If d P N then Rd

denotes the Euclidean space of dimension d. For a map f : A Ñ E and for a non-empty set B Ď A write fæB
for the restriction of f to B and 1B for the indicator function of the set B.

Throughout this paper, unless stated otherwise, pΩ,Σ,P q is a fixed but arbitrary probability space and Θ :
Ω Ñ D Ď Rd (d P N) is a d-dimensional random vector. By LℓpP q we denote the family of allΣ-measurable real-
valued functions f on Ω such that

ş
|f |ℓ dP ă 8 (ℓ P t1, 2u). For any Hausdorff topology T over Ω, by BpΩq is

denoted the Borel σ-algebra on Ω, i.e., the σ-algebra generated by T, whileB :“ BpRq andBd :“ BpRdq, where
d P N, stand for the Borel σ-algebras of subsets of R and Rd, respectively, generated by the Euclidean topology
E over R and by the product topology Ed over Rd, respectively. Put B :“ BpRq :“ tA Ď R : A X R P Bu and
BpJq :“ tB X J : B P Bu for every interval J in R. In particular, write Bp0,8q :“ B

`
p0,8q

˘
, for simplicity.

Our measure theoretic terminology is standard and generally follows [4]. For the definitions of real-valued
random variables and random variables we refer to [4], page 308. We apply notation PX :“ PXpθq :“ Kpθq to
mean that X is distributed according to the law Kpθq, where θ P D Ď Rd is the parameter of the distribution.
Notation Gapb, aq, where a, b P p0,8q, stands for the law of gamma distribution (cf., e.g., [30], page 180). In
particular, Gapb, 1q “ Exppbq stands for the law of exponential distribution. For the unexplained terminology
of Probability and Risk Theory we refer to [30].

Given a random variable X, a conditional distribution of X over Θ is a σpΘq-B-Markov kernel (see
[3], Definition 36.1 for the definition) denoted by PX|Θ :“ PX|σpΘq and satisfying for each B P B the equality

PX|Θp‚, Bq “ P
`
X´1pBq | σpΘq

˘
p‚q PæσpΘq-almost surely (written a.s. for short). Clearly, for every BpRdq-

B-Markov kernel k, the map KpΘq from Ω ˆ B into r0, 1s defined by means of

KpΘqpω,Bq :“
`
kp‚, Bq ˝ Θ

˘
pωq for any pω,Bq P Ω ˆ B

is a σpΘq-B-Markov kernel. Then for θ “ Θpωq with ω P Ω the probability measures kpθ, ‚q are distributions
on B and so we may write Kpθqp‚q instead of kpθ, ‚q. Consequently, in this case KpΘq will be denoted by
KpΘq.

For any real-valued random variables X, Y on Ω we say that PX|Θ and PY |Θ are PæσpΘq-equivalent and we
write PX|Θ “ PY |Θ PæσpΘq-a.s., if there exists a P -null set M P σpΘq such that for any ω R M and B P B the
equality PX|Θpω,Bq “ PY |Θpω,Bq holds true.

A sequence tVnunPN of real-valued random variables on Ω is said to be:
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‚ P -conditionally (stochastically) independent over σpΘq if, for each n P N with n ě 2 we have

P
´ nč

j“1

tVij ď viju | σpΘq
¯

“
nź

j“1

P
`
tVij ď viju | σpΘq

˘
PæσpΘq-a.s.,

whenever i1, . . . , in are distinct members of I Ď N and pvi1 , . . . vinq P Rn;

‚ P -conditionally identically distributed over σpΘq if,

P
`
F X V ´1

k rBs
˘

“ P
`
F X V ´1

m rBs
˘

whenever k,m P N, F P σpΘq and B P B.

We say that the process tVnunPN is P -conditionally (stochastically) independent or identically dis-
tributed given Θ, if it is conditionally independent or identically distributed over the σ-algebra σpΘq.

Throughout what follows we write “conditionally” in the place of “conditionally given Θ” whenever condi-
tioning refers to Θ.

For the definitions of a counting (or claim number) process N :“ tNtutPR` , an arrival process T :“ tTnunPN0

induced by N , an interarrival process W :“ tW unPN induced by T , a claim size process X :“ tXnunPN and an
aggregate claims process S :“ tStutPR` induced by N and X, we refer to [30]. We assume that P ptXn ą 0uq “ 1
for all n P N. Recall that a pair pN,Xq is called a risk process, if N is a counting process, X is P -i.i.d. and
the processes N and X are P -mutually independent (see [30], page 127).

Recall that a counting process N is said to be a P -mixed renewal process with mixing parameter Θ
and interarrival time conditional distribution KpΘq (written P -MRPpKpΘqq for short), if the interarrival
process W is P -conditionally independent and for all n P N condition PWn|Θ “ KpΘq PæσpΘq-a.s. is valid (see
[22], Definition 3.1). In particular, if the distribution of Θ is degenerate at some point θ0 P D, then the counting
process N becomes a P -renewal process with interarrival time distribution Kpθ0q (written P -RPpKpθ0qq for
short). If N is a P -MRPpKpΘqq then according to [34], Corollary 3.5(ii), it has zero probability of explosion
i.e., P

`
tsupnPN0

Tn ă 8u
˘

“ 0.

Accordingly, an aggregate claims process S induced by a P -risk process pN,Xq such that N is a P -
MRPpKpΘqq is called a compound mixed renewal process with parameters KpΘq and PX1

(written
P -CMRPpKpΘq, PX1

q for short). In particular, if the distribution of Θ is degenerate at θ0 P D then S is called
a compound renewal process with parameters Kpθ0q and PX1

(P -CRPpKpθ0q, PX1
q for short).

Throughout what follows we denote again by KpΘq and Kpθq the conditional distribution function and the
distribution function induced by the conditional probability distribution KpΘq and the probability distribution
Kpθq, respectively.

Since conditioning is involved in the definition of (compound) mixed renewal processes, it is expected that
regular conditional probabilities will play a fundamental role in their analysis. To this purpose, recall the
following definition (cf., e.g., [34], Definition 3.2).

Definition 2.1. Let pZ,H,Rq be a probability space. A family tPzuzPZ of probability measures on Σ is called
a regular conditional probability (rcp for short) of P over R if for any fixed E P Σ the map z ÞÑ PzpEq
is H-measurable, and

ş
PzpEqRpdzq “ P pEq for every E P Σ. If f : Ω Ñ Z is an inverse-measure-preserving

function (i.e., P pf´1pBqq “ RpBq for each B P H), a rcp tPzuzPZ of P over R is called consistent with f if,
for each B P H, the equality Pzpf´1pBqq “ 1 holds for R-almost every z P B.

We say that a rcp tPzuzPZ of P over R consistent with f is essentially unique, if for any other rcp t rPzuzPZ

of P over R consistent with f there exists a R-null set M P H such that for any z R M the equality Pz “ rPz

holds true.

From now on pZ,H,Rq :“ pD,BpDq, PΘq and the family tPθuθPD is a rcp of P over PΘ consistent with Θ.

Let T Ď R`. For a process YT :“ tYtutPT denote by FY
T :“ tFY

t utPT the canonical filtration of YT. For

T “ R` or T “ N we simply write FY instead of FY
R`

or FY
N , respectively. Also, we write F :“ tFtutPR` , where

Ft :“ σpFS
t Y σpΘqq, for the canonical filtration of S and Θ, FS

8 :“ σp
Ť

tPR`
FS
t q and F8 :“ σpFS

8 Y σpΘqq.
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Definition 2.2. Let Q be a probability measures on pΩ,Σq.

(a) If G Ď Σ is a σ-algebra of subsets of Ω, then Q is absolutely continuous with respect to P on G if P pAq “ 0
implies QpAq “ 0 for all A P G. The measures Q and P are equivalent on G (in symbols QæG „ PæG) if Q is
absolutely continuous with respect to P on G and vice versa. If G “ Σ simply write P „ Q.

(b) If tGtutPR` is a filtration for Σ, then Q and P are progressively equivalent with respect to tGtutPR` , if Q
and P are equivalent on each Gt (i.e., QæGt „ PæGt).

The following conditions will be useful for our investigations:

(a1) The process W and X are P -conditionally mutually independent.
(a2) The random vector Θ and the process X are P -(unconditionally) independent.

Next, whenever condition (a1) or (a2) holds true we shall write that the quadruplet pP,W,X,Θq or (if no
confusion arises) the probability measure P satisfies (a1) or (a2), respectively.

Notations 2.3. Denote by MkpDq, k P N, the class of all BpDq-Bk-measurable functions on D. In the special
case k “ 1 write MpDq :“ M1pDq and M`pDq for the class of all positive elements of MpDq. Fix on arbitrary
ℓ P t1, 2u and ρ P MkpDq.

(a) The class of all real-valued B
`
p0,8q ˆ D

˘
-measurable functions β on p0,8q ˆ D, defined by means of

βpx, θq :“ γpxq ` αpθq for any px, θq P p0,8q ˆD, where α P MpDq and γ is a real-valued Bp0,8q-measurable
function satisfying conditions EP

“
eγpX1q

‰
“ 1 and EP

“
Xℓ

1
¨ eγpX1q

‰
ă 8 (resp. EP

“
eγpX1q

‰
“ 1), will be denoted

by Fℓ
P,Θ :“ Fℓ

P,Θ,X1
(resp. FP,Θ :“ FP,Θ,X1

q.

(b) The class of all ξ P MpDq such that PΘptξ ą 0uq “ 1 and EP rξpΘqs “ 1 is denoted by R`pDq :“
R`pD,BpDq, PΘq.

(c) The class of all probability measures Q on Σ, which satisfy conditions (a1) and (a2), are progressively
equivalent to P , and such that S is a Q-CMRPpΛpρpΘqq, QX1

q, will be denoted by MS,ΛpρpΘqq:“MS,ΛpρpΘqq,P,X1
.

The class of all elements Q of MS,ΛpρpΘqq with EQrXℓ
1
s ă 8 will be denoted by Mℓ

S,ΛpρpΘqq:“Mℓ
S,ΛpρpΘqq,P,X1

. In

the special case d “ k and ρ :“ idD we write MS,ΛpΘq :“ MS,ΛpρpΘqq and Mℓ
S,ΛpΘq :“ Mℓ

S,ΛpρpΘqq for simplicity.

(d) Let θ P D. Denote by MS,Λpρpθqq the class of all probability measures Qθ on Σ, such that QθæFt „ PθæFt

for any t ě 0 and S is a Qθ-CRPpΛpρpθqq, pQθqX1
q. The class of all Qθ P MS,Λpρpθqq with EQθ

rXℓ
1
s ă 8 is

denoted by Mℓ
S,Λpρpθqq.

From now on, unless stated otherwise, ρ P MkpDq, k P N.

Remarks 2.4. (a) Clearly inclusions F2

P,Θ Ď F1

P,Θ Ď FP,Θ and M2

S,ΛpρpΘqq Ď M1

S,ΛpρpΘqq Ď MS,ΛpρpΘqq hold

true, but simple examples show that F2

P,Θ ‰ F1

P,Θ ‰ FP,Θ and M2

S,ΛpρpΘqq ‰ M1

S,ΛpρpΘqq ‰ MS,ΛpρpΘqq in

general.

(b) For ℓ P t1, 2u the following statements are equivalent:

(i) P P Mℓ
S,KpΘq with P

` 
EP rW1 | Θs ă 8

(˘
“ 1;

(ii) there exists a PΘ-null set WP P BpDq such that Pθ P Mℓ
S,Kpθq with pPθqX1

“ PX1
and EPθ

rW1s ă 8

for any θ R WP .

In fact, since X1 and Θ are (unconditionally) independent by (a2), we have X1 P LℓpP q if and only if
X1 P LℓpPθq for all θ P D, while by [34], Proposition 3.4, we have P P MS,KpΘq if and only if there exists a
PΘ-null set LP P BpDq such that Pθ P MS,Kpθq with pPθqX1

“ PX1
for all θ R LP . Furthermore, by [19], Lemma

3.5(i), we get that P ptEP rW1 | Θs ă 8uq “ 1 if and only if there exists a PΘ-null set DP P BpDq such that
EPθ

rW1s ă 8 for all θ R DP . Putting WP :“ LP YDP P BpDq we get the desired equivalence of (i) and (ii).

Definition 2.5. Recall that, for given T Ď R` a martingale in LℓpP q adapted to the filtration ZT :“
tZtutPT, or else a ZT-martingale in LℓpP q, is a process ZT :“ tZtutPT of random variables in LℓpP q such that
Zt is Zt-measurable for each t P T, and whenever u ď t in T and E P Zu then

ş
E
ZudP “

ş
E
ZtdP . The latter
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condition is called the martingale property (cf., e.g., [30], page 25). For ZR` “ F we simply write that Z is

a martingale in LℓpP q. A ZT-martingale tZtutPT in LℓpP q is P -a.s. positive, if Zt is P -a.s. positive for each
t P T.

Given Ω :“ p0,8qN ˆ p0,8qN ˆ D and Σ :“ BpΩq “ Bp0,8qN b Bp0,8qN b BpDq, let µ be a probability
measure on BpDq, and let Pnpθq :“ Kpθq and Rn :“ R be probability measures on Bp0,8q for any n P N and
fixed θ P D. Assume that for any fixed B P Bp0,8q the function θ ÞÑ KpθqpBq is BpDq-measurable. It then
follows by [34], Proposition 4.1, that there exist:

‚ a family tPθuθPD of probability measures on Σ and a probability measure P on Σ such that tPθuθPD is
a rcp of P over µ consistent with Θ :“ πD, where πD is the canonical projection from Ω onto D, and
PΘ “ µ;

‚ an interarrival process W such that pPθqWn “ Kpθq for all n P N;
‚ a claim size process X such that PXn “ R for all n P N, and
‚ a counting process N and an aggregate process S induced by the risk process pN,Xq, such that P is
an element of MS,KpΘq.

Throughout what follows, unless stated otherwise, pΩ,Σ,P q, N,W,X, S,Θ and tPθuθPD are as above, Σ “

F8, ℓ P t1, 2u and S
pγq
t :“

řNt

j“1
γpXjq for any t ě 0 and for any real-valued Bp0,8q-measurable function γ

satisfying condition EP

“
eγpX1q

‰
“ 1.

For the validity of the equality Σ “ F8 see [34], Remark 4.2.

The following result of [34], concerning a characterization of all progressively equivalent probability measures
that convert a CMRP into a CMPP, serves as a useful basic tool for our results.

Proposition 2.6. (See [34], Corollary 4.8 and Remark 4.9(c)). For P P Mℓ
S,KpΘq with P

` 
EP rW1 | Θs ă

8
(˘

“ 1 the following hold true:

(i) for any pair pρ,Qq P M`pDq ˆ Mℓ
S,ExppρpΘqq there exists an essentially unique pair pβ, ξq P Fℓ

P,Θ ˆ

R`pDq, such that

γ “ ln f , where f is a PX1
-a.s. positive Radon-Nikodým derivative of QX1

with respect to PX1
,(rndpfq)

ξ is a Radon-Nikodým derivative of QΘ with respect to PΘ,(rndpξq)

αpΘq “ ln ρpΘq ` lnEP rW1 | Θs PæσpΘq-a.s.,(˚)

and

QpAq “

ż

A

M
pβq
t pΘq dP for all 0 ď s ď t and A P Fs,(RPMξ)

where

M
pβq
t pΘq :“ ξpΘq ¨

eS
pγq
t ´ρpΘq¨Jt

1 ´ KpΘqpJtq
¨
Ntź

j“1

dExppρpΘqq

dKpΘq
pWjq,

with Jt :“ t´ TNt, and the family M pβqpΘq :“ tM
pβq
t pΘqutPR` is a P -a.s positive martingale in L1pP q;

(ii) conversely, for any pair function pβ, ξq P Fℓ
P,Θ ˆ R`pDq there exists a unique pair pρ,Qq P M`pDq ˆ

Mℓ
S,ExppρpΘqq determined by conditions (˚) and (RPMξ) and satisfying conditions (rndpfq) and (rndpξq);

(iii) in both cases (i) and (ii), there exists an essentially unique rcp tQθuθPD of Q over QΘ consistent with

Θ and a PΘ-null set rL˚˚ P BpDq satisfying for any θ R rL˚˚ conditions Qθ P Mℓ
S,Exppρpθqq, (rndpfq),

ρpθq “
eαpθq

EPθ
rW1s

,(r̊)
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and

QθpAq “

ż

A

ĂM pβq
t pθq dPθ for all 0 ď s ď t and A P Fs,(RPMθ)

where

ĂM pβq
t pθq :“

eS
pγq
t ´ρpθq¨Jt

1 ´ KpθqpJtq
¨
Ntź

j“1

dExppρpθqq

dKpθq
pWjq,

and the family ĂM pβqpθq :“ tĂM pβq
t pθqutPR` is a Pθ-a.s. positive martingale in L1pPθq, where rL˚˚ is the

PΘ-null sets appearing in [34], Corollary 4.8, containing the PΘ-null set WP P BpDq appearing in
Remark 2.4(b).

3. A Characterization of Progressively Equivalent Martingale Measures for Compound Mixed
Renewal Processes

In this section we find out a wide class of canonical processes satisfying the condition of no free lunch with
vanishing risk (written (NFLVR) for short) (see [9], Definition 8.1.2), connecting in this way our results with
this basic notion in mathematical finance.

In order to present the results of this section we recall the following notions. For a given real-valued process
Y :“ tYtutPR` on pΩ,Σq a probability measure Q on Σ is called a ℓ-martingale measure for Y , if Y is a

martingale in LℓpQq. We will say that Y satisfies condition (PEMM) if there exists a 2-martingale measure Q
for Y , which is progressively equivalent to P . Moreover, let T ą 0, T :“ r0, T s, FT :“ tFtutPT, QT :“ QæFT

and YT :“ tYtutPT. We will say that the process YT satisfies condition (EMM) if there exists a 2-martingale
measure QT for YT, which is equivalent to PT .

Notations 3.1. (a) For given β P Fℓ
P,Θ, denote by R

˚,ℓ
` pDq :“ R

˚,ℓ
`,βpDq the class of all functions ξ P R`pDq

such that

ξpΘq ¨
´ eαpΘq

EP rW1 | Θs

¯ℓ

P L1pP q,

under the assumption P
` 
EP rW1 | Θs ă 8

(˘
“ 1.

(b) Denote by M
˚,ℓ
S,ΛpρpΘqq the class of all measures Q P Mℓ

S,ΛpρpΘqq satisfying condition

`
1{EQrW1 | Θs

˘ℓ
P L1pQq,

under the assumption Q
` 
EQrW1 | Θs ă 8

(˘
“ 1.

(c) For arbitrary θ P D denote by M
˚,ℓ
S,Λpρpθqq the class of all probability measures Qθ P Mℓ

S,Λpρpθqq such that

p1{EQ‚rW1sqℓ P L1pQΘq under the assumption QΘ

` 
EQ‚rW1s ă 8

(˘
“ 1.

Examples 3.2. (a) Inclusions R˚,2
` pDq Ř R

˚,1
` pDq Ř R`pDq hold true.

ClearlyR
˚,2
` pDq Ď R

˚,1
` pDq Ď R`pDq. LetD :“ p0,8q and P P Mℓ

S,ExppΘq and assume that PΘ is absolutely

continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure λ on B restricted to BpDq. Let fΘ be the corresponding
probability density functions of Θ with respect to P . Consider the real-valued functions βpx, θq :“ θ for all

x, θ ą 0 and ξpθq :“ a¨e´a¨θ

fΘpθq for each θ ą 0, where a ą 0 is a constant. A straightforward computation

yields β P Fℓ
P,Θ and ξ P R`pDq. However, for a P p0, 1s we have ξ R R

˚,1
` pDq, while for a P p1, 2s we have

ξ P R
˚,1
` pDqzR˚,2

` pDq; hence the required inclusions follow.

(b) Inclusion M
˚,ℓ
S,ΛpρpΘqq

Ř Mℓ
S,ΛpρpΘqq holds true.
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Clearly, inclusion M
˚,ℓ
S,ΛpρpΘqq Ď Mℓ

S,ΛpρpΘqq holds. Take D as in (a), and assume that ρpΘq“eΘ and Q P

Mℓ
S,ExppρpΘqq with QΘ “ Exppηq, where η ă ℓ is a positive constant. It then follows that EQreℓ¨Θs “ 8,

implying that Q R M
˚,ℓ
S,ExppρpΘqq

.

Remark 3.3. The following statements are equivalent:

(i) P P M
˚,ℓ
S,KpΘq

;

(ii) Pθ P M
˚,ℓ
S,Kpθq with pPθqX1

“ PX1
for all θ R WP , where WP P BpDq is the PΘ-null set appearing in

Remark 2.4(b).

In fact, by Remark 2.4(b) there exists a PΘ-null set WP P BpDq such that Pθ P Mℓ
S,Kpθq with pPθqX1

“ PX1

and EPθ
rW1s ă 8 for all θ R WP . Taking now into account the fact

ż ´ 1

EP rW1 | Θs

¯ℓ

dP “

ż ´ 1

EPθ
rW1s

¯ℓ

PΘpdθq,

which is a consequence of [19], Lemma 3.5, we get the claimed equivalence.

In the next theorems we provide a characterization of all progressively equivalent martingale measures Q
on Σ converting a CMRP under P into a CMPP under Q, in such a way that they are associated to stochastic
processes satisfying condition (NFLVR).

Theorem 3.4. If P P M
˚,ℓ
S,KpΘq the following statements hold true:

(i) for every pair pρ,Qq P M`pDq ˆ M
˚,ℓ
S,ExppρpΘqq there exists an essentially unique pair pβ, ξq P Fℓ

P,Θ ˆ

R
˚,ℓ
` pDq satisfying conditions (rndpfq), (rndpξq), (˚) and (RPMξ), so that Q is an ℓ-martingale

measure for the process V pΘq :“ tVtpΘqutPR` with VtpΘq :“ St ´ t ¨ EP rX1¨eβpX1,Θq|Θs
EP rW1|Θs for any t ě 0;

(ii) conversely, for every pair pβ, ξq P Fℓ
P,Θ ˆ R

˚,ℓ
` pDq there exists a unique pair pρ,Qq P M`pDq ˆ

M
˚,ℓ
S,ExppρpΘqq determined by conditions (˚) and (RPMξ), satisfying conditions (rndpfq) and (rndpξq),

so that Q is an ℓ-martingale measure for V pΘq;
(iii) in both cases (i) and (ii), there exist a an essentially unique rcp tQθuθPD of Q over QΘ consistent with

Θ satisfying for any θ R rL˚˚ conditions Qθ P M
˚,ℓ
S,Exppρpθqq, (rndpfq), (r̊) and (RPMθ), so that Qθ is

an ℓ-martingale measure for the process V pθq :“ tVtpθqutPR` with Vtpθq :“ St ´ t ¨
EPθ

rX1¨eβpX1,θqs

EPθ
rW1s for

any t ě 0, where rL˚˚ is the PΘ-null set appearing in Proposition 2.6.

Proof : Ad (i): Since M
˚,ℓ
S,ExppρpΘqq Ď Mℓ

S,ExppρpΘqq, there exists an essentially unique pair pβ, ξq P Fℓ
P,Θ ˆ

R`pDq satisfying conditions (rndpfq), (rndpξq), (˚) and (RPMξ), by Proposition 2.6(i). Our assumption

Q P M
˚,ℓ
S,ExppρpΘqq, along with condition (˚), yields ρpΘq P LℓpQq, implying ξpΘq ¨ peαpΘq{EP rW1 | Θsqℓ P L1pP q

by condition (rndpξq); hence pβ, ξq P Fℓ
P,Θ ˆ R

˚,ℓ
` pDq. Applying now [20], Proposition 5.1(ii), we get that Q is

an ℓ-martingale measure for the process V pΘq.

Ad (ii): Since Fℓ
P,Θ Ď FP,Θ and R

˚,ℓ
` pDq Ď R`pDq, it follows by Proposition 2.6(ii), that there exists a unique

pair pρ,Qq P M`pDq ˆ Mℓ
S,ExppρpΘqq determined by conditions (˚) and (RPMξ) and satisfying conditions

(rndpfq) and (rndpξq), implying, along with the assumptions of (ii), that ξpΘq ¨ peαpΘq{EP rW1 | Θsqℓ P L1pP q;

hence p1{EQrW1 | Θsqℓ P L1pQq. Thus, pρ,Qq P M`pDq ˆ M
˚,ℓ
S,ExppρpΘqq. Again by [20], Proposition 5.1(ii), we

get that Q is an ℓ-martingale for V pΘq.

Ad (iii): In both cases (i) and (ii), by Proposition 2.6(iii), there exists an essentially unique rcp tQθuθPD of Q over

QΘ consistent with Θ and a PΘ-null set rL˚˚, such that for any θ R rL˚˚ conditions Qθ P Mℓ
S,Exppρpθqq, (rndpfq),

(r̊) and (RPMθ) hold true. But since Q P M
˚,ℓ
S,ExppρpΘqq, it follows by Remark 3.3 that Qθ P M

˚,ℓ
S,Exppρpθqq for

any θ R rL˚˚; hence, we can apply [23], Proposition 4.2, to complete the proof of statement (iii). �



8 S. M. Tzaninis and N. D. Macheras

Theorem 3.5. Let P P M
˚,2
S,KpΘq. For every pair pβ, ξq P F2

P,Θ ˆ R
˚,2
` pDq there exists a unique pair pρ,Qq P

M`pDq ˆ M
˚,2
S,ExppρpΘqq determined by conditions (˚) and (RPMξ) and satisfying conditions (rndpfq) and

(rndpξq), and an essentially unique rcp tQθuθPD of Q over QΘ consistent with Θ satisfying for any θ R rL˚˚

conditions Qθ P M
˚,2
S,Exppρpθqq, (rndpfq), (r̊) and (RPMθ), so that:

(i) the process VTpΘq :“ tVtpΘqutPT satisfies condition (NFLVR);

(ii) for any θ R rL˚˚ the process VTpθq :“ tVtpθqutPT satisfies condition (NFLVR),

where rL˚˚ P BpDq is the PΘ-null set appearing in Theorem 3.4 and T :“ r0, T s with T ą 0.

Proof : Ad (i): By Theorem 3.4(ii) there exist a unique pair pρ,Qq P M`pDq ˆ M
˚,2
S,ExppρpΘqq determined by

conditions (˚) and (RPMξ) and satisfying conditions (rndpfq) and (rndpξq), so that the process V pΘq is a
martingale in L2pQq; hence for any T ą 0 the process VTpΘq is a FT-martingale in L2pQT q, implying that it is a
FT-semi-martingale in L2pQT q (cf., e.g., [35], Chapter 1, Section 1.3, Definition on page 23). The latter implies
that VTpΘq is also a FT-semi-martingale in L2pPT q since QT „ PT (cf., e.g., [35], Theorem 10.1.8). Because
the process V pΘq satisfies condition (PEMM), we get that the process VTpΘq must satisfy condition (EMM).
Thus, we can apply the Fundamental Theorem of Asset Pricing of Delbaen & Schachermayer for unbounded
stochastic processes, see [9], Theorem 14.1.1, in order to conclude that the process VTpΘq satisfies condition
(NFLVR).

Ad (ii): By Theorem 3.4(iii) there exists an essentially unique rcp tQθuθPD of Q over QΘ consistent with Θ

such that for any θ R rL˚˚ conditions Qθ P M
˚,2
S,Exppρpθqq, (rndpfq), (r̊) and (RPMθ) are valid; hence we may

apply [23], Theorem 4.1, to obtain assertion (ii). �

4. An Application to the Ruin Problem

The fact that tPθuθPD is an rcp of P over PΘ consistent with Θ, allows for the extension of some well-
known results from the Poisson or renewal risk models, to their mixed counterpart. In fact, whenever in the
Pθ-Cramér-Lundberg or the Pθ-Sparre Andersen risk model an explicit formula for the (infinite time) ruin
probability exists, then one can just mix over the involved parameter in order to obtain explicit formulas for
the corresponding mixed risk models (compare Albrecher et al. [1], Sections 3 and 5). However, such explicit
formulas, which are also computationally feasible, can be obtained only in certain special cases, e.g., when the
claim sizes follow a gamma distribution (see Constantinescu et al. [5]), a Coxian distribution (see Landriault &
Willmot [18]), or a general phase type distribution (cf., e.g., Asmussen & Albrecher [2], Chapter IX, Theorem
4.4). If we are interested in an exact figure for the ruin probability in a general mixed renewal risk model,
then the only method available seems to be simulation. In the setting of a finite horizon ruin probability, it
is straightforward to use the Crude Monte Carlo method to simulate it, see [2], page 462. The situation is
more complicated for an infinite horizon ruin probability. The difficulty is that the indicator function of the
ruin event in such a case cannot be simulated in finite time: no finite segment of S can tell whether ruin will
ultimately occur or not. In order to overcome this difficulty, some methods have been developed (cf., e.g., [2],
Chapter XV, Sections 2-5). Among them, the most celebrated is the change of measures technique, which give
us the opportunity to express the ruin event as a quantity under the new measure so that ruin occurs almost
surely.

The most common change of measures techniques applied to the Sparre Andersen risk model arise from
the martingales constructed via the so-called Backward or Forward Markovization Techniques for the reserve
process (see Dassios & Embrechts [7], Section 2.3, and Dassios [6], Section 3.5, respectively, in connection
with e.g., Schmidli [29], Sections 8.1-8.3), where the martingales (and thus the new measures) are obtained
as solutions of partial differential equations (see also [34], Proposition 4.15, for a simplified construction of
the martingales/measures arising from the Backward Markovization Technique). These techniques have been
widely used to solve various ruin related problems (see e.g., Embrechts et al. [12], Ng & Yang [24], Schmidli

[27, 28] and Tzaninis [33]), as they allow for the construction of a suitable probability measure Qprq, where
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r ą 0, so that ruin occurs Qprq-a.s.. However, as the main assumption for their construction is the existence of
the moment generating functions MX1

of the claim size distribution, heavy-tailed distributions (cf., e.g., [26],
Section 2.5, for the definition and their basic properties) are naturally excluded. Note that in such a case one

can still obtain a measure Qprq arising from an exponential martingale, by taking r ă 0, but in this case ruin
does not occur Qprq-a.s. (see [28], Section 6, as well as our Example 4.12). The previous discussion raises the
problem of constructing a probability measure Q being progressively equivalent to P and so the ruin occurs
Q-a.s. but without necessarily needing the assumption that MX1

exists.

In this section we characterize all progressively equivalent measures Q on Σ that convert a P -CMRP into a
Q-CMPP, in such a way that ruin occurs Q-a.s., see Theorem 4.14. Such a characterization allows us to find an
explicit formula for the ruin probability under P . To this purpose we first need to prove the following auxiliary
results.

In order to justify the definition of a conditional premium density we need the next lemma, which extends
a well known result in the case of a kind of compound mixed Poisson processes (cf., e.g., [14], Proposition 9.1).

Lemma 4.1. If P P M1

S,KpΘq and P
` 
EP rW1 | Θs ă 8

(˘
“ 1 then

lim
tÑ8

St

t
“

EP rX1s

EP rW1 | Θs
P -a.s..

Proof : Since P P M1

S,KpΘq and P
` 
EP rW1 | Θs ă 8

(˘
“ 1, it follows by Remark 2.4(b) that there exists a

PΘ-null set WP P BpDq such that Pθ P M1

S,Kpθq with pPθqX1
“ PX1

and EPθ
rW1s ă 8 for any θ R WP . Fix on

an arbitrary θ R WP . We first show the validity of condition

(1) lim
tÑ8

Nt

t
“

1

EP rW1 | Θs
P -a.s..

In fact, consider the function v :“ 1

"
limtÑ8

Ntp‚q
t

“ 1

EP‚ rW1s

* : Ω ˆ D Ñ r0, 1s and put g :“ v ˝ pidΩ ˆ Θq “

1

!
limtÑ8

Nt
t

“ 1

EP rW1|Θs

). Since v P L1pMq, where M :“ P ˝ pidΩ ˆ Θq´1, we may apply [19], Proposition 3.8(i),

to get EP rg | Θs “ EP‚ rv‚s ˝ Θ PæσpΘq-a.s., implying

P

ˆ"
lim
tÑ8

Nt

t
“

1

EP rW1 | Θs

*˙
“

ż
EP rg | Θs dP “

ż
EP‚ rv‚s ˝Θ dP

“

ż
Pθ

ˆ"
lim
tÑ8

Nt

t
“

1

EPθ
rW1s

*˙
PΘpdθq.

But since N is a Pθ-RPpKpθqq, we may apply [15], Section 2.5, Theorem 5.1, to get

(2) lim
tÑ8

Nt

t
“

1

EPθ
rW1s

Pθ-a.s..

The latter, along with [19], Lemma 3.5(i), yields condition (1).

Since the process S is a Pθ-CRPpKpθq, pPθqX1
q with pPθqX1

“ PX1
, we may apply [15], Section 1.2, Theorem

2.3(iii), in order to get

(3) lim
tÑ8

St

Nt
“ EPθ

rX1s Pθ-a.s.;

implying along with condition (a2) and [19], Lemma 3.5(i), that limtÑ8
St

Nt
“ EP rX1s P -a.s.. The latter, along

with condition (1), completes the proof. �

Definitions 4.2. Let P P M1

S,KpΘq and P
` 
EP rW1 | Θs ă 8

(˘
“ 1. For any θ R WP , where WP P BpDq is

the PΘ-null set appearing in Remark 2.4(b), conditions (2) and (3) imply

lim
tÑ8

St

t
“

EPθ
rX1s

EPθ
rW1s

Pθ-a.s.,
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that is, the limit limtÑ8
St

t
coincides with the premium density ppPθq, i.e., the monetary payout per unit

time, in a Pθ-Sparre Andersen model (see [23], page 54, for more details). Thus, we may define a conditional
premium density for P by means of

ppP,Θq :“
EP rX1s

EP rW1 | Θs
PæσpΘq-a.s..

In particular, for any P P M
˚,1
S,KpΘq we may define the corresponding mixed premium density by means of

ppP q :“ EP rppP,Θqs.

Remark 4.3. If P P M
˚,ℓ
S,KpΘq then the following statements are equivalent:

(i) ppP,Θq is a conditional premium density for P ;
(ii) there exists a PΘ-null set WP,1 P BpDq such that ppP, θq is the premium density for Pθ, i.e., ppP, θq “

ppPθq :“
EPθ

rX1s

EPθ
rW1s for any θ R WP,1.

In fact, first note that according to Remark 3.3, there exists a PΘ-null set WP P BpDq, such that Pθ P

M
˚,ℓ
S,Kpθq with pPθqX1

“ PX1
and EPθ

rW1s ă 8 for any θ R WP ; hence ppPθq “
EPθ

rX1s

EPθ
rW1s for any θ R WP .

Furthermore, as statement (i) is equivalent to
ż

Θ´1rF s
ppP,Θq dP “

ż

Θ´1rF s

EP rX1s

EP rW1 | Θs
dP for every F P BpDq,

we can apply [19], Lemma 3.5(i), to get
ż

F

ppP, θqPΘpdθq “

ż

F

EP rX1s

EPθ
rW1s

PΘpdθq “

ż

F

EPθ
rX1s

EPθ
rW1s

PΘpdθq for every F P BpDq,

where the second equality follows by condition (a2), implying that there exists a PΘ-null set W
1
P P BpDq, so

that ppP, θq “
EPθ

rX1s

EPθ
rW1s for any θ R W 1

P . Putting now WP,1 :“ W 1
P YWP P BpDq, we get the desired equivalence

of (i) and (ii).

Definitions 4.4. Let S be an aggregate claims process induced by a counting process N and a claims size
process X. Fix on arbitrary u ą 0 and t ě 0 and define the function rut : Ω ˆ D Ñ R by means of rut pω, θq :“
u ` cpθq ¨ t ´ Stpωq for any pω, θq P Ω ˆ D, where c is a positive BpDq-measurable function. For arbitrary but
fixed θ P D the process rupθq :“ trut pθqutPR` , defined by means of rut pθqpωq :“ rut pω, θq for any ω P Ω, is called
the reserve process induced by the initial reserve u, the premium intensity or premium rate cpθq and
the aggregate claims process S (cf., e.g., [30], pages 155–156). The function ψθ : p0,8q Ñ r0, 1s defined by
means of ψθpuq :“ Pθptinf tPR` r

u
t pθq ă 0uq is called the probability of ruin for the reserve process rupθq with

respect to Pθ (cf., e.g., [30], page 158).

Define the real-valued function Ru
t pΘq on Ω by means of Ru

t pΘq :“ rut ˝ pidΩ ˆ Θq. The process RupΘq :“
tRu

t pΘqutPR` is called the reserve process induced by the initial reserve u, the stochastic premium in-
tensity or stochastic premium rate cpΘq and the aggregate claims process S. The function ψ defined by
ψpuq :“ P ptinf tPR` R

u
t pΘq ă 0uq is called the probability of ruin for the reserve process RupΘq with respect

to P .

The ruin time of the reserve process rupθq is defined as τupθq :“ inftt ě 0 : rut pθq ă 0u (compare e.g., [29],
page 84). We define the ruin time of the reserve process RupΘq by means of TupΘq :“ τu ˝ pidΩ ˆΘq. Recall
that for the probabilities of ruin ψθpuq and ψpuq for the reserve processes rupθq and RupΘq, respectively, defined
above, we have ψθpuq “ Pθptτupθq ă 8uq and ψpuq “ P ptTupΘq ă 8uq, see e.g., [26], page 148.

Throughout what follows in this section, unless stated otherwise, P P M
˚,ℓ
S,KpΘq.

Lemma 4.5. The following statements are equivalent:

(i) cpΘq ď ppP,Θq PæσpΘq-a.s.;
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(ii) ψpuq “ 1 for any u ě 0.

Proof : Fix on arbitrary u ě 0.

Ad (i)ñ(ii): If (i) holds, get by [19], Lemma 3.5(i), the existence of a PΘ-null set ĂMP P BpDq such that

cpθq ď ppP, θq for all θ R ĂMP . But, due to Remark 4.3, there exists a PΘ-null set WP,1 P BpDq such that

ppP, θq “ ppPθq and Pθ P M
˚,ℓ
S,Kpθq

for all θ R WP,1. Putting MP :“ ĂMP Y WP,1 P BpDq get PΘpMP q “ 0 and

cpθq ď ppPθq for all θ R MP ; hence for any θ R MP we may apply [30], Corollary 7.1.4, which remains true also
for u “ 0, to obtain ψθpuq “ 1. The latter along with [34], Remark 3.6, yields ψpuq “

ş
D
ψθpuqPΘpdθq “ 1.

Ad (ii)ñ(i): Since N has zero probability of explosion we may apply [30], Lemma 7.1.2, which remains true
also for u “ 0, along with [34], Remark 3.6, to get that ψpuq “ P

`
tinfnPN0

Uu
n pΘq ă 0u

˘
, where Uu

n pΘq :“

u `
řn

j“1

`
cpΘq ¨ Wj ´ Xj

˘
for any n P N0. But since ψpuq “ 1, there exists a positive integer n0 such that

Uu
n0

pΘq ă 0 P -a.s.; hence there exists a natural number n1 ď n0 such that cpΘq ¨ Wn1
´ Xn1

ă 0 P -a.s.,
implying along with condition (a2)

0 ě cpΘq ¨ EP rWn1
| Θs ´ EP rXn1

| Θs “ cpΘq ¨ EP rWn1
| Θs ´ EP rXn1

s PæσpΘq-a.s.;

hence cpΘq ď
EP rXn1

s

EP rWn1
|Θs PæσpΘq-a.s.. But since W is P -identically distributed by [34], Remark 2.1, and X is

P -i.i.d., it follows that statement (i) holds. �

Definition 4.6. We say that the pair pP,Θq satisfies the conditional net profit condition (written
`
cnpcpP,Θq

˘

for short), if there exists a set H P σpΘq with P pHq ą 0 such that

cpΘæHq ą p
`
PæΣ XH,ΘæH

˘
PæσpΘq XH-a.s.,

where Σ XH and σpΘq XH are the subspace σ-algebras of subsets of H (see [13], 121A and Notation on page
35), and PæΣXH, PæσpΘq XH are the subspace measures on ΣXH, σpΘq XH, respectively (see [13], 131B).

We say that the pair pP,Θq satisfies the strong conditional net profit condition, if

cpΘq ą ppP,Θq PæσpΘq-a.s.(scnpcpP,Θq)

is fulfilled.

Lemma 4.5 implies that in order to avoid a P -a.s. ruin we have to choose the stochastic premium rate cpΘq
in such a way that the conditional net profit condition

`
cnpcpP,Θq

˘
is fulfilled.

Remark 4.7. The following statements are equivalent:

(i) P satisfies condition (scnpcpP,Θq);
(ii) there exists a PΘ-null set OP P BpDq, containing the PΘ-null set WP,1 appearing Remark 4.3, such

that for any θ R OP the measure Pθ is an element of M˚,ℓ
S,Kpθq satisfying condition cpθq ą ppPθq.

In fact, (i) holds if and only if there exist a PΘ-null set rOP P BpDq such that cpθq ą ppP, θq for any θ R rOP

by [19], Lemma 3.5(i), and a PΘ-null set WP,1 in BpDq such that Pθ P M
˚,ℓ
S,Kpθq and ppP, θq “ ppPθq for any

θ R ĂWP,1 by Remark 4.3. Putting OP :“ rOP YWP,1 get (i)ô(ii).

The next result has been proven in a more general setting for multivariate counting processes in [16],
Proposition 3.39(a). However, as it is essential for the proof of the main result of the present section (see
Theorem 4.14), we write it (together with its proof) exactly in the form needed for our purposes. Let pΩ,Σ,P q
be an arbitrary probability space. Recall that a filtration tGtutPR` for pΩ,Σq is called right-continuous if

Gt` :“
Ş

sąt Gs “ Gt for any t ě 0. In order to present it, and put rH0 :“ tH, Ωu and rHn :“ σ
`
FW
n Y FX

n

˘
for

any n P N. Consider the filtration H :“ tHnunPN0
for pΩ,Σq with Hn :“ σ

` rHn Y σpΘq
˘
for any n P N0 and

put H8 “ σ
`Ť

nPN0
Hn

˘
. In the next result it is not assumed that N has zero probability of explosion. Since

our interest does not exceed the information generated by the aggregate claims process S and the structural
parameter Θ, (it is not restrictive to) assume that Σ “ F8.
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Proposition 4.8. Let pΩ,Σ,P q be an arbitrary probability space, and let S be an arbitrary aggregate claims
process induced by a claim number process N and a claim size process X. The canonical filtration F generated
by S and Θ is right-continuous.

Proof : Fix on arbitrary t ě 0.

(a) The equality

Ft “
!´ ď

kPN0

Bk X tNt “ ku
¯

Y
`
B8 X tT8 ď tu

˘
: Bn P Hn for each n P N0

)

holds true, where T8 :“ supnPN0
Tn.

In fact, first note that since tT8 ď tu “
Ş

nPN0
tTn ď tu P Ft for any t ě 0, we deduce that the random

variable T8 is a F-stopping time (cf., e.g., [26], page 404, for the definition of a stopping time). Put

At :“
!´ ď

kPN0

Bk X tNt “ ku
¯

Y
`
B8 X tT8 ď tu

˘
: Bn P Hn for each n P N0

)
.

It can be readily proven that At is a σ-algebra of subsets of Ω, and that tAtutPR` is a filtration for pΩ,Σq. To
show that At Ď Ft, let A P At be arbitrary. It follows that

A “
´ ď

kPN0

Bk X tNt “ ku
¯

Y
`
B8 X tT8 ď tu

˘

for some sets Bn P Hn for each n P N0. But since Hn Ď FTn for any n P N0, where FTn :“ tA P Σ : AX tTn ď
tu P Ft for all t ě 0u, we get Bk X tNt “ ku, B8 X tT8 ď tu P Ft, implying A P Ft. As A P At is arbitrary, we
obtain At Ď Ft.

To show the inverse inclusion, let E P
Ť

uPr0,ts

`
σpSuq Y σpΘq

˘
be arbitrary. If E P σpΘq, then there exists a

set A P BpDq such that E “ Θ´1rAs P σpΘq, implying E P At; hence σpΘq Ď At. If E P
Ť

uPr0,ts σpSuq there

exist a u P r0, ts such that E P σpSuq, and so E “ S´1
u rCs for some C P B

`
r0,8s

˘
, implying

E “
´ ď

kPN0

Bk X tNu “ ku
¯

Y
`
B8 X tT8 ď u

˘
P Au Ď At,

where Bk :“
`řk

j“1
Xj

˘´1
rCs P rHk Ď Hk for all k P N0. As E is arbitrary we get

Ť
uPr0,ts

`
σpSuq YσpΘq

˘
Ď At,

implying Ft Ď At.

(b) H8 “ F8.

In fact, because H8 Ď FT8 Ď F8, we have H8 Ď F8, while by (a) we get Ft Ď H8 for all t ě 0; hence
F8 Ď H8.

(c) Write Kt for the family of all A P H8 such that for each n P N0 there exists a set An P Hn with
AX tt ă Tn`1u “ An X tt ă Tn`1u. By standard computations it follows that Kt is a σ-algebra of subsets of Ω
and that Kt “ Ft.

(d) The filtration F is right-continuous.

Using similar arguments to those of the proof of Proposition 3.39 of [16], we get that the filtration tKtutPR`

is right-continuous, and so applying (c) we infer that F is right-continuous. �

Remarks 4.9. (a) If the counting process N has zero probability of explosion, we get tT8 ě tu “ H; hence

Ft “
! ď

kPN0

Bk X tNt “ ku : Bk P Hk for each k P N0

)
.

(b) The canonical filtration FS of an arbitrary aggregate claims process S is right-continuous. The proof runs
with arguments similar to those of the proof of Proposition 4.8. An alternative proof for the right-continuity
of FS works by arguments similar to those of Protter [25], Theorem 25.
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(c) Given an arbitrary counting process N , the canonical filtration FN,Θ generated by N and Θ is right-
continuous. The proof runs with arguments similar to those of the proof of Proposition 4.8.

Lemma 4.10. Let pΩ,Σ,P q be an arbitrary probability space. The following hold true:

(i) the ruin time TupΘq is a F-stopping time;
(ii) for any θ P D the ruin time τupθq is a F-stopping time.

Proof : Ad (i): Let t ě 0. Since RupΘq has right-continuous paths it follows that

tTupΘq ă tu “
ď

qPQt

 
Ru

q pΘq ă 0
(

P Ft,

where Qt :“ Q X r0, tq (compare [26], Theorem 10.1.1), implying along with [26], Lemma 10.1.1, that TupΘq is
a tFt`utPR` -stopping time. But by Proposition 4.8, F is right-continuous, and thus we may apply again [26],
Lemma 10.1.1, in order to get that T pΘq is a F-stopping time.

Ad (ii): Fix on arbitrary θ P D. Using the arguments of the proof of statement (i), we get that τupθq is a
tFS

t`utPR` -stopping time. Consequently, since FS is right-continuous by Remark 4.9(b), applying [26], Lemma

10.1.1, we get that τupθq is a FS-stopping time; hence it is a F-stopping time since FS
t Ď Ft for all t ě 0. �

According to Theorem 3.4(ii), for every pair pβ, ξq P Fℓ
P,Θ ˆ R

˚,ℓ
` pDq there exists a unique pair pρ,Qq P

M`pDqˆM
˚,ℓ
S,ExppρpΘqq determined by conditions (˚) and (RPMξ) and satisfying conditions (rndpfq), (rndpξq),

so that the process M pβqpΘq, involved in condition (RPMξ), is a P -a.s. positive martingale in L1pP q; hence

P pAq “ EQ

“
1{M

pβq
t pΘq1A

‰
for all t ě 0 and A P Ft.

Since the ruin time TupΘq is a F-stopping time by Lemma 4.10(i), we may apply the Optional Stopping Theorem
(cf., e.g., [29], Proposition B.2) in order to get

ψpuq “ EQ

“
1{M

pβq
TupΘqpΘq1tTupΘqă8u

‰
for any u ě 0.(4)

However, the latter formula is quite complicated mainly due to the (possible) dependence between 1{M
pβq
TupΘq

pΘq

and 1tTupΘqă8u. Thus, we have to carefully choose an appropriate pair pρ,Qq P M`pDq ˆM
˚,ℓ
S,ExppρpΘqq in order

to eliminate such a dependence. This motivates us to introduce the following subclasses M
ruin,ℓ
S,ExppρpΘqq and

F
ruin,ℓ
P,Θ of M˚,ℓ

S,ExppρpΘqq and Fℓ
P,Θ, respectively, which seem to be suitable for the applications of our results to

the ruin problem, and to present Theorem 4.14.

Notations 4.11. Let ρ P M`pDq.

(a) Denote by M
ruin,ℓ
S,ExppρpΘqq the family of all probability measures Q P M

˚,ℓ
S,ExppρpΘqq such that

cpΘq ď ppQ,Θq PæσpΘq-a.s.,(a.s.ruinpQ,Θq)

and by F
ruin,ℓ
P,Θ the family of all functions β P Fℓ

P,Θ so that

cpΘq ď
EP rX1 ¨ eβpX1,Θq | Θs

EP rW1 | Θs
PæσpΘq-a.s..(a.s.ruinpβ,Θq)

(b) For given θ P D denote by M
ruin,ℓ

S,Exppρpθqq
the family of all probability measures Qθ P M

˚,ℓ
S,Exppρpθqq

with

cpθq ď ppQθq.(a.s.ruinpQθq)

(c) For Q P M
˚,ℓ
ExppρpΘqq we denote by pa.s.ruinpQ,Θqeqq the property

cpΘq “ ppQ,Θq PæσpΘq-a.s.

and by pa.s.ruinpQθqeqq the property

cpθq “ ppQθq for PΘ-a.a. θ P D.
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By pa.s.ruinpβ,Θqeqq is denoted the property

cpΘq “
EP rX1 ¨ eβpX1,Θq | Θs

EP rW1 | Θs
PæσpΘq-a.s..

Example 4.12. Assume that the pair pP,Θq satisfies condition (scnpcpP,Θq). The classes Fruin,ℓ
P,Θ andM

ruin,ℓ
S,ExppρpΘqq

are strict subclasses of Fℓ
P,Θ and M

˚,ℓ
S,ExppρpΘqq, respectively.

In fact, let D :“ p0,8q and r ą 0. Consider the real-valued function β :“ γ ` α on p0,8q2, with γpxq :“
´r ¨x´ lnEP re´rX1s for each x ą 0 and αpθq :“ lnEPθ

re´rX1s for each θ ą 0. A standard computation justifies

that EP

“
eγpX1q

‰
“ 1 and EP

“
Xℓ

1
¨ eγpX1q

‰
ă 8, implying that β P Fℓ

P,Θ. However, β R F
ruin,ℓ
P,Θ as

EP rX1 ¨ eβpX1,Θq | Θs

EP rW1 | Θs
“

EP rX1 ¨ e´r¨X1 | Θs

EP rW1 | Θs
ă

EP rX1s

EP rW1 | Θs
ă cpΘq PæσpΘq-a.s.,

where the second inequality follows by condition (scnpcpP,Θq).

Let now ξ P R
˚,ℓ
` pDq. Since pβ, ξq P Fℓ

P,Θ ˆ R
˚,ℓ
` pDq, we may apply Theorem 3.4(ii) to obtain a unique pair

pρ,Qq P M`pDq ˆ M
˚,ℓ
S,ExppρpΘqq determined by conditions (˚) and (RPMξ), so that conditions (rndpfq) and

(rndpξq) hold. However Q R M
ruin,ℓ

S,ExppρpΘqq as

ppQ,Θq “ ρpΘq ¨ EQrX1s “
eαpΘq ¨ EP rX1 ¨ eγpX1q | Θs

EP rW1 | Θs
ă

EP rX1s

EP rW1 | Θs
ă cpΘq PæσpΘq-a.s.,

where the second equality follows by conditions (a2) and (˚) and the second inequality follows again by condition
(scnpcpP,Θq). The same fact remains true under the weaker condition

`
cnpcpP,Θq

˘
.

Remark 4.13. Let pρ,Qq P M`pDq ˆ M
˚,ℓ
S,ExppρpΘqq and let tQθuθPD be the rcp of Q over QΘ consistent with

Θ appearing in Theorem 3.4(iii). The following statements are equivalent:

(i) pa.s.ruinpQ,Θqeqq holds;

(ii) there exists a PΘ-null set MQ,eq P BpDq, containing the PΘ-null sets rL˚˚ and WQ,1 appearing in

Theorem 3.4 and Remark 4.3, respectively, such that for any θ R MQ,eq, the measure Qθ P M
˚,ℓ
S,Exppρpθqq

satisfies condition pa.s.ruinpQθqeqq.

In fact, first note that by [19], Lemma 3.5(i) there exists a PΘ-null set ĂMQ P BpDq such that statement

(i) holds if and only if cpθq “ ppQ, θq for all θ R ĂMQ. But, due to Theorem 3.4(iii) and Remark 4.3, there

exist PΘ-null sets rL˚˚,WQ,1 P BpDq, respectively, such that Qθ P M
˚,ℓ
S,Exppρpθqq and ppQ, θq “ ppQθq for all

θ R rL˚˚ Y WQ,1. Putting MQ,eq :“ ĂMQ Y rL˚˚ Y WQ,1 P BpDq we infer that PΘpMQ,eqq “ 0 and condition
pa.s.ruinpQθqeqq holds for all θ R MQ,eq, i.e., (i)ô(ii).

Theorem 4.14. If the pair pP,Θq satisfies condition (scnpcpP,Θq), then the following hold true:

(i) for each pair pρ,Qq P M`pDq ˆ M
ruin,ℓ
S,ExppρpΘqq there exists an essentially unique pair pβ, ξq P F

ruin,ℓ
P,Θ ˆ

R
˚,ℓ
` pDq satisfying conditions (rndpfq), (rndpξq), (˚) and (RPMξ), so that

ψpuq “

ż
1

ξpΘq
¨ e

´S
pγq
TupΘq ¨

NTupΘqź

j“1

dKpΘq

dExppρpΘqq
pWjq dQ pu ě 0q;(ruinpP q)

(ii) conversely, for every pair pβ, ξq P F
ruin,ℓ
P,Θ ˆ R

˚,ℓ
` pDq there exists a unique pair pρ,Qq P M`pDq ˆ

M
ruin,ℓ

S,ExppρpΘqq determined by conditions (˚), (RPMξ) and satisfying conditions (rndpfq), (rndpξq) and

(ruinpP q);
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(iii) in both cases (i) and (ii), there exist a an essentially unique rcp tQθuθPD of Q over QΘ consistent

with Θ and a PΘ-null set M˚,Q P BpDq, containing the PΘ-null set rL˚˚ appearing in Theorem 3.4,

satisfying for any θ R M˚,Q conditions Qθ P M
ruin,ℓ
S,Exppρpθqq, (rndpfq), (r̊), (RPMθ) and

ψθpuq “

ż
e

´S
pγq
τupθq ¨

Nτupθqź

j“1

dKpθq

dExppρpθqq
pWjq dQθ pu ě 0q.(ruinpPθq)

In particular, if conditions pa.s.ruinpQ,Θqeqq and pa.s.ruinpβ,Θqeqq hold in (i) and (ii), respectively, then Q

is a ℓ-martingale measure for the reserve process RupΘq “ u´V pΘq, and there exists a PΘ-null set ĂM˚,Q P BpDq

containing M˚,Q and the PΘ-null set MQ,eq appearing in Remark 4.13, such that for any θ R ĂM˚,Q, condition
pa.s.ruinpQθqeqq holds, and Qθ is a ℓ-martingale measure for the reserve process rupθq “ u ´ V pθq. If in

addition, ℓ “ 2 and θ R ĂM˚,Q, then the reserve processes Ru
TpΘq :“ tRu

t pΘqutPT and ruTpθq :“ trut pθqutPT both
satisfy the (NFLVR) property.

Proof : Fix on arbitrary u ě 0.

Ad (i): Since Mruin,ℓ
S,ExppρpΘqq Ď M

˚,ℓ
S,ExppρpΘqq, it follows by Theorem 3.4(i) that there exists an essentially unique

pair pβ, ξq P Fℓ
P,Θ ˆ R

˚,ℓ
` pDq satisfying conditions (rndpfq), (rndpξq), (˚) and (RPMξ), so that the family

M pβqpΘq is a P -a.s. positive martingale in L1pP q. The latter along with condition (a.s.ruinpQ,Θq) yields

β P F
ruin,ℓ
P,Θ . Thus, condition (4), together with condition (RPMξ) for JTupΘq “ 0, and the fact that ruin occurs

Q-a.s. by Lemma 4.5, yields condition (ruinpP q).

Ad (ii): Since pβ, ξq P Fℓ
P,Θ ˆR

˚,ℓ
` pDq, there exists a unique pair pρ,Qq P M`pDqˆM

˚,ℓ
S,ExppρpΘqq determined by

conditions (˚), (RPMξ) and satisfying conditions (rndpfq) and (rndpξq) by Theorem 3.4(ii). Thus, taking into

account condition (a.s.ruinpβ,Θq) we obtain (a.s.ruinpQ,Θq); hence Q P M
ruin,ℓ
S,ExppρpΘqq. Condition (ruinpP q)

follows as in (i).

Ad (iii): In both cases (i) and (ii), according to Theorem 3.4(iii), there exist an essentially unique rcp tQθuθPD

of Q over QΘ consistent with Θ and a PΘ-null set rL˚˚ P BpDq satisfying for each θ R rL˚˚ conditions Qθ P

M
˚,ℓ
S,Exppρpθqq, (rndpfq), (r̊) and (RPMθ). Since condition (a.s.ruinpQ,Θq) holds, it follows as in Remark 4.3

that there exists a PΘ-null set WQ,1 P BpDq such that condition (a.s.ruinpQθq) is valid for each θ R WQ,1;

hence Qθ P M
ruin,ℓ
S,Exppρpθqq for each θ R M˚,Q :“ rL˚˚ Y WQ,1 P BpDq. Fix on arbitrary θ R M˚,Q. Condition

(a.s.ruinpQθq) along with [30], Corollary 7.1.4 yields that ruin occurs Qθ-a.s.. Taking into account condition
(RPMθ), Lemma 4.10(ii) and the fact that ruin occurs Qθ-a.s., and using the arguments of the proof of assertion
(i), we get condition (ruinpPθq).

In particular, if conditions pa.s.ruinpQ,Θqeqq and pa.s.ruinpβ,Θqeqq hold in (i) and (ii), respectively, it
follows by Theorem 3.4(i) and (ii), respectively, that Q is a ℓ-martingale measure for the process V pΘq; hence
for the reserve process RupΘq “ u´V pΘq, while by Remark 4.13 there exists a PΘ-null set MQ,eq P BpDq such
that for any θ R MQ,eq condition pa.s.ruinpQθqeqq holds, implying that we may apply Theorem 3.4(iii) in order

to conclude that, for any θ R ĂM˚,Q :“ M˚,Q Y MQ,eq P BpDq, the measure Qθ is a ℓ-martingale measure for

the process V pθq; hence for the reserve process rupθq “ u ´ V pθq. If, in addition, ℓ “ 2 and θ R ĂM˚,Q, then by
Theorem 3.5, the reserve processes Ru

TpΘq and ruTpθq both satisfy the (NFLVR) property. �

In the next example, given P P M
˚,ℓ
S,ExppΘq such that MX1

prq :“ EP

“
er¨X1

‰
ă 8 for some r ą 0, we obtain

an explicit formula for the ruin probability under P by applying Theorem 4.14.

Example 4.15. Let D :“ p0,8q, P P M
˚,ℓ
S,ExppΘq

such that the pair pP,Θq satisfies condition (scnpcpP,Θq),

and r ą 0 so that MX1
prq ă 8. According to Remark 4.7, condition (scnpcpP,Θq) holds if and only if there

exists a PΘ-null set OP P Bp0,8q such that Pθ P M
˚,ℓ
S,Exppθq and cpθq ą ppPθq for any θ R OP . Fix on arbitrary

θ R OP .
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Let κθprq be the unique solution to the equation

(5) EPθ

“
er¨X1

‰
¨ EPθ

“
e´pκθprq´cpθq¨rq¨W1

‰
“ 1,

(such a solution exists by e.g. [26], Lemma 11.5.1(a)), define the function κ : D ˆ R` Ñ R by means of
κpθ, rq :“ κθprq for any pθ, rq P D ˆ R`, and for fixed r ě 0 denote by κΘprq the random variable defined by
κΘprqpωq :“ κΘpωqprq for any ω P Ω. Applying [34], Lemma 4.14, we get that κΘprq is the PæσpΘq-a.s. unique
solution to the equation

MX1
prq ¨ EP

“
e´

`
κΘprq`cpΘq¨r

˘
¨W1 | Θ

‰
“ 1 PæσpΘq-a.s..

Recall that pPθqX1
“ PX1

for all θ R WP by Remark 3.3, implying EPθ
rer¨X1s “ EP rer¨X1s for all θ R

OP Ě WP,1 Ě WP ; hence condition (5) along with Pθ P M
˚,ℓ
S,Exppθq yields κθprq “ θ ¨

`
MX1

prq ´ 1
˘

´ cpθq ¨ r.

Differentiation with respect to r yields

(6) κ1
θprq “ θ ¨M 1

X1
prq ´ cpθq

and

κ2
θprq “ θ ¨ M2

X1
prq

for all r in a neighbourhood r0, r0q of 0. Since P ptX1 ą 0uq “ 1 by assumption, we get κ2
θprq ą 0 for all

r P r0, r0q, implying that the function κθ is strictly convex, or equivalently that κ1
θ is strictly increasing on on

r0, r0q, while condition (6) implies that κ1
θp0q ă 0; hence there exists a unique number r1 :“ r1pθq P p0, r0q so

that κ1
θpr1q “ 0 and κ1

θprq ą 0 for all r P pr1, r0q. The latter condition is equivalent to condition κ1
Θprq ą 0

PæσpΘq-a.s. for any r P pr1, r0q. Note that κθpr1q “ minrPp0,r0q κθprq and κθprq ą κθpr1q for any r P p0, r0q,
since the restriction of κθ to rr1, r0q is strictly increasing (cf. e.g. [29], pages 89-90).

Fix on rr P pr1, r0q, consider a function ξ P R
˚,ℓ
` pDq and define the real-valued function β on p0,8q2 by means

of βpx, θq :“ rr ¨ x for any px, θq P p0,8q2. A standard computation justifies that β P Fℓ
P,Θ.

Since κ1
Θprrq ą 0 PæσpΘq-a.s., condition (6), along with [34], Lemma 4.14, yields

Θ ¨ EP

“
X1e

βpX1,Θq | Θ
‰

ą cpΘq PæσpΘq-a.s.,

implying that condition (a.s.ruinpβ,Θq) holds, and so β P F
ruin,ℓ
P,Θ . Therefore, we may apply Theorem 4.14(ii) to

get a unique pair pρ,Qprrqq P M`pDq ˆ M
ruin,ℓ

S,ExppρpΘqq
, determined by conditions (˚) and (RPMξ) and satisfying

conditions (rndpfq), (rndpξq) and (ruinpP q); hence for any u ě 0 we have

ψpuq “

ż
1

ξpΘq
¨
´ Θ

ρpΘq

¯NTupΘq

e´rr¨STupΘq`NTupΘq¨lnMX1
prrq´

`
Θ´ρpΘq

˘
¨
řNTupΘq

j“1
Wj dQprrq

“

ż
1

ξpΘq
¨ e´rr¨STupΘq`Θ¨TupΘq¨

`
MX1

prrq´1

˘
dQprrq

“ EQprrq

„
e
rr¨Ru

TupΘq
pΘq`κΘprrq¨TupΘq

ξpΘq


¨ e´rr¨u,

where the second one by condition (˚).

One of the main drawbacks of the method used in Example 4.15 is the assumption thatMX1
prq exists for some

r ą 0, since it excludes heavy-tailed distributions. In the following example we consider again P P M
˚,ℓ
S,ExppΘq

and we demonstrate how Theorem 4.14 can be used to cure such cases.

Example 4.16. Let D :“ p0,8q, let P P M
˚,ℓ
S,ExppΘq with PX1

“ Parpa, bq (cf., e.g., [30], page 180 for the

definition of the Pareto distribution), where a ą 1 and b ą 0, so that the pair pP,Θq satisfies condition
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(scnpcpP,Θq), and let z P M`pDq with zpΘq ą cpΘq P -a.s.. Consider the pair pβ, ξq P Fℓ
P,Θ ˆ R

˚,ℓ
` pDq with

βpx, θq :“ ln zpθq ´ ln
`
θ ¨ EP rX1s

˘
for any x, θ ą 0. Since

EP rX1 ¨ eβpX1,Θq | Θs

EP rW1 | Θs
“ Θ ¨

zpΘq ¨ EP rX1s

Θ ¨ EP rX1s
ą cpΘq PæσpΘq-a.s.,

we deduce that condition (a.s.ruinpβ,Θq) holds, and so β P F
ruin,ℓ
P,Θ . Thus, we may apply Theorem 4.14(ii) to

get a unique pair pρ,Qpzqq P M`pDq ˆ M
ruin,ℓ
S,ExppρpΘqq, determined by conditions (˚) and (RPMξ) and satisfying

conditions (rndpfq), (rndpξq) and (ruinpP q); hence for any u ě 0 we get

ψpuq “

ż
1

ξpΘq
¨

ˆ
Θ ¨ EP rX1s

zpΘq

˙NTupΘq

¨ e
´ TupΘq

EP rX1s
¨
`
Θ¨EP rX1s´zpΘq

˘
dQpzq

“

ż
1

ξpΘq
¨

ˆ
Θ ¨ b

pa ´ 1q ¨ zpΘq

˙NTupΘq

¨ e´ pa´1q¨TupΘq
b

¨
`
Θ¨ b

a´1
´zpΘq

˘
dQpzq.

Note that the arguments appearing in the above example, remain true for any claim size distribution PX1

with finite expectations.

5. Mixed Premium Calculation Principles and Change of Measures

In this section, we discuss implications of our results to the computation of premium calculation principles
in a model of an insurance market possessing the property of (NFLVR). In this context, the financial pricing
of insurance (FPI for short) approach proposed by Delbaen & Haezendonck [8] plays a key role.

Let T ą 0. According to the FPI approach the liabilities of an insurance company over a fixed period of
time T :“ r0, T s can be represented as a price process UT :“ tUtutPT defined by means of Ut :“ pt ` St for any
t P T, where St represents the total amount of claims paid up to time t and pt represents the total premium
for the remaining risk ST ´ St. Under the assumption that the random behaviour of the price process UT is
described by the given probability measure P on Σ, and that the insurance market is liquid enough (see [8],
Section 1, for more details) by applying the Harrison-Kreps theory (see Harrison & Kreps [17]) it follows that
the existence of a 2-martingale measure Q on Σ for UT which is equivalent to P implies the elimination of
arbitrage opportunities in the insurance market and vice versa (see [8], Section 1). However, as the insurance
market is not, in general, complete (see e.g. [11], page 20, or [32], Section 4) the measure Q is not unique;
hence the next step should be the selection of such a measure Q.

Under the assumption

the aggregate process S is a P -CPPpθ0, PX1
q with θ0 ą 0,(CPP)

Delbaen and Haezendonck [8] were interested in all those measures Q with linear premiums of the form

pt “ pT ´ tq ¨ ppQq for any t P T,(LP)

where p(Q) is the premium density under Q. But as UT is a martingale under Q if and only if UT ´ p0 “
tSt ´ ppQq ¨ tutPT is so, Delbaen & Haezendonck faced the problem of characterizing all those risk-neutral
measures Q on Σ under which the compensator of ST is a linear deterministic function of t P T. As the
linearity of the premiums implies that ST is a CPP under Q and vice versa (see [8], Section 1), the above
problem is equivalent to the following one:

If S is a CPP under P , then characterize all progressively equivalent to P probability measures Q on Σ such
that S remains a CPP under Q.

Recall that under the FPI framework, a premium calculation principle (PCP for short) is a probability
measure Q on Σ which is progressively equivalent to P , the process S is a Q-CPP and X1 P L1pQq, see

[8], Definition 3.1. If the distribution QΘ is not degenerate, then the probability measure Q P M
˚,1
S,ExppρpΘqq

constructed in Theorem 3.4(ii) fails to be a PCP. Nevertheless, by virtue of Theorem 3.4(iii) there exists an
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essentially unique rcp tQθuθPD of Q over QΘ consistent with Θ such that for PΘ-a.a. θ P D the probability

measures Qθ are PCPs. Thus, it seems natural to call every probability measure Q P M
˚,1
S,ExppρpΘqq a mixed

PCP.

In order for a mixed PCP to provide a realistic and viable pricing framework it should give more weight to
unfavourable events in a risk-averse environment, i.e., conditions

(7) ppP,Θq ă ppQ,Θq ă 8 PæσpΘq-a.s..

and

(8) ppP q ă ppQq ă 8

must hold true.

Remark 5.1. Let pρ,Qq P M`pDq ˆM
˚,ℓ
S,ExppρpΘqq and let tQθuθPD be the rcp of Q over QΘ consistent with Θ

appearing in Theorem 3.4(iii). The following statements are equivalent:

(i) ppP,Θq ă ppQ,Θq ă 8 PæσpΘq-a.s.;

(ii) there exists a PΘ-null set ĂMP,Q P BpDq containing the PΘ-null sets rL˚˚ and WP,1 Y WQ,1 appearing

in Theorem 3.4(iii) and Remark 4.3, respectively, such that Qθ P M
˚,ℓ
S,Exppρpθqq

and ppPθq ă ppQθq ă 8

for any θ R ĂMP,Q.

In fact, first note that by [19], Lemma 3.5(i), there exists a PΘ-null setMP,Q P BpDq such that statement (i)

holds if and only if ppP, θq ă ppQ, θq ă 8 for all θ R MP,Q. Putting ĂMP,Q :“ rL˚˚ YMP,Q YWP,1 YWQ,1 P BpDq

and applying Theorem 3.4(iii) and Remark 4.3 we infer that ppPθq ă ppQθq ă 8 for all θ R ĂMP,Q, i.e., (i)ô(ii).

However, the existence of a mixed PCP does not, in general, guarantee the validity of conditions (7) and (8)
as the next two examples demonstrate. In the first example, we construct a mixed PCP that does not satisfy
condition (7) and leads to a P -a.s. ruin.

Example 5.2. Let P P M
˚,ℓ
S,KpΘq, D :“ p0,8q and r ą 0. Consider the pair pβ, ξq P Fℓ

P,Θ ˆ R
˚,ℓ
` pDq with

βpx, θq :“ ´r ¨ x for all x, θ ą 0. Applying Theorem 3.4(ii) we obtain a unique pair pρ,Qq P M`pDq ˆ

M
˚,ℓ
S,ExppρpΘqq

determined by conditions (˚) and (RPMξ), satisfying conditions (rndpfq), (rndpξq), and so that

Q is an ℓ-martingale measure for the reserve process RupΘq with cpΘq “ ppQ,Θq “ EP rX1¨e´r¨X1|Θs
EP rW1|Θs PæσpΘq-a.s..

However, for this particular choice of mixed PCP one has that ppQ,Θq ă ppP,Θq PæσpΘq-a.s. which according
to Lemma 4.5 leads to an a.s. ruin.

In the next example, we construct a mixed PCP for which condition (7) holds but condition (8) fails.

Example 5.3. Let D :“ p0,8q and P P M
˚,ℓ
S,ExppΘq with PΘ “ Expp1q. Consider the pair pβ, ξq P Fℓ

P,Θ ˆ

R
˚,ℓ
` pDq with βpx, θq :“ ln 2 for all x, θ ą 0 and ξpθq :“ 4 ¨ e´3¨θ for any θ ą 0. Applying Theorem 3.4(ii)

we obtain a unique pair pρ,Qq P M`pDq ˆ M
˚,ℓ
S,ExppρpΘqq determined by conditions (˚) and (RPMξ), satisfying

conditions (rndpfq), (rndpξq), and so that Q is an ℓ-martingale measure for the reserve process RupΘq with
cpΘq “ ppQ,Θq “ 2 ¨Θ ¨EP rX1s PæσpΘq-a.s.. Even though the conditional premium densities satisfy condition

(7), the corresponding premium densities satisfy the converse inequality since ppQq “ EP rX1s
2

and ppP q “
EP rX1s.

Examples 5.2 and 5.3 raise the question when a mixed PCP satisfies conditions (7) and (8) or the implication
(7)ñ(8).

Remark 5.4. If P P M
˚,ℓ
S,KpΘq such that the pair pP,Θq satisfies condition (scnpcpP,Θq), then for every pair

pβ, ξq P F
ruin,ℓ
P,Θ ˆ R

˚,ℓ
` pDq, with β satisfying condition pa.s.ruinpQ,Θqeqq, there exists a unique pair pρ,Qq P

M`pDq ˆ M
˚,ℓ
S,ExppρpΘqq

so that condition (7) holds true. In fact, this follows immediately by Theorem 4.14.
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In the next proposition we find sufficient conditions for the validity of the implication (7)ñ(8). To prove it,
we need the following lemma, which is a consequence of Schmidt [31], Theorem 2.2, but we write it exactly in
the form needed for our purposes.

Lemma 5.5. Let pΩ,Σ,P q be an arbitrary probability space. If Z : Ω Ñ R is a random variable, J P B a
Borel set satisfying P ptZ P Juq “ 1, and f, g : J Ñ R monotonic functions of the same monotonicity which are
either positive or for which fpZq, gpZq, fpZq ¨ gpZq P L1pP q, then

EP rfpZq ¨ gpZqs ě EP rfpZqs ¨ EP rgpZqs.

If the functions f , g have different monotonicity, then the inequality continues to apply but in the opposite
direction.

Proposition 5.6. Let D :“ p0,8q, P P M
˚,ℓ
S,KpΘq, pρ,Qq P M`pDq ˆ M

˚,ℓ
S,ΛpρpΘqq and let ξ P R

˚,ℓ
` pDq, rL˚˚,

tQθuθPD be as in Theorem 3.4. If for all θ R rL˚˚ the functions θ ÞÑ ξpθq and θ ÞÑ ppQθq are monotonic of the
same monotonicity, then

(i) ppPθq ď ppQθq for PΘ-a.a. θ ą 0, implies ppP q ď ppQq ă 8.
(ii) ppPθq ă ppQθq for PΘ-a.a. θ ą 0 implies ppP q ă ppQq ă 8.

Proof : First note that given P P M
˚,ℓ
S,KpΘq and pρ,Qq P M`pDq ˆ M

˚,ℓ
S,ΛpρpΘqq the existence of a function

ξ P R
˚,ℓ
` pDq follows by Theorem 3.4, according to which there exists an essentially unique pair pβ, ξq P Fℓ

P,Θ ˆ

R
˚,ℓ
` pDq satisfying among others condition (˚).

Ad (i): Since for all θ R rL˚˚ the functions θ ÞÑ ξpθq and θ ÞÑ ppQθq are monotonic of the same monotonicity, if
ppPθq ď ppQθq for PΘ-a.a. θ ą 0 we get

ppP q “ EPΘ
rppPθqs ď EPΘ

rppQθqs “ EQΘ
rppQθq ¨ pξpθqq´1s

ď EQΘ
rppQθqs ¨ EQΘ

rpξpθqq´1s “ EQΘ
rppQθqs ă 8,

where the second inequality follows by Lemma 5.5, the last equality is a consequence of the fact that ξ is a
Radon-Nikodym derivative of QΘ with respect to PΘ, and the last inequality follows by ppQ‚q P L1pQΘq; hence
ppP q ď ppQq ă 8.

Ad (ii): If ppPθq ă ppQθq for PΘ-a.a. θ ą 0, then EPΘ
rppPθqs ă EPΘ

rppQθqs.

The latter along with the arguments of the proof of (i) yields ppP q “ EPΘ
rppPθqs ă EPΘ

rppQθqs “ ppQq ă 8.
This completes the proof. �

6. Examples

In this section, applying our results, we provide some examples to show how to construct mixed PCPs Q
satisfying conditions (7) and (8) and such that for any T ą 0 the processes VTpΘq and Ru

TpΘq, for u ą 0,
have the property of (NFLVR). Moreover, we provide explicit formulas for the ruin probability for the reserve
process RupΘq with respect to the original measure P .

Example 6.1. Take D :“ p1,8q2, and let Θ “ pΘ1, Θ2q be a D-valued random vector on Ω with Θ1, Θ2 P

L1pP q. Moreover, assume that P P M
˚,2
S,KpΘq with

KpΘq :“
1

2
¨ Expp1{Θ1q `

1

2
¨ Expp1{Θ2q,

and PX1
“ Gapζ, 2q for ζ ą 0.

Consider the real-valued function β :“ γ ` α on p0,8q ˆ D, with γpxq :“ ln EP rX1s
2c

´ lnx ` 2pc´1q
cEP rX1s ¨ x for

any x ą 0 with c ą 2 a constant, and αpθq :“ 0 for any θ P D. Applying standard computations, we obtain

that EP reγpX1qs “ 1 and EP rX2
1

¨ eγpX1qs “ 2c2

ζ
ă 8, implying β P F2

P,Θ.
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Let ξ P M`pDq defined by means of ξpθq :“ ξpθ1, θ2q :“ 1 for any θ P D. Clearly EP rξpΘqs “ 1, implying

ξ P R`pDq, while P P M
˚,ℓ
S,KpΘq

yields

EP

«ˆ
2

Θ1 `Θ2

˙
2

¨ ξpΘq

ff
ă 8,

and so ξ P R˚,2pDq.

(a) Since pβ, ξq P F2

P,Θ ˆ R˚,2pDq, by Theorem 3.4 there exist a unique pair pρ,Qq P M`pDq ˆ M
˚,2
S,ExppρpΘqq

determined by conditions (˚) and (RPMξ), such that conditions (rndpfq) and (rndpξq) are valid, an essentially

unique rcp tQθuθPD of Q over QΘ consistent with Θ and a PΘ-null set rL˚˚ P BpDq such that for any θ R rL˚˚

conditions Qθ P M
˚,2
S,Exppρpθqq, (rndpfq), (r̊) and (RPMθ) hold true. It then follows by conditions (˚) and

(rndpfq) that ρpΘq “ 2

Θ1`Θ2
PæσpΘq-a.s. and QX1

“ Exppζ{cq, respectively, while condition (rndpξq) yields

(9) QΘpBq “ EP r1Θ´1rBs ¨ ξpΘqs “ PΘpBq for any B P BpDq.

Thus, for any θ R rL˚˚ the probability measure Qθ is a PCP satisfying condition

(10) ppPθq “
4

ζ ¨ pθ1 ` θ2q
ă

2 ¨ c

ζ ¨ pθ1 ` θ2q
“ ppQθq ă 8;

hence condition (7) holds by Remark 5.1. Conditions (9) and (10) imply condition (8).

(b) Again by Theorem 3.4, the measure Q is a 2-martingale measure for the process V pΘq with

(11) VtpΘq “ St ´ t ¨
2 ¨ c

ζ ¨ pΘ1 `Θ2q
for any t ě 0,

and for any θ R rL˚˚ the probability measure Qθ is a 2-martingale measure for the process V pθq with Vtpθq “
St ´ t ¨ 2¨c

ζ¨pθ1`θ2q for any t ě 0. In particular, for any T ą 0, Theorem 3.5 asserts that both processes VTpΘq and

VTpθq satisfy condition (NFLVR).

(c) Consider the reserve process RupΘq :“ u´ V pΘq (u ą 0). The equality cpΘq “ ppQ,Θq, together with (a),

implies that condition (scnpcpP,Θq) is valid and that Q P M
ruin,2

S,ExppρpΘqq; hence by Theorem 4.14 we get that Q

is a 2-martingale measure for the reserve process RupΘq, ruin occurs Q-a.s. and

ψpuq “ EQ

“
C1

`
NTupΘq,W,X,Θ

˘‰
¨ e´ ζpc´1q

c
¨u,

where

C1

`
NTupΘq,W,X,Θ

˘
:“

´NTupΘqź

j“1

c ¨ ζ

ρpΘq
¨ Xj

¯
¨ e

ζpc´1q
c

¨Ru
TupΘqpΘq´ρpΘq¨pc´2q¨TupΘq`

řNTupΘq
j“1

ln

´
1

2Θ1
¨e

´
Wj
Θ1 ` 1

2Θ2
¨e

´
Wj
Θ2

¯
.

The latter follows by the equalities

S
pγq
TupΘq “ NTupΘq ¨ ln

´EP rX1s

2c

¯
´

NTupΘqÿ

j“1

lnXj `
2pc ´ 1q

cEP rX1s
¨ STupΘq

and
NTupΘqź

j“1

dKpΘq

dExppρpΘqq
pWjq “ e

řNTupΘq
j“1

ln

´
1

2Θ1
¨e

´
Wj
Θ1 ` 1

2Θ2
¨e

´
Wj
Θ2

¯
´NTupΘq¨lnρpΘq`ρpΘq¨T pΘq

along with conditions (ruinpP q), (11) and (˚).

Moreover, again by Theorem 4.14, for any θ R ĂM˚,Q, the reserve processes Ru
TpΘq :“ tRu

t pΘqutPT and
ruTpθq :“ trut pθqutPT both satisfy the (NFLVR) property.

In our next example we rediscover Shaun Wang’s risk-adjusted premium principle (see [36], for the definition
and its properties).
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Example 6.2. Let D :“ p0,8q and assume that P P M
˚,2
S,ExppΘq such that PX1

is absolutely continuous with

respect to the Lebesgue measure λ on B restricted to Bp0,8q. Denote by sFX1
pxq :“ PX1

ppx,8qq for any x ą 0

the corresponding survival function of the random variable X1, and assume that
ş8
0
x ¨

` sFX1
pxq

˘ 1

c λpdxq ă 8,
where c ą 1 is a constant. Recall that the risk adjusted premium for X1 is defined by means of

πcpX1q :“

ż 8

0

` sFX1
pxq

˘ 1

c λpdxq for any c ě 1.

(see [36], Definition 2).

Consider the real-valued function β :“ γ ` α on p0,8q2, with γpxq :“ ´ ln c ` p1
c

´ 1q ¨ ln sFX1
pxq for any

x ą 0 and αpθq :“ 0 for any θ ą 0. By standard computations, get EP reγpX1qs “ 1 and EP rX2
1

¨ eγpX1qs “

2 ¨
ş8
0
x ¨

` sFX1
pxq

˘ 1

c λpdxq ă 8, implying πcpX1q ă 8 and β P F2

P,Θ.

For any r P EΘ :“ trr ě 0 : MΘprrq :“ EP rerr¨Θs ă 8u, where by MΘ is denoted the moment generating

function of Θ, define the function ξ P M`pDq by means of ξpθq :“ er¨θ

MΘprq for any θ ą 0. Clearly EP rξpΘqs “ 1,

implying that ξ P R`pDq. But since P P M
˚,2
S,ExppΘq

, get EP rΘ2s ă 8, implying M2
Θprq ă 8 for all r in a

neighbourhood of 0 in EΘ; hence

EP rΘ2 ¨ ξpΘqs “
EP rΘ2 ¨ er¨Θs

MΘprq
“
M2

Θprq

MΘprq
ă 8,

implying ξ P R
˚,2
` pDq.

(a) Since pβ, ξq P F2

P,Θ ˆ R
˚,2
` pDq, we may apply Theorem 3.4 in order to get a unique pair pρ,Qq P M`pDq ˆ

M
˚,2
S,ExppρpΘqq determined by conditions (˚) and (RPMξ), so that conditions (rndpfq) and (rndpξq) hold, an

essentially unique rcp tQθuθą0 of Q over QΘ consistent with Θ and a PΘ-null set rL˚˚ P Bp0,8q satisfying for

any θ R rL˚˚ conditions Qθ P M
˚,2
S,Exppρpθqq

, (rndpfq), (r̊) and (RPMθ). It then follows by conditions (˚) and

(rndpfq) that ρpΘq “ Θ PæσpΘq-a.s. and

QX1
pAq “ EP r1X´1

1
rAs ¨ eγpX1qs “

ż

A

1

c
¨
` sF pxq

˘ 1

c
´1
PX1

pdxq for any A P Bp0,8q,

respectively, while by condition (rndpξq) for any B P Bp0,8q we get

(12) QΘpBq “ EP r1Θ´1rBs ¨ ξpΘqs “

ż

B

er¨θ

MΘprq
PΘpdθq for r P EΘ;

hence for any θ R rL˚˚ the corresponding measure Qθ is a PCP satisfying condition

ppPθq “ θ ¨

ż 8

0

sF pxqλpdxq ă θ ¨

ż 8

0

` sF pxq
˘ 1

c λpdxq “ θ ¨ πcpX1q “ ppQθq ă 8,

implying condition (7) by Remark 5.1. Since for all θ R rL˚˚ the functions θ ÞÑ ξpθq and θ ÞÑ ppQθq are
monotonic of the same monotonicity, we may apply Proposition 5.6(ii) to conclude condition (8) with

ppQq “ EQΘ
rppQθqs “ πcpX1q ¨ EQΘ

rθs “ πcpX1q ¨
M 1

Θprq

MΘprq

for all r in a neighbourhood of 0 in EΘ, where the last equality follows by condition (12).

(b) Again by Theorem 3.4, the probability measure Q is a 2-martingale measure for the process V pΘq with

VtpΘq “ St ´ t ¨ Θ ¨ πcpX1q for any t ě 0, and for any θ R rL˚˚ the probability measure Qθ is a 2-martingale
measure for the process V pθq with Vtpθq “ St ´ t ¨θ ¨πcpX1q for any t ě 0. In particular, for any T ą 0, Theorem
3.5 asserts that both processes VTpΘq and VTpθq satisfy condition (NFLVR).

(c) Consider the reserve process RupΘq :“ u´ V pΘq (u ą 0). The equality cpΘq “ ppQ,Θq, together with (a),

implies that condition (scnpcpP,Θq) is valid and that Q P M
ruin,2

S,ExppρpΘqq
; hence by Theorem 4.14, we get that Q



22 S. M. Tzaninis and N. D. Macheras

is a 2-martingale measure for the reserve process RupΘq, ruin occurs Q-a.s. and condition (ruinpP q) holds true.

Condition (ruinpP q), along with S
pγq
TupΘq “ ´NTupΘq ¨ln c`p1

c
´1q¨

řNTupΘq

j“1
ln sFX1

pXjq,
śNTupΘq

j“1

dKpΘq
dExppρpΘqq pWjq “

1 and standard computations, yields

ψpuq “ MΘprq ¨ EQ

“
e´r¨Θ`NTupΘq¨ln c´p 1

c
´1q¨

řNTupΘq
j“1

ln sFX1
pXjq‰.

Moreover, again by Theorem 4.14, for any θ R ĂM˚,Q the reserve processes Ru
TpΘq :“ tRu

t pΘqutPT and
ruTpθq :“ trut pθqutPT both satisfy the (NFLVR) property.

In particular, if c “ 2 and PX1
“ Parp2, 5q, then the latter formula for the ruin probability becomes

ψpuq “ MΘprq ¨ EQ

”
e´r¨Θ ¨

NTupΘqź

j“1

2
7

2

p2 `Xjq5{2

ı
.

Example 6.3. Let D :“ p0,8q and P P M
˚,2
S,Expp1{Θq. Put EX1

:“ tr ě 0 : MX1
prq ă 8u and define the

real-valued function β :“ γ `α on p0,8q2 by means of γpxq :“ r ¨ x´ lnMX1
prq for r P EX1

and for any x ą 0,

and αpθq :“ 0 for θ ą 0. By standard computations, get EP reγpX1qs “ 1 and

EP rX2

1 ¨ eγpX1qs “
EP rX2

1
¨ er¨X1s

EP rer¨X1s
“
M2

X1
prq

MX1
prq

ă 8,

since M2
X1

prq ă 8 for all r in a neighbourhood of 0 in EX1
; hence β P F2

P,Θ.

Define the function ξ P M`pDq by means of ξpθq :“ e´r¨θ

EP re´r¨Θs
for r P EX1

and for any θ ą 0. Clearly

EP rξpΘqs “ 1, implying ξ P R`pDq, and

EP

«ˆ
1

Θ

˙2

¨ ξpΘq

ff
“

EP

“
1

Θ2 ¨ e´r¨Θ
‰

EP re´r¨Θs
ď

EP

“
1

Θ2

‰

EP re´r¨Θs
ă 8,

where the last inequality follows by P P M
˚,2
S,Expp1{Θq; hence ξ P R˚,2pDq.

(a) Since pβ, ξq P F2

P,ΘˆR
˚,2
` pDq, applying Theorem 3.4 we obtain a unique pair pρ,Qq P M`pDqˆM

˚,2
S,ExppρpΘqq

determined by conditions (˚) and (RPMξ), such that conditions (rndpfq) and (rndpξq) are valid, an essentially

unique rcp tQθuθą0 of Q over QΘ consistent with Θ, and a PΘ-null set rL˚˚ P Bp0,8q such that for any θ R rL˚˚

conditions Qθ P M
˚,2
S,Exppρpθqq, (rndpfq), (r̊) and (RPMθ) hold true. It then follows by It then follows by

conditions (˚) and (rndpfq) that ρpΘq “ 1

Θ
PæσpΘq-a.s. and

QX1
pAq “ EP r1

X´1

1
rAs ¨ eγpX1qs “

EP r1
X´1

1
rAs ¨ er¨X1s

MX1
prq

for r P EX1
,

for any A P Bp0,8q, respectively, while by condition (rndpξq) for any B P Bp0,8q we get

(13) QΘpBq “ EP r1Θ´1rBs ¨ ξpΘqs “
EP r1Θ´1

1
rBs ¨ e´r¨Θs

EP re´r¨Θs
for r P EX1

.

Thus, for any θ R rL˚˚ the probability measure Qθ is a PCP satisfying condition

(14) ppPθq “
EP rX1s

θ
ă

M 1
X1

prq

θ ¨ MX1
prq

“ ppQθq ă 8,

for r i a neighbourhood of 0 in EX1
. The inequalities hold true, since for the function f : EX1

Ñ R defined
by means of fprq :“ lnMX1

prq for all r P EX1
, we have f2prq ą 0 for any r in a neighbourhood r0, r0q of

0, or equivalently f is strictly convex on r0, r0q, or equivalently the function f 1 with f 1prq “
M 1

X1
prq

MX1
prq ă 8 for

r P r0, r0q is strictly increasing; hence EP rX1s ă f 1prq ă 8 for all r P p0, r0q.
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Consequently, condition (14), together Remark 5.1, yields condition (7). Since for any θ R rL˚˚ the functions
θ ÞÑ ξpθq and θ ÞÑ ppQθq are monotonic of the same monotonicity, we may apply Proposition 5.6(ii) in order to
conclude condition (8) with

ppQq “ EQΘ
rppQθqs “ EQΘ

”1
θ

ı
¨
M 1

X1
prq

MX1
prq

“
EP

“
1

Θ
¨ e´r¨Θ

‰

EP re´r¨Θs
¨
M 1

X1
prq

MX1
prq

,

where the last equality follows by condition (13).

(b) Again by Theorem 3.4 the probability measure Q is a 2-martingale measure for the process V pΘq with

VtpΘq “ St ´ t ¨ 1

Θ
¨
M 1

X1
prq

MX1
prq for any t ě 0, and for any θ R rL˚˚ the probability measure Qθ is a 2-martingale

measure for the process V pθq with Vtpθq “ St´ t ¨ 1
θ

¨
M 1

X1
prq

MX1
prq for any t ě 0. In particular, for any T ą 0, Theorem

3.5 asserts that both processes VTpΘq and VTpθq satisfy condition (NFLVR).

(c) Consider the reserve process RupΘq :“ u´ V pΘq (u ą 0). The equality cpΘq “ ppQ,Θq, together with (a),

implies that condition (scnpcpP,Θq) is valid and that Q P M
ruin,2
S,ExppρpΘqq; hence by Theorem 4.14 we get that Q

is a 2-martingale measure for the reserve process RupΘq, ruin occurs Q-a.s. and

ψpuq “ EP re´r¨Θs ¨ EQ

”
e
r¨Ru

TupΘqpΘq`r¨Θ´ r¨TupΘq
Θ

¨
M 1

X1
prq

MX1
prq

`NTupΘq¨lnMX1
prq
ı

¨ e´r¨u,

where the latter follows by (ruinpP q) along with

S
pγq
TupΘq “ r ¨ STupΘq ´NTupΘq ¨ lnEP rer¨X1s and

NTupΘqź

j“1

dKpΘq

dExppρpΘqq
pWjq “ 1.

Moreover, again by Theorem 4.14, for any θ R ĂM˚,Q, the reserve processes Ru
TpΘq :“ tRu

t pΘqutPT and
ruTpθq :“ trut pθqutPT both satisfy the (NFLVR) property.

Example 6.4. Assume that D :“ p0,8q and P P M
˚,2
S,GapΘ,kq for k ą 0, such that PX1

“ Exppηq with η ą 0

and PΘ “ Gapb1, aq with b1, a ą 0.

Consider the real-valued function β :“ γ `α on p0,8q2, with γpxq :“ lnp1´ c ¨EP rX1sq ` c ¨x for any x ą 0
with c ă η a positive constant, and αpθq :“ ln

`
θ
b

¨ EPθ
rW1s

˘
for any θ ą 0, where b ă k is a positive constant.

It can be easily seen that EP reγpX1qs “ 1 and EP rX2
1

¨ eγpX1qs “ 2

pη´cq2
ă 8, implying β P F2

P,Θ.

Let ξ P M`pDq be defined by means of ξpθq :“
´
b2
b1

¯a

¨ e´pb2´b1q¨θ for any θ ą 0, where b2 is a positive

constant such that b2 ă b1. Clearly EP rξpΘqs “ 1, implying that ξ P R`pDq. Applying standard computations
we get

EP

»
–ξpΘq ¨

˜
elnpΘ

b
¨EP rW1|Θsq

EP rW1 | Θs

¸2
fi
fl “

EP rξpΘq ¨ Θ2s

b2
ă 8,

implying that ξ P R˚,2pDq.

(a) Since pβ, ξq P F2

P,Θ ˆ R˚,2pDq, by Theorem 3.4 there exist a unique pair pρ,Qq P M`pDq ˆ M
˚,2
S,ExppρpΘqq

determined by conditions (˚) and (RPMξ) so that conditions (rndpfq) and (rndpξq) are valid, an essentially

unique rcp tQθuθą0 of Q over QΘ consistent with Θ, and a PΘ-null set rL˚˚ P Bp0,8q such that for any

θ R rL˚˚ conditions Qθ P M
˚,2
S,Exppρpθqq, (rndpfq), (r̊) and (RPMθ) hold true. It then follows by conditions

(˚) and (rndpfq) that ρpΘq “ Θ
b
PæσpΘq-a.s. and QX1

“ Exppη ´ cq, respectively, while condition (rndpξq)

gives QΘ “ Gapb2, aq; hence for any θ R rL˚˚ the probability measure Qθ is a PCP satisfying condition
ppPθq “ θ

k¨η ă θ
b¨pη´cq “ ppQθq ă 8. Thus, we may apply Remark 5.1 in order to conclude condition (7), and
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since for all θ R rL˚˚ the functions θ ÞÑ ξpθq and θ ÞÑ ppQθq are monotonic of the same monotonicity, we may
apply Proposition 5.6(ii) in order to conclude condition (8) with

ppQq “ EQΘ
rppQθqs “ EQΘ

” θ

b ¨ pη ´ cq

ı
“

a

b2 ¨ b ¨ pη ´ cq
.

(b) Again by Theorem 3.4 the probability measure Q is a 2-martingale measure for the process V pΘq with

VtpΘq “ St ´ t ¨ Θ
b¨pη´cq for any t ě 0, and for any θ R rL˚˚ the probability measure Qθ is a 2-martingale measure

for the process V pθq with Vtpθq “ St ´ t ¨ θ
b¨pη´cq for any t ě 0. In particular, for any T ą 0, Theorem 3.5 asserts

that both processes VTpΘq and VTpθq satisfy condition (NFLVR).

(c) Consider the reserve process RupΘq :“ u´ V pΘq (u ą 0). The equality cpΘq “ ppQ,Θq, together with (a),

implies that condition (scnpcpP,Θq) is valid and that Q P M
ruin,2
S,ExppρpΘqq; hence by Theorem 4.14 we get that

Q is a 2-martingale measure for the reserve process RupΘq, ruin occurs Q-a.s. and condition (ruinpP q) holds

true. Condition (ruinpP q) together with S
pγq
TupΘq “ NTupΘq ¨ lnp1 ´ c ¨ EP rX1sq ` c ¨ STupΘq,

NTupΘqź

j“1

dKpΘq

dExppρpΘqq
pWjq “ eNTupΘq¨

`
k¨lnΘ´lnΓpkq´ln ρpΘq

˘
´TupΘq¨

`
Θ´ρpΘq

˘
`pk´1q¨

řNTupΘq
j“1

lnWj

and standard computations, yields

ψpuq “ EQ

“
C2

`
NTupΘq,W,X,Θ

˘‰
¨ e´c¨u,

where

C2

`
NTupΘq,W,X,Θ

˘
:“

ˆ
b1

b2

˙a

¨
´NTupΘqź

j“1

η ¨Θk ¨W k´1

j

pη ´ cq ¨ Γpkq ¨ ρpΘq

¯
¨ e

´pb1´b2q¨Θ`c¨Ru
TupΘq

pΘq`Θ¨TupΘq¨ p1´bq¨pη´cq´c

b¨pη´cq .

Moreover, again by Theorem 4.14, for any θ R ĂM˚,Q, the reserve processes Ru
TpΘq :“ tRu

t pΘqutPT and
ruTpθq :“ trut pθqutPT both satisfy the (NFLVR) property.

It follows a counter-example to show that, the assumption of the same monotonicity of the functions θ ÞÑ

ppQθq and θ ÞÑ ξpθq for all θ R rL˚˚ is essential for the validity of the conclusion ppP q ď ppQq in Proposition 5.6.

Counter-example 6.5. In the situation of Example 6.4, replace ξ P M`pDq with the function rξ P M`pDq

defined by rξpθq :“
´rb2
b1

¯a

¨ e´prb2´b1q¨θ for any θ ą 0, where rb2 is a constant satisfying rb2 ą b1¨k¨η
b¨pη´cq . By the same

way as in Example 6.4 we get pβ, rξq P F2

P,Θ ˆ R˚,2pDq, and so we may apply Theorem 3.4 in order to obtain

a unique pair pρ, rQq P M`pDq ˆ M
˚,2
S,ExppρpΘqq determined by conditions (˚) and (RPMξ) such that conditions

(rndpfq) and (rndpξq) hold, an essentially unique rcp t rQθuθą0 of rQ over rQΘ consistent with Θ, and a PΘ-null

set rL˚˚ P Bp0,8q such that for any θ R rL˚˚ conditions rQθ P M2

S,Exppρpθqq, (rndpfq), (r̊) and (RPMθ) hold true.

It then follows by conditions (˚) and (rndpfq) that ρpΘq “ Θ
b
PæσpΘq-a.s. and rQX1

“ Exppη´ cq, respectively,

while by condition (rndpξq) we get rQΘ “ Gaprb2, aq; hence for any θ R rL˚˚ the probability measure rQθ is a

PCP satisfying condition ppPθq “ θ
k¨η ă θ

b¨pη´cq “ pp rQθq ă 8; hence condition (7) holds by Remark 5.1. Easy

computations show that

ppP q “

ż

D

ppPθqPΘpdθq “
a

b1 ¨ k ¨ η

and

pp rQq “

ż

D

pp rQθqQΘpdθq “
a

rb2 ¨ b ¨ pη ´ cq
,

implying ppP q ą pp rQq; hence the conclusions (i) and (ii) of Proposition 5.6 fail. Note that all assumptions

of this proposition except for that of the same monotonicity of the functions θ ÞÑ ξpθq and θ ÞÑ pp rQθq for all
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θ R rL˚˚ are satisfied, since the function θ ÞÑ ξpθq is strictly decreasing, while θ ÞÑ pp rQθq is strictly increasing. As
a consequence, we infer that the assumption of the same monotonicity of the functions θ ÞÑ ξpθq and θ ÞÑ ppQθq
is essential for the validity of the conclusion of Proposition 5.6.

Note that even if ppPθq “ pp rQθq for any θ R rL˚˚, i.e., whenever c “ 0 and b “ k, the equality ppP q “ pp rQq
fails.
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