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1. INTRODUCTION

The change of measures technique has been successfully applied to various theories such
as queues and fluid flows (Asmussen [1],1994, [2] 1995, Palmowski and Rolski [16] 1996;
[17] 1998), ruin theory (Dassios and Embrechts [6] 1989, Asmussen [1] 1996, Asmussen
and Albrecher [3] 2010, Schmidli [20] 1996, [21] 1997, [22] 2017), simulation (Boogaert
and De Waegenaere [4] 1990, Ridder [18] 1996) and pricing of insurance risks (premium
calculation principles) (Delbaen and Haezendonck [7] 1989, Lyberopoulos and Macheras
[12] 2019, Macheras and Tzaninis [15] 2020, [24] 2020). The process of interest is usually
Markovian and, under a suitably chosen new probability measure, it is again a Markov
process with some “nicer” desired properties.

In [24], the same problem was investigated for the class of compound mixed renewal
processes, which are not, in general, Markov ones. In the same paper, given a compound
mixed renewal process S under P, a full characterization of all probability measures @),
which are progressively equivalent to P and preserve the type of .S, but with some better
desired properties, was provided, see [24], Theorem 4.5 and Corollary 4.8 as well as Propo-
sition 4.15. Note that the martingales L" and the probability measures ()" appearing in
[22] are special instances of the martingales M ()(#) and of the probability measures Qg
of Theorem 4.5 from [24].

Part of [24], Proposition 4.15, is Proposition 3.5, formulated for the purposes of the
present paper and being the starting point for applications to the ruin problem. Proposi-
tion 3.5, as well as Proposition 3.7, extend the corresponding results for the renewal risk
model (see e.g. [22], Lemmas 8.4 and 8.6, respectively) to the compound mixed renewal
processes.

A consequence of Proposition 3.5 is Theorem 4.1, where it is proven, that if the net
profit condition is fulfilled under an original measure P, and S is a compound mixed
renewal process under P then under the new measure resulting from Proposition 3.5 the
process S will be of the same type, except that the net profit condition will no longer be
fulfilled and ruin will always occur within finite time.
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Thus, the ruin problem becomes easier to handle, since by Theorem 4.1 under the new
measure the probability of ruin is equal to 1, giving us the opportunity to express the ruin
probability under P as a quantity under the new measure, see Proposition 4.3, and to find
upper and lower bounds for it, see Proposition 4.4.

2. PRELIMINARIES

Throughout this paper, unless stated otherwise, (§2,X, P) is a fized but arbitrary prob-
ability space. The symbol L!(P) stands for the family of all real-valued P-integrable
functions on (2. Functions that are P-a.s. equal are not identified. We denote by o(G)
the o-algebra generated by a family G of subsets of {2. Given a topology T on {2 we write
B((2) for its Borel o-algebra on (2, i.e. the o-algebra generated by T. Our measure the-
oretic terminology is standard and generally follows [5]. For the definitions of real-valued
random variables and random variables we refer to [5], p. 308. We apply the notation
Px := Px(0) := K(f) to mean that X is distributed according to the law K(6), where
6 e D < R? (d e N) is the parameter of the distribution. We denote again by K(#) the
distribution function induced by the probability distribution K(6). Notation Ga(b,a),
where a,b € (0,00), stands for the law of gamma distribution (cf. e.g. [23], p. 180). In
particular, Ga(b,1) = Exp(b) stands for the law of exponential distribution. For two
real-valued random variables X and Y we write X =Y P-a.s. if {X # Y} is a P-null set.
If Ac (2, then A°:= \A, while x4 denotes the indicator (or characteristic) function of
the set A. For a map f : D — FE and for a non-empty set A € D we denote by f | A
the restriction of f to A. We write Ep[X | F] for a version of a conditional expectation
(under P) of X € L£L(P) given a o-subalgebra F of ¥. For X := yp € £}(P) with Ee€ X
we set P(E | F) := Ep[xg | F]. For the unexplained terminology of Probability and Risk
Theory we refer to [23].

Given two measurable spaces (£2,Y) and (1, H), a function k from 2 x H into [0, 1] is
a Y-H-Markov kernel if it has the following properties:

(k1) The set-function B — k(w, B) is a probability measure on H for any fixed w € 2.

(k2) The function w — k(w, B) is XY-measurable for any fixed B € H.

In particular, given a real-valued random variable X on (2 and a d-dimensional random

vector © on {2, a conditional distribution of X over O is a ¢(©)-B-Markov kernel
denoted by Px|o := Px|s(0) and satisfying for each B € B condition

Pyjo(s, B) = P(X'[B] | 5(©))(s) P | o(6) - as..

Clearly, for every B4-B-Markov kernel k, the map K(©) from {2 x 8 into [0, 1] defined
by means of

K(O)(w,B) := (k(e,B) 0 O)(w) for any (w,B)e 2 xB

is a 0(0)-B-Markov kernel. Then for § = O(w) with w € {2 the probability measures k(0, o)
are distributions on B and so we may write K(6)(e) instead of k(6,e). Consequently, in
this case K(©) will be denoted by K(O).

For any real-valued random variables X, Y on {2 we say that Px|g and Py g are P |
o(O)-equivalent and we write Pxj9 = Pyjo P | 0(0)-a.s., if there exists a P-null set
M € o(O) such that for any w ¢ M and B € B the equality Px|o(w,B) = Pyje(w, B)
holds true.

For the definition of a P—conditionally (stochastically) independent process over o(O) as

well as of a P—conditionally identically distributed process over o(©) we refer to [24]. We
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say that a process is P-conditionally (stochastically) independent or identically
distributed given O, if it is conditionally independent or identically distributed over the
o-algebra o(O).

For the rest of the paper we simply write “conditionally” in the place of “conditionally
given @ whenever conditioning refers to 6.

Henceforth, unless stated otherwise, (T, H) := ((0,00),B(Y)) and © is a d-dimensional
random vector on §2 with values on D € RY (d e N).

3. A CHANGE OF MEASURES TECHNIQUE FOR COMPOUND MIXED RENEWAL
PROCESSES

We first recall some additional background material, needed in this section.

A family N := {N;},r, of random variables from ({2, ) into (R, B(R)) is called a
counting (or claim number) process, if there exists a P-null set 2y € X such that
the process N restricted on 2\2y takes values in Ny u {00}, has right-continuous paths,
presents jumps of size (at most) one, vanishes at t = 0 and increases to infinity. Without
loss of generality we may and do assume, that 2y = ¢J. Denote by T := {T},}nen,
and W := {W,},en the (claim) arrival process and (claim) interarrival process,
respectively (cf. e.g. [23], Section 1.1, page 6 for the definitions) associated with N. Note
also that every arrival process induces a counting process, and vice versa (cf. e.g. [23],
Theorem 2.1.1).

Furthermore, let X := {X,,},en be a sequence of positive real-valued random variables
on (2, and for any t > 0 define

N, .
St - kil Xk if ¢> O;
0 if t=0.

Accordingly, the sequence X is said to be the claim size process, and the family S :=
{Si}ier, of real-valued random variables on {2 is said to be the aggregate claims process
induced by the pair (N, X). Recall that a pair (N, X) 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—independent (see [23],
Chapter 6, Section 6.1).

The following definition has been introduced in [11], Definition 3.1, see also [14], Defi-
nition 3.2(b).

Definition 3.1. A counting process N is a P-mixed renewal process with mix-
ing parameter © and interarrival time conditional distribution K(©) (written
P-MRP(K(©)) for short), if the induced interarrival process W is P—conditionally inde-
pendent and

VneN [P, 0 = K(©O) P | 0(0)as.].

In particular, if the distribution Pg of @ is degenerate at some point 6y € D, then the
counting process N becomes a P—renewal process with interarrival time distribution K(0)
(written P-RP(K(6p)) for short).

Accordingly, an aggregate claims process S induced by a P-risk process (IV, X) such that
N is a P-MRP(K(O)) is called a compound mixed renewal process with parame-
ters K(©) and Px, (P-CMRP(K(O), Py, ) for short). In particular, if Pg is degenerate
at 0y € D, then S is called a compound renewal process with parameters K(6)
and Px, (P-CRP(K(#y), Px,) for short).
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Throughout what follows we denote again by K(©) and K(6) the conditional distribution
function and the distribution function induced by the conditional probability distribution
K(O©) and the probability distribution K(0), respectively.

The following conditions will be useful for our investigations:

(al) the pair (W, X) is P—conditionally independent;
(a2) the random vector © and the process X are P—(unconditionally) independent.

Next, whenever condition (al) and (a2) holds true we shall write that the quadruplet
(P,W, X,0) or (if no confusion arises) the probability measure P satisfies (al) and (a2),
respectively.

Since conditioning is involved in the definition of (compound) mixed renewal processes,
it is natural to expect that regular conditional probabilities (or disintegrations) will play
a key. To this purpose we recall the following definition.

Definition 3.2. Let (T, H, R) be a probability probability space. A family {P,}er of
probability measures on X' is called a regular conditional probability (rcp for short)
of P over R if

(d1) for each E € X' the map y — P,(F) is H-measurable;
(d2) (P,(F) R(dy) = P(E) for each E € X.

If f:§ — 7 is an inverse-measure-preserving function (i.e. P(f~(B)) = R(B) for
each B € H), a rcp {P,}yer of P over R is called consistent with f if, for each B € H,
the equality P,(f~!(B)) = 1 holds for R-almost every y € B.

From now on, unless stated otherwise, the family {Py}oep is a rcp of P over Pg con-
sistent with ©.

Regular conditional probabilities seem to have a bad reputation when it comes to ap-
plications, and that is probably due to the fact that their own existence is not always
guaranteed (see [13], Examples 4 and 5). Nevertheless, as the spaces used in applied
Probability Theory are mainly Polish ones, such rcps always exist (see [8], Theorem 6),
and in fact they can be explicitly constructed for the class of (compound) mixed renewal
processes (see [24], Proposition 4.1).

We write F := {F;}ter, , where F; := o(F; U 0(0)), for the canonical filtration gener-
ated by S and O, Fy := o(Urter, FP) and Fo := o(F5 U a(O)). For the definition of a
(P, Z)-martingale in £'(P), where Z = {Z;}er, is a filtration for (12, X)), we refer to [23],
p. 25. A (P, Z)-martingale {Z; };er, in £!(P) is P—a.s. positive, if Z; is P-a.s. positive
for each t > 0. For Z = F we write “martingale in £!(P)” instead of “(P, Z)-martingale
in £'(P)”, for simplicity.

Notations 3.3. (a) The class of all real-valued B(Y")-measurable functions ~ such that
Ep [eV(Xl)] = 1 will be denoted by Fp := Fpx, n. The class of all real-valued B(D)-
measurable functions £ on D such that Po({¢ > 0}) = 1 and Ep[£{(©)] = 1 is denoted by
R+(D) = R+(D7 %(D)7 P@)

(b) Denote by MM*(D) (k € N) the class of all B(D)-B(R*)-measurable functions on
D. For each p € 9M*(D) the class of all probability measures Q on X satisfying (al) and
(a2), are progressively equivalent to P, ie. Q | F; ~ P | F; for any t > 0 (in the
sense of absolute continuity), and such that S is a Q-CMRP(A(p(©)),Qx,) is denoted
by Mg apo)) = Msap@)),px,- In the special case d = k and p := idp we write

S.A©) = Mg a(pe) for simplicity.
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(c) For given p € M*(D) and § € D, denote by M Ap(6)) the class of all proba-
bility measures Qg on X, such that Qg | Fz ~ Py | F; for any t € R, and S is a

Qg-CRP(A(p(Q)), (QG)X1)'

From now on, unless stated otherwise, P € Mgk @) is the initial probability measure
under which S is a P-CMRP(K(O), Px,).

It follows a result to show that the martingales L" := {L}};cr, and the measures Q"
appearing in [22], Chapter 8, Section 8.3, are special instances of the martingales M) (9)
and the measures g, respectively, of the main result of [24], i.e. Theorem 4.5.

Remark 3.4. For any r € R, such that Ep[e’*1] < o0 and for any 6 € L%, where Lp
is the Pg—null appearing in [24], Proposition 3.3, let k(1) be the unique solution to the
equation
(1) Mx,(r) - (Mo)w, (—ko(r) — c(0) -7) =1,
where My, and (Mp)w, are the moment generating function of X; and W; under the
measures P and Py, respectively. (Such a solution exists by e.g. [19], Lemma 11.5.1(a)).
Define the function x : D x Ry — R by means of
k(0,7) := kg(r) forany (0,7)e D xRy,

and for fixed r € R, denote by kg the random variable defined by the formula

ko (r)(w) = ko) (r) forany we .

Then, due to [24], Lemma 4.13, kg(r) is the P | o(©)-a.s. unique solution to the equation
(2) My, (r) - Ep[e~ (@)W1 | 9] 1 P} 5(0) - as.

The following proposition is a part of Proposition 4.15 from [24]. Since it is the basic
tool for the proofs of our results, we restate it exactly in the form needed for our purposes.

Proposition 3.5. For any r € Ry such that Ep[e’X1] < o0, and for any 0 ¢ Lp, let rg(r)
be the unique solution to the equation (1), and let ko(r) be as in Remark 3.4. Fixz on
arbitrary r € Ry as above and let p € MF(D) be given.

For each pair (v,€) € Fp x Ry (D) with y(z) := r-z —InEp[e”*1] for any x € T, there
ezists a unique probability measure Q 1= Q" € Mg p(p(0)), where

Ep[xyw -1, Lo (re(NrdA@) WL | @]

Alp(©))(B) := Ep[e=(re(r)+e(@)-r)W1 | 9] P10o(0) - as.
for any B € B(T), determined by condition
(RRM) Q(A) = f MM(©)dP forall 0<u<t and AeF,
A

with the martingale M('Y)(Q) in LY(P) fulfilling condition
Mt(v)(@) =¢(0)- ]\Z(V)(@) P! o(O)—as.

Moreover, there exist an essentially unique rcp {Qploep = {Qploep of Q over Qo
consistent with © and a Pgo-null set Ly, € B(D), satisfying for any 0 ¢ Ly, conditions

Qg € MS,A(p(G)) and
(REMp) Qu(A) — f NO(0)dP) forall 0 <u <t and Ae Fo
A
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with the martingale ]\7,&(7)(9) in LY(Py) fulfilling condition
e~ (Ko (r)+c(0)1)w (Py)w, (dw)
1 —K(0)(t - Tn,)

In particular, if Py, is absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure A
restricted to B([0,1]), then the martingale L"(0) := {Lj(0)}ier, for r € Ry, appearing in

[22], Lemma 8.4, coincides with the martingale M () in LY(Py) for any 0 ¢ Ly, and
for any t € Ry condition

j\\jt(’Y) (9) _ e?‘-Stf(ng(r)Jrc(O)-r)-TNt+1n]Ep[e"‘X1] . St*TNt

M (6) = €(0) - Li(®)
holds P} 0(@)-a.s. true.
Lemma 3.6. For anyre Ry, 0 ¢ Ly, Q) and kg(r) as in Proposition 3.5 condition
Eqp[X1]

rg(r) = m — (),

holds true.

Proof. Fix on arbitrary » € R, and 6 ¢ L., as in Proposition 3.5.
Since Lp € Ly by [24], Theorem 4.5, it follows by [24], Proposition 3.3, that we can
rewrite condition (1) in the form

(3) (Mo)x, (r) - (Ma)w, (—c(0) - 7 — ro(r)) = 1.
Differentiation with respect to r gives
((Mp)x, (r))" - (Mp)w, (—c(0) -7 — rp(r))
+ (Mp)x, (r) - (Mp)wr (—=¢(0) - 7 — k(1)) - (—c(0) — r(r)) = 0
for all 7 in a neighbourhood of 0. The expectations Eg, [X1] and Ef, [W1] are given by

er X ] _ Ep, [X1 e 1] B (Mffl (r))

E py[er¥1] Epler] M, (r)

(4)

Eq;[X1] = Ep, [Xl :

and

Eo:[Wi] = E W e~ (rc(0)+ro(r) Wa B Ep, [Wl . e*(T'C(G)JrRe(T))-Wl]
Q9 1| = Py 1 EP [e*(T'(9)0+H9(T‘))-W1] - EPQ [67(7"0(9)+I€9(7‘))-W1]

_ ((Mg)w, (=1 - c(6) — rp(r)) )
((Mo)w, (= ( ) — k()
respectively, implying along with condition (4) that
Eqp[X1]- (Mg)x, (r) - (Mg)w, (—c(0) - r — ro(r))
+ (M) x, (r) - Eqy[Wh] - (Mg)w, (—c(8) - r — rg(r)) - (—c(8) — k(1)) = 0.
The latter together with condition (3) gives
Eqy[X1] + Eqy[W1] - (—c(0) — ry(r)) =0,

completing the proof. O



Let S be the aggregate claims process induced by the counting process N and the claim
size process X. Fix on arbitrary v € 7 and t € R, and define the function r{' : 2xD — R
by means of r}"(w, 0) := u+c(f)-t—Sy(w) for any (w, ) € 2x D, where c is a positive B(D)—
measurable function. For arbitrary but fixed § € D, the process r*(0) := {r}"(8)}ser.,
defined by r(0) := r}*(w, 8) for any w € £2, is called the reserve process induced by the
initial reserve u, the premium intensity or premium rate c¢(f) and the aggregate
claims process S (see [23], Section 7.1, pages 155-156 for the definition). The function vy
defined by ¥y(u) := Pyp({inf r{*(f) < 0}) is called the probability of ruin for the reserve
process r*(0) with respect to Py (see [23], Section 7.1, page 158 for the definition).

Define the real-valued functions r{'(©) and R} on {2 by means of 7*(0)(w) := r{(w, O(w))
for any w € 2, and R} := 7} o (idg x ©), respectively. The process R" := {R}'}icr, is
called the reserve process induced by the initial reserve u, the stochastic premium
intensity or stochastic premium rate ¢(©) and the aggregate claims process S. The
function v defined by ¢ (u) := P({inf R} < 0}) is called the probability of ruin for the
reserve process R" with respect to P.

The following proposition extends Lemma 8.6 of [22].

Proposition 3.7. For any r € Ry, 0 ¢ Ly, Q) and rkg(r) as in Proposition 3.5, the
following statements hold true:

(1) limy—q0 T’i(et)_u = —rp(r) Q) —as.;
(77) limy_o @ = —kg(r) QTA— a.s.. ~
(iii) if there exists a Po—null set Ly in B(D) such that Py = Qj for any 6 ¢ Ly, then
the measures P and Q" are eguz’valent on Fu; R
(iv) if there exists a Po-null set Ly in B(D) such that Py # Q) for any 6 ¢ Lo, then

the measures P and Q" are singular on Fo, i.e. there exists a set E € Fyp such
that P(E) = 0 if and only if Q"(E) = 1.

Proof. Fix on arbitrary r € R, as in Proposition 3.5.

Ad (i): Let us fix on arbitrary 6 ¢ Ly, and note that Lp S Ly, by [24], Theorem 4.5.
Since S is a Q,~CRP by [24], Proposition 3.3, we get by the strong law of large numbers
that

Sy Eoj [X1]

lim 2t = —9 1 o s,
tE?o t EQQ[Wl] @

(cf. e.g. [9], Section 1.2, Theorem 2.3), or equivalently that
ri(0) —u I c() -t —S;

Loret) —u cl0) -t =51 TN - -
Hm = s t o(0) = Jim == = <(6) Eqr [W1] Qo-as.
implying along with Lemma 3.6, assertion (i).
Ad (ii): Consider the function v := x T : 2x D — [0,1] and put g :=
limg o0 t—=—r} (r)}

vo (ido x O) =x . Since v € L1(M), where M := P o (idg x ©)71,

timysop L = (1)}
we may apply [10], Proposition 3.8(i), to get that
Eqgrlg| 0] =Eg;[v*]0©@ Q" | 0(O)-aus.

or equivalently

Qr ({}E&w - —,-@’@(r)} | @) _ o <{tlingo W _ —I{’,(r)})o@ Q" 1 0(6)-as..
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Then for any F' € B(D) we get

f@l[F] v ({t&%% = —rig(r )} | (9> dQ"

- f@l(p) Q. ({&%W —ra(r )}) 00 dQ"
f @ ({t—mo uw; — - —%(r)}) QL (db)

B LmL;* L <{}i“§o @ = —%(r)}) QL (do)

- f aQr,
o-1(F)

where the last equality follows by (i); hence

v <{hm @ = —*”"é@‘)} | @> -1 Q" 1 o(O)as.,

t—00

implying

o (s 9= <) - o (a5 <)1),

that is assertion (ii) holds true.
The proof of the statements (iii) and (iv) follow by Proposition 3.5 together with [24],
Proposition 3.11. O

4. APPLICATIONS TO THE RUIN PROBLEM

In this section we present the main result of the paper, where an explicit formula for
the probability of ruin for the reserve process in the case of compound mixed renewal
processes is proven. Before we formulate it, we need to establish the validity of the
following theorem, which is a consequence of Proposition 3.5, and allows us to construct
a probability measure QR*, being singular to the original probability measure P and such
that ruin occurs Q" —a.s..

Theorem 4.1. Let r € R, and 0 ¢ L, be as in Proposition 3.5. If for any 0 ¢ L.y the
net profit condition is fulfilled with respect to Py, i.e.

(9) > TrlXil

EP& [Wl]

then there exists an adjustment coefficient R(0) € 1 with respect to Py. In particular, if
the supgere R(0) =: R* exists in T, Ep[eR*'Xl] < o and Py, is absolutely continuous
with respect to the Lebesgue measure X restricted to B([0,1]), then for any pair (v,&) as
in Proposition 3.5 there exist a unique probability measure QR* € Mg a(po)) determined
by condition (RRMy), and a rcp {ng* Yoep of QI over Qg* consistent with @ satisfying
conditions Qé%* € Mg a(p0)) and (RRMpy) for any 0 ¢ Ly, and such that for any u > 0
the probabilities of ruin ¢§* (u) and PR (u) with respect to Qf* and QF", respectively,
are equal to 1.
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Proof. Fix on arbitrary 6 ¢ L., and assume that ¢(6) > EPQ [[V)‘{;% It then follows by e.g.

[22], page 133, that there exists an adjustment coefficient R(Q) with respect to Fj.

In particular, assume that R* € T, Ep [eR*'Xl] < o and that Py, is absolutely con-
tinuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure A restricted to B([0,1]). By Proposition
3.5 there exist a unique probability measure QF* € M s,A(p(e)) determined by condition
(RRMg¢), and a rcp {Qf* Yoep of QT over Qg* consistent with @ satisfying conditions
QK € Mg a(p(9)) and (RRMp). Because kg(r) > 0 by e.g. [22], p. 133, we get that the
function kg is strictly convex, or equivalently that rj is strictly increasing. Thus, since
by e.g. [22], page 133, we have that xg(0) = k¢(R(#)) = 0 and xj(0) < 0, it follows that
there exists a point ro € (0, R(#)) such that kp(ro) = 0; hence ky(r) > 0 for any r > ro.
Because 19 < R(#) < R* we deduce that xj(R*) > 0. The latter, along with Lemma 3.6,
yields that

< D7/ — < < ¥,

implying that the net profit condition is violated with respect to Qf*; hence by [23],
Corollary 7.1.4, we obtain

¢£2* (u) = ng*({ti%f ri(0) <0}) =1 for any u >0,
eR4
implying along with [24], Remark 3.4(b) that
I (u) = Q7 ({111th<0} fw u) QE*(d9) =1 for any u >0,

completing the whole proof. O

It follows an example where the assumptions R* < oo and Ep [eR*Xl] < o0 of Theorem
4.1 hold.

Example 4.2. Assume that S is a P-CMPP(©) such that Px, = Exp(n), n € 7, and
Pg = Beta(a,b), a,be (0,0) i.e.

Beta(a,b)(B) := jB B(clz 8 0971 (1 -0t \(dh) for any B e B((0,1)).

According to [24], Proposition 3.3, there exists a Po—null set Lp € B((0,1)) such that
S is a Pp—CPP() for any 0 ¢ Lp. Fix on an arbitrary # ¢ Lp and assume that ¢(0) =
Applying [23], Theorem 7.4.5, we get that R(0) = n — % = "'(1_6) € (0,n) is an

(l 9) _n
2

- (1+€)
adjustment coefficient with respect to Fy. Since supgee, R(6) = supye L

obtain R* € 7. Furthermore, Ep [eR*Xl] = 77—% < 0.

we

Denote by 7 the ruin time of the portfolio of an insurance company (cf. e.g. [22], p
84 for the definition). The next proposition is a consequence of Theorem 4.1.

Proposition 4.3. Let r € Ry be as in Proposition 3.5, w € T and 0 ¢ L... Denote by
Yo(u) and ¢ (u) the probabilities of ruin with respect to the probability measures Py and P,
respectively. Under the assumptions of Theorem 4.1 the following hold:
(Z) we( ) QR*[ R*r£(€)+li9(R*)-T] . efR*u;
.. eB¥ RY+rg(R¥).T _R¥.
(ii) $(u) = Bgue | ged ™00 om0,

9



Proof. Fix on arbitrary ue T

Ad (i): Let @ ¢ Ly, be arbitrary but fixed. Since L' (6) is an a.s. positive martingale
in £!(Py) by Proposition 3.5, and 7 is a stopping time for F, we may apply [22], Lemma
8.1, to get

Yo (u)

1 -
- Lm} LR (g) "

f R (2 (8) —u) = (g (R¥) +(0)- R¥)-(r—Tiv, ) +mo (R¥) 7= Ep [ X1] (1 K (g)(r — Ty )
a {r<oo}

§7 g, e (o RO +eO- B (By )y, (dw)

dQk

_ f R (O) =)t ra(R¥) T o ¥,
{r<o0}

where the last equality follows from condition (3) for » = R* and the fact that 7—Ty, = 0;

hence
*'7‘“ K * . - *-u
T/JG(U) = EQé:{* |:X{T<OO} . eR T(€)+ G(R ) ] .e R .

Because the probability of ruin with respect to Qg* is equal to 1, the previous condition
yields

Vo(u) = EQ?‘* [eR*'Tg(G)ng(R*).T] ’efR*'uj

that is assertion (i) holds true.
Ad (ii): Assertion (i) together with [24], Remark 3.4(b), implies

blu) = f o) Po (d0)

ER* T (0)+rg(R*)-T
= [ B §0)

R* . RY+ko(R*)-T

£(©)
where the last equality follows from [10], Proposition 3.8; hence
oR* Ri+re(R*)T e
§(6) ’

that is assertion (ii) holds true. (]

¢(u) = EQR* [

The following result shows that Proposition 4.3 along with Proposition 3.5 give us the
opportunity to find upper and lower bounds of the probability of ruin under P.

Proposition 4.4. In the situation of Proposition 4.3 the following holds true:
(i) p(u) > Egps [eR*w(e)] s
1 eR*-RY _R*w
(i) () > Eqee | Sy ] -

In particular, if condition Ep [eR*@] < 0 holds and if the function & : D — R is defined
by means of

*
ERQ

Ep [eR*@]
10

£0) = for any 6 € D,



then there exist a unique probability measure VB e Mg a(po)) determined by condition

(RRM¢ ) with R* in the place of v, and a rcp {vf* Yoep of v over vE" consistent with

O satisfying conditions I/é%* € Mg Ap(0)) and (RRMp) for any 0 ¢ Ly, and such that
¥(u) < Ep[ef®©] -E ns

* . pu E W _R*.
) [eR Ré+re(R )7’] e

Proof. Because kg(R* > 0, statements (i) and (ii) follow by statements (i) and (ii) of
Proposition 4.3, respectively.

In particular, if for any r € R condition E p[eR*@] < o0 holds and ¢ is defined as above,
the £ € R4 (D) and, due to Proposition 3.5, there exist a unique probability measure

v e M s,A(p(0)) determined by condition (RRM¢) and a rcp (v Yoep of VI over v

consistent with © satisfying conditions V(f* € Mg a(p(0)) and (RRMjy) for any 6 ¢ L.
By Proposition 4.3 we have

eR*-RZf-‘rn@(R*)-T N
u) =FE g e R
1/’( ) vR [ g(@)

. [eR*.Rng@(R*).T] o~ R*u

< EP[@R*Q] 'EVR )

completing the whole proof. O

It is worth noting that, in the Cramér-Lundberg risk model one can construct exponen-
tial martingales, and using the stopping theorem one is able to prove upper bounds for
the ruin probabilities. However, this technique does not allow us to prove a lower bound.
A method to find also lower bounds for the ruin probabilities is the “change of measure
technique” for a compound mixed renewal process S developed above.

Example 4.5. Take D := (1,2), let © be a real-valued random variable on {2, and assume
that P € Mg go,2), such that Py, = Ga(2,2) and Po = U(1,2). Since conditions (al)
and (a2) hold true, it follows by [24], Proposition 3.3, that there exists a Pg—null set
Lp € B((1,2)) such that Py € Mg ga@p,2) With Py, = (Fp)x, for any ¢ ¢ Lp, implying

that
Ep[X1] 1

0
-~ =— forany 0¢ Lp.
EPg [Wl] % 2 y ¢ P

Put ¢(0) := 6 + 1 for any 0 € D. As a first step we are going to explicitly determine the
function ky. For any r € (0,2) and 6 ¢ L, applying condition (1) and an easy computation
we get

Mx, (r) - (Mg)w, (—ko(r) —c(0) - ) =1

- <2ir>2' <9+/£9(7’)0+c(9)~7‘>2_1
P2oc(@) +r0—2-c(0) 1

r2c(@) +7r-(0—2-c(6)) — 40

— ky(r) = e or ky(r) = 57 ,
equivalently
re(r-04+r—60-2
) wo(r) =~ 0T 022
or

r2 —r —
(©) p(r) = 0+1) . _(i +2) 497
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respectively. By Theorem 4.1 that there exists an adjustment coefficient R(0) € (0,2)
with respect to Py, for any 6 ¢ L., while R(f) is the positive solution to the equation
kg(r) = 0 by e.g. [22], page 133. The latter along with equations (5) and (6) yields
R(0) = 9+2 € (0,2) and

T 6+1
0+ 2+ (1762 + 200 + 4)2 0+2— (1762 + 200 + 4)2
0) = 2 0) =
() 20+ 1) > 2 or R(6) 200 + 1) <0,
respectively; hence R(6) = erT% is the solution to (5) in (0, 2).
But since R(f) is a strictly decreasing function of 6 we get that R* = supgere R(0) =
% € (0,2), implying that Ep[eR*'Xl] = 272% =4 < o as well as that

ko(R*) = ; (@ —1) forany 6 ¢ Ly..

Put y(z) := R* - & — InEp[e™ X1] for any 2 € 7. By Theorem 4.1, for any & € R (D)
there exist a unique probability measure QR* € Mg a(p(o)) determined by condition
(RRMg¢), and a rcp {Qf* Yoep of QF* over Qg* consistent with @ satisfying conditions
Qf* € Mg A(p(0)) and (RRMjy) for any 6 ¢ L., and such that for any v > 0 the probabil-
ities of ruin 1/)(5%* (u) and ¥ (u) with respect to Qf* and Q" respectively, are equal to
1. It then follows by Proposition 4.3 that for any u > 0 and 0 ¢ L., the ruin probabilities
¥ (u) and g (u) satisfy conditions

we(u) _ EQR* [eR*rﬁ(G)Jrﬁg(R*)-T] . efR*u _ EQR* [e%'T¢(9)+%-(971)'T] . ef%-u
0 0

and

[SI[oY

U

£(0) £(0)

Example 4.6. Take D := 7, let © be a real-valued random variable on {2, and assume
that P € Mgg(o,2), such that Py, = Ga(2,2) and Po = Ga(b,a), where (b,a) € T2
Since conditions (al) and (a2) hold true, it follows by [24], Proposition 3.3, that there
exists a Po-null set Lp € B(D) such that Py € Mg ga(g,2) With Px, = (F)x, for any
0 ¢ Lp, implying that

¢(u) = EQR* [

¥ Ritre(R*)-T Rt e%~R3+%-(@—1)-T -
: = EQR* ——— —~ | "€

w ;zg for any 60 ¢ Lp.

Ep, [Wl] 0

Put ¢(0) := 0 for any § € D. For any r € (0,2) and 6 ¢ L. we get as in Example
4.5 that there exists an adjustment coefficient R(6) € (0,2) with respect to Py being the
solution to the equation

r-0-(r—1)

7) o) =

for any 6 ¢ L... Thus, we get R* = SUPgere, R(0) = 1€ (0,2), implying that Ep[eR*'Xl] =
7 =2 < .

Put () := R* -2 — InEp[eff™X1] for any 2 € 7. By Theorem 4.1 for any £ € R (D)
there exist a unique probability measure QF ¢ M s,A(p(@)) determined by condition
(RRMg¢), and a rcp {Qf* Yoep of QF* over Qg* consistent with @ satisfying conditions

12
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Qf* € Mg a(p(9)) and (RRMjy) for any 6 ¢ Ly, and such that for any u > 0 the probabil-
ities of ruin %z* (u) and PR (u) with respect to Qf* and QF", respectively, are equal to
1. It then follows by Proposition 4.3 that for any v > 0 and 0 ¢ L., the ruin probabilities
¥(u) and g(u) satisfy conditions

Vo) = Egpe [R ORI T] RO (O] 7 < o

and
oR¥ Ri+re(R*)T

£(0)

where the inequalities follow by Theorem 4.1.

et

£0)

w(u) = EQR* . C_R*.u = EQH* [ :| : e_u < e_u7
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