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PARISIAN RUIN FOR INSURER AND REINSURER UNDER QUOTA-SHARE
TREATY
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Abstract: In this contribution we study asymptotics of the simultaneous Parisian ruin probability of a
two-dimensional fractional Brownian motion risk process. This risk process models the surplus processes
of an insurance and a reinsurance companies, where the net loss is distributed between them in given pro-
portions. We also propose an approach for simulation of Pickands and Piterbarg type constants appearing
in the asymptotics of the ruin probability.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Consider the risk model defined by
(1) R(t)=u+pt—X(t), t>0,

where X () is a centered Gaussian risk process with a.s. continuous sample paths, p > 0 is the net profit
rate and u > 0 is the initial capital. This model is relevant to insurance and financial applications, see,

e.g, [1]. A question of numerous investigations is study of the asymptotics of the classical ruin probability
(2) AMu) :=P{3t>0: R(t) <0}

as u — oo under different levels of generality. It turns out, that only for X being a Brownian motion (later
on BM) A(u) can be calculated explicitly. Namely, if X is a standard BM, then A(u) = e~ 2% u,p > 0,
see, e.g., [2]. Since it seems impossible to find the exact value of A(u) in other cases, asymptotics of A(u)
as u — oo is dealt with. First the problem of a large excursion of a stationary Gaussian process was
considered by J. Pickands in 1969, see [3]. We refer to monographs [4-6] for the survey of known results
by the recent time. We would like to point out seminal manuscript 7] establishing asymptotics of A(u)
under week assumptions on variance and covariance of X. For the discrete-time investigations (i.e., when
t in model (1) belongs to a discrete grid {0,9,26...} for some & > 0), we refer to [8-13]. We would like
to suggest a reader contributions [14-23] for the related generalizations of the classical ruin problem.
Some contributions (see, e.g., [18, 22, 23]), extend the classical ruin problem to the so-called Parisian
ruin problem which allows the surplus process to spend a pre-specified time below zero before a ruin is

recognized. Formally, the classical Parisian ruin probability is defined by

(3) P{3t>0:Vset,t+T] R(s) <0}, T2>0.
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As in the classical case, only for X being a BM the probability above can be calculated explicitly (see
[24]):

—T2 _ o\2xT®(—eV/T
]P’{EItzO:Vse[t,t—l—T]B(s)—cs>u}:e ) (C\/_)e_zc“, T=>0

e=*T/2 4 e\ 2rT®(cV/T)

where @ is the distribution function of a standard Gaussian random variable and B is a standard BM.

Note in passing, that the asymptotics of the Parisian ruin probability for X being a self-similar Gaussian

processes is derived in [23]. We refer to [8, 18] for investigations of some other problems in this field.

Motivated by [25] (see also [10, 26]), we study a model where two companies share the net losses in
proportions 1,609 > 0, with d; + do = 1, and receive the premiums at rates pi,ps > 0, respectively.

Further, the risk process of the ith company is defined by

where x; > 0 is the initial capital of the ith company. In this model both claims and net losses are
distributed between the companies, which corresponds to the proportional reinsurance dependence of the
companies. In this paper we study the asymptotics of the simultaneous Parisian ruin probability defined
by

P{3t>0:Vset,t+T] Ri(s) <0,Ra(s) <0}, T >0.

Since the probability above does not change under a scaling of (R, R2), it equals to
P{3t>0:Vse[t,t+T] ui+c1s — B(s) < 0,uz +cas — B(s) <0}, T >0,

where u; = z;/d; and ¢; = p;/d;, i = 1,2. Later on we derive the asymptotics of the probability above as
u1,uz tend to infinity at the constant speed (i.e., uj/ug is constant). Therefore, we let u; = gq;u be fixed

constants with ¢; > 0, ¢ = 1,2 and deal with asymptotics of
Pr(u) =P{3t>0:Vs e [t,t+T] B(s) > qu+c1s,B(s) > qu+cist, T>0

as u — oo. Letting the initial capital tends to infinity is not just a mathematical assumption, but also
an economic requirement stated by authorities in all developed countries, see [27]. It aims to prevents a
company from the bankruptcy because of excessive number of small claims and/or several major claims,
before the premium income is able to balance the losses and profits. Observe that Pr(u) can be rewritten

as
P{3t>0:Vs e [t,t +T] B(s) — max(c1s + qiu, cas + gau) > 0} .

Thus, the two-dimensional problem may also be considered as a one-dimensional crossing problem over
a piece-wise linear barrier. If the two lines giu + ¢1t and gau + ot do not intersect over (0,00), then the
problem reduces to the classical one-dimensional BM risk model, which has been discussed in [18, 23] and

thus will not be the focus of this paper. In consideration of that, we assume that
(4) cr>c2, g2 >qr
Under the assumption above the lines qiu + ¢t and gou + cot intersects at point ut, with

(5) t*:u>0
C1 — C2
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that plays a crucial role in the following. The first usual step when dealing with asymptotics of a ruin
probability of a Gaussian process is centralizing the process. In our case it can be achieved by the self-
similarity of BM:

Pr(u) = P {Eltu >0: Sue[tiﬁfu+T](B(su) —cisu) > quu, Sue[tiil’tfquT}(B(su) — casu) > qgu}

=P {Elt >0: inf (B(s)—(c1s+q)Vu) >0, inf (B(s)— (c2s + @2)Vu) > 0}
SE[tt+T/u) sE[t,t+T/u)

- B(s)
= P<{IFt>0: f > .
{ o se[t,lng/u} max(c1s + q1, 25 + q2) ﬁ}
B(t)

The next step is analysis of the variance of the centered process. Note that the variance of
max(c1t+q1,cat+q2)

can achieve its unique maxima only at one of the following points:

te, t1:= ﬂ, ty 1= &
C1 C9
From (4) it follows that #; < f2. As we see later, the position of ¢, regarding to (¢1,¢2) determines
B(t)
max(c1t+q1,cot+q2)
satisfied; this observation does not allow us to obtain the asymptotics of Pr(u) straightforwardly by [23].

the asymptotics of Pr(u). Note, that the variance of

is not smooth around ¢, if (4) is

Define for any L > 0 and some function h : R — R constant
Fi—E {sup inf eﬂB<s>—sl+h<s>}
teR SG[t,t+L]
when the expectation above is finite. For the properties of F E and related Piterbarg constants we refer to
[4, 18, 23, 28]. Notice that F* is the Piterbarg constant introduced in [25]. Let ® be the survival function
of a standard Gaussian random variable and I(-) be the indicator function. The next theorem derives the

asymptotics of Pp(u) as u — oo:

Theorem 1.1. Assume that (4) holds.
If ty & (t1,t2), then as u — oo

Pr(u) <3>H<t*:zi> e P — e/ 2TR(—ciVT) g
T 2 e~ T2 + ¢;\/20T®(c;VT) |

(6)

where i =1 if t, < t; and i =2 if t, > ts.
2)If t, € (t1,t2), then as u — 0o

Pr(u) ~ FH® <(01Q2 — c2q1) Zi — Z; ﬁ) ;

where F, € (0,00) and

2
c —qic c + c — 2c 2c —c — q1c
(c1q2 — quc2) d(s) = s 192 241 2Q2H(s <0)+s 191 192 — q1C2

N T=T ,
Q 2(c1 — ¢2)? €192 — q1¢2 c1q2 — qic2

I(s > 0).

2. MAIN RESULTS

In classical risk theory, the surplus process of an insurance company is modeled by the compound Poisson
or the general compound renewal risk process, see, e.g., [1|. The calculation of the ruin probabilities is
of a particular interest for both theoretical and applied domains. To avoid the technical issues and allow

for dependence between claim sizes, these models are often approximated by the risk model (1), driven
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by By a standard fractional Brownian motion (later on fBm), i.e, Gaussian process with zero-mean and

covariance function

B t2H +32H _ ’t_ S’QH

cov(Br(t), Bu(s)) 5 , s, teR, He(0,1).

Since the time spent by the surplus process below zero may depend on u, in the following we allow T' =: T},
in (3) to depend on u. As mentioned in [18], for the one-dimensional Parisian ruin probability we need to
control the growth of T}, as u — oco. Namely, we impose the following condition:

(8) lim T,u/"2 =T €[0,00), H € (0,1).

U—00

Note that if H > 1/2, then T,, may grow to infinity, while if H < 1/2, then T, approaches zero as u
tends to infinity. As we see later in Proposition 2.2, the condition above is necessary and the result does

not hold without it. As for BM, by the self-similarity of fBm we obtain

Pr,(u) = P{It>0:Vset,t+ Ty Bu(s)>qu+cis,By(s) > qau+ c1s}
= P {Elt >0: inf Bu(s) > ul_H} .
s€lt,t+Ty/u) max(c1s + qi1, 28 + q2)

Bu(t)
max(c1t+q1,cat+q2)

The variance of can achieve its unique maxima only at one of the following points:

Hq Hqo

(9) t*, tl = m, tg = m

From (4) it follows that ¢; < to. Again, the position of ¢, regarding to (¢1,%2) determines the asymptotics
of Pr, (u). Define for H € (0,1) and T" > 0 Pickands constants by

1 1
Hyy = Jim <E{ sup eV2PoO="0  1p(1) = lim —E{ sup inf eV2Bn(tHa)=(h)™ 4
S—00 t€[0,5] S—o00 te[0,S] $€10,T]

It is shown in [23] and [4], respectively, that For(7T") and Hap are finite positive constants. Let

11 — _ L
(IO)DH:M KHZM c® _ clg " D.:Mizlg
tr oQ-o) T HAQ-H)-H T oo H2 =
Now we are ready to give the asymptotics of Pr, (u):
Theorem 2.1. Assume that (4) holds and T, satisfies (8).
1If t, & (t1,t2), then as u — oo
1 6707,2'1—'/2—01'\/ 27TT¢(_Clﬁ) e—2ciqiu’ H — 1/2,

H(t*zti)
(11) Pr, (u) ~ <§> « E*C?T/2+ci\/27rT<I>(c'i\/T) 1 .
KuFou(TD)(CH =M 71 SCPul=H),  H £1/2,

where i =1 if t, <t1 andi =2 if t, > to.
2)If t, € (t1,t2) and lim T,u?> V" =0 for H > 1/2, then as u — oo
U—r 00

1, H>1/2,

(12) Pr, (u) ~ 2Dyu' ) x { Fd, H=1/2,
T

Forg(DT) Ay = A/H=2) =1 < 1/2,
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where Fl, € (0,00) with T' and d defined in (7) and

L1 1

_ N\ tIDE — (ati+q)#

(13) A= (|H(erte + @) - et + [Hest + @) - eata| V) i p= Gl X T
23H 237 12

The theorem above generalizes Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 3.1 in [25]. Note that if 7" = 0, then the result
above reduces to Theorem 3.1 in [25]. As indicated in [18], it seems extremely difficult to find the exact
asymptotics of the one-dimensional Parisian ruin probability if (8) does not hold. The intuitive reason is
that the ruin happens over too long interval’. To illustrate difficulties arising in approximation of Prp, (u)

in this setup we consider a ’simple’ scenario: let T, =T > 0 and H < 1/2. In this case we have

Proposition 2.2. If H < 1/2, T, =T > 0 and t, € (t1,t2), then

2-4H _ 0, 42(1-3H)

(14) CO(Dyul~H)e Crou

< Pr, (u) < (24 0(1)®(Dyu' )P <u1—2HTHDH> |

2tH
where C' € (0,1) is a fized constant that does not depend on u and
T2H

7
Cio=2D2, i=1,2
1

(15) Q= 202H :

Note that the result above expands Theorem 3.2 in [18] for fBm case. Comparing the proposition above
with Theorem 2.1 we see that right hand part above is exponentially smaller than the corresponding

asymptotics in case H < 1/2 in Theorem 2.1 and hence condition (8) indeed is important.

3. SIMULATION OF PITERBARG & PICKANDS CONSTANTS

In this section we give algorithms for simulations of Pickands and Piterbarg type constants appearing
in Theorems 1.1 and 2.1 and study their properties relevant for simulations. Since the classical Pickands
constant Hap has been investigated in several contributions (see, e.g., [29] and references therein), later

on we deal with F f and Fap(L). For notation simplicity we denote for any real numbers < y and 7 > 0
[, y]r = [z, y] N TZ.
Simulation of Piterbarg constant. In this subsection we always assume that
L>0 and h(s)=0bsI(s<0)—asl(s>0), se€R, a,b>0.

To simulate F f we use approximation

Fh~E sup inf  eV2B(E)IslHh(s) §
te[—M,M], SE[tt+L]-

where M is sufficiently large and 7 > 0 is sufficiently small. The approximation above has several errors:
truncation error (i.e, choice of M), discretization error (i.e., choice of 7) and simulation error. It seems
difficult to give a precise estimate of the discretization error, we refer to [12, 29] for discussion of such
problems. To take an appropriate M and give an upper bound of the truncation error we derive few

lemmas. The first lemma provides us bounds for F 2:

Lemma 3.1. It holds that for L > 0

. — 1 1 1
2 —Lmln(a,b)q) /2L < h 14+ = - - -
‘ VL) < 7L <14 oty o
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and

1 1 1
Fhl=14-4-—-——
0 tah a+b+1

Note that the second statement of the lemma gives the explicit expression for the two-sided Piterbarg

constant introduced in [25]. In the next lemma we focus on the truncation error:

Lemma 3.2. For M > 0 it holds that

(16) E sup inf V2Be)-lslth(s) § < g—aM <1 + l) + e M (1 + 1) .
teR\[— M, M] sE[t,t+L] a b

Now we are ready to find an appropriate M. We have by Lemma 3.2 that

Fr—E sup inf eV2B(s)~lslthis) < E sup inf eV2B()=lsl+h(s)
te[—M,M] s€[tt+L] teR\[— M, M] sE[t,t+L]

1 .
< 921 —M min(a,b)
= ( " tin(a, b)) ‘

and on the other hand by Lemma 3.1
Fi > 20 PmnehF(VIL),
hence to obtain a good accuracy we need that

14— 1 o min(a,b) M < e—L min(a,b)a(‘ /QL).
min(a, b)

Assume for simulations that min(a,b) > 1; otherwise special case min(a,b) << 1 requires a choice of a
7+L(34+min(a,b))
min(a,b)

providing us truncation error smaller than 3%1072; we do not need to have better due to the discretization

large M implying very high level of computation capacity. For simulations, we take M =

and simulation errors. Since it seems difficult to estimate these errors, we just take a 'small’ 7 and a "big’

number of simulation n. The above observations give us the following algorithm:

1) take M = Lminga’b))ﬁ =0.005 and n = 10%;

min(a,b
2) simulate n times B(t), t € [-M, M],, i.e, obtain B;(t), 1 <i < n;
3) compute

n

h 1
]:h = — su inf e\/iBi(s)_LgH_h(s)‘
: " ZZ:; te[—MI,)M]T sE[tt+L],

Simulation of Pickands constant. It seems difficult to simulate Fop (L) relying straightforwardly on

its definition. As follows from approach in [29, 30| for any 1 > 0 with W (t) = Bag(t) — [t|?"

sup inf eW®

teR sE€[t,t+L]

7 Z eW(kn)
keZ

For(L) =E

The merit of the representation above is that there is no limit as is in the original definition and thus it
is much easier to simulate Fap (L) by the Monte-Carlo method. The second benefit is that there is a sum

in the denominator, that can be simulated easily with a good accuracy. The only drawback is that the
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supinf in the nominator is taken on the whole real line. Thus, we approximate For (L) by discrete analog

of the formula above:
sup inf VO
te[—M,M], sE[t,t+L]~

n Z eW(ﬁk) ’
ke[_M7M]77

Fou (L)~ E

where big M and small 7,7 are appropriately chosen positive numbers. In the following lemma we give a

lower bound for Fop(L).

Lemma 3.3. [t holds that for any L >0 and H € (0,1)

-1

For(L) > E /eW(t)dt e~ sup (e_‘/imLHIP’{ sup Bpy(s) < m})
J m>0 s€[0,1]

with E { < J eW(t)dt>_1} € (0,00).

Taking m = 1/4/2 in the sup above we obtain a useful for large L estimate
ng(L) > CG_LZH_LH, L>0

where C' is a some positive number that depends only on H. The following lemma provides us an upper

bound for the truncation error:

Lemma 3.4. For some fized constant ¢ > 0 and M, L > 0 it holds that
sup inf eV

te[—M,M]| s€[t,t+1] ¢ M2H

[ O =¢
[_MvM}

For(L) — E

Based on 2 lemmas above we propose the following algorithm for simulation of For(L):

1) Take M = max(10L,5), 7 =n = 0.005 and n = 10%;
2) simulate n times By(t), t € [-M, M|, i.e, obtain Bg) (), 1 <i<m;

3) calculate

. Sup inf V2B (5)-IsI*"
7y L X te[-M M) sELH L
For(L) == n Z V3B (k) k211
- on >, evVEPu =ik
ke[—M,M],

We give the proofs of all Lemmas above at the end of Section Proofs.

4. APPROXIMATE VALUES OF PICKANDS & PITERBARG CONSTANTS

In this section we apply both algorithms introduced above and obtain approximate numerical values for

some particular choices of parameters. To implement our approach we use MATLAB software.

o~

Piterbarg constant. We simulate several graphs of F ﬁ for different choices of a and b:
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a =10, b =10 a=1,b=10 a=1,b=1
e o __ 25

On each graph above the blue line is simulated value and the dashed lines are theoretical bounds given

in Lemma 3.1. We observe that the simulated values are between the theoretical bounds given in Lemma
3.1, .7-"2 is decreasing function and .7-"2 tends to 1 + % + % — rllﬂrl as L — 0.

—

Pickands constant. We plot several graphs of Fop (L) for different choices of H. Since the value of

—L/A_ JaTd (/]2
Fi(L) is known, namely, Fi (L) = efbj4+\/¢?qf(\/1;i//2§)’ L >0, (see, e.g., [24]) we consider for simulations

only cases H < 0.5 and H > 0.5. To simulate fBm we use Choleski method, (see, e.g, [31]).

—

Short-range dependence case. We take H equal to 0.1,0.2,0.3 and 0.4 and plot Fop (L) for these values.

— H=01
1 —  H=02

—

Long-range dependence case. Here we take H from {0.6,0.7,0.8,0.9} and plot Fop (L) for these values.
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0.9 T T r
—H =06
o8  H=07
07 H = 0.8/
o6 —H =0.9
3
<\§ 05
[45 04 r
0.3
0.2

—

Observe that For (L) is a strictly decreasing function of L for all H € (0,1). It seems also that Fop (L)
for fixed L is an increasing function of H for H € (0,1/2) and is not an increasing function of H for
He (1/2,1).

5. PROOFS

Before giving our proofs we formulate a few auxiliary statements. As shown, e.g., in [4]

2
. e{E/2

(17) O(z) ~

T — 00.
o’
T

Recall that Kp, D; and (Cg) are defined in (10). The following result immediately follows from [23, 24]:

Proposition 5.1. Assume that T, satisfies (8). Then as u — o0

E*C%Z/Q_cp/ﬁ@(—qﬁ) e—2c1q1u H— 1/2
P {Sup tznfT (By (t) — c1t) > qlu} ~ e*clT/2+c1\/27rT<I>(c11\/T) L
t>0 [t,t+Tu] KH}"QH(TDl)((C%)uI_H)F_lq)(Cg{)ul_H), H 7& 1/2'

Now we are ready to present our proofs.

Proof of Theorems 1.1 and 2.1. Since Theorem 1.1 follows immediately from Theorem 2.1 we prove

Theorem 2.1 only.

Case (1). Assume that t, < t7. Let

i(Ty,u) =P {sup inf (Bp(t) —cit) > qiu} , 1=1,2.
>0 [tt+T]

For 0 < € < t; — t, by the self-similarity of fBm we have

T, u) > > PL{Ite (b —et . inf Wt 1-H inf  Vh(t 1-H
a2 Pr) > P{oe-anto:  nt wE>d |t 0>

= P{Ht €(ti—eti+¢e): inf  Vi(t) > ul_H} ,
s€[t,t+Tu/u]
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where
B
Vit = Bl
it + q;
We have by Borel-TIS inequality, see [4] (details are in the Appendix)
(18) ¢1(Tu,u)~IP’{EItG(tl—e,t1+e): inf Vl(t)>u1_H}, U — 00
SE[tt+Tu /ul

implying Pr, (u) ~ 1 (Ty,u) as u — oco. The asymptotics of 1 (T, w) is given in Proposition 5.1, thus

the claim follows.

Assume that ¢, = t1. We have

P {Elt € [t1,00): inf  Vi(s) > ul_H} < Pr,(u)

seftt+Iu

IN

s€ft,t+1u)

P {Elt € [t1,00): inf  Vi(s) > ul_H}
+ P{3te[0,t:]: Va(t) >u' "},

From the proof of Theorem 3.1, case (4) in [25] it follows that the second term in the last line above is

negligible comparing with the final asymptotics of Pr, (u) given in (11), hence
Pr,(u) ~P{ 3t € [t1,00):  inf  Vi(s)>u"H 3, u— oo
seft,t+Tu)
By the same arguments as in (18) it follows that for € > 0 the last probability above is equivalent with
IP’{EItG [t1,t1+¢]: inf  Vi(s) >u1_H}, U — 00.
s€[t,t+Tu/ul

. e T aT®(—/T/2)
Since f1(T) = efT/4+\/ﬁ<I>(\/T_/2) '
notation therein

T > 0 (see [23]) applying Theorem 3.3 in [18| with parameters in the

— , =2, D=—-—, =2H, A=21
Catta oz @ 212
we obtain
1 _
P {Elt €[ti,t1+e:  inf  Vi(s) > ul—H} ~ Ky Fop(TDy)(CPu My ma 13 cPul =), - oo
s€[t,t+Tu/u] 2

and the claim is established. Case t, > to follows by the same arguments.

Case (2). Define

By (t)
max(cit + q1, cat + q2)’

(19) Zy(t) = t>0.

Similarly to the proof of (18) we have by Borell-TIS inequality for € > 0 as u — oo

= P{3t>0: inf Z 1-H
,PTu(’LL) { 0 se[t,zlfr-l}Tu/u] H(t)>u }

~ IP’{EItG (ty —e,te+e):  inf  Zy(t) >u1_H} =:p(u), u— oc.
s€[t,t+Tu/u]
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Assume that H < 1/2. By "the double-sum" approach, see the proofs of Theorem 3.1, Case (3) H < 1/2

in [25] and Theorem 3.3. case i) in [18] we have as u — oo

(20) p(u) ~ P {Elt € (ts,te +¢): inf Vl(t)>u1_H}+]P’ {Elt € (tx —e,ty): inf Vg(t)>u1_H} .

selt,t+Tu] seftt+Tu]
To compute the asymptotics of each probability in the line above we apply Theorem 3.3 in [18]. For the

first probability we have in the notation therein

_ tH 1 tH=Y H (cite + q1) — cits

G——" B =1 D=—— a=2H<1, A=
cty +q1 /81 2t2H (Clt* + Q1)2

implying as u — oo

L1
Clt*_‘_(h)%T tHD# W= -2)

T, LE(DH’U,I_H).
279H t2 |H(citys + q1) — c1t+]228

]P’{Elt € (te,tu +): inf  Vi(t) > ul_H} ~ .7:2H((

s€ft,t+1u)

Applying again Theorem 3.3 in [18] we obtain the asymptotics of the second summand and the claim
follows by (20).

Assume that H = 1/2. In order to compute the asymptotics of p(u) applying Theorem 3.3 in [18]| with

parameters
—cit —coty t 1
a:ﬁ1:ﬁ2:1714:|::q1 1*7A:q2 2*702 \/_* ) = a7
q1 + cits g2 + cats cite + q1 2ty

we obtain (d(-) and T" are defined in (7))
p(’LL) ~ ]:ﬂd"’a(Dl/Z\/a)) U — 0.

Assume that H > 1/2. Applying Theorem 3.3 in [18] with parameters « = 2H > 1 = 51 = (5 we
complete the proof since
p(u) ~ dDyut~), u— . O
Proof of Proposition 2.2. Lower bound. Take kK = 1 — 3H and recall that a = % We have
Pr(u) > P{Vte [t. —T/u,t.]Va(t) > wH and Va(t,) >t H + o}
(21) > CP{Va(ts) > u' ™ + au”}

g _ _ 1—H+k__ 2K
~ CB(Dyut=H)e Crov Coat™ " — o0,

where C is a fixed positive constant that does not depend on u and C1,o and Cy o are defined in (15).

Thus, to prove the lower bound we need to show (21). Note that (21) is the same as
P{3t € [t. — T/u,t.) : Va(t) < u' 7 and Vo(t,) > v + au”} <P {Va(t,) > u' ™" + au},
with some ¢’ € (0,1). The last line above is equivalent with
P {3t € [ut, — T,ut,] : Bu(t) — cot < qou and By (uty) — couty > gou + bozu“JrH}
< &P{By(ut.) — cyut, > gou+ bau "}

where b = cat, + q2. We have with ¢, (x) the density of By (ut,) that the left part of the inequality above

does not exceed

P {3t € [ut, — T,ut.] : By (ut.) — B(t) > bou"H and By (ut,) > bu}
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= /P{Elt € [ut, — T,ut,] : & — By (t) > bau" | By (ut,) = z} pu(z)de
bu
bu+1 00
< / P{3t € [ut, — T,ut,] : x — By (t) > bou" T | By (ut,) = z} pu(z)ds + / ou(x)d.
bu bu+1
We also have that
oo bu+1
P{Bp(ut.) — cout, > qou} = /gpu(x)dx > / ou(z)dr.
bu bu

[ee]
By (17) we have that | ¢,(2)dz is negligible comparing with the last integral above. Thus, to prove
bu+1
(21) we need to show

bu+1 bu+1
P{3t € [ut, — T,ut,] : x — By (t) > bou" | By (ut,) = 2} pu(z)de < € / ou(x)dr,  u— 00,
bu bu

that follows from the inequality

(22) sup P {3t € [ut, — T,ut,] : © — By(t) > bou | By (ut,) = z} <€, u— oo,
z€[bu,bu+1]

where €” € (0,1) is some number. We show the line above in the Appendix, thus the lower bound holds.

Upper bound. We have by the self-similarity of fBm

Pr(u) =P4su inf  Zp(s >u1_H},
r(v) {tzlo)sewmu} 1 ()

where Zp is defined in (19). For € > 0 by Borell-TIS inequality with I(¢,) = (—u™° + t., t« + u™) we

have

tE1(ty)

that is asymptotically smaller than the lower bound in (14) for sufficiently small . Thus, we focus on

P<{ sup inf  Zg(s)>u7 ) <P sup Zp(t) >ulH < (]DHul_H) 6_0“27211725, U — 00,
te1(t.) SEtt+T/u]

estimation of

q(u) :== IP’{ sup inf  Zg(s) > ul_H} :

tel(t.) sEt+T/u]
Denote 2%(t) = Var{Zy (t)} and Zy(t) = Zy(t)/2(t). By Lemma 2.3 in [3] we have with M = max(z(t), z(t+
T/u)) (note, 1/M > Dy)
qlu) < P{3tel(ty): Zu(t) >, Zyt+T/u) > u' "}
u(t) > u ™ 2(), Za(t+ T/u) > ' f2(t + T/u)}
gt) > /M, Zg(t+ T/u) > ul_H/M}

= P{3tecllt):Z
< P{3tel(t,):Z

1—

—(u — (w1 —r(tt + T /)
2(1+0(1))(I)< M ><I>< M \/1+r(t,t+T/u))

21 + 0(1))B <“LH> ) (DHUI—H\/l - 7"“’5* T/“)) ,

T

IN

(23)

IN
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where r is the correlation function of Zy. Since r(t,s) = corr(Bg(t), Bg(s)) we have for all ¢t € I(t,)

2H

T
1—r(t,t+T/u) = w4+ O (W (|t =t + [t +T/u—t]) +u"?), u— oo

202H

implying

1—rt,t+T THD
]D)Hul_H\/ ( ’2+ /v = u1_2H72tHH + O (|t =ty |+ [t + T/u—t,|) +ul), u— .

Thus, by (17) we obtain

H
(24) B (DHul—H\/l - T(t,;—i- T/U)) <3 (w-w%) R e o VI RN

Next we have as u — oo for some Cp > 0

1-H
) (uM > ~ E(DHul_H)e_CW%QH('t_t*|+‘t+T/u_t*|)

and by (24) we have for all ¢ € I(t,) and large u

5 <u;[H> ) (]DHul_H\/l —r(t,t+ T/u)) <F (Dyu' ") <u1—2H THDH) o (Cu? =4 —Cru?=2H) ([t—tu | +[t4+T /u—t.|)

2 2tH

and the claim follows from the line above and (23). O

Proof of Lemma 3.1. Lower bound. We have

— su 2B(s
VIBO) IS AG) 5 gup VIBO)-(4a)s 5 (bl e VIB() 4 —(ra)n, Ly

sup inf > )

teR s€[t,t+L] s€[0,L] s€[0,L]

where the symbol 'L eans equality in distribution between two random variables. Taking expectations
of both sides in the line above we obtain
- 2B
]_-2 > e~ L+ap {e sESE(l)I,)L]\[ (S)}7

and our next step is to calculate the expectation above. It is known (see, e.g., Chapter 11.1 in [4]) that

]P’{ sup V2B(s) >a:} :2]P’{\/§B(L) >x} =20 <\/%>, x>0

s€[0,L]
a2
hence we obtain that ¢ \/—/glL, x > 0 is the density of sup /2B(s). Thus, we have
g s€[0,L]
— sup V2B(s) ¥ —x2 /4L L 7 o a 2¢L 7 o
E{e =€l - /e_me o = —= oGtV gy = 22 /e_zzdz = 2¢19(V2L),
/ vl vl / \/%\/_

and combining all calculations above we obtain
Fh>2e71@(v2L), L >0.

On the other hand we have

sup inf eVIBO-SHAG) s g VIBE-(40lsl L VIB)-(14b)s,
teR s€[t,t+L] s€[—L,0] s€[0,L]
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and estimating i[nf }eﬁB(S)_(Hb)s as above we have ]:f > 2¢71Y®(\/2L), L > 0, that completes the
s€l0,L

proof of the lower bound.

Upper bound. Note that .7-"2LH < .FSH and hence since a BM has independent branches for positive and

negative time we have with B, an independent BM

Foiy <E {sup eﬁB(t)‘h(t)} = E {max <sup V2B~ (D)t gy, eﬁB(t)—(bJrl)It) }
teR t>0 t<0

= E {max (sup eﬁB(t)_(“H)t, sup eﬁB*(t)—(bJrl)t) } —F {emaX(Ea,ﬁb)} 7

>0 >0
where &, and &, are exponential random variables with survival functions etz gnd e~z regpec-
tively, see [2]. Since &, and &, have exponential distributions the last expectation above is 1+ % + % — r}m
and the claim follows. O

Proof of Lemma 3.2. First we have

E sup inf  eV2B(s)=Isl+h(s) <E{ sup eV2B(e)~(at)s L L @ sup eV2B(s)=(b+1)[s| |
teR\[— M, M] SE[L,t+L] SE€[M,00) $€(—00,—M]

Later on we work with the first expectation above. We have

E sup e\@B(s)—(l-l-a)s
SE[M,00)

= /e””]P’{ sup (V2B(s) — (1 +a)s) > :E} dx

2 [M,00)

_ /ewp sup (VE(B(s) — B(M)) — (14 a)(s — M)) > &+ M(1 +a) — VZB(M) b da.
2 SE[M,00)
Since a BM has independent increments we have with B* an independent BM that the last integral above

equals

/ex]P’{ sup (\@B(s)—(l—i-a)s)>x+M(1+a)—\/mB*(1)}da:

s€[0,00)

s€[0,00)

R
S exe_z2/2]P’{ sup (V2B(s) — (14 a)s) >z + M(1 +a) — \/Wz} dxdz.
+l]

We know that P {sup(B(t) —ct) > x} = min(1,e72) for ¢ > 0 and = € R, thus the expression above
>0
equals

127-([![!696—22/2 min(1, e~ (L@@ M (L0 ~VE)) g

(1

+a)M+z
00 V2M
_ 1 / ex—zz/2d2dx + 1 / / ex—22/2—(1+a)(ac+M(1+a)—\/2Mz)d2dx
(1+a)M+z 00

R —
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(1+a)]%+x

1 (z=V3M (1+a))?
+a)M +d+—/_‘” / o~ T 0

—(14+a)M+x
V2M

22
= /e 1+a +x)d3:—|—i e / e 2 dzdx
R

— (1 —(1 M
= R/emq)(%)daz—l—ﬂg/e_m¢( (1+a) +:E)dzzs.

V2M

Integrating the first integral above by parts we have

— (14+a)M+=z / — (1+a)M+2x 1 / _ ((ta)M+a)?
TH(— L "N = — p(—— L= = Tdy = ———— an7T *d
R/e ( V2M ) v J ( ( V2M )) oo V2V 2M J ‘ oo

—aM 2
e @ ((a=1)M+a)
= — / e aM dr = e_aM,

V2mV2M

R

For the second integral we have similarly

—(1 M 1 —(1 M
/e“”fb( (1+a) —I—az)dx _ ——/<I>( (1+a) +$)’e“”dm
V2M a V2M
R R
S W R et

o
e =——— [e¢
a2\ 2M J a\/ZW\/ZMHz

Summarizing all calculations above we obtain

E{ sup e\/iB(t)_(H“)t} — ¢~ M <1 + l) .
te[M,00) a

By the same approach and the symmetry of BM around zero we have

E! sup eVIBO-0l | _ —bm (1 + })
te(—oo,—M]| b

and hence combining both equations above with the first inequality in the proof we obtain the claim. [

Proof of Lemma 3.3. From [29] it follows, that for any L > 0

sup [inf B eW(s)
B teR s€(t, i+
2) Fanll) =8\ = Woa (-
R
later on we use this formula in the proof. Observe that sup inf eV > inf e"() hence
teR s€[t,t+L] s€[0,L]
inf eW(s) _\/i S[l(l)pL] BH(S)
s€[0,L) _[2H e €10,
> _— > >
For(L) 2 E [eWWat [~ ¢ £ [ eVt
R R
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Let £ = sup Bp(s), (Q2,P) be the general probability space and €, = {w € Q : {(w) < m} for m > 0.
s€[0,L]

The last expectation above equals

oV VEGD
j‘eW(t)dt - fe\/EBH(t’w)_MZHdt (W)
R 2 R

VI ()

f e\/iBH(tvw)_‘tPH dt d]P)(W)
Qm R

—V3m 1
Qm R
—V3m 1

R
Next taking m = nL* by the self-similarity of fBm we have that
e~ V2mp {E<m} = e_‘/i"LH]P’{ sup Bp(s) < nLH} = e‘ﬁ"LHIP{ sup Bp(s) < n} :
s€[0,L] s€[0,1]

Taking sup with respect to n over (0,00) we have

1 2H H
Fou(L) >ELd —— VeI qup (e V2L P! sup By(s) <n
(L) 2 [eW®at n>13< se[ol?l} ls) )
R

and hence to complete the proof we need to show that the expectation in the expression above is a finite

positive constant. Since the classical Pickands constant is finite (see, e.g., [3, 4, 7, 29]) we have

1 Su]g eW(t)
te
R R

Proof of Lemma 3.4. By (25) we have that

sup [inf B eW(s)
te[—M, M) S€ tt+
‘f2H(L) —E T e ‘
[_M7M]
sup inf eV sup inf V()
. E teR SE[tt+L] te[— M, M) sE[t,t+L]
- ‘( [eW®at N [eWWat )
R R
sup [inf p eW(s) sup [inf p W)
te[—M,M] SELLIF te[—M, M) sE[tt+
+(E T 0ar e [0 )
R [_MvM}
sup eV [ VWat
teER\[—M,M] W(t) R\[—M,M]
E E
- [V 0di + o TV | W oa
R R [—M,M]
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As follows from Section 4 in [29], the last line above does not exceed e=¢M " and the claim holds. [J

6. APPENDIX

Proof of (18). To establish the claim we need to show, that

]P’{EItER\[tl —e,t1+¢]:  inf  Vi(s) >u1_H} = o(Y1(Ty,u)), u— oo.
sE[t,t+T/u)

Applying Borell-TIS inequality (see, e.g., [4]) we have as u — oo

(u

P {Elt eR\[t; —e,t1 +¢]: inf  Vi(s) > ul_H} <SP{3teR\[t1 —e,ts +e]: Vi(t) >ul"H} <e™ T

sE[t,t+T/u]
where

M=E sup Vi(t) p < oo, m?= max Var{V;(¢)}.

JteR\ [t —e,t1 4] FER\[t1—¢,t14-¢]

Since Var{Vj(t)} achieves its unique maxima at ¢; we obtain by (17) that
W H 2 -
e wm?  =o(P{Vi(th) <u'""}), w— o0

and the claim follows from the asymptotics of ¢ (7}, u) given in Proposition 5.1. O

Proof of (22). Define X, ,(t) = @ — By (t)|Bu(uty) = z, t € [ut, — T,u|. To calculate the covari-
ance and expectation of X, , we use the formulas

cov(A, B) cov(A,C)
Var{A}

cov(A, B)

cov((B,C)|A =x) =cov(B,C) — Var{A}

and E{B|lA=z}==x-"

where A, B and C are centered Gaussian random variables and x € R. We have for = € [bu, bu + 1] and

t,se[ut*—T,ut*]Withv:ut*,yzl—%andzzl—%asu—M)o

cov(Xgu(t), Xz u(s))

t2H 4 32H o ’t o 3‘2H (t2H +1)2H o ’t o ,U’2H)(82H +1)2H o ’S o ,U’2H)

2 492H

2H
v t s t s t t s S

= U (octyern L oSer _ ot _S2H _ (byer o g b _qp2Hy((S2H 1___12H)
(202 42502 a2 = SR (P 41— S P (G 1 |2 1)

21— ) +2(1— 22 — 2y — 2P — (1= )™ +1— 2 H)(1 = 22 +1 - 221))

Il
[
o
—~

- T(2—4Hy+2—4Hz+0(y?+z2)—2|y—z|2H

— 2= 2Hy — P+ O(y?)(2 - 2Hz - 22 + 0(2)))

2H
v
_ (2y2H 12221 oy P L0242t Z2Hy2H)>

4
(ut, — )2 + (ut, — s)*H — |t — 5|21
5 .

For the expectation we have as u — oo

(26) = (14o0(1))

'U2H +t2H _ "U _ t’2H

E{Xzu(t)} = 2(1 - (1= (t/v) + (1= t/v)*")

VS

9p2H ) =
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IN

%(bu +1)(1 — (1 —y)?H 4 42H)
(bu/2 +1)(1 — 1+ 2Hy — o(y) + y*¥)

1
< Hbuy+ §buy2H +o(1).

IN

From the line above it follows that for some C, > 0, H < 1/2, x € [bu,bu + 1] and t € [ut, — T, ut,]
w2t

E{X,.(t)} <C.+ S (ut, —t)*1.
We have
sup  P{3t € [ut, — T,uty] : Xpu(t) > " ab}
z€[bu,bu+1]
= sup P {3t e [ut, — T ut] : Xpu(t) — E{Xpu(®)} > v ab —E{X, .(t)}}
z€[bu,bu+1]

< P{3te[0,T]:Ya(t)+ f(t) >0},

where Y, (t) = X (uty — T +t) —E{X, ,(ut, — T +1)}, t €[0,7] and f(t) is the linear function such

that f(T) = C1 and f(0) = —C, < 0. Next we have by (26) for all large u and t,s € [0,T]
E{(Yu(t) + f(t) = Yu(s) = f(5))°}
= E{(Y.() —Yu(s)) b4+ C(t—s)?
Cy ((ut* — )2 4 (ut, — )27 — (ut, — ) — (ut, — s)*H |t - s]zH) + O(t — s)?

< 20t — s|?H.

IN

Thus, by Proposition 9.2.4 in [4] the family Y, (¢) + f(¢), u > 0, t € [0,7T] is tight in B(C(]0,T7])). As
follows from (26), it holds that {Yy(t) + f(t)}icp,r) converges to {Bg(t) + f(t)}ico,r] in the sense of

convergence of finite-dimensional distributions as u — oo. Hence by Theorems 4 and 5 in Chapter 5 in

[32] the tightness and convergence of finite-dimensional distributions imply weak convergence

{Yu(t) + f(O) heeor) = AB@) + f() heo)

Since the functional F'(g) = sup g¢(t) is continuous in the uniform metric we obtain
t€[0,T]

P{3t e [0,T]:Y,(t)+ f(t) >0} = P{3t € [0,T]: Bg(t)+ f(t) >0}, u— oo.
Thus, to prove the claim it is enough to show that
(27) P{3t € [0,T]: Bu(t)+ f(t) >0} < 1.

We have for some large m with [(s) the density of By (T")

]P’{ sup (Bg(t) + f(t)) < 0} > IP’{ sup (Bg(t)+ f(t)) <0 and By(T) < —m}

te[0,T) t€[0,T

—m

(28) = / ]P’{ sup (Bu(t)+ f(t)) < 0|Bu(T) = s} I(s)ds.

te[0,T]

Define process By(t) = B (t) + f(t)|Ba(T) = s, t € [0,T]. We have for s < —m and t € [0, 7]

" t2H 4 T2H o ’T o t‘2H " (T2H 4 t2H o ’t o 3’2H)2
E {Bs(t)} = f(t)+s o <—C1/2, Var{B,(t)} = > e

< Cy
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and thus
IP’{ sup (By(t) + f(t)) < 0|By(T) = s} > IP’{ sup (Bs(t) —E {és(t)}) < 01/2} .
t€[0,7)] t€[0,T
The last probability above is positive for any s < —m, see Chapters 10 and 11 in [33] and hence the

integral in (28) is positive implying

]P’{ sup (Bu(t)+ f(t)) < O} > 0.

te[0,T

Consequently (27) holds and the claim is established. O
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