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Abstract

For actuarial aplications we consider the Sparre-Andersen risk model
when the interclaim times are Erlang(n) distributed. We first address
the problem of computing x(u,b), the probability that the surplus
reaches an upper given level b without first falling below zero, starting
from an initial surplus u, b > v > 0. Then, we work on the maximum
severity of ruin, if it occurs.

We start by presenting an alternative and improved method to find
an expression for calculating x(u,b) to that presented by Li (2008).
This result will then allow us to find a generalization of Li’s (2008)
result, considering the natures of the roots of the generalized Lund-
berg’s equation, i.e., whether these roots are distinct or have some
multiplicity. For the case when single claim amounts are Erlang dis-
tributed we prove that they are always distinct.

Afterwards, we apply our findings above in the computation of
the distribution of the maximum severity of ruin, which computation
depends on the non-ruin probability, on the roots of the generalized
Lundberg’s equation, as well as also their nature.

We illustrate and give explicit formulae for Erlang(3) interclaim ar-
rivals with exponentially distributed single claim amounts and Erlang(2)
interclaim times with Erlang(2) claim amounts.
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1 Introduction

In the present article we deal with the Sparre—Andersen model

N(t)
Ut)=u+ct—> Xi t>0, u>0,

i=1

The surplus process starts from an initial capital u, increases in time
with a loading factor ¢ > 0, and decreases by the quantities X; , which are
random variables and represent the claim amounts that appear randomly
in time. We assume that {X;} is a sequence of independent and identically
distributed (i.i.d) random variables with common distribution function P(x)
and density p(z). Denote by 1, = E[XF] the k-th moment of X;.

The number of claims that occurred before a given time ¢ is represented
by N(t) = max{k : Wi+ Wy + -+ 4+ W) < t}, where the random variables
W; denote interclaim times which are considered i.i.d. and also independent
from the X .

We assume that the interclaim times are Erlang(n,\) distributed, there-
)\ntnflef)\t

fore with density k(t) = , t>0,A>0,neN".

n—1)!

It is assumed a positive %oadin;; factor, which means that cE(W7) > E(X1).
Since E(Wh) = % this gives the inequality cn > Ay, .

Now we set some mathematical preliminaries presenting main objects of
interest in the Sparre-Andersen model that we will take into consideration.

The time of ruin is denoted by 7" = inf{t > 0: U(t) < 0}, u > 0, where
T = oo if and only if U(t) > 0 V¢t > 0. The ultimate ruin probability is
defined as ¥(u) = P(T < c0), and the corresponding survival probability is
O(u) =1—TU(u).

Regarding the barrier problem, which is related to the payment of di-
vidends, we denote by 7, = inf{t > 0:U(0) = u,U(t) > b} the first time
that the surplus upcrosses the level b > u. The probability that the surplus
attains the level b from initial surplus u without first falling below zero is

X(u,b) = P(T > 7|U(0) = u),

with £(u,b) = 1 — x(u,b) being the probability that ruin occurs from u
without the surplus ever reaching b.

If we assume that the surplus process continues after ruin, we denote the
time of the first upcross of the surplus through level 0 after ruin occurs by



T' =inf{t : t > T, U(t) > 0}. In the interval of time when surplus is at
deficit, we define the maximum severity of ruin as

M, =sup{|U(#)|: U(0) =u, T <t <T'}, u>0.

The distribution function of the maximum severity of ruin given that
ruin occurs is

J(z;u) =P(M, <z |T < ), u,z > 0.

The probability that ruin occurs and that the deficit at ruin is at most y is
G(u,y) = P(T < 00,U(T) > y). For a fixed u, this is a defective distribution

function since lim G(u,y) = ¥(u), and the corresponding defective density
Yy—00
) dG(u,y
is g(u,y) = Ely)-
Finally the probability that the maximum deficit occurs at ruin is defined

by P(M, = |U(T)| | T < o). Picard (1994) showed that

POL = [0(D)]| T < o0) = S A DAOY 0

In the next section we present some of the mathematical background of
the model and write on the motivation. Sections 3 and 4 are the core of
this manuscript where we state our main theoretical results. Section 5 is
devoted to some particular cases where explicit expressions can easily be
found. Finally in the last section we state some concluding remarks.

2 DMotivation and mathematical background

The Sparre—Andersen model has been one of the main points of interest
in the risk theory in the recent years. Many authors have done a lot of
important advances in the topic, either in general or in particular cases.

In this article we want to present some new developments. First of all
we present an improved method to find an expression for x(u,b).

So far we know from Li & Dickson (2006) that x(u, b) satisfies an order n
integro-differential equation with n boundary conditions that can be written
in the form

B(D)o(u) = /0 Colu—pply)dy, w0, @)
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where

and D is the differential operator.

If we find n linearly independent particular solutions v;(u), j =1,...,n
for this equation, then we have

x(u,b) = 7 (w)[V ()], (3)
where ¥ (u) = (v (u),...,v,(u)) is a 1xn vector, (V(b));; = % .
is a n x n matrix and € = (1,0,...,0) is a 1 x n vector. -

What we improved is the way to seek for those solutions, depending on
the nature of the roots of the generalized Lundberg’s equation.

Recall that the generalized Lundberg’s equation is B(s) = p(s), where
B(s) = (1—(%)s)". We denote by the numbers pq, ps, ..., p,_1 € C, the only
roots of this equation which have positive real parts (there are of course other
roots, among which is 0 and — R, where R > 0 is the adjustment coefficient,
see Li & Garrido (2004)).

After that, we apply our results also to find the corresponding expres-
sions for the maximum severity of ruin.

Finally we present some numerical results for two particular cases, the
first is Erlang(3) distributed interclaim times with Exponentially distributed
claim amounts, and the second is Erlang(2) distributed interclaim times with
Erlang(2) distributed claim amounts.

First of all in the subsections 1.1 and 1.2 we set the mathematical
background and we explain the reasons that motivates the present work.
Sections 2 and 3 are the main core of this article where we state our main
theoretical results. Section 4 is devoted to some explicit expressions and
finally in section 5 we give the concluding remarks and possible future ways
of development.



3 Solutions for the integro-differential equation

In order to obtain the solutions of the integro—differential equation Li (2008)
showed that

Theorem 1: If py,py,...,p,_1 € C are distinct, then we have the
following expressions for the v;(u)’s

vi(u) = ®(u),
jfl u

Uj(u) = Zai,j/o @(u_y)eﬂiyd% j:2,3,...,7’L,
=1

1
T 7
Hi:l,k#(l)k = Pi)

We propose new version of Theorem 1 as follows

i=1,2,...,7—1.

where a; ; =

Theorem 2: If py,p9,...,p,—1 € C are distinct, then we have the
following expressions for the v;(u)’s

vi(u) = ®(u),

vj(u) = /Uq)(u—y)epjlydy, j=2,3,...,n.

Proof:

We know from Li (2008) that any solution v(u) of (2) has Laplace trans-
form

b(s) = W’
o E(E ()5 w)

1=0 \k=i+1

where

Also as ®(u) is solution of (2) with Laplace transform

a(s) =90 (§)" I (i — )

X B(s)—p(s)
SO o
da(s) = =2(0) () [T (pi—9)
=1



Now to see that any function v;(u) = fou O (u—y)efi-¥Ydy, with j =2,3,...,n,
is solution of (2) we can easily prove that

B(D)vj(u) = da(pj—1)e" =" + /OU<B<D><1><U —t))ePs1tdt

and that

/u vj(u—y)p(y)dy = /U(B(D)CD(u —t))ePi-1tdt.
0 0

Since de(pj_1) = 0 we get the desired equality.

So the only remaining thing to prove is that those vj(u)’s are linearly
independent.

n
Suppose that we have a linear combination Zijj(u) =0, Yu >0,
j=1
Consider the case (i) and (ii). We start with (i) and see that

If ¢; =0:

n
Let H(t) = chepj—lt
=2

n

> euilu) = ch/ P(u —y)eli-1Ydy
j=1 j=2 70

u n
= / O(u—y) Z cjeli-1Ydy
0 s

= ®xH(u)=0.

The fact that ® * H(u) = 0, Yu > 0 with ®(u) # 0, implies H(u) =0
almost everywhere. But H(t) is a continuously differentiable function, this
implies that c; = co =---=¢, = 0.



For (ii) If ¢; # 0:

n
Define G(t) = Y (‘CJ> ei-1t, 0 @ * G(u) = ®(u) Yu > 0.
=

Not all the remaining coefficients ¢;’s can be 0, otherwise G(t) = 0. But
then lim,, 4 G(u) = £oo depending on the sign of the non zero coefficients.
As ®(u) is a non—decreasing non—negative function with lim,_, o ®(u) =1,
we will have that lim, . ® * G(u) = £oo, which is a contradiction.
This completes the proof. O

An advantage of theorem 2, is that, since for any complex root p of
the Lundberg’s equation the conjugate p is also a root, we will have that
u

—_— u —
v(u) = / ®(u —y)ePYdy and its conjugate v(u) = / O(u—y)ePYdy are
0 0
both solutions of (2).
Now we consider the case when there might be multiple roots. It is easy
to prove that for the case of Erlang distributed claim amounts the roots are
all different, like we can see in the following lemma.

Lemma 1: If the individual claim amounts X;’s have Erlang(m,5) dis-
tribution then the generalized Lundberg’s equation does not have multiple
roots.

m,m—1_—px
Proof: We have p(x) = B(::n—le)!
distributed. Define the function

£() = Bls) ~ () = (1 (£) )" - (f’;)m

, since claim amounts are Erlang(m, /)

Then the roots of the generalized Lundberg’s equation are all the solu-
tions of f(s) = 0.

These solutions are
P1,P25 - - 7pn—1707 _R17 _R27 ceey _Rm;

where Re(p;) > 0, Re(R;) > 0, and 0 < Ry < f is the adjustment coefficient.

Let g(s) = (1 —(5)s)"(s +B8)™ — ™. Then f(s) =0 and g(s) = 0 have
the same set of solutions. The derivative of g is



70= (- (5 o+ 8 (i (§) s mn (5)).

The roots of ¢'(s) are
A _n(E
A 5 ana = MRS

Since —f < sp < 0 and sp # — Ry, none of those roots are roots of g(s).
This implies that g(s) and therefore f(s) don’t have multiple roots.

Despite of the last lemma, it hasn’t been proven yet that for every pos-
sible phase-type distribution that we could choose as claim distribution, the
resulting roots py, ps, . .., p,—; would be all different. So we state some res-
ults for possible cases when we could find multiple roots.

First of all, suppose that we have one root with multiplicity n — 1.

Theorem 3: If py = p, = ... = p,,_; = p, then we have the following
expressions for the v;(u)’s

vi(u) = ®(u),

u
/U](u) = /0\ ¢(u - y)y-]_Zepydy’ ] = 27 3’ et n.

Proof: It can be easily proven that

Jj—2

BD);u) = E;C;”)

n k m
L (k) (0 — )42 00t
2 <k> ( 3 ) /0 O (u — )t el dt,

~

g (o) e +
c

and that

g



Since dg(s) = —®(0) (;)n (p — s)", then all the derivatives dg)(p),

l=0,...,n—2, are zero, and we get the desired equality as before.

To see the linear independence of the v;(u)’s we can use a slight modi-
fication of the proof given for the Theorem 2. g

Consider now a case when there is one root with multiplicity k£ — 1, this
is, p; = po = ... = pr_1 = p, while the remaining py, pxy1,...,p,_1 have

multiplicity 1. We have

Theorem 4: Under the conditions described above, we have the follow-
ing expressions for the v;(u)’s

vi(u) = P(u),

u

vj(u) = /O@(u—y)epj—lydy, j=k+1,...,n.

Finally, we can show the general case. Suppose that we have k different
roots, py, Pa, - - -, P, Where the root p, has multiplicity m; and

k k
Zmi:n—l or Zmi—&—l:n.
i=1 i=1

Theorem 5: Under the conditions described above, we have the follow-



ing expressions for the v;(u)’s

<
—
—~
S
~

I
sy

u),
u

O(u—y)y' 2eMVdy, j=2,3,...,mi+1,

u

(I)(”LL - y>yj7m1726p2ydy7 .7 =mi+ 27 .o, m1 +ma + 17

Q@
—~
IS4
N—
I |
c\ c\

u

vilw) = [ D(u—y)y IR 2eravdy,

[e)
|

j m1+m2—|—2,...,m1—|—m2—|—m3+1,

u

<I>(u _ y)yj—(m1+~~-+mk—1)—2epkydy’

k—1 k
j:Zmi—i—Z...,Zmi—l—l:n.
i=1 i=1

bd

—~

<

~— .o

Il
S—

With some small modifications to the proofs of Theorems 2 and 3 we
can obtain the proofs of the Theorems 4 and 5.

4 The maximum severity of ruin

In the previous section we have shown how to obtain the solutions of the
integro—differential equation in different situations, depending on the nature
of the roots of the generalized Lundberg’s equation.

Now we will use these results to obtain the maximum severity of ruin.

We will find an expression for the maximum severity of ruin which only
depends on the non ruin probability ®(u) and the claim amounts distribu-
tion.

From Dickson (2005) and (3) we know that the distribution of the max-
imum severity of ruin J(z;u) can be expressed as:

I = 1 [ ol =9 DV ET @
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If we denote by
— z
B(zu) = /0 9, ) (012 — ), vz — 9))dy

z z
= ([ stwmentc = s, [ ot nyenc — i)
0 0
= (hi(z,u),..., hp(z,u))
then we only have to find an expression for every component of E)(z, w).
— For the case in theorem 2

In a similar way as it is done in Li (2008) we get

() For j = 1:
/0 Cgluy)ui(z —y)dy = B(u+tz) - D) (5)

(%) And for j =2,...,n:

/Oz g(u,y)vj(z —y)dy = /OZ g(u,y) / Bz —y — x)eli1"dzdy

Z=y
0
/ ePi 1% [D(u+ (z — x)) — P(u)]|dx

=]

— For the general case in theorem 5

() For j = 1:

/Ozgm,y)vl(z—y)dy — Bu+t ) - D(u)

11



(x)For j=2,...,m; + 1

/Zg(u,y)vj(z —y)dy =
0

o\

) g(u,y) /zy (2 —y — z)a? 2P % dady
W=z2-y,y=2-7, dy = —dy)

= / g(u,z —7gy /y Oy — z)2’ 2e” P dxdy

0<z<z — x<y<z2)

_ /Zxﬂ 2613190/ o(u, 2 — 5)®(F — )dydz
(to -7, §=2z—t, dt = —dy)

_ /Oz_xﬂ 201 [/ )0 ((5 — 2) — t)dt | da

[e=]

—

By (5) we have /Oz—w g(u, t)®((z —x) — t)dt = ®(u+ (2 — z)) — ®(u), so

/Zg(u,y)vj(z —y)dy = /Z 22D+ (2 — x)) — ®(u)ldz
0 0

(x) For j=mq+2,...,m; +mo+ 1
In a similar way we get

/zg<u,y>vj<z—y>dy - / T2 (B (2 — 1) — B(u)]de
0 0

(*) Finally for j = Zf i 42, Z,’f:l m; +1=mn:

| stwusc—ny = [ oo o (: - 2) - ou)ds
0 0

In this way we get the desired expression for (4).

12



5 Explicit expressions

In the section the aim is to determine the moments of the maximum severity
of ruin as well as the probability that the maximum severity occurs at ruin.
Li (2008) considered those moments for Erlang(2) interclaim times and ex-
ponential claims.

Here we will present the formulas and some numerical calculations obtained
for two other cases:

— Interclaim arrivals Erlang(3,)\) distributed, and claim amounts Exponential(3)
distributed. For simplification we will denote this case by Erlang(3) — Ex-
ponential.

— Interclaim arrivals Erlang(2,)\) distributed, and claim amounts Erlang(2,53)
distributed. We will denote this case by Erlang(2) — Erlang(2).

5.1 Erlang(3) — Exponential case
(1+6)A

Considering the safety loading ¢ = 35

with 6 > 0, the generalized

Lundberg’s equation takes the form
c 3 15}
1-(~ - =0
( (A) S) (s+8)

which has four roots: 0,p;,po and —R, where 0 < R < (8 is the
adjustment coefficient, p;, p, are complex roots with positive real parts and

p2 = P1-

The 3 solutions for the integro—differential equation (2) are

d(u) = 1- (1 - ];) et
;1 /3 - R —Ru R(B + pl)

= s
va{u) P " B(R+ /’1)6 " p1B(R + Pl)e

— —1 B—R —Ru R(ﬁ + /)2) Patl
uslu) P2 " B(R+ P2)e " p2B(R + 02)6

5.1.1 The moments of M,

After calculating (4) we get

13



ae—Rz

1= J(zu) = 1 — ye (P +R)z — §e—(pa+R)z — pe—Rz’
where
_ R(R+ py)(R+ po) S R(B — R)(R + py)
BB+ p1)(B+ ps) p1(B+ p1)(p2 — p1)
5= R(B = R)(R+py) n = (B = R)(R+ py)(R+ py)
pa(B + p2)(p2 — p1) Bp1p2

with 0<a<1l, d=% and O<n=1—a—~v—J.
Note that this expression for J(z;u) is independent from w.

Now we compute the moments of M, given that ruin occurs by the
formula

EM)|T <) = 7“/ 21— J(z;u))dz
0
Zr—le—Rz

o0
- Ta/o 1-— 7@*(P1+R)Z — 56*(p2+R)z _ 77€_RZ

dz,(6)

for r > 1.
Since |[ye~ (11 TRz e~ (P2t R)2 4 pe=l2| < 1 we can write

1— J(zu) = ae” Z(’yef(lerR)z + de (P2t R)z | o= Rz)k
k=0

and then

oo k k—j . il sk—j—l1
kN (k—3j et
E(M'T < = ar! )
(T <o0) =ar1) 3 2 G maroiatsma=o

However, after computing explicit values in software like Mathematica
the last formula takes much more time to produce results than formula (6).

14



Now choosing =1, A=3 and ¢=1+6 we evaluate formula (6) for
some values of § with r =1 and compare with Li (2008) results.

Table 1: The values of E(M,) and s.d.(M,,) for n =1,2,3; m = 1.
n=1 n=2 n=3
m=1 m=1 m=1
0 E(M,) | s.d.(M,) | E(M,) | s.d.(My) | E(M,) | s.d.(M,)
0.05 | 3.197 7.324 2.474 5.532 2.236 4.933
0.1 |2.638 | 5.007 2.063 | 3.805 1.875 | 3.404
0.15 | 2.342 4.015 1.848 3.069 1.687 2.754
0.2 | 2.150 3.443 1.709 2.646 1.567 2.381
0.25 | 2.012 3.064 1.611 2.368 1.481 2.136
0.3 | 1.906 2.792 1.536 2.169 1.416 1.962

>From the table we observe that the mean and the standard deviation
of M, decrease as 6 increases for the 3 cases. This was expected since an
increase in # means an increase in our positive safety loading ¢, which will
give faster grow of the surplus per unit of time. Also we note that for a fixed
0 the mean and the standard deviation of M, decrease as n increases. The

reason for this is that for higher values of n with fixed m we are increasing
n
the expected value of the interclaim times, which is given by E(W; = X)’

so in average we will get claims in longer intervals of time.

5.1.2 The probability that the maximum severity occurs at ruin

Due to the memory—less property of the exponential distribution we have
that g(u,y) = ¥(u)p(y). Hence from (1)

P(M, = [U(T)| | T < )

Now from (3) we get, for u =0

15



0.9) R 1+ %e—(ﬂﬁrR)y + %e—(pzﬂ?)y
X\ Y) = B 1— fye_(pl'f'R)y — 66_(92+R)?/ — ne_Ry ’
So
R 14 %ef(lerR)y =+ %ef(pzﬂ?)y oy
P(M, = |U(T)| | T <o) = (E) /0 e Py

e Py (7)

® R+ pl,-ye*(/thR)y + pz,-ye*(ﬂerR)y
- /0 1 — e (P+R)Yy — fe—(P2+R)y — pe—Ry

We can write this probability in the form of a series as we did before for
the moments of M,, to obtain the following

oo k k—j
POM, = UMD | T <) = 33

<k> <k - j) njfyl(gk*j*l .
- J l
k=0 j=0 (=0

R + P17 i
B+ Rk + pyl + po(k —j — 1) B+R(E+1)+p(l+1)+pa(k—j—1)
P2y

+ - )

In the same way, after computing explicit values with Mathematica the
last formula takes much more time to produce results than formula (7).

Choosing the same values of A, 5 and 6 as before we evaluate (7) to get
the following table

16



Table 2: Probability that the maximum deficit occurs at ruin for n = 3,

m = 1.

n=3
0 P(M,=UD)||T < o)
0.05 0.735
0.1 0.752
0.15 0.768
0.2 0.782
0.25 0.795
0.3 0.808

From the table we conclude that the probability that the maximum defi-
cit occurs at ruin increases as 6 increases. This means that for bigger safety
loadings c is less likely that the surplus will drop to lower levels of deficit
after the time of ruin.

5.2 Erlang(2) — Erlang(2) case

(14 0)A

Considering the safety loading ¢ = with 6 > 0, the generalized

Lundberg’s equation takes the form
c 2 52
()
( M) T

which has four real roots: 0,—Ri,—Rs and p, where 0 < Ry < 8 is
the adjustment coefficient and Ro,p > (3 .

The 2 solutions for the integro—differential equation (2) are

2 2
@(u) = 1- Mefpuu — Me*]i’gu

B*(Ry — Ry) B%(Ry — Ry)
— ;1 RlRQ(ﬁ + p)2 pu R2(6 - R1)2 —Riu
el = e B+ R T PR — R ).

Ri(B — Ry)? o~ Rou
B*(R1 — Ry)(p+ Ry)

17



5.2.1 The moments of M,

In this case the formula that we get from (4) is not independent from u, we
write it in the following way

1 [Ry(B—R1)? _p Ri(B—Ry)* _p
J(z;u) = [ e I (zu) + e " h(zu) |,
U(u) | 2(Re — Ry) B*(Ry — Ry)
and so
1 [Ra(B— R1)* _Ru Ri(B—R2)? _Rrou
1-J(z;u) = 0 |:,622((]§2 - ]2)@ Rrvp — Ji(zu) + %e R (1 — Jo(z; u)):|
where
J1<z;u) _ 1— ,yle—(ﬁ-‘r_Rl)Z _ 726—(p+_32)2 _ (1 _ ,lee—RlZ _ Tie—Rzz _ (jle—(p+R1+R2)2
1— v.€ (p+R1)z _ Yqe (p+R2)z _ d1e Riz _ doe Roz __ ne (p+R1+R2)z
B = 1— 716*(P+7R1)Z _ 726*(P+7R2)Z _ T2€*R1i —(1— 727)6*322 _ (fze*(PJthJrRz)Z
1— e (p+R1)z _ vqe (p+R2)z _ dreRiz — foe—Raz — ne (p+R1+R2)z
and
y _ Ri(B—R1)*(p+ Re) y _ Ra(B—Ra)*(p+ Ra)
! p(R2 — R1)(B + p)? 2 p(R1 — R2) (B + p)?
5 — Ry(B — R1)*(p+ Ry) 5y = Ri(8— R2)*(p+ Ry)
B%p(Ry — Ry) B%p(R1 — Ry)
. Ry (8 — Rp)*(p + Rp) o — Ry(B — R1)*(p + Ri)
p(R1 — R2)(B + p)? p(R2 — R1)(B + p)?
wlz_(ﬁ—Rz)z w2:_(5—31)2
B+ p)? (B+p)?
(B=R1)*(B— Ry)? o = Brfa(p+ Ba)(p + R)
B%(B + p)? B*(B+ p)?

with 0 <a<landn=1—a—7vy; —vy — 01 — 2.

In the same way we compute the moments of M,, given that ruin occurs

18



EM|T <) = 7‘/000 2771 = J(z;u))dz

r [32(ﬁ - Rl)Qeleu

/000 271 = Ty (zu))dz+

U(u) [B*(Ry — R1)

me—Rw /O T gy (e u))dz} L ®
for 7> 1.
Also since

‘716—(0+R1)z +,y2e—(p+R2)z + 516—R1z + 52€—R22 + ne_(p+R1+R2)z| <1,

Like we did before, we found an expression for the moments of the max-
imum severity in the form of a series. The formula is very long and we will
omit it. For computing purposes in Mathematica are using formula (8).

Now choosing =1, A=1 and ¢=1+6 we evaluate formula (8) for
some values of § with r =1 and compare with Li (2008) results.

Table 3: The values of E(M,,) and s.d.(M,) for n = 1,2;: m = 1 and

n=m=2.

0 | B(M,) | s.d.(M,) | B(M,) | s.d.(M,)
0.05 | 2.474 5.532 3.279 7.137
0.1 |2.063 |3.805 |2759 |4.911
0.15 | 1.848 3.069 2.485 3.959
0.2 1.709 2.646 2.307 3.411
0.25 | 1.611 2.368 2.179 3.049
0.3 1.536 2.169 2.082 2.791

From the table we observe that the mean and the standard deviation
of M, decrease as 6 increases for the 3 cases. This was expected since an
increase in 6 means an increase in our positive safety loading ¢, which will
give faster grow of the surplus per unit of time. Also we note that for a fixed
0 the mean and the standard deviation of M, are higher in the Erlang(2)
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— Erlang(2) case than in the Erlang(2) — Exponential case. The reason
for this is that for higher values of m with fixed n we are increasing the

m
expected value of the claim amounts, which is given by E(X; = E)’ SO we

are increasing the average size of the claims that we will receive.

5.2.2 The probability that the maximum severity occurs at ruin

In this case the Erlang(2) distribution is not memory-less, so we don’t have
g(u,y) = ¥(u)p(y) as in the Erlang(3)-Exponential case.

After computing g(u,y) we get

(B —Ry)?
Ry — Ry

(B — Ry)?

(1= (B—Ra)y)e e Mty R Ry (1= (B—Ry)y)e e tae

g(u,y) =

From (3) we get, for u =0

(0,y) = R R, 14 %e*@“{l)y 4 %ef(erRz)y
x\W,y) = 32 1— e (pHRz —y e=(pFR2)z — §e~Fiz — §oe—R2z — pe—(ptR1+R2)z"
So
oo
U 0,y)d
POM, = [U(T)] | T < 00) = Jo 90ux(Oy)dy o)

W(u)
The formula that we obtain in (9) is too large and we omit it.

Choosing the same values of A, 5 and 6 as before we evaluate (9) to get
the following table

Table 4: Probability that the maximum deficit occurs at ruin for n = 2,

m = 2.
n=m=2
0 P(M, =|U(T)||T < o0)
0.05 0.730
0.1 0.745
0.15 0.759
0.2 0.772
0.25 0.784
0.3 0.795
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From the table we conclude that the probability that the maximum de-
ficit occurs at ruin increase as 6 increases. Like in Section 5.1.2, this means
that for bigger safety loadings c is less likely that the surplus will drop to
lower levels of deficit after the time of ruin.

6 Summary and Conclusions

In this article we have shown, based on the techniques provided by Li (2008),
a new method to find expressions for the distribution of the maximum sever-
ity of ruin in the Sparre-Andersen model with Erlang(n) interclaim times.
Those expressions depend exclusively on the non—ruin probability and the
claim amounts distribution.

Following the approach of this article other explicit formulas for the mo-
ments of the maximum severity of ruin can be found for particular cases of
interest, like Erlang(n) - Erlang(m) for higher values of m and n, since for
those cases the expression for the non—ruin probability is available.
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