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THE STABILITY OF TRANSIENT
QUASI-HOMOGENEOUS MARKOV SEMIGROUPS
AND AN ESTIMATE OF THE RUIN PROBABILITY
UDC 519.21

M. V. KARTASHOV

ABSTRACT. A time nonhomogeneous semigroup of Markov operators in a Banach
space is called quasi-homogeneous if its infinitesimal operator has a dense domain
and can be represented as the sum of the infinitesimal operator of a homogeneous
semigroup and a bounded operator function.

We obtain estimates of the strong stability of a nonhomogeneous semigroup for
the case where the underlying homogeneous semigroup is uniformly transient.

1. INTRODUCTION

The stability of perturbed homogeneous semigroups of operators is studied in the
monograph [I] for discrete time. The foundations of the theory of time nonhomogeneous
Markov processes are created in the books by E. B. Dynkin [2] and I. I. Gikhman and
A. V. Skorokhod [3]. The general theory of perturbations of operators can be found
in [4].

In this paper, we develop an approach that originated in [5]. This approach is used
in papers [5] [6] to estimate the stability of nonhomogeneous semigroups for which the
underlying homogeneous semigroup is uniformly ergodic. In what follows we consider
the transient case and solve the problem of stability.

As an example we apply the general results to estimate the ruin probability for a risk
process with a time nonhomogeneous Poisson flow of insurance claims. Another approach
to this problem for nonhomogeneous risk processes is described in [7].

2. MAIN DEFINITIONS

1. Let (E,Z) be a measurable space. Denote by f= and mE the classes of all measur-
able functions and all finite charges on (E, Z), respectively.

Assume that X C mZ is a Banach subspace of the space mZ= equipped with the
norm || - |

Consider the space & C fZ of functions, the Banach space that is dual to N and
equipped with the norm

11l = sup(|fl, [lull < 1,1 € R).
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The dual linear form is defined by
wf =/ fl@)p(dz),  peR, fes,
E

in this case. Note also that

(1) [ull = sup([uf], I <1, f € ).

Examples of the spaces and their dual spaces are given in [I, Chapter 1].
Every transition kernel @ = (Q(z, B),z € E, B € Z) on (E, Z) generates [5] the linear

mappings
(2) hQ(B) = [ n(do)Q(e, B): m= — m,
E
(3) Qf(z) = | Qz.dy)f(y): fE — fE.
E
The linear subclasses of these mappings equipped with finite norms
(4) QI = sup([|w@]l, |l < 1) = sup([|[QF] If| 1) < o0

are Banach spaces of linear bounded operators denoted by L(X) and L(S), respectively.
The product of the corresponding operators is generated by the kernel

(5) PQ(x, B) = / Pz, dy)Q(y. B).

E

2. Let (P(s,z,t,B),z € E,B € 2,0 < s < t) be a Markov transition function [4]
Chapter 3] understood in the wide sense. According to (2) and (3), one can associate
the following mappings with this function:

Pgi: mZ — mZ, Py: f=— fE.

If the mappings are bounded, then they generate a semigroup with respect to the mul-
tiplication [2} [3, [6]. The mappings are bounded if X and < are the spaces of all bounded
charges equipped with the full variation norm and all bounded measurable functions
equipped with the uniform norm, respectively.

3. A family of operators (Ps,0 < s <t < 00) C L(S) is called a bounded semigroup
in L(S) if
(P) P, P, = Py, 0<s<u<t, sup || Pst]] < 0.

0<s<t

A semigroup of operators (Qs:,0 < s <t < 00) is time homogeneous if

(6) Qst = Qi—s, 0<s<H, QsQi—s = Q1.
If the limit
M lim (0= (Puf- = AS 520,

exists in the norm of the space &, then A, is called the infinitesimal operator of the
nonhomogeneous semigroup (Pst).

Definition. A bounded semigroup (Ps;,0 < s <t < 00) is called quasi-homogeneous if
there exists a nontrivial bounded homogeneous semigroup (Q;—s,0 < s <t < oo0) with
the infinitesimal operator A defined on a dense subspace §y C &, namely if

(A) for all f € Jp, there exists %m%) Y Qunf — f) = Af

and if, for some bounded family of operators (Dy,0 < s < 00) C L(S), the infinitesimal
operator Ay of the semigroup (Py:) is given by

(AD) A, =A+ D, on Q.
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QUASI-HOMOGENEOUS SEMIGROUPS 43

Remark. Condition (AD) is equivalent to
for all s >0 and for all f € S
the limit  lim (v —u) " (Puof — Qu_uf) = Df €I exists.

uls,vls

(D)

This follows directly from the definition of the infinitesimal operator and from the
boundedness of D; (see [5]).

The semigroup (Q:—s) is called the underlying semigroup for (Pg).
The condition for the boundedness of the perturbation in the above definition can be
written as follows:

(T) sup || Ds|| < oo for all t > 0.
s<t

4. A semigroup (Ps;) is called uniformly transient (in the space ) if
(8) | Pst]| — O, t — oo, foralls>0.

If a semigroup is homogeneous, that is, Ps; = @;_s, then the rate of convergence is
geometrical:

(9) there exists p < 1 such that [|Q:| = O(p"), t — ooc.
5. If a semigroup is quasi-homogeneous and uniformly transient, then
Q) qr(B) = sup exp(Bt) [|Qll,
t<T
t
(10) er(B) = sup / exp(B(t — ) [DuQu_ull du,
t<T Jo
T
(11) e = / 1Dy | du
0

are finite for some T' < oo and 3 > 0.
The index e7 () can sometimes be not easy to evaluate. In this case, one can use the
following upper bound:

(12) er(B) < erqr(B).

Moreover, the measurability is necessary to construct the integral on the right hand
side of (I0O). If this is not the case, then the index

t
(13) er(B) = sup sup /0 exp(B(t — u))M du

t<T feS0 171l

should be used instead of er(3) defined by ([I0). Indeed, the function ||D,Q¢—.f| in
([@3) is Borel for all f € Sy, since it is the limit of continuous functions,

h71 ||(Pu—h,u - Qh)Qt—uf” as h l 0

(see [A]).

Note that inequality (I2]) is an obvious corollary of the inequality for the norm of the
product of operators. The inequality between indices defined by (I0) and (3] follows
from the definition of the norm.

Throughout this paper, the integrals of operator-valued bounded functions are under-
stood in the weak sense as integrals defined by their action for the elements p € N and

fes:
u(/:Dudu)f:/:pDufdu.
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3. MAIN RESULTS

The following result contains a qualitative estimate of the stability of transient quasi-
homogeneous semigroups.

Theorem 1. Let (Py,0 < s <t <T) be a quasi-homogeneous bounded semigroup and
let T < co. Assume that the underlying homogeneous semigroup (Qi—s) is uniformly
transient in the sense that (@) holds. If the perturbation (Ds) is such that

(14) er(B) <1
for some B > 0, then the semigroup (Ps;) also is uniformly transient and moreover
(15) sup _exp(At— ) [Po — Quall < ()20

0<s<t<T 1 —er(B)

In particular, inequality (I3]) implies the bounds for the stability for functions Ps;1(x)
viewed as survival probabilities on the interval from s to ¢ for terminating semigroups.
Here and in what follows, 1 = 1(x), = € E, stands for the identity mapping.

However there are sharper inequalities in this case. To state these results we note that
P:1(x) are not increasing in ¢. Therefore the limits

(16) p@) = Jim Pl(@),  pla) = Jim Qi)
exist.

The functions Py 1(x) are not increasing in ¢ in view of the semigroup and Markov
properties:

Py1(x) — Psyl(x) = Pst(1 — Py 1)(x) >0 forall s <t <w.

Theorem 2. Let (Py,0 < s < t < 00) be a quasi-homogeneous bounded semigroup.
Then the limit functions ([I6) are such that

a7) I =21 < [ 1Pl 1Dp] du.

As an example we consider a risk process (X, ¢ > 0) that is a right continuous solution
of the system
dXt =cdt — dZt,
(18)
Xog=2 >0,
where ¢ > 0 is the premium intensity,
v(t)

Zi=> &,
k=1

&, are jointly independent identically distributed random variables representing the
amounts of insurance payments, and v(¢) is an independent of {£,} and time nonho-
mogeneous Poisson process with intensity A;; that is,

P(v(t)—v(s)=n) = (Aﬁ,)n exp(—AL)/nl, s < t,

t
(19) A@:/ Ay du.

We assume that \; is a nonnegative measurable function on R, that is bounded on
every finite interval.

We also assume that the process (X;) terminates at the moment 7, when it enters the
set (—00,0) (we say that 7, is the ruin moment, x = Xj):

(20) 7o = inf(t > 0: X, & [0,00)).
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The infinitesimal operator of such a process is
x
@) Af@ =@ +A [ fe-1)d6) - M@, Ry
—00

The operator A; is defined on C1(Ry) N Cy(R4). Here and in what follows the common
distribution function and moment generating function of the random variables £, are

(22) G(z) =P(& < x), 9(t) = Eexp(t&y).
We further assume the Cramér condition:
(23) there exists & > 0 such that g(«o) < .

Along with (X¢,t > 0) consider a similar time homogeneous process (X;,t > 0) having
the same premium intensity, insurance payments, and initial state z. The difference is
that X; has a constant claim intensity A(¢) = A. This means that the corresponding
Poisson process 7(t) is homogeneous and has intensity A\. The parameter A > 0 used in
the following inequalities is arbitrary, but the following nondegeneracy condition holds:

(24) AE& < e

One can define the same characteristics for the homogeneous process (X;) as those
for (X;). The characteristics of (X;) are denoted with the same symbol as in the case
of (X;) but with the bar.

The symbol P, stands for the conditional probability given X (s) = z.

Theorem 3. Let (X;,0<t<T) be_a nonhomogeneous risk process whose infinitesimal
operator is given by [ZI) and let (X) be the corresponding homogeneous process with

intensity \ for which 24)) holds.

If the constant o > 0 1is such that
(25) B =ac—Ag(e) —1) 20,
then

az+pB(t—s)

E,= sup sup e Esz e_ath{XteB} — Eg e_ath{yteB}

0<s<t<T x>0,B€E
T u
§(a)/ A — A exp ((ac - ﬂ)/ (Ao — A)/A dv) du.
0 0

Remark. Inequality (25) holds if and only if 0 < o < v, where the Lundberg constant
a, > 0 is uniquely defined under conditions ([24]) and (23] by

(27) ar, = sup(a > 0: ac — A(G(a) — 1) > 0).

(26)

IN

If g(ar) < oo, then the Lundberg constant is a unique solution of the equation
(28) arc—A(g(ar) — 1) =0.

Indeed, if g(ar) < oo, then the supremum on the right hand side of (27)) is attained
at the point ay, since g(«) is continuous for o < ay. This implies (28). Further, the
right hand side of (25 is a convex function and equals zero for o € {0,z }. This proves
the first statement of this remark.

Example 1. If the assumptions of Theorem 3 hold, then
T
(29) sup  sup | Pu(X, € B) — Pu(Xs € B)| < / A — Al du.
0<s<t<T z>0,BEE 0

It is necessary to set o = 0 in Theorem 3 to check (29).
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Theorem 4. Let (X;,t > 0) be a nonhomogeneous risk process whose infinitesimal
operator is given by @I) and let (X) be the corresponding homogeneous process whose
intensity \ is such that the nondegeneracy condition ([24) holds.

If inequality @8]) holds for the constant « > 0, then

€o = sgp exp(ax) |Pog (T: < 00) — Pog(Tz < 00)]
x>0

(30)

u

<§my4w,m—aﬂmm(—ﬁu+«w—ﬁyé

Example 2. If « =0, then 8 = 0 and inequality (B0) implies

(Ao — A)/A dv) du.

o0
(31) sup | Poz (72 < 00) — Poe(Te < 00)| < / Ay — A du.
>0 0

Example 3. Let A\, = A +¢esinu, 0 <e < A. Then
(32) ea < eg(a) exp(2e(ac — B)/N)/B

for all « € (0, ), since
o < g(a)/ e [sin u] exp(—Bu + (ac — B)(1 — cosu)/A) du
0

<g(e) [ cesp(-pu+ (ac— 5)2/N) du
0

in view of inequality (30).

Example 4. Let A\, = A —eexp(—u), 0 < e < A. Then
(33) ea < €g(a)/(1+4p)

for all a € [0, ar], since
ea < g(a) /OO ge”Yexp(—Pu— (ac—B) (1 —e ) /A) du
0

< g(a) / gexp(—u — Bu) du = eg(a) /(1 + 3)
0
according to inequality (30).

Example 5. Let a = a5 > 0, g(a) < oo, and let the Lundberg constant for the
homogeneous process be equal to

(34) K(a) = lim exp(az)Py.(Tz < 00).
If
(35) 55/ [Au — A du < o0,
0

then

- A ac

— . - <Al N acy
(36) hr;lih?m) exp(ax) Py (14 < 00) — K(o)| < g(a) e [exp (5 3 ) 1]
and
(37) the limit  lim 7' In Py, (7, = 00) = ap exists

xr—00

for all sufficiently small §.
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For the proof of (B6]) and ([B1), we use the remark to Theorem 3 implying for o = ap,
that inequality (25]) becomes the equality (28] in this case, that is, § = 0. Changing the
function A, — A in B0) by its absolute value we get the inequality

ea < ﬁ(a)/ [Au — Al exp <ac/ [Av — Al /A dv) du.
0 0

Then we change the variable z = ;' |\, — Al dv, so that
A o0
(38) eq < ’g\(a)& [exp <%/0 | A — )\|du) - 1] .
On the other hand, the definition of e, in (B0) yields for all z > 0 that
—eq < e Pop(1e < 00) — € Pop(Te < 00) < 4.

Taking the supremum and infimum as x — oo we derive inequality (B6]) from the latter
results and (38]).

Finally, inequality (B0 implies that lim, ., exp(ax)Py. (7, < o0) is positive and
lim, .o exp(az) Py, (7, < 00) is finite for all sufficiently small fooo |Au — A| du. Therefore
equality (1) holds.

4. PROOFS

Proof of Theorem 1. We use Theorem 1 of [5]. Note that assumptions (A.P), (D),
and (T) of [5] are identical to the corresponding assumptions of this paper, while as-
sumption (Q) of [5] holds in view of ([@). According to Theorem 1 of [5],

t
(39) MPstf = MQtfsf +/ MPsuDthfufdu

forall p e N, f €3, and all 0 < s <.
Consider the operator

(40) Ay = exp(B(t = $))(Pot — Qu—s).
We deduce from ([B9)) that

t
ﬂAftf = / eﬁ(u_s)ﬂPsuDth—ufeﬁ(t_u) du
(41) ’

t t
= / P79 11Q g Dy Qi fPT du + / pAP DyQy_y fPE du.

S

This together with (I3]) implies that
(42) ndlut] < Il ar@er @71+ sup bl er (@)

forall0<s<t<T.
Taking the supremum on both sides of the latter inequality over f € Sy such that
I/l <1 and then over s <t < T we obtain

sup ||pAL | < lellar(B)er(B) + sup ||uAl,||er (),
s<usT s<u<T

whence
sup_{|pAL || < llull ar(B)er(8)/(1 — e7(5)).
s<u<T
Now we evaluate the supremum in the latter relation over all x4 such that ||u]] = 1 and
prove inequality (5. O
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Proof of Theorem 2. We substitute f = 1 in (B9) and approach the limit as t — oo.
Then we obtain

oo
(43) pps — PP = / 1 Psy Dy P du
by the monotone convergence theorem.
This proves (7). O

Proof of Theorem 3. Consider the space (E,Z) = (R4, B(R4)).
For all @ > 0, we define the Banach spaces RX(«) and () of o-finite charges

@) = (s el = [ exp(-aa) l(d) < oo}

and bounded =-measurable functions

S(a) = {f: Il = sup expla) |7 (o)] < oo},

respectively.
The corresponding operator norm of the transition kernel Q(z, B) equals
(a4 Q. =sup [ explate ~ ) QI du)
fAS 0

In particular, this implies that
o0
[Pallo = sup [ explata 1) Pa(a,dy) = sup Eus explale — X))
(45) el JO RIS D)
— exp (—ac(t — s) + AL(G(a) — 1)),

where we used the definition of the compound Poisson process and equalities (I9)).

The estimate for [|Q¢—||,, is similar, but A(t — s) is substituted for A’ in this case:
(46) 1Qt—sll, < exp(—ac(t —5) + At — 5)(G(er) — 1)).

A simple estimate (45 for the norm of the perturbed operator is available in the case
under consideration. We obtained equality ([@II) in the proof of Theorem [l Now we

use (A1) instead of the general but less sharp inequality of Theorem 1 and obtain the
bound

t
(47) A%, < / ) Pl 1Du Qi €4 du.

The left hand side of (26) does not exceed

sup / exp(a(z — ) + At — 5)) |(Pa — Qo) (a dy) = || A%,
0

zeE
by definition (@) and in view of equality ([@4]). Thus we need to estimate the right hand

side of (7).
We derive from the definition of the infinitesimal operator ([2I)) and the definition of
the perturbation (AD) that

(48) Dufl@) = On =3 ([ fa=)dG) - 1))

for f € So(a) = C1(Ry) N Cr(R4) N S(a).
The expression in parentheses on the right hand side of the latter equality is a difference
of two nonnegative operators. Thus (@) implies that

(49) [1Dully < [Au = Afmax(g(a), 1) = [Au = A[g().
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Therefore the integrand in the integral on the right hand side of [@7)) does not exceed
[Au = Alg(@) exp[B(u — 5) — ac(u — s) + AL(G(a) — 1) — ac(t — u)
+ A - 8)(Ga) — 1) + At — )]
(50) = A = Alg(a) exp[B(t — 5) — ac(t — s) + (AY = Mu — 5))(g(a) — 1)
+A(t = 5)(g(a) — 1)]
= A = Alg(a) exp[(AL = Au — 5))(8 — ac)/A]

where we used the definition (25]) of the constant 3.
Substituting [@3l), @), and (@) into (@7) we obtain inequality (26) with the help
of (Ba). O

Proof of Theorem 4. According to definition (I6]) of the functions p, and p,
ps(x) = tlim Pyp(70 > t, Xy € E) = Py (7, = 00),
D(x) = Pop (T2 = 00).

It is obvious that pg — P equals the difference of ruin probabilities in (30), while the
left hand side of ([B0) coincides with the norm ||po — B|,-
To estimate the latter norm we apply inequality (IT):

(51) lpo — 1l < / | Poull,, |1 Dupl, du

Lemma. The ruin function is such that
(52) Y(x)=1-p(x) <exp(—azx) forallz >0
and for all 0 < a < ap.

Proof. We apply representation (1.9) of [8] with R = ay, F = G, and @ = A. Then we
get

explaza)vie) = 5 [ explana)(1 -Gl dy
53) .

2 / " explosy)ie — y)(1 - Gy)) dy.

c

Since exp(arz) < exp(ary) and ¢(x —y) < 1, we obtain

A o0
explasa)ile) < [ explary)(1 - Glw)dy = 1
where the latter inequality follows from (28]). O

We continue the proof of Theorem 4. Using equality (@8] we get

(54) Dup(@) = (e — ) (G(z) 1= [ we-ydc) + wm) |

Now we apply ([B2) and get
(55) [Dup(2)| < exp(—ax) |Ay — Alg()

for all a € [0, ap].
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The definition of the norm in the space $(«) and relations (&1I), (@H), and (B3 yield
the bound

Ipo —Bll, < / exp(—acu + AL(F(@) — 1)) [Au — Al §la) du
=7(a) /00 [Au — Alexp(—acu + Af(ac — B)/A) du
0

=g(a) / [Auw — Al exp(fﬂu + (Ay — Au) (e — ﬂ)/)\) du,
0
where § is defined by (25]). This proves inequality (30). O
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