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Abstract: In this paper we consider a discrete-time risk model, which allows the premium to
be adjusted according to claims experience. This model is inspired by the well-known bonus-
malus system in the non-life insurance industry. Two strategies of adjusting periodic premiums
are considered: aggregate claims or claim frequency. Recursive formulae are derived to compute
the finite-time ruin probabilities, and Lundberg-type upper bounds are also derived to evaluate the
ultimate-time ruin probabilities. In addition, we extend the risk model by considering an external
Markovian environment in which the claims distributions are governed by an external Markov
process so that the periodic premium adjustments vary when the external environment state changes.
We then study the joint distribution of premium level and environment state at ruin given ruin occurs.
Two numerical examples are provided at the end of this paper to illustrate the impact of the initial
external environment state, the initial premium level and the initial surplus on the ruin probability.

Keywords: discrete-time risk model; bonus-malus system; Markov modulated risk model; finite-time
ruin; recursive computation; Lundberg inequality

1. Introduction

The commonly adopted bonus-malus system in the general insurance industry is
based on a principal that insurance premiums can be adjusted based on the historical
claims record of individual policyholders. To be specific, the policyholders, who make no
claim or small claims in the latest policy year, will be offered a premium discount (also
called ‘bonus’) on renewal. On the other hand, policyholders who make more claims than
the given thresholds in the current policy year may need to pay higher premiums (also
called ‘malus’) if they decide to renew their policies. The bonus-malus system plays an
important role in the insurance industry, in particular in motor vehicle insurance sector,
because this system defines risk specific premium levels that help to sustain the total
premium pool in covering all motor insurance claims of the given insurance portfolio. The
discount in premium acts as an incentive to retain low-risk policyholders and to attract new
customers; on the other hand, the malus component prevents high-risk policyholders from
taking advantage of the low-risk policyholders by receiving disproportionate insurance
benefits. The purpose of the bonus-malus system is to create heterogeneity by low-risk
policyholders and high-risk policyholders. In other words, it acts as a posteriori classifier
that differentiates the policyholders according to their driving behaviours besides the a
priori variables. In addition, in terms of commercial purpose, the bonus-malus system
is widely adopted in pricing by motor vehicle insurance companies to enhance their
competitiveness in the insurance market.

The bonus-malus system related problems have remained a popular research field for
decades. De Pril (1979) proposed a continuous-time model for the bonus-malus system,
which considers the phenomenon called ‘bonus-hunger’. Lemaire and Zi (1994) conducted
a comparative analysis of 30 bonus-malus systems of 22 countries, and Lemaire (1995)
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provided insurance companies models to design their own bonus-malus systems that
meet their objectives. Pinquet et al. (2001) considered the age of claims in their proposed
model for the bonus-malus system. Baione et al. (2002) proposed the optimal bonus-malus
system, which maximised the ‘transparency’ between policyholders and insurers and
‘financial balance conditions’. Pitrebois et al. (2006) designed a bonus-malus system with
different types of claims. Dionne and Ghali (2005) conducted an empirical evaluation
of the 1992 bonus-malus system in Tunisia. More recently, Denuit et al. (2019) consid-
ered multivariate credibility modelling for usage-based motor insurance pricing with
behavioural data, Vilar-Zanon et al. (2020) discussed an average model approach to experi-
ence based premium rates discounts using the Spanish agricultural insurance data, and
Ágoston and Gyetvai (2020) studied a joint optimisation problem of transition rules and
the premium scale in a bonus-malus system. A lot more research work can be found in the
references therein.

The bonus-malus system has also been studied by many researchers in the context
of risk models with claim-dependent premiums. As for the continuous-time setting,
Afonso et al. (2009) studied the finite-time ruin probabilities in a continuous- time risk
model that allows the premiums to be adjusted according to historical surplus levels.
Li et al. (2015) studied the ruin probabilities under a continuous-time risk model with
premium rate adjusted to the historical number of claims. Specifically, they applied the
Bayesian credibility theory to find the posteriori expected number of claims and then
adjusted the premium rate according to the posteriori estimator of claim numbers. They
studied the impact of the two risks classified by ‘defectiveness’, i.e., the ‘historical’ stream
and the ‘unforeseeable’ stream, on ruin probabilities. Constantinescu et al. (2016) studied
the ruin probability in a regenerative risk process. They assume that the inter-arrival times
of the process depend on the inter-arrival time between the current and previous claim. In
other words, the distribution of the next claim waiting time depends on the waiting time
between the current claim and the previous one. This assumption allows the premium rate
to be adjusted according to the change of the inter-arrival time distribution. However, only
two levels of premium rates are evaluated in their model: the bonus (discount) state and
the base state. Moreover, Kučerovský and Najafabadi (2017) studied the continuous-time
risk model for a long term bonus-malus system in a steady state. They obtained the ruin
probability in terms of closed-form solutions of an integral equation by the method of
complex analysis. In addition, Afonso et al. (2017) analysed the impact of the different
well-known bonus-malus scales and transition rules on the finite-time ruin probability
in a continuous-time risk model. The posteriori premiums in their model are modified
according to the historical claim record of each individual policyholder. In the most recent
literature, Afonso et al. (2020) studied ruin probabilities and capital requirement for open
automobile portfolios with a bonus-malus system based on claim counts.

Under the discrete-time setting, Dufresne (1988) proposed the recursive algorithm to
compute the ruin probabilities by using the stationary distributions of the bonus-malus
system. Wagner (2002) considered a two-state Markov chain risk model and derived recur-
sive formulae for ruin probabilities. Trufin and Loisel (2013) studied the ruin probabilities
with premiums adjusted to the claims by Bühlmann credibility theory. They derived the
asymptotic formulae for the ultimate ruin probabilities and the Lundberg coefficients for
the light-tailed claims. In addition, they also derived the asymptotic formulae for the ulti-
mate ruin probabilities for heavy-tailed claims. Further, Wu et al. (2015) derived recursive
formulae and explicit formulae for the ultimate ruin probabilities in the case that premiums
are correlated to claim amounts by using the two-state Markov Chain model.

First of all, this paper is an extension of the models of Wu et al. (2015). As for the
models of Wu et al. (2015), there are some strong assumptions regarding claim amounts
and premiums. For example, the claims were assumed to take only three integer values
and the differences between claims amount and premiums must be multiples of the lowest
premium level. In addition, there are only three premium levels in their models. Taking
into account these limitations, this paper aims to relax the strict assumptions such that
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the individual claims can take any non-negative integer values and the premiums vary
according to claims record in a broader bonus-malus context. Recursive equations are
derived to calculate the finite-time ruin probabilities in the discrete-time setting. A similar
approach was adopted in (Cai and Dickson (2004), sct. 2). In addition to considering
premium adjustments according to aggregate claim amounts, this paper also considers the
option of adjusting premiums based on recorded claim numbers, whereas Wu et al. (2015)
only focused on the former case.

Secondly, this paper combines inhomogeneity in claims experience with the bonus-
malus system by introducing an external Markovian environment, which could see more
applications in the real world. This is inspired by the fact that the external environment
can affect the implementation of the bonus-malus system and should be taken into account
by the insurers. As being said in Niemiec (2017), the external environment can affect
the claim frequency and the bonus-malus system should be evaluated according to this
factor. The term ‘external environment’ in this context means the factor that the insurers
are not able to control but have an impact on the performance of the bonus-malus system.
It can include economic conditions, weather conditions, regulations, competitiveness
of competitors and so on. The topics about a bonus-malus system within an external
environment have been studied by various researchers in the literature. For example,
Viswanathan and Lemaire (2005) used a diffusion theory to study the evolution of market
shares and claim frequencies of a two-company market when one insurance company
applies the aggressive bonus-malus system. Park et al. (2010) used principal components
analysis and regression models to evaluate the toughness of the bonus-malus system in
Asia and its correlation with economic and cultural variables. Lee and Kim (2016) studied
the impact of the change in a regulation of the bonus-malus system in Korea on moral
hazard in motor vehicle insurance. Vilar-Zanon et al. (2020) introduced the new experience
rating system, which is more suitable to the agricultural insurance in Spain and some other
EU countries when high losses occur due to extreme weather. As for the studies of the risk
of ruin within a Markovian environment, the most recent literature of Markov-modulated
risk models includes Nie et al. (2020) and Li and Li (2020). In the former paper, the authors
studied a discrete Markov-modulated risk model with delayed claims, random premium
income, and a constant dividend barrier; whilst in the latter one, the authors studied some
state-specific one-sided exit probabilities as well as the corresponding two-sided first exit
probabilities in a Markov-modulated risk process.

In this paper, we only focus on external environments that affect the implementation
of the bonus-malus system in terms of varying the aggregate claims distribution such
as economic environment and weather conditions. Regarding our proposed premium
adjustment rules, we assume that the external environment is governed by an external
Markov process. When the policies are renewed, the insurers will apply certain premium
correction rules that correspond to the current external environment condition to determine
the renewal premiums. As for a real-world application, it is not an issue in practice due to
the short-term nature of most non-life insurance contracts. It means that the insurers are
able to frequently modify the premium adjustment rules when the external environment
changes. By applying this principle, it helps the insurers to better address the systematic
risk when implementing the bonus-malus system in pricing. However, it can be tricky when
insurers explain the environment-dependent premium changing rules to their policyholders
since the rules are likely to change over time.

The main goal of this paper is to numerically evaluate the impact of bonus-malus
system on the ruin probabilities of the proposed risk models within an external Markovian
environment. We aim to explore the following questions that may arise when imple-
menting the bonus-malus system in practice through some numerical studies based on
hypothetical assumptions:

- What should the initial premium level be for new policyholders?
- Which premium adjustment criterion is better in the proposed risk models: premiums

adjusted by aggregate claims amount or premiums adjusted by claim frequency only?
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- What is the likely impact of the initial external environment condition on the risk of
ruin when the proposed premium adjustment rules are implemented?

The main findings of our numerical studies are:

- The choice of initial premium level for new policyholders is not an easy task. A low
initial premium level tends to be very risky when the company’s initial capital amount
is small. However, when the initial capital amount is sufficiently large, the insurer
has more flexibility to lower the initial premium level that can attract more new
policyholders and help with boosting the insurance business without significantly
increasing the risk of insolvency.

- The initial external environment condition does have a significant impact on the risk of
ruin under the proposed premium adjustment rules, but the impact could be different
from our first guess.

- Adjusting premiums according to claim frequency can be riskier than the case of
adjusting premiums by aggregate claims.

This paper is organised as follows. Section 2 presents the models and assumptions of
our study. Section 3 presents the finite-time ruin probabilities in a Markovian environment.
Section 4 presents Lundberg inequalities for ruin probabilities. Section 5 presents the joint
distribution of time of ruin, deficit, premium level and environment state at ruin. Section 6
provides some numerical studies with detailed comments. Concluding remarks and future
research are given in Section 7.

2. Models and Assumptions

Let c denote a premium level set where c = {ci}i∈L, L = {1, 2, ..., l}, l ∈ N+, ci ∈ R+.
Here ci, i = 1, . . . , l, are premium levels per unit volume of risk. Let the external economic
environmental status in time period [t− 1, t), t ∈ N+ be represented by a homogeneous and
irreducible discrete-time Markov chain {Jt}t∈N with a finite state space R = {1, 2, ..., r} and
a transition probability matrix PJ = [pJ(g, h)]g,h∈R, where pJ(g, h) = P(Jt = h|Jt−1 = g).
The stationary probability distribution of the Markov process is denoted by λ = [λ1, ..., λr]
where 0 ≤ λi ≤ 1, i = 1, 2, . . . , r, and ∑r

i=1 λi = 1. Let {Lt}t∈N+ be a stochastic process
monitoring the premium levels that the insurance company charges over time. Here Lt ∈ c
for any t ∈ N+ and this premium level applies in the time period [t− 1, t).

Consider a general insurance surplus process of which the level of surplus at time k,
k = 0, 1, . . . , is defined by

Uk = U0 +
k

∑
t=1

(Ct − St) , for k ∈ N+, (1)

where St is the aggregate claims amount for time period [t− 1, t) payable at time t, t ∈ N+;
U0 = u ≥ 0, u ∈ N is the initial surplus level; Ct is the total premium for time period
[t− 1, t) received at time t− 1 and Ct = LtE[St], t ∈ N+. Further, St has probability mass
function (P.M.F.) PS,Jt(s) and mean µS,Jt , for Jt ∈ R and s ∈ N.

The timing of all cash flows involved in the above insurance surplus process is illus-
trated through the following timeline given in Figure 1 where year t denotes the period of
[t− 1, t), t ∈ N+.
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• St−1 is paid at end of year t− 1.
• Jt−1 is fixed for year t− 1.
• Ct is received at the beginning
of year t.

• St is paid at the end of year t.
• Jt is fixed for year t.
• Ct+1 is received at the beginning
of year t + 1.

0 t− 1 t
time

Figure 1. The timeline of all cash flows.

Given L1 = ci and J1 = g, i ∈ L, g ∈ R, the first premium amount C1 can be
determined as follows

C1 = ciE[S1] = ciµS,g := αi,g. (2)

According to (2), theoretically αi,g can be a non-integer value. However, an integer-
valued αi,g is required for the computation of numerical results. There are two feasible
ways to convert non-integer αi,g to an integer. Firstly, certain scaling-up can be applied
to make sure that αi,g for all i ∈ L and g ∈ R are integer-valued. However, this method
may heavily increase the required computational time if the multiplier is a large number.
Another way is to round each of αi,g to its nearest integer, but this method potentially
reduces the level of accuracy in the computations. This negative impact might be minimal
when considering large insurance portfolios. We remark that in this paper, we always
assume that the parameters are integer-valued when necessary. In addition, all variables
in our models are assumed to be integers to suit the derivations of the main recursive
formulae in this paper. Non-integer valued parameters are not feasible in the recursive
computational framework.

The n-period finite-time ruin probability with initial surplus u, initial environment
state g and initial premium level ci is defined by, n ∈ N+,

ψi,g(u, n) = Pu

{ n⋃
k=1

(Uk < 0)
∣∣∣L1 = ci, J1 = g

}
, (3)

where Uk is defined by (1) and the subscript u represents the condition U0 = u. By
convention, for any i ∈ L and g ∈ R,

ψi,g(u, n) =
{

0 if u ≥ 0, n ≤ 0,
1 if u < 0, n ≥ 0.

Further, we assume that the aggregate claim amounts St, t ∈ N+, are non-negative
integer-valued random variables that follow a collective risk model structure:

St =
Mt

∑
i=1

Wit, (4)

where Mt is the total number of claims recorded in time period [t− 1, t), t ∈ N+, with P.M.F.
PM,Jt(m) for Jt ∈ R and m ∈ N; {Wit}i∈N+ , are individual claim sizes settled in time period
[t− 1, t). For the purpose of simplification, conditional on Jt, we assume that {Wit}i∈N+

are independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) with common P.M.F. PW,Jt(w), w ∈ N+

and Jt ∈ R. The claims number {Mt} and individual claim sizes {Wit} are assumed to be
independent of each other given Jt.
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For simplicity, we will use the symbol fg,m to denote PM,g(m) within the rest of this
paper. One can show that, for s ∈ N,

PS,g(s) =
s

∑
m=0

fg,mP∗mW,g(s)

with P∗mW,g(s) being the m-fold convolution of PW,g(w) and P∗0W,g(0) = 1.

2.1. Premiums Adjusted by Aggregate Claims

As introduced previously, this paper aims to consider a general bonus-malus premium
system in a discrete-time setting. Let {tij(s, g)}i,j∈L;s∈N;g∈R denote a general set of time-
homogeneous rules for premium variations, where tij(s, g) = 1 if the aggregate claim
St = s and environment state Lt = g lead to the transition from the premium level Lt = i to
Lt+1 = j and tij(s, g) = 0 otherwise. According to the definition, we have ∑l

j=1 tij(s, g) = 1
for any i ∈ L, g ∈ R, s ∈ N. Let pC,g,h(i, j) denote the probability that the premium level
moves from level i in initial environment state g to level j in environment state h, which
can be expressed as, for any t ∈ N+,

pC,g,h(i, j) = P{Lt+1 = j, Jt+1 = h
∣∣Lt = i, Jt = g}

= pJ(g, h)
∞

∑
s=0

tij(s, g)PS,g(s), for i, j ∈ L, g, h ∈ R, (5)

where PS,g(s), s ∈ N, is the P.M.F. of aggregate claims in the environment state h with mean
µS,h. The function tij(s, g) is determined according to the given transition rule. From the
definition of pC,g,h(i, j), considering a state space of {(i, g)}i∈L,g∈R, its one-step transition
probability matrix has the form

PC = [ pC,g,h(i, j)] (l×r)×(l×r)

=



pC,1,1(1, 1) · · · pC,1,1(1, l) · · · pC,1,r(1, 1) · · · pC,1,r(1, l)
...

. . .
...

...
. . .

...
pC,1,1(l, 1) · · · pC,1,1(l, l) · · · pC,1,r(l, 1) · · · pC,1,r(l, l)

...
...

...
...

pC,r,1(1, 1) · · · pC,r,1(1, l) · · · pC,r,r(1, 1) · · · pC,r,r(1, l)
...

. . .
...

...
. . .

...
pC,r,1(l, 1) · · · pC,r,1(l, l) · · · pC,r,r(l, 1) · · · pC,r,r(l, l)


. (6)

Note that the above matrix is constructed based on the combined statuses of pairs of
premium level and environment state, which is a generalised version of the usual transition
matrix for individual premium levels or transition matrix for individual environment states.
The associated stationary probability distribution of PC,g,h is denoted by π = [πig]l×r, for
i ∈ L and g ∈ R. From (5) we have, for j ∈ L, h ∈ R,

πjh =
l

∑
i=1

r

∑
g=1

πig pC,g,h(i, j)

=
l

∑
i=1

r

∑
g=1

πig pJ(g, h)
∞

∑
s=0

tij(s, g)Ps,g(s).

Following a common practice, we would also assume that the surplus process (1)
satisfies the positive safety loading conditions, for any i ∈ L, g ∈ R,

αig > µS,g.
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Remark 1. The above positive safety loading condition assumption is more conservative than it
usually appears in the Markov modulated risk model literature, because it needs to be in such form
to enable the generalised Lundberg inequalities discussed in Section 4.

2.2. Premiums Adjusted by Claim Frequency

When periodic premiums adjust according to the claim frequency experience rather
than the aggregate claim amounts, the transition probability pC,g,h(i,j) in (5) needs to be
modified as

pC,g,h(i, j) = pJ(g, h)
∞

∑
m=0

tij(m, g) fg,m, for i, j ∈ L and g, h ∈ R, (7)

where fg,m, for m ∈ N, is the P.M.F. of the claims number in the environment state g.

3. Finite-Time Ruin Probabilities

In this section, we shall derive recursive formulae to compute the finite-time ruin prob-
abilities that are defined by (3). We consider the two options of varying
premiums separately.

3.1. Premiums Adjusted by Aggregate Claims

According to the assumptions in Section 2.1, the n-period finite-time ruin probability
ψi,g(u, n), satisfies the following recursive formula.

Theorem 1. For u ≥ 0, n ∈ N+, i ∈ L and g ∈ R,

ψi,g(u, n + 1) =
r

∑
h=1

pJ(g, h)
l

∑
j=1

u+αi,g

∑
s=0

tij(s, g)ψj,h(u + αi,g − s, n)PS,g(s)

+
∞

∑
s=u+αi,g+1

PS,g(s) (8)

with ψi,g(u, 1) = ∑∞
s=u+αi,g+1 PS,g(s).

Proof of Theorem 1. From (3), we have

ψi,g(u, n + 1) = Pu

{ n+1⋃
k=1

(Uk < 0)
∣∣∣L1 = ci, J1 = g

}

=
u+αi,g

∑
s=0

Pu

{ n+1⋃
k=1

(Uk < 0)
∣∣∣L1 = ci, J1 = g, S1 = s

}
PS,g(s) +

∞

∑
s=u+ciµS,h+1

PS,g(s)

=
l

∑
j=1

u+αi,g

∑
s=0

tij(s, g)Pu+αi,g−s

{ n+1⋃
k=2

(Uk < 0)
∣∣∣L2 = cj, J1 = g

}
PS,g(s)

+
∞

∑
s=u+αi,g+1

PS,g(s)

=
r

∑
h=1

pJ(g, h)
l

∑
j=1

u+αi,g

∑
s=0

tij(s, g)Pu+αi,g−s

{ n+1⋃
k=2

(Uk < 0)
∣∣∣L2 = cj, J2 = h

}
PS,g(s)

+
∞

∑
s=u+αi,g+1

PS,g(s)

=
r

∑
h=1

pJ(g, h)
l

∑
j=1

u+αi,g

∑
s=0

tij(s, g)ψj,h(u + αi,g − s, n)PS,g(s) +
∞

∑
s=u+αi,g+1

PS,g(s).
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Since ψi,g(u, 1) only measures the probability of ruin of the business within one time
period, the verification of the given boundary condition is trivial.

3.2. Premiums Adjusted by Claim Frequency

For this section, we change the transition rule for premium adjustment from consider-
ing the aggregate claims to number of claims. According to the assumptions in Section 2.2,
the n-period-finite-time ruin probability with premiums adjusted according to claims num-
bers, initial premium level i and initial environment state g satisfies the following the
recursive formulae.

Theorem 2. For u ≥ 0, n ∈ N+, i ∈ L and g ∈ R,

ψi,g(u, n + 1) =
r

∑
h=1

pJ(g, h)
l

∑
j=1

u+αi,g

∑
m=0

fg,mtij(m, g)
u+αi,g

∑
s=m

P∗mW,g(s)ψj,h(u + αi,g − s, n)

+
∞

∑
s=u+αi,g+1

PS,g(s) (9)

with ψi,g(u, 1) =
∞

∑
s=u+αi,g+1

PS,g(s).

Proof of Theorem 2. Since the proof of Theorem 2 is largely similar to the proof of Theorem 1,
we omit the details here. Its full proof can be found in Appendix A.

4. Lundberg Inequalities for Ruin Probabilities

In previous sections, we studied the finite-time ruin probabilities, which reflect the
risk of ruin for insurers within finite terms. However, in practice, insurers and insurance
regulators also concern about the risk of ruin in the long term, where ultimate ruin proba-
bilities are the appropriate measurement instead of the finite-time ones. The ultimate ruin
probabilities can be defined by letting n = ∞ in (3), which is denoted by ψi,g(u), i ∈ L and
g ∈ R. Due to the general settings of premium changing rules and aggregate claim distri-
butions, neither explicit results nor recursive formulae for the ultimate ruin probabilities
can be obtained easily. How to extend our finite-time ruin probability recursive formulae
to the infinite-time context remains an open problem for the future.

Instead of calculating the ultimate ruin probabilities directly, we would derive some
upper bounds for them in this section. It is inspired by the Lundberg inequality result in the
classical risk model. Some Lundberg-type upper bounds, named as generalised Lundberg
inequalities, are obtained with the induction method in both cases of premium variations.
A similar approach was used in Cai and Dickson (2004). To calculate the generalised
Lundberg inequalities, the stationary distribution π defined in Section 2.1 is needed, which
represents the long-term probabilities of premium levels and environment states.

We consider the case of premiums adjusted by aggregate claims first. Following
the classical risk model Lundberg inequality approach, to derive an upper bound for the
ultimate-time ruin probabilities, we need to find the corresponding adjustment coefficient
for our generalised risk model first. Let γi,g > 0, i ∈ L, g ∈ R, be constants satisfying the
following equation,

e−γi,gαi,gE
[
eγi,gS1

∣∣J1 = g
]
= 1. (10)

Then γ = inf
i∈L; g∈R

{γi,g} is a generalised adjustment coefficient. It can be shown that,

by the log-convexity property of the moment generating functions, for any i ∈ L, g ∈ R,

e−γ αi,gE
[
eγ S1

∣∣J1 = g
]
≤ 1. (11)

We can obtain the following main result:
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Theorem 3. Let γ > 0 be the generalised adjustment coefficient defined above, then for any
i ∈ L, g ∈ R,

ψi,g(u) ≤ βe−γu, (12)

where β = sup
t≥0; g∈R

eγ t ∑∞
s=t+1 PS,g(s)

∑∞
s=t+1 eγ sPS,g(s)

.

Proof of Theorem 3. Firstly, we need to prove by induction that for any n > 0, ψi,g(u, n) ≤
βe−γu.

When n = 1, we have, for i ∈ L, g ∈ R,

ψi,g(u, 1) =
∞

∑
s=u+αi,g+1

PS,g(s)

= e−γ(u+αi,g)
∞

∑
s=u+αi,g+1

eγ sPS,g(s)
[ eγ(u+αi,g) ∑∞

t=u+αi,g+1 PS,g(t)

∑∞
t=u+αi,g+1 eγ tPS,g(t)

]
≤ βe−γ(u+αi,g)

∞

∑
s=u+αi,g+1

eγ sPS,g(s)

≤ βe−γ ue−γ αi,g E
[
eγ S1

∣∣J1 = g
]

≤ βe−γu. (13)

Assume the result holds true for the case of n ≥ 1, i.e.,

ψi,g(u, n) ≤ βe−γu, i ∈ L, g ∈ R.

We only need to show that it also holds for the case of n + 1. From (8) and (13),
we have

ψi,g(u, n + 1) =
r

∑
h=1

pJ(g, h)
l

∑
j=1

u+αi,g

∑
s=0

tij(s, g)ψj,h(u + αi,g − s, n)PS,g(s)

+
∞

∑
s=u+αi,g+1

PS,g(s)

≤ β

u+αi,g

∑
s=0

e−γ(u+αi,g−s)
r

∑
h=1

pJ(g, h)
l

∑
j=1

tij(s, g)PS,g(s)

+β
∞

∑
s=u+αi,g+1

e−γ(u+αi,g−s)PS,g(s)

= β
∞

∑
s=0

e−γ(u+αi,g−s)PS,g(s)

= βe−γ ue−γ αi,g E
[
eγ S1

∣∣J1 = g
]

≤ βe−γu.

By induction, we conclude that for any n > 0,

ψi,g(u, n) ≤ βe−γu.

Since ψi,g(u) = lim
n→∞

ψi,g(u, n), this upper bound also holds for ψi,g(u).
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Remark 2. From the similarity between the recursive formulae given in Theorems 1 and 2, one can
see that the Lundberg inequality (12) also applies to the ultimate ruin probabilities in the case of
premiums adjusted by claims frequency.

5. The Joint Distribution of Premium Level and Environment State at Ruin

In this section, given that ruin occurs, the joint distribution of the premium level and
environment state at ruin is studied.

5.1. Premiums Adjusted by Aggregate Claims

Let Tu = min
{

k : Uk < 0
∣∣U0 = u

}
be the time of ruin with initial surplus u. Define

χi,g(u, n, j, h) = Pu
{

Tu ≤ n, LTu = cj, JTu = h
∣∣L1 = ci, J1 = g

}
to be the probability that ruin occurs within the first n time periods with the premium
level cj and the environment state h at ruin given the initial surplus u, initial premium
level i and initial environment state g, where u ≥ 0, n ∈ N+, i, j ∈ L and g, h ∈ R. Then,
the joint probability of premium level cj and environment state h at ruin given that ruin
occurs within the next n periods with initial surplus u, initial premium level ci and initial
environment state g, denoted by χ′i,g(u, n, j, h), takes the form

χ′i,g(u, n, j, h) =
χi,g(u, n, j, h)

ψi,g(u, n)
,

where ψi,g(u, n) can be computed using (8).
A trivial relationship between χi,g(u, n, j, h) and ψi,g(u, n) is that, for u ≥ 0, n ∈ N+,

i, j ∈ L and g, h ∈ R,
l

∑
j=1

r

∑
h=1

χi,g(u, n, j, h) = ψi,g(u, n).

Parallel to Theorem 1, we can show that χi,g(u, n, j, h) satisfies the following
recursive formula.

Theorem 4. For u ≥ 0, n ∈ N+, i, j ∈ L and g, h ∈ R,

χi,g(u, n + 1, j, h) =
r

∑
h′=1

pJ(g, h′)
u+ci

∑
s=0

PS,g(s)
l

∑
j′=1

tij′(s, g)χj′ ,h′(u + ci − s, n, j, h)

+ 1{i=j}1{g=h}
∞

∑
s=u+ci+1

PS,g(s), (14)

where χi,g(u, 1, j, h) = 1{i=j}1{g=h} ∑∞
s=u+ci+1 PS,g(s).
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Proof of Theorem 4. Following the definition of χi,g(u, n, j, h), we have, for u ≥ 0, n ∈ N+,
i, j ∈ L and g, h ∈ R,

χi,g(u, n + 1, j, h)

= Pu

{
Tu ≤ n + 1, LTu = cj, JTu = h

∣∣∣L1 = ci, J1 = g
}

=
r

∑
h′=1

pJ(g, h′)
[ u+ci

∑
s=0

PS,g(s) +
∞

∑
s=u+ci+1

PS,g(s)
]

×Pu

{
Tu ≤ n + 1, LTu = cj, JTu = h

∣∣∣L1 = ci, J2 = h′, S1 = s
}

= 1{i=j}1{g=h}
∞

∑
s=u+ci+1

PS,g(s) +
r

∑
h′=1

pJ(g, h′)
u+ci

∑
s=0

PS,g(s)
l

∑
j′=1

tij′(s, g)

×Pu

{
Tu ≤ n + 1, LTu = cj, JTu = h

∣∣∣L2 = cj′ , J2 = h′, S1 = s
}

= 1{i=j}1{g=h}
∞

∑
s=u+ci+1

PS,g(s) +
r

∑
h′=1

pJ(g, h′)
u+ci

∑
s=0

PS,g(s)
l

∑
j′=1

tij′(s, g)

×Pu+ci−s

{
Tu+ci−s ≤ n, LTu+ci−s = cj, JTu+ci−s = h

∣∣∣L2 = cj′ , J2 = h′
}

=
r

∑
h′=1

pJ(g, h′)
u+ci

∑
s=0

PS,g(s)
l

∑
j′=1

tij′(s, g)χj′ ,h′(u + ci − s, n, j, h)

+ 1{i=j}1{g=h}
∞

∑
s=u+ci+1

PS,g(s).

The verification of the boundary condition is trivial.

5.2. Premiums Adjusted by Claim Frequency

The notations and definitions are same as the case of premiums adjusted according to

aggregate claims. The corresponding χ′i,g(u, n, j, h) is also computed by
χi,g(u,n,j,h)

ψi,g(u,n) , where

ψi,g(u, n) is calculated by (9) and χi,g(u, n, j, h) satisfied the following recursive formulae.

Theorem 5. For u ≥ 0, n ∈ N+, i, j ∈ L and g, h ∈ R,

χi,g(u, n + 1, j, h) = 1{i=j}1{g=h}
∞

∑
s=u+ci+1

PS,g(s) +
r

∑
h′=1

pJ(g, h′)
u+ci

∑
m=0

fg,m

u+ci

∑
s=m

P∗mW,g(s)

×
l

∑
j′=1

tij′ (m, g)χj′ ,h′ (u + ci − s, n, j, h), (15)

where χi,g(u, 1, j, h) = 1{i=j}1{g=h} ∑∞
s=u+ci+1 PS,g(s).

Proof of Theorem 5. Since the proof of Theorem 5 is largely similar to the proof of Theorem
4, we omit the details here. Its full proof can be found in Appendix B.

6. Some Numerical Results

In this section we shall provide two numerical examples that represent the two varying
premium cases discussed previously in this paper and the numerical results regarding the
ruin probabilities are given with some concluding remarks.
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6.1. An Example for Premiums Adjusted by Aggregate Claims

This example is designed for the case that premiums are adjusted according to aggre-
gate claims. We assume that the economic state is fixed over a year from the beginning,
and the economic state affects the aggregate claims distribution in the year. It implies that
the yearly aggregate claims distribution changes whenever the economic state changes.
The aggregate claims are assumed to be negative binomial distributed as follows:

• Economic state 1 (normal): mean = 10, variance = 101.743;
• Economic state 2 (deflation): mean = 5, variance = 54.664;
• Economic state 3 (inflation): mean = 15, variance = 268.187.

The one-step transition probability matrix of the economic state is

PJ =
[
pJ(g, h)

]
g,h=1,2,3 =

0.8 0.1 0.1
0.3 0.65 0.05
0.3 0.05 0.65

,

with stationary distribution λ = [λ1 = 0.6, λ2 = 0.2, λ3 = 0.2]. The expected long-term
aggregate claim amount is: (0.6× 10) + (0.2× 5) + (0.2× 15) = 10.

Suppose the set of premium loading is c = {120%, 140%, 160%, 180%, 200%}. The
rules for adjusting the premiums are given as follows.

1. If the recorded aggregate claims in the current period is no more than the 30th per-
centile of the aggregate claim distribution, then the premium level for the next period
will move to the lower premium level or stay in the lowest one;

2. If the recorded aggregate claims in the current period is more than the 30th percentile
but no more than the 70th percentile of the aggregate claim distribution, then the
premium level for the next period will remain in the current premium level;

3. If the recorded aggregate claims in the current period is more than the 70th percentile
of the aggregate claim distribution, then the premium level for the next period will
move to the higher premium level or stay in the highest one.

Remark 3.

• The transition matrix of economic state given above is a hypothetical one. Different matrices
will generate different sequences of premiums in the future. How to obtain a reliable estimate
of such a transition matrix in real-life is beyond the scope of this study. Econometric studies
could possibly provide answers to this question.

• The above set of premium rules is again a hypothetical one and is a much simplified version
of the real-life bonus-malus rules. This helps to simplify the computational process and can
sufficiently showcase our key results obtained in the main text before.

• The premium loadings given in c do not indicate the bonus or malus cases directly. Only when
the initial premium level (or base level) is chosen, then we can tell whether a given premium
level is a bonus (lower than base level) or a malus case (higher than base level).

According to the above transition rule, we can calculate the transition matrix among
premium levels, i.e., PC = [ pC,g,h(i, j)] (l×r)×(l×r), defined in (6) in Appendix C. Using
PC, we can find the long-term stationary joint distribution of the premium levels and
economics conditions:

π = [πig]i∈L,g∈R =

0.1270, 0.1234, 0.1199, 0.1165, 0.1132
0.0421, 0.0411, 0.0400, 0.0389, 0.0379
0.0424, 0.0411, 0.0400, 0.0388, 0.0377

.

The expected long-term premium income calculated from π is 15.89 per time unit,
which is roughly 60% greater than the expected long-term aggregate claim amount per time
unit. Assuming the initial economic state is 1 (normal condition), using (8) we calculate
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the finite-time ruin probabilities ψi1(u, 40), i = 1, . . . , 5, and the associated Lundberg upper
bounds for the ultimate ruin probabilities ψig(u) can be found using (12). These results are
summarised in Table 1 and Figure 2 below.

As shown in Table 1 and Figure 2, one can see that ψi1(u, 40), i = 1, . . . , 5 are ordered
by their initial premium levels, the lower the initial premium level is, the higher the
finite-time ruin probabilities. Secondly, the initial surplus level u has a significant impact
on differentiating the five finite-time ruin probabilities: these probabilities differ more
from each other when u is small, but this impact tends to wear off when u becomes
larger. For example, for u = 0, ψ1,1(0, 40) = 0.581516, whereas ψ5,1(0, 40) = 0.220787
(around 0.36 in difference). On the other hand, for u = 50, ψ1,1(50, 40) = 0.039369 and
ψ5,1(50, 40) = 0.007212 (only 0.03 in difference). Its implications coincide with the practical
concerns when choosing the initial premium level with different u levels: a low initial
premium level tends to be very risky when u is small. However, when the initial surplus u
is sufficiently large, the insurer has more flexibility to lower the initial premium level that
can attract more new policyholders and help with boosting the insurance business without
significantly increasing the risk of insolvency.

One obvious observation in Figure 2 regarding the upper bound is that it is very
loose for all five versions of finite-time ruin probabilities. An argument for this is that
the generalised adjustment coefficient γ adopted in (12) is quite conservative, since it is
determined by the scenario that has the highest ruin probabilities by its definition. Also,
the upper bound given in (12) is for the ultimate time ruin probabilities, so tend to be fairly
loose for finite-time ruin probabilities with n = 40. In practice, the insurer can use these
upper bounds to evaluate the worst-scenario risk of ruin in the long run.

Table 1. ψi,1(u, 40) values with upper bounds (UB).

u ψ1,1(u, 40) ψ2,1(u, 40) ψ3,1(u, 40) ψ4,1(u, 40) ψ5,1(u, 40) UB

0 0.581516 0.485600 0.370290 0.278787 0.220787 0.982500
10 0.346148 0.268051 0.189482 0.135426 0.106381 0.823486
20 0.202262 0.147489 0.097952 0.067067 0.052281 0.690207
30 0.117224 0.081516 0.051458 0.034011 0.026317 0.578500
40 0.067836 0.045466 0.027558 0.017698 0.013597 0.484872
50 0.039369 0.025658 0.015062 0.009450 0.007212 0.406397
70 0.013508 0.008491 0.004769 0.002893 0.002181 0.285494
90 0.004775 0.002943 0.001609 0.000954 0.000713 0.200560
120 0.001052 0.000638 0.000340 0.000197 0.000146 0.118091
150 0.000240 0.000144 0.000075 0.000043 0.000031 0.069532
200 0.000021 0.000012 0.000006 0.000004 0.000003 0.028761

First of all, given each initial economic state, we make similar observations in the
trending in finite-time ruin probabilities when u and i change. Following that, comparing
the three cases with different initial economic states, we have some interesting findings.
Firstly, when u = 0 and three i cases of u = 10, the deflation economic state (state 2) leads
to the highest finite-time ruin probabilities whilst the inflation economic state (state 3) has
the lowest finite-time ruin probabilities. Secondly, when the initial premium level is at
the lowest one (i = 1) and u ≥ 10, the inflation economic state leads to the highest ruin
probabilities whilst the deflation state has the lowest ones. For remaining cases, the inflation
state usually ranks the highest in finite-time ruin probabilities and the normal economic
state ranks the lowest. We struggle to find intuitive reasons behind these observations.
One contributing factor is the initial premium amount. The ranking of ruin probabilities
when u = 0 coincides with the ranking of the initial premium amounts correspond to the
three initial economic states, which again confirms the significant role of the early premium
income in keeping solvency when there is no capital buffer in the first place. Based on
these observations, it is fair to say that both initial economic state and initial premium
level play important roles in determining the finite-time ruin probabilities of the insurance
business. Therefore, the insurers must keep a close eye on this matter when optimising
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their premium-changing strategies. Next, we shall dig further into the relationship between
u, the premium level and economic state at ruin given ruin occurs. As an example, we
calculate the joint distribution of the premium level and economic state at ruin given the
ruin occurs within 10 periods, i.e., χ

′
i,g(0, 10, j, h), making use of the result (14).
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UB

Figure 2. ψi,1(u, 40) with the upper bounds.

For the initial economics state 2 (deflation condition) and state 3 (inflation condition),
the finite-time ruin probability results are given in Tables 2 and 3, respectively.

Table 2. ψi,2(u, 40) values with upper bounds (UB).

u ψ1,2(u, 40) ψ2,2(u, 40) ψ3,2(u, 40) ψ4,2(u, 40) ψ5,2(u, 40) UB

0 0.602651 0.530232 0.432010 0.346695 0.290467 0.982500
10 0.340618 0.280003 0.210953 0.159843 0.132489 0.823486
20 0.194130 0.151662 0.107550 0.077895 0.063776 0.690207
30 0.110690 0.083187 0.056257 0.039292 0.031786 0.578500
40 0.063296 0.046186 0.030090 0.020401 0.016316 0.484872
50 0.036402 0.025979 0.016437 0.010875 0.008605 0.406397
70 0.012333 0.008554 0.005196 0.003313 0.002573 0.285494
90 0.004325 0.002954 0.001750 0.001087 0.000832 0.200560
120 0.000946 0.000638 0.000369 0.000223 0.000168 0.118091
150 0.000215 0.000143 0.000082 0.000049 0.000036 0.069532
200 0.000019 0.000012 0.000007 0.000004 0.000003 0.028761

In Table 4, χ
′
1,1(0, 10, 1, 1) is the highest one among all 15 cases, much larger than

all the other cases. It means that, given that u = 0 and ruin occurs by time 10, the most
likely premium level and economic state combination at ruin is the same as the initial
combination (i = 1, g = 1). The second and third most likely cases are (j = 2, h = 1)
and (j = 1, h = 3) that are adjacent combinations of (i = 1, g = 1). This implies that
without any capital buffer at the beginning and charging the lowest level of premium, if
ruin occurs early, then it will occur within the first few time units before making many
transitions in either premium levels or economic states. Of course, the initial premium
level and initial economic state as well as u all play an important roles in this. We shall
continue this investigation in our next scenario.
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Table 3. ψi,3(u, 40) values with upper bounds (UB).

u ψ1,3(u, 40) ψ2,3(u, 40) ψ3,3(u, 40) ψ4,3(u, 40) ψ5,3(u, 40) UB

0 0.536216 0.441881 0.338071 0.259681 0.209647 0.982500
10 0.362565 0.284586 0.209476 0.157582 0.127362 0.823486
20 0.240562 0.181306 0.129259 0.095593 0.077312 0.690207
30 0.157427 0.114621 0.079529 0.057972 0.046900 0.578500
40 0.101979 0.072065 0.048833 0.035150 0.028439 0.484872
50 0.065557 0.045126 0.029942 0.021312 0.017240 0.406397
70 0.026650 0.017546 0.011225 0.007835 0.006334 0.285494
90 0.010669 0.006769 0.004198 0.002881 0.002327 0.200560
120 0.002651 0.001606 0.000957 0.000643 0.000519 0.118091
150 0.000647 0.000377 0.000217 0.000144 0.000116 0.069532
200 0.000060 0.000033 0.000018 0.000012 0.000009 0.028761

Scenario 1. Let u = 0, i = 1 and g = 1. Values of χ
′
1,1(0, 10, j, h) are summarised in Table 4.

Table 4. Results for χ
′
1,1(0, 10, j, h).

j = 1 2 3 4 5

h = 1 0.758260 0.066721 0.017378 0.004019 0.000892
h = 2 0.031033 0.015421 0.005128 0.001372 0.000344
h = 3 0.062983 0.026394 0.007770 0.001865 0.000421

Scenario 2. Keep u and g unchanged, but let i = 5, the highest level of premium. The correspond-
ing results are given in Table 5.

Table 5. Results for χ
′
5,1(0, 10, j, h).

j = 1 2 3 4 5

h = 1 0.000113 0.000726 0.004665 0.047550 0.800367
h = 2 0.000037 0.000231 0.001394 0.008976 0.038254
h = 3 0.000408 0.001594 0.005976 0.024634 0.065076

In Table 5, χ
′
5,1(0, 10, 5, 1) is the highest one among all 15 cases, much larger than all

the others. Again, given that u = 0 and ruin occurs by time 10, the most likely premium
level and economic state combination at ruin is the same as the initial combination. The
second and third most likely cases are (j = 5, h = 3) and (j = 4, h = 1), the adjacent
combinations of (i = 5, g = 1). It looks like when u = 0, even charging the given highest
level of premium, if we know ruin occurs early, then it will still occur within the first few
time units. This is a similar observation to Scenario 1. This implies that, under our model
assumptions, the initial surplus plays a more important role in the insolvency risk than the
initial premium level. For the purpose of comparison, we shall consider one more scenario
of u = 100 to see any different observations from the u = 0 scenarios.

Scenario 3. Let u = 100, i = 1 and g = 1. The corresponding results are given in Table 6.

Table 6. Results for χ
′
1,1(100, 10, j, h).

j = 1 2 3 4 5

h = 1 0.016169 0.053910 0.071874 0.054714 0.043763
h = 2 0.002011 0.008437 0.013755 0.012849 0.012611
h = 3 0.098078 0.218514 0.204083 0.118145 0.071086
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In contrast to the previous two scenarios, in Table 6, the top four most likely com-
binations of premium level and economic state at ruin are (j = 2, h = 3), (j = 3, h = 3),
(j = 4, h = 3), and (j = 1, h = 3). It implies that when the initial surplus is large, given ruin
occurs, then ruin would most likely occur under the worst economic state, i.e., h = 3, which
by assumption has the highest expected aggregate claim amount per time unit. Again, the
premium level at ruin seems relatively less influential than the economic state regarding
insolvency. Moreover, the values of χ

′
1,1(100, 10, j, h) in Table 6 are more evenly spread out

than the results in Tables 4 and 5. This is because with u = 100, there are more chances that
the insurance business could stay solvent in the first few periods and ruin would occur
later. The longer the surplus process runs, then the less predictable it is, thus the premium
level and economic state combination at ruin.

6.2. An Example for Premiums Adjusted by Claim Frequency

In this example, we shall consider automobile insurance business and we replace the
external economic environment by weather conditions. We assume that the premium levels
are adjusted according to the claim frequency and the weather condition has a significant
impact on the claim frequency of automobile insurance policyholders.

• The claim frequency is modelled by Poisson distribution with mean 1.57, 0.785 and
2.355 for weather state 1 (normal condition), 2 (less severe condition) and 3 (severe
weather condition) respectively.

• The one-step transition probability matrix of weather states (environment state) with
the corresponding stationary probability distribution are the same as the ones for the
external economic states in the previous example. Similar to the previous example, the
weather state is assumed to be fixed over a year from the beginning and the premiums
depend on the current weather state.

• The individual claim size distribution under each weather state is assumed to be
geometric with P.M.F. PW(w) = ( 1.57

10 )(1− 1.57
10 )(w−1) for w ≥ 1 and mean 10

1.57 . Then
the expected aggregate claim amount under weather state 1, 2, and 3 is 10, 5 and 15,
respectively. The expected long-term aggregate claim amount is 10, which is the same
as the one in the previous example as well.

We continue to use the same set of premium loading as the one in the previous
example, i.e., c = {120%, 140%, 160%, 180%, 200%}. The rules for adjusting premiums are
given as follows:

1. If the number of claims in the current period is 0, then the premium level for the next
period will move to the lower premium level or stay in the lowest one;

2. If the number of claims in the current period is greater than 0 but no more than 2, then
the premium level for the next period will remain in the current premium level;

3. If the number of claims in the current period is more 2, then the premium level for the
next period will move to the higher premium level or stay in the highest one.

According to the above transition rules for premium adjustments, we can also find
its associated transition matrix among the premium levels in the Appendix D, and the
following long-term stationary joint distribution of the premium levels and weather states:

π = [πig]i∈L,g∈R =

0.1429, 0.1214, 0.1119, 0.1089, 0.1150
0.0702, 0.0394, 0.0350, 0.0314, 0.0241
0.0328, 0.0374, 0.0373, 0.0380, 0.0545

.

Using π, one can see that the expected long-term premium is around 15.9 per time
unit, which is about 60% greater than the expected long-term aggregate claims per time
unit. Remarkably, the expected long-term premium loading in this example is comparable
to the one in the previous example. We make the expected long-term premium income
and expected long-term aggregate claims of these two examples comparable on purpose
such that a comparison is feasible between the two different types of premium transition
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rules regarding their impact on the ruin probabilities. Similarly, in the following we use the
result (9) to calculate ψi,1(u, 40) and use (12) to calculate the upper bounds for the ultimate
time ruin probabilities ψi,1(u). The results are summarised in Table 7 and Figure 3 below.

Table 7. ψi,1(u, 40) values with upper bounds (UB).

u ψ1,1(u, 40) ψ2,1(u, 40) ψ3,1(u, 40) ψ4,1(u, 40) ψ5,1(u, 40) UB

0 0.605971 0.509785 0.394719 0.299570 0.235311 0.971992
10 0.388786 0.299805 0.209603 0.146053 0.110407 0.731630
20 0.236054 0.167432 0.106238 0.068367 0.050195 0.550706
30 0.137875 0.090424 0.052377 0.031307 0.022445 0.414523
40 0.078166 0.047692 0.025389 0.014180 0.009959 0.312016
50 0.043249 0.024708 0.012176 0.006393 0.004407 0.234858
70 0.012487 0.006372 0.002750 0.001299 0.000865 0.133065
90 0.003391 0.001581 0.000614 0.000266 0.000172 0.075391
120 0.000441 0.000186 0.000064 0.000025 0.000015 0.032152
150 0.000053 0.000021 0.000007 0.000002 0.000001 0.013712
200 0.000001 0.000001 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.003313

0 40 80 120 160 200

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7
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0.9

u

ψ1,1(u, 40)
ψ2,1(u, 40)
ψ3,1(u, 40)
ψ4,1(u, 40)
ψ5,1(u, 40)

UB

Figure 3. ψi,1(u, 40) with the upper bounds.

Firstly, our main findings in Table 7 and Figure 3 are consistent with those in Table 1
and Figure 2 in terms of the impact of the initial premium level and initial surplus level
on ruin probabilities. Secondly, given the same initial external environment state, when u
is small the premium adjustment rules based on claim frequency have a negative impact
on the finite-time ruin probabilities comparing with the rules by aggregate claim amounts.
Also, this effect becomes more significant when the initial premium level is lower. For
instance when i = 1 this effect applies to u ≤ 50 but it only takes effect for u ≤ 20 when
i = 5. This is reasonable since the transition rules that adjust the premiums according to the
claim frequency can not fully reflect the historical claims experience, which causes higher
risk of ruin when u is small. On the contrary, when u is large enough, the premium rules
by claim frequency seems to lower the insolvency risk of the insurer comparing with the
other type of rules. This implies that, in practice, the insurers should carefully design their
bonus-malus rules by taking into account factors like the capital adequacy level since the
proposed rules could have significant impact on insolvency risk. Next, we shall investigate
the finite-time ruin probabilities with initial weather state 2 and 3, which are shown in
Tables 8 and 9.



Risks 2021, 9, 26 18 of 23

Table 8. ψi,2(u, 40) values with upper bounds (UB).

u ψ1,2(u, 40) ψ2,2(u, 40) ψ3,2(u, 40) ψ4,2(u, 40) ψ5,2(u, 40) UB

0 0.647608 0.600217 0.511647 0.414121 0.332302 0.971992
10 0.410970 0.362287 0.281517 0.204813 0.150624 0.731630
20 0.251122 0.211238 0.150889 0.099501 0.067739 0.550706
30 0.148774 0.119900 0.079446 0.047947 0.030482 0.414523
40 0.085828 0.066553 0.041270 0.023024 0.013769 0.312016
50 0.048375 0.036238 0.021204 0.011040 0.006249 0.234858
70 0.014483 0.010237 0.005448 0.002533 0.001305 0.133065
90 0.004064 0.002744 0.001359 0.000580 0.000276 0.075391
120 0.000550 0.000353 0.000162 0.000063 0.000027 0.032152
150 0.000069 0.000042 0.000018 0.000007 0.000003 0.013712
200 0.000002 0.000001 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.003313

Table 9. ψi,3(u, 40) values with upper bounds (UB).

u ψ1,3(u, 40) ψ2,3(u, 40) ψ3,3(u, 40) ψ4,3(u, 40) ψ5,3(u, 40) UB

0 0.555437 0.430304 0.315517 0.231635 0.179284 0.971992
10 0.354335 0.249205 0.167191 0.115193 0.087273 0.731630
20 0.212928 0.136511 0.084156 0.054739 0.040872 0.550706
30 0.122699 0.072029 0.040953 0.025268 0.018672 0.414523
40 0.068509 0.037011 0.019486 0.011455 0.008399 0.312016
50 0.037306 0.018650 0.009134 0.005138 0.003744 0.234858
70 0.010434 0.004543 0.001955 0.001019 0.000736 0.133065
90 0.002749 0.001066 0.000411 0.000202 0.000144 0.075391
120 0.000343 0.000116 0.000039 0.000018 0.000013 0.032152
150 0.000040 0.000012 0.000004 0.000002 0.000001 0.013712
200 0.000001 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.003313

According to the results in Tables 8 and 9, the trending of finite-time ruin probabilities
when u and i change is still consistent with Table 7. In contrast to the previous premium-
changing category (by aggregate claims), when the premiums change according to claim
frequency experience, there is an overall consistent ranking in the finite-time ruin probabil-
ities among the three initial weather conditions, i.e., less severe initial weather condition
(state 2) leads to the highest ruin probabilities whilst the severe initial weather condition
(state 3) has the lowest ruin probabilities. This ranking can be explained by the level of
right-skewness of the Compound Poisson distributions corresponding to the aggregate
claims under each weather condition. Apparently, state 2 has the highest right-skewness
whilst state 3 has the lowest, which relates to the risk of insolvency.

At last, we shall use the (15) to compute the joint distribution of the premium level
and weather condition at ruin given ruin occurs within 10 time periods. The results are
given in Tables 10–12, where the scenarios considered are the same as Scenario 1–3 in the
previous example.

Table 10. Results for χ
′
1,1(0, 10, j, h).

j = 1 2 3 4 5

h = 1 0.788065 0.069503 0.012257 0.002256 0.000437
h = 2 0.041473 0.010975 0.002007 0.000384 0.000077
h = 3 0.045738 0.020304 0.005216 0.001088 0.000220
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Table 11. Results for χ
′
5,1(0, 10, j, h).

j = 1 2 3 4 5

h = 1 0.000410 0.001394 0.005025 0.039455 0.863448
h = 2 0.000204 0.000681 0.002484 0.010320 0.034591
h = 3 0.000116 0.000389 0.001216 0.006851 0.033414

Table 12. Results for χ
′
1,1(100, 10, j, h).

j = 1 2 3 4 5

h = 1 0.066714 0.193377 0.205458 0.115465 0.057055
h = 2 0.017125 0.033472 0.034556 0.020260 0.010142
h = 3 0.020572 0.071252 0.082757 0.047871 0.023924

From Tables 10 and 11, one can see that under Scenario 1 and Scenario 2 (both with
u = 0) we get similar main findings to those in the previous example. It is worth noting
that in Scenario 3 where u = 100, we get opposite findings comparing with our previous
example. The top four most likely combinations of premium level and weather conditions
at ruin are (j = 3, h = 1), (j = 2, h = 1), (j = 4, h = 1) and (j = 3, h = 3), mostly associated
with the normal weather conditions under which the claim experience should be the middle
one. This is totally different from the previous example where in Scenario 3 the most likely
combinations come from the worst economic state under which the claim experience is the
worst. The most likely explanation lies in the way premiums are being adjusted as well as
the claim experience assumptions under different weather conditions. To be more specific,
we assume that individual claim amounts are not affected by weather conditions, but claim
frequency does. Under the normal weather condition (i = 1), the current premium level is
likely to stay unchanged. However, under severe weather condition (i = 3), average claim
frequency is high, which leads to moving the next premium level up. To a certain extent,
the worsened claim experience is off-set by the increased premium amount, which leads to
a lower overall insolvency risk than the normal weather condition. We remark that this
observation might not hold when the parameter assumptions are changed, which result in
a different trade-off between the claim experience and premium adjustment.

Last but not least, we make a further comparison between the above two numerical
examples, as the risk models constructed in those two examples are in general comparable,
for example, equal average aggregate claim amounts as well as the same premium levels.
We can see that the case of adjusting premiums according to claim frequency is riskier than
the case of adjusting premiums according to aggregate claims under our assumptions. This
finding also has some material implication for the insurance companies on how to choose
an appropriate premium adjustment strategy.

7. Conclusions and Discussions

In this paper we considered a discrete-time risk model, which allows the premium
to be adjusted according to claims experience. The premium correction was based on the
well-known bonus-malus system and the claims experience was assumed to depend on an
external Markovian environment (economic and/or natural environment). As a result, the
evaluation of this unusual bonus-malus framework, which has non-homogeneous premium
transition rules, became the main objective of this paper. To have a better coverage, two
types of premium changing criteria were examined throughout the paper: aggregate claims
criterion vs. claim frequency criterion. The basis of our evaluation is the risk of ruin for
the proposed risk model with the given set of initial parameters, i.e., initial surplus, initial
premium level and initial environment state. On the one hand, recursive formulae were
obtained to calculate the finite-time ruin probabilities and Lundberg-type upper bounds
were derived to evaluate the ultimate ruin probabilities in both cases. On the other hand,
the joint distribution of premium level and environment state at ruin was also studied.
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Through our numerical studies, we find that both the initial premium level and the initial
environment state have a significant impact on the insolvency risk. We observed that
there is no straightforward ordering on the insolvency risk among cases with different
initial environmental state, which can be seen as the consequence of a combined effect
of non-homogeneous loss distributions, premium rule assumptions as well as the initial
surplus level. This shed a light on the importance of determining the proper base premium
level in a given external environment when insurers implement the bonus-malus system in
premium corrections.

This paper focused on the ruin probabilities when evaluating the proposed bonus-
malus system within a Markovian environment. However, how to implement the premium
corrections in real life based on the main findings in this paper remains a very challenging
task, as there will be no fixed premium changing rules when the external environment
changes. A possible solution is that the insurer designs a special scoring system and uses it
to evaluate its policyholders’ claim experience. For instance, at the end of each policy year
a policyholder receives a certain score based on the ordering of his/her claim experience in
the whole insurance portfolio, and then a bonus or malus can be offered in the renewal
premium based on the scores. This type of score-based premium rules can effectively
address the impact of external environment on premium corrections. This non-standard
premium correction practice needs to be carefully communicated with the policyholders
in practice.

There are some limitations in the above study that are worth addressing in the future
research. Firstly, the two numerical examples given above were based on a number of
assumptions, including aggregate claims distribution, claim frequency distribution, transi-
tion rules for premium adjustment, number of premium levels and the specific external
environment processes. Whether or not these assumptions hold in real practice need to be
verified and more appropriate assumptions may be required to improve the model results.
Secondly, in real life the parameters associated with the assumptions need to be estimated
using real-life data. For instance, we used hypothetical transition probabilities among
different environment states in both our numerical examples, but in real life these probabil-
ities need to be estimated using real-life economic data or meteorological data. Moreover,
if the environment-initiated non-homogeneity does exhibit in the claim experiences, then
the claim frequency and claim severity modelling would become more complicated and
generally long-term data would be needed to obtain reliable parameter estimates.

Another potential future research could be constructing a continuous-time risk model
with the same features as the discrete-time model in this paper. Then we could study
the impact of the bonus-malus system and the external Markovian environment on the
ultimate-time ruin probability.
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Appendix A

Proof of Theorem 2. From (3), we have, for u ≥ 0, n ∈ N+, i ∈ L and g ∈ R,

ψi,g(u, n + 1) = Pu

{ n+1⋃
k=1

(Uk < 0)
∣∣∣L1 = ci, J1 = g

}

=
∞

∑
m=0

fg,m

∞

∑
s=0

P∗mW,g(s)Pu

{ n+1⋃
k=1

(Uk < 0)
∣∣∣L1 = ci, J1 = g, S1 = s

}
=

∞

∑
m=0

fg,m

( ∞

∑
s=u+αi,g+1

P∗mW,g(s)

+
r

∑
h=1

pJ(g, h)
u+αi,g

∑
s=0

P∗mW,g(s)Pu

{ n+1⋃
k=1

(Uk < 0)
∣∣∣L1 = ci, J2 = h, S1 = s

})

=
∞

∑
s=u+αi,g+1

PS,g(s) +
r

∑
h=1

pJ(g, h)
l

∑
j=1

u+αi,g

∑
m=0

fg,mtij(m, g)
u+αi,g

∑
s=m

P∗mW,g(s)

×Pu+αi,g−s

{ n+1⋃
k=2

(Uk < 0)
∣∣∣L2 = cj, J2 = h

}

=
r

∑
h=1

pJ(g, h)
l

∑
j=1

u+αi,g

∑
m=0

fg,mtij(m, g)
u+αi,g

∑
s=m

P∗mW,g(s)ψj,h(u + αi,g − s, n)

+
∞

∑
s=u+αi,g+1

PS,g(s).

Again, since ψi,g(u, 1) only measures the probability of ruin of the business within one time
period, the verification of the given boundary condition is trivial.

Appendix B

Proof of Theorem 5. Similar to the proof of Theorem 4, we have, for u ≥ 0, n ∈ N+,
i, j ∈ L and g, h ∈ R,

χi,g(u, n + 1, j, h)

= Pu

{
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∣∣∣L1 = ci, J1 = g
}
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The verification of the boundary condition is trivial.

Appendix C

The transition matrix among premium levels in Section 6.1.

PC = [ pC,g,h(i, j)] (l×r)×(l×r)

=



0.5668 0.2332 0 0 0 0.0709 0.0291 0 0 0 0.0709 0.0291 0 0 0
0.2405 0.3263 0.2332 0 0 0.0301 0.0408 0.0291 0 0 0.0301 0.0408 0.0291 0 0

0 0.2405 0.3263 0.2332 0 0 0.0301 0.0408 0.0291 0 0 0.0301 0.0408 0.0291 0
0 0 0.2405 0.3263 0.2332 0 0 0.0301 0.0408 0.0291 0 0 0.0301 0.0408 0.0291
0 0 0 0.2405 0.5595 0 0 0 0.0301 0.0699 0 0 0 0.0301 0.0699

0.2114 0.0886 0 0 0 0.4581 0.1919 0 0 0 0.0352 0.0148 0 0 0
0.0900 0.1214 0.0886 0 0 0.1950 0.2631 0.1919 0 0 0.0150 0.0202 0.0148 0 0

0 0.0900 0.1214 0.0886 0 0 0.1950 0.2631 0.1919 0 0 0.0150 0.0202 0.0148 0
0 0 0.0900 0.1214 0.0886 0 0 0.1950 0.2631 0.1919 0 0 0.0150 0.0205 0.0145
0 0 0 0.0900 0.2100 0 0 0 0.1950 0.4550 0 0 0 0.0150 0.0350

0.2129 0.0871 0 0 0 0.0355 0.0145 0 0 0 0.4613 0.1887 0 0 0
0.0900 0.1229 0.0871 0 0 0.0150 0.0205 0.0145 0 0 0.1950 0.2663 0.1887 0 0

0 0.0900 0.1229 0.0871 0 0 0.0150 0.0205 0.0145 0 0 0.1950 0.2663 0.1887 0
0 0 0.0900 0.1229 0.0871 0 0 0.0150 0.0205 0.0145 0 0 0.1950 0.2663 0.1887
0 0 0 0.0900 0.2100 0 0 0 0.0150 0.0350 0 0 0 0.1950 0.4550



.

Appendix D

The transition matrix among premium levels in Section 6.2.

PC = [ pC,g,h(i, j)] (l×r)×(l×r)

=



0.6329 0.1671 0 0 0 0.0791 0.0209 0 0 0 0.0791 0.0209 0 0 0
0.1664 0.4664 0.1671 0 0 0.0208 0.0583 0.0209 0 0 0.0208 0.0583 0.0209 0 0

0 0.1664 0.4664 0.1671 0 0 0.0208 0.0583 0.0209 0 0 0.0208 0.0583 0.0209 0
0 0 0.1664 0.4664 0.1671 0 0 0.0208 0.0583 0.0209 0 0 0.0208 0.0583 0.0209
0 0 0 0.1664 0.6336 0 0 0 0.0208 0.0792 0 0 0 0.0208 0.0792

0.2864 0.0136 0 0 0 0.6206 0.0294 0 0 0 0.0477 0.0023 0 0 0
0.1368 0.1496 0.0136 0 0 0.2965 0.3241 0.0294 0 0 0.0228 0.0249 0.0023 0 0

0 0.1368 0.1496 0.0136 0 0 0.2965 0.3241 0.0294 0 0 0.0228 0.0249 0.0023 0
0 0 0.1368 0.1496 0.0136 0 0 0.2965 0.3241 0.0294 0 0 0.0228 0.0249 0.0023
0 0 0 0.1368 0.1632 0 0 0 0.2965 0.3535 0 0 0 0.0228 0.0272

0.1745 0.1255 0 0 0 0.0291 0.0209 0 0 0 0.3780 0.2720 0 0 0
0.0285 0.1460 0.1255 0 0 0.0047 0.0243 0.0209 0 0 0.0617 0.3163 0.2720 0 0

0 0.0285 0.1460 0.1255 0 0 0.0047 0.0243 0.0209 0 0 0.0617 0.3163 0.2720 0
0 0 0.0285 0.1460 0.1255 0 0 0.0047 0.0243 0.0209 0 0 0.0617 0.3163 0.2720
0 0 0 0.0285 0.2715 0 0 0 0.0047 0.0453 0 0 0 0.0617 0.5883
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Kučerovský, Dan, and Amir P. Najafabadi. 2017. Solving an Integral Equation Arising from the Ruin Probability of Long-term
Bonus-Malus Systems. Available online: https://arxiv.org/abs/1701.05570 (accessed on 1 September 2020).

Lee, Bong-Joo, and Dae-Hwan Kim. 2016. Moral Hazard in Insurance Claiming from a Korean Natural Experiment. Geneva Papers on
Risk and Insurance: Issues and Practice 41: 455–67. [CrossRef]

Lemaire, Jean. 1995. Bonus-Malus Systems in Automobile Insurances. Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers.
Lemaire, Jean, and Hongmin Zi. 1994. A Comparative Analysis of 30 Bonus-Malus Systems. ASTIN Bulletin 24: 287–309. [CrossRef]
Li, Bo, Weihong Ni, and Corina Constantinescu. 2015. Risk models with premiums adjusted to claims number. Insurance: Mathematics

& Economics 65: 94–102.
Li, Jingchao, and Shuanming Li. 2020. Some State-Specific Exit Probabilities in a Markov-Modulated Risk Model. Mathematical Problems

in Engineering 2020: 5830245. [CrossRef]
Nie, Changwei, Mi Chen, and Haiyan Liu. 2020. On a Discrete Markov-Modulated Risk Model with Random Premium Income and

Delayed Claims. Mathematical Problems in Engineering 2020: 3042543. [CrossRef]
Niemiec, Malgorzata. 2007. Bonus-Malus Systems as Markov Set-chains. ASTIN Bulletin 37: 53–65. [CrossRef]
Park, Sojung C., Jean Lemaire, and Choong Tze Chua. 2010. Is the design of bonus-malus systems influenced by insurance maturity or

national culture? Evidence from Asia. Geneva Papers on Risk and Insurance: Issues and Practice 35: S7–S27. [CrossRef]
Pinquet, Jean, Montserrat Guillén, and Catalina Bolancé. 2001. Allowance for the Age of Claims in Bonus-Malus Systems. ASTIN

Bulletin 31: 337–48. [CrossRef]
Pitrebois, Sandra, Michel Denuit, and Jean-Francois Walhin. 2006. Multi-Event Bonus-Malus Scales. Journal of Risk and Insurance 73:

517–28. [CrossRef]
Trufin, Julien, and Stéphane Loisel. 2013. Ultimate ruin probability in discrete time with Bühlmann credibility premium adjustments.

Bulletin Franais d’Actuariat 13: 73–102.
Vilar-Zanón, José L., Antonio Heras, and Estela de Frutos. 2020. An average model approach to experience based premium rates

discounts: An application to Spanish agricultural insurance. European Actuarial Journal 10: 361–75. [CrossRef]
Viswanathan, Krupa, and Jean Lemaire. 2005. Bonus-malus Systems in a Deregulated Environment: Forecasting Market Shares Using

Diffusion Models. ASTIN Bulletin 35: 299–319. [CrossRef]
Wagner, Christian. 2002. Time in the red in a two state markov model. Insurance: Mathematics and Economics 31: 365–72. [CrossRef]
Wu, Xueyuan, Mi Chen, Junyi Guo, and Can Jin. 2015. On a discrete-time risk model with claim correlated premiums. Annals of

Actuarial Science 9: 322–42. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S1748499518000349
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0515036100006528
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1539-6975.2005.00141.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.2143/AST.18.1.2014958
https://arxiv.org/abs/1701.05570
http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/gpp.2015.33
http://dx.doi.org/10.2143/AST.24.2.2005071
http://dx.doi.org/10.1155/2020/5830245
http://dx.doi.org/10.1155/2020/3042543
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0515036100014732
http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/gpp.2010.37
http://dx.doi.org/10.2143/AST.31.2.1009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1539-6975.2006.00186.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13385-020-00234-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0515036100014173
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0167-6687(02)00174-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S1748499515000032


Minerva Access is the Institutional Repository of The University of Melbourne

Author/s:
Osatakul, D;Wu, X

Title:
Discrete-Time Risk Models with Claim Correlated Premiums in a Markovian Environment

Date:
2021-01-01

Citation:
Osatakul, D. & Wu, X. (2021). Discrete-Time Risk Models with Claim Correlated Premiums in
a Markovian Environment. RISKS, 9 (1), https://doi.org/10.3390/risks9010026.

Persistent Link:
http://hdl.handle.net/11343/274588

License:
CC BY

http://hdl.handle.net/11343/274588
CC%20BY

	Introduction
	Models and Assumptions
	Premiums Adjusted by Aggregate Claims
	Premiums Adjusted by Claim Frequency

	Finite-Time Ruin Probabilities
	Premiums Adjusted by Aggregate Claims
	Premiums Adjusted by Claim Frequency

	Lundberg Inequalities for Ruin Probabilities
	The Joint Distribution of Premium Level and Environment State at Ruin
	Premiums Adjusted by Aggregate Claims
	Premiums Adjusted by Claim Frequency

	Some Numerical Results
	An Example for Premiums Adjusted by Aggregate Claims
	An Example for Premiums Adjusted by Claim Frequency

	Conclusions and Discussions
	
	
	
	
	References

