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Upper and lower bounds of present value distributions of life
insurance contracts with disability related benefits

Jaap Spreeuw

December 10, 2004

Abstract

The distribution function of the present value of a cash flow can be approximated by means
of a distribution function of a random variable, which is also the present value of a sequence
of payments, but has a simpler structure. The corresponding random variable has the same
expectation as the random variable corresponding to the original distribution function and
is a stochastic upper bound of convex order. A sharper upper bound and a nontrivial lower
bound can be obtained if more information about the risk is available. In this paper, it
will be shown that such an approach can be adopted for some life insurance contracts under
Markov assumptions, with disability related benefits. The quality of the approximation
will be investigated by comparing the distribution obtained with the one derived from the
algorithm presented in the paper by Hesselager & Norberg (1996).
JEL Classification code: C65.
SIBC Classification Code: IM10, IM30, IB81, IB83.
Keywords: Convex order, comonotonic joint distribution, multistate life insurance con-

tracts, present value distributions.
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1 Introduction

In life contingencies under a stochastic framework, distributions of the present value of future
payments are a key component in order to derive premiums satisfying a certain criterion. The
most usual principle is that of actuarial equivalence, meaning that premiums are such that the
expected present value of benefits less premiums is equal to zero.

The probability distribution of present values gives an indication of the riskiness of a contract,
such as the variability of the actual benefits paid out or the upper tail of the present values.

De Pril (1989) and Dhaene (1990) derive distributions of such present values in a classical
life insurance framework where only the two states ”Alive” and ”Dead” are relevant (and where
only payment by single premium is considered). As the present value depends on the outcome
of only one random variable, such analyses turn out to be quite straightforward.

Deriving distributions such as those described above in general tends to be much more com-
plicated if instead we are dealing with life contracts involving more than two states. Hesselager
and Norberg (1996) show that an approximated distribution for a multistate life insurance con-
tract under the Markov assumption can be obtained by deriving a set of integral equations.
However, the execution of the algorithm they derive may be time-consuming, especially in cases
where there are many states and/or if the Markov chain is not hierarchical. The question is
whether a method exists to derive an approximate version of the real present value distribution,
which saves computing time (albeit maybe at the cost of some accuracy).

A common method is to replace a random variable by a ”riskier” one, i.e. a random vari-
able which is larger with respect to some ordering relation. The probability distribution of this
”riskier” random variable has a simpler structure. Goovaerts et al. (2000) consider distribu-
tions of the present value of cash flows based on stochastic interest. They conclude that the
comonotonic joint distribution (the distribution that is the largest in convex order) is often a
good approximation of the original distribution. The latter can usually only be derived by means
of simulation.

Kaas et al. (2000) show that the convex upper bound, as derived in Goovaerts et al. (2000),
can be improved if more information is known about the present values of the individual cash
flows. The additional information is represented by a conditioning variable. This approach also
leads to a non-trivial lower bound which can sometimes be a good approximation.

This paper focuses on life insurance contracts catering for benefits payable during any spell of
disability. We will deal with generalized disability annuity treaties, which include many types of
contracts which are common in practice, such as income protection policies and deferred annuity
contracts with a premium reduction when disabled. For such policies, we will derive the convex
upper and lower bounds as considered in Goovaerts et al. (2000) and Kaas et al. (2000). The
quality of the approximations by means of the convex upper and lower bound will be analyzed by
comparing it with the present value distribution derived by means of the algorithm developed by
Hesselager and Norberg (1996). The latter algorithm is executed in such a way that the present
value distribution thus obtained is very close to the real one.

The paper is organized as follows. A general life insurance contract is described in Section 2.
A summary of the algorithm developed in Hesselager and Norberg (1996), based on the general
life insurance contract, is presented in Section 3. We will deal with some special life insurance
contracts providing disability-related benefits and other benefits. These will be explained in
Section 4. If the Markov chain is hierarchical, and the number of states is limited, methods
alternative to Hesselager and Norberg are available. These will be described in Section 5. In
Section 6 the original convex upper bound, as in Goovaerts et al. (2000), is derived. In Section
7, we condition on the remaining future lifetime and hence derive an improved upper bound and
a non-trivial lower bound. Section 8 gives some examples for illustrative purposes. Section 9
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sets out a conclusion.

2 A multi-state life insurance contract

The following assumptions are the same as in Hesselager and Norberg (1996) and Norberg
(1995), except for the specification of the force of interest. In Hesselager and Norberg (1996)
and Norberg (1995), it is state-dependent, but given the state, it is constant. In this paper, the
force of interest is taken to be deterministic but it may vary over time.

Consider a set ζ = {0, ..., J} of all possible states of a general life policy, such that at any time
t ∈ [0,m], the policy is in one and only one state. The state of the policy at time t is denoted
by X(t). The stochastic process is taken to be right continuous with X (0) = 0, implying that
the policy is in state 0 at time 0, being the time at issue. Let Ij (t) be the indicator of the event
that the contract is in state j at time t, and

Njk (t) = # {τ ∈ (0, t] |X (τ−) = j,X (τ) = k} (1)

as the total number of transitions of {X (t)}t≥0 from state j to state k (6= j) by time t. The
payment function B denotes the total amount of benefits paid in the time interval [0, t]. It is
assumed to be continuous from the right. It is specified as

dB (t) =
X
j

Ij (t−) dBj (t) +
X
j 6=k

bjk (t) dNjk (t) , (2)

where each Bj is a deterministic payment function specifying payments due during sojourns in
state j (a general life annuity) and each bjk is a deterministic function, specifying the payments
due upon transition from state j to state k. The left limit in Ij (t−) means that the state annuity
is effective at time t if the policy is in state j just prior to (but not necessarily equal at) time t.
Consistent with this, we define I0 (0−) = 1.

We assume that each Bj decomposes into an absolutely continuous part and a discrete part
as

dBj (t) = bj (t) dt+∆Bj (t) . (3)

Premiums are counted as negative benefits.
It is assumed that {X (t)}t≥0 is a Markov chain. Denote the transition probabilities by

pjk (t, u) = P [X (u) = k|X (t) = j] . (4)

The transition intensities

µjk (t) = lim
h↓0

pjk (t, t+ h)

h
(5)

are assumed to exist for all j, k ∈ ζ, j 6= k. The total intensity of transition out of state j
is µjζ (t) =

P
k;k 6=j

µjk (t). The probability of staying uninterruptedly in state j during the time

interval from t to u is e
−

u

t
µjζ(s)ds

.
We assume δ (t), the force of interest at time t, to be a deterministic and continuous function.

We introduce the following discount function:

ν (τ) = e
−

τ

0

δ(s)ds
. (6)
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Our aim is to derive the distribution function of the random present value, which will be specified
by S. So

S =

mZ
0

ν (τ) dB (τ) . (7)

3 The method by Hesselager and Norberg

The formulae displayed in this section are adopted from Hesselager and Norberg (1996), bearing
in mind the different specification of the interest. The difference in the formulae concerns the
force of interest which in their paper is allowed to be state-dependent and fixed, conditionally
given the state. In this paper, on the other hand, the force of interest is taken to be deterministic
and independent of the state of the policyholder, though not necessarily constant as a function
of time. Hesselager and Norberg (1996) introduce the state-dependent probability functions

Pj (t, u) = P

⎡⎣ mZ
t

ν (τ)

ν (t)
dB (τ) 6 u|Ij (t) = 1

⎤⎦ , t ∈ [0,m] , u ∈ R, j ∈ ζ. (8)

So Pj (t, u) denotes the probability that at time t, given that the contract is then in state j, the
present value of future payments, discounted to t, is smaller than or equal to u.

The starting point in their analysis is the recursive equation

Pj (t, u) =
X
k;k 6=j

mZ
t

e
−

s

t
µjζ(τ)dτ

µjk (s) ds · Pk
µ
s,
ν (t)

ν (s)
u−

Z s

t

ν (τ)

ν (s)
dBj (τ)− bjk (s)

¶

+e
−

m

t
µjζ(s)ds

I

⎡⎣ mZ
t

ν (τ)

ν (t)
dBj (τ) 6 u

⎤⎦ . (9)

Applying the auxiliary function

Qj (t, u) = Pj

µ
t, ν (t)−1

µ
u−

Z t

0
ν (τ) dBj (τ)

¶¶
, (10)

and substituting this in (9) yields

e
−

t

0

µjζ(s)ds
Qj (t, u)

=

mZ
t

e
−

s

0

µjζ(τ)dτ X
k;k 6=j

µjk (s) ds ·Qk

µ
s, u+

Z s

0
ν (τ) d (Bk (τ)−Bj (τ))− e−δsbjk (s)

¶

+e
−

m

0

µjζ(s)ds
I

⎡⎣ mZ
0

ν (τ) dBj (τ) 6 u

⎤⎦ . (11)

By differentiating with respect to t and rearranging, it follows that the functions Qj (t, u) in
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(11) are the unique solutions to the differential equations

dQj (t, u) = µjζ (t) dt ·Qj (t, u)

−
X
k;k 6=j

µjk (t) dt ·Qk

µ
t, u+

Z t

0
ν (τ) d (Bk (τ)−Bj (τ))− e−δtbjk (t)

¶
, (12)

subject to the constraint

Qj (m,u) = I

⎡⎣ mZ
0

ν (τ) dBj (τ) 6 u

⎤⎦ . (13)

The computational scheme follows by taking the finite difference version of the above equation:

Q∗j (t− h, u) =
¡
1− µjζ (t)h

¢ ·Q∗j (t, u)
+h

X
k;k 6=j

µjk (t) ·Q∗k
µ
t, u+

Z t

0
ν (τ) d (Bk (τ)−Bj (τ))− e−δtbjk (t)

¶
. (14)

Then starting from (13) (withQ∗j in the place ofQj) one calculates first the functionsQ∗j (m− h, ·)
by (14) and continues recursively until Q∗j (0, ·) finally can be calculated. In Hesselager and Nor-
berg (1996), the functionsQ∗j (t, u) are defined for t ∈ {0, h, 2h, ...,m} and u ∈ {a, a+ h0, a+ 2h0, ..., b},
where h and h0 are certain step-lengths.

This method is the only general approach to tackle the problem of determining the present
value distributions that has appeared in the literature until now. For practical calculations,
however, it has the drawback that the method is time-consuming if one only needs to calculate
the probability distribution at issue for a certain given state j, that is, Pj (0, ·). If all the states in
the contract are intercommunicating (this means that from one state, one can make a transition
to each other state and vice versa) at any time the contract is valid, the total number of times
that Q∗j (t− h, u) in (14) needs to be computed is of the order of

m

h
· b− a

h0
·A, (15)

In (15), A denotes the total number of states, and m
h and b−a

h0 represent the total number of
values that the first and second argument of Q∗ can adopt, respectively. For instance, if m = 30,
h = 1

1000 , b − a = 10, h0 = 5
1000 and A = 3, the relevant quantity needs to be calculated

about 180 million times. Besides, in each of these evaluations the second argument of the Q∗k
function in the second term of the right hand side of (14) must be rounded to the nearest point
in {a, a+ h0, a+ 2h0, ..., b}, thus slowing down the speed of computing. In practice, with at least
one absorbing state (death) and usually some strongly transient states, fewer calculations have
to be done, but the method can still be cumbersome.

4 Description of the benefits

In this paper, only three states apply, namely “Active”, “Disabled” and “Dead”, denoted by a,
i, and d, respectively.

We distinguish between the following types of benefits

• Annuity type benefits which are payable only if the life is alive, and which depend on
whether the life is Active or Disabled. In the remainder of this paper, these benefits are
specified as the disability related benefits. Such benefits only apply during the first n years
of the contract.
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• Benefits which are payable while alive or on death and which make no distinction between
the states “Active” and “Disabled”. Such benefits are labelled as other benefits. These
benefits comprise annuity type benefits, which are payable after the first n years of the
contract, and lump sum benefits, which may be payable throughout the entire term m of
the contract.

Next, we give a more thorough description of these two categories of benefits.

4.1 Disability related benefits

We assume that disability related benefits only apply during the first n years of the contract,
where n ≥ 0. Benefits are payable during sojourns in states “Active” or “Disabled”. We
disregard from payments due upon transition from the “Active” state to the “Disabled” state
or vice versa.

Hence, the disability related benefits are mathematically specified as:

Ia (t−) dBa (t) + Ii (t−) dBi (t) for t ∈ [0, n]
0 for t > n.

(16)

Benefits related to remaining in the “Active” state are nonpositive:

dBa (t) ≤ 0 ∀t ∈ [0, n] . (17)

Benefits payable during a sojourn in the “Disabled” state are greater than or equal to the benefits
related to “Active”:

dBi (t) ≥ dBa (t) . (18)

Recall that premiums count as negative benefits. Then inequality (18) means that a disabled
life either:

• pays premiums, which are smaller than or equal to the premiums an active life would have
to pay, or

• receives annuity benefits, or
• neither pays nor receives anything.

We consider the following special cases:

Case 1 The benefits payable during a sojourn in the “Disabled” state are exactly the same as
the benefits payable during a sojourn in the “Active” state : dBi (t) = dBa (t). In this case, we
are effectively working in a classical two state environment, comprising the states “Alive” and
“Dead”.

Case 2 The premiums payable during sojourn in the “Disabled” state are smaller than or equal
to the benefits payable during sojourn in the “Active” state : 0 ≥ dBi (t) ≥ dBa (t). Then we
are dealing with a premium reduction in case of disability.

Case 3 The benefits (or premiums) payable during sojourn in the “Disabled” state are 0: dBi (t) =
0. This involves a premium waiver in case of disability.

Case 4 The benefits payable during sojourn in the “Disabled” state are nonnegative: dBi (t) ≥ 0.
In such a case, we are considering a disability annuity or income protection policy.
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4.2 Other benefits

We distinguish between survival benefits and death benefits. Survival benefits are payable only
after time n and are payable during a sojourn in either one of the states “Active” and “Disabled”.
The level of the benefits is independent of whether the individual is active or disabled. We will
specify the total amount of such benefits over [n, t] by B (t), nondecreasing in t. Hence,
dB (t) ≥ 0, and the contribution to the payment function is (Ia (t−) + Ii (t−)) dB (t) .

Death benefits are comprised of lump sum benefits and annuity type benefits payable on
entering the “Dead” state. The level of the lump sum benefits depends on the time of death
only. We assume that it does not matter whether the life enters the state “Dead” as an active or
as a disabled person. We will specify such benefits as b·d (t), so b·d (t) = bad (t) = bid (t) ∀t ≥ 0.
The benefits payable during the stay in the state “Dead” are considered to be part of the lump
sum benefit.

Hence, the total payment function reduces to:

dB (t) = b·d (t) (dNad (t) + dNid (t))

+I{t≤n} (Ia (t−) dBa (t) + Ii (t−) dBi (t))

+I{t>n} (Ia (t−) + Ii (t−)) dB (t) (19)

We assume that, for t > n, µad (t) = µid (t) .

Remark 5 As after time n, no disability related benefits are payable, such an assumption is
common in practice. A common additional assumption is that both µad (t) and µid (t) are equal
to µ (t), the standard force of mortality. It will turn out that the above assumption will make
some equations easier to derive.

In the next three sections, we will deal with alternative methods to those of Hesselager and
Norberg (1996) of deriving the distribution of present values. First of all, we show that deriving
such a distribution is a quite straightforward exercise if it is not possible to recover from sickness.
Thereafter, we will allow for recovery from illness and present a way to derive, for some disability
annuity contracts, an approximation to the c.d.f. of V , defined in (7).

5 The probability distribution of the present value if recovery
from disability is impossible

The Markov chain is hierarchical if an individual cannot recover once disabled. The situation is
displayed graphically in Figure 1.

The next two examples show how to derive the distribution of the present value. The first
example concerns the case of only “Disability related benefits”. The second example extends
the first by incorporating “Other benefits”.

Example 6 Consider a disability annuity with a term of n years, equal to bi per annum, payable
continuously while the individual is disabled, and a benefit of ba p.a., payable continuously while
the life is in the“Active” state. The contract is issued at time 0 in the“Active” state. During
periods in the “Active” state, the individual pays a premium equal to c per annum, continuously.
So ba = −c , and the Bj (τ) in the right hand side of (2) are equal to

Bd (t) = 0 ∀t, Ba (t) =

⎧⎨⎩
0 t < 0

ba · t 0 ≤ t < n
ba · n t ≥ n

, Bi (t) =

⎧⎨⎩
0 t < 0

bi · t 0 ≤ t < n
bi · n t ≥ n

. (20)
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Furthermore, we assume δ (·) to be constant and equal to δ. Hence, ν (t) = e−δt. For an active
individual, the probability distribution of the present value at issue proves to be

Pa (0, u) =

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

0 for u < G (n) ;

paa (0, n) for u = G (n) ;

paa (0, n)
+paa (0, t1 (u))

R n
τ=t1(u)

paa (t1 (u) , τ)µad (τ) dτ

+paa (0, t2 (u, n)) pai (t2 (u, n) , n)
+
R n
τ=t1(u)

paa (0, t2 (u, τ)) pai (t2 (u, τ) , τ)µid (τ) dτ

for G (n) < u < 0;

paa (0, n) +
R n
τ=0 paa (0, τ)µad (τ) dτ

+paa (0, t2 (u, n)) pai (t2 (u, n) , n)
+
R n
τ=t1(u)

paa (0, t2 (u, τ)) pai (t2 (u, τ) , τ)µid (τ) dτ
for 0 ≤ u < H (n) ;

1 for u ≥ H (n)

,

(21)
with

G (n) =

Z n

s=0
ba e−δsds;H (n) =

Z n

s=0
bi e−δsds

t1 (u) = − ln
£
1− δu

ba

¤
δ

; (t1 (u) : solution to r of u =
Z r

s=0
ba e−δsds)

t2 (u, τ) = −
ln
h
δu+bi e−δτ−ba

bi−ba
i

δ
; (t2 (u, τ) : solution to r of u =

Z r

s=0
ba e−δsds+

Z τ

s=r
bi e−δsds).

(22)

We give a short explanation:

1. The present value can never be lower than G (n). This lower bound is attained if the
contract remains in the state “Active” throughout the term of the contract. This happens
with probability

paa (0, n) = e−
n
s=0 µaζ(s)ds. (23)

2. H (n) is the maximum possible present value, corresponding to the event that the individual
gets disabled immediately after issue and is still disabled at the end of the contract period;

3. For G (n) < u < H (n), we distinguish between the following four mutually exclusive
events:

(a) the individual is still active on maturity of the contract;

(b) the individual will be active until at least time t1 (u), and die, while active, before n;

(c) the individual will be active until at least time t2 (u, n), get disabled before n, and
survive to n.

(d) The individual will die from ”Disabled” at some time τ before n. Given death at time
τ , the individual will be active until at least time t2 (u, τ), and get disabled before τ .
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Remark 7 A simpler example, based on a single premium (rather than level premium) payment,
can be found in Spreeuw (2000).

We have just dealt with a relatively simple contract. Some complications could arise in case
where other benefits are to be included. In such cases, it could be convenient to work with the
conditioning random variable as the following example shows:

Example 8 Consider the same contract as the one considered in Example 6, but with a constant
death benefit, denoted by bd, included. Adopting the same approach as in Example 6 would be
complicated. As an intermediate step, however, we could derive the conditional distribution,
given the value of a certain random variable. We will choose the remaining lifetime (or time
on death) of the individual as the conditioning random variable. We denote this variable by
T and condition on the event that T = t. Then for 0 ≤ t ≤ n (death during the term of the
contract), we have the following conditional distribution of the present value of future benefits
less premiums, given T = t (denoted by Pa (0, u |T = t):

Pa (0, u |T = t) =

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

0 for u < G (t) + bd;R t
τ=t1(u)

paa(0,t1(u))paa(t1(u),τ)µad(t)dt
paa(0,t)µad(t)dt+pai(0,t)µid(t)dt

dτ

+
R t
τ=t2(u,t)

paa(0,τ)pai(τ,t)µid(t)dt
paa(0,t)µad(t)dt+pai(0,t)µid(t)dt

dτ
for G (t) + bd ≤ u < bd

R t
τ=0

paa(0,t1(u))paa(t1(u),τ)µad(t)dt
paa(0,t)µad(t)dt+pai(0,t)µid(t)dt

dτ

+
R t
τ=t2(u,t)

paa(0,τ)pai(τ,t)µid(t)dt
paa(0,t)µad(t)dt+pai(0,t)µid(t)dt

dτ
for bd ≤ u < H (t) + bd;

1 for u ≥ H (t) + bd.
(24)

Then Pa (0, u) is derived by integrating Pa (0, u |T = t) over t.

Remark 9 In Section 7, we will apply the method of conditioning on a random variable. Just
as in this example, we will choose a random variable resembling the remaining lifetime.

The above example serves to illustrate that there are cases where one does not need to be
restricted to the method by Hesselager and Norberg. The derivation of the above c.d.f. is quite
straightforward because the present value depends only on two variables: the time of getting
disabled and the time of death. This is due to the fact that:

1. There are only a few number of states applying, and that

2. The Markov chain is hierarchical: the state ”Disabled”, once left, cannot be revisited.

Of course, deriving the present value distribution is quite complicated if there are many states
involved, even if the Markov chain is hierarchical. An example is the multilife insurance contract,
is given by Hesselager and Norberg (1996).

The aim of this paper, however, is to study the consequences of dropping the second assump-
tion. If recovery is possible during the term, an insured can be disabled for more than one time
interval. This makes calculations such as those above much more complicated.

Our method of dealing with problems such as those above involves replacing the random
variable of present value by one being larger in convex order. If X and Y are random variables,
X precedes Y in convex order (notation X ≤c Y ) if E [f (X)] 6 E [f (Y )] for each convex
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function f . This method has already been applied for distributions of the present value of cash
flows based on stochastic interest, see Goovaerts et al. (2000). In Kaas et al. (2000) it is shown
that an improved upper bound and a nontrivial lower bound can be obtained by conditioning
on a random variable. Illustrations in that paper involve the lognormal discounting process,
amongst others. Vyncke et al. (2001), applying the technique in Kaas et al. (2000), centers on
Vacisek and Ho-Lee models as applications.

The next section deals with the theory on the convex upper bound, as explained in Goovaerts
et al. (2000), and an application to a disability annuity. The section thereafter considers the
theory and applications in Kaas et al. (2000).

We will now assume that it is possible to recover from disability. Hence, Figure 2 applies.

6 Deriving the original convex upper bound

This section starts with an explanation of the theory in Goovaerts et al. (2000) in Subsection
6.1. Thereafter, in Subsection 6.2, we adapt the definition of the total present value to our
needs, specifying the points of time of the several benefits. In Subsection 6.3, we show how the
convex upper bound can be derived for a disability annuity.

6.1 Approach by Goovaerts et al. (2000)

Goovaerts et al. (2000) specify the present value random variable, again denoted by S, as a sum
of r.v.’s, each of them involving a certain point of time:

S =
MX
k=1

Yk, (25)

with
Yk = βke

−Xtk , βk ∈ R. (26)

where Xtk represents the force of interest integrated from 0 to tk, so is actually the stochastic
discounting factor of a payment at time tk. Furthermore, βk is the payment itself. When deriving
the expression for the probability distribution of S, one needs to realize that the Xtk ’s are not
mutually independent. As a consequence, the variables Yk are not independent of one another
either.

The authors first derive the distribution, which, within the class of random vectors
(Y1, ..., YM) with fixed marginals (such a class is called a Fréchet class) is the comonotonic
one. This distribution is the largest in convex order. If F1, ..., FM are the c.d.f.’s of the respec-
tive r.v.’s Y1, ..., YM , this comonotonic joint distribution of Y1, ..., YM is equal to the distribution
of the random vector ¡

F−11 (U) , ..., F−1M (U)
¢
, (27)

where U ∼Uniform(0, 1) and F−1k (u) , k ∈ {1, ...,M}, is defined by
F−1k (u) = min {x| Fk (x) > u} . (28)

The r.v. which is the sum of the components in (27) is denoted by Sc, and:

S ≤c Sc. (29)

Let Y c
k = F−1k (U) , k ∈ {1, ...,M}, so Sc =

PM
k=1 Y

c
k . Then, the joint c.d.f. of Y

c
1 , ..., Y

c
M is

known to be
Pr [Y c

1 ≤ y1, ..., Y
c
M ≤ yM ] = min

k∈{1,...,M}
Fk (yk) . (30)

10



Let FSc (·) be the c.d.f. of Sc and F−1Sc (·) its inverse, the latter defined in the same way as in
(28). The c.d.f. of Sc follows implicitly from the relationship

F−1Sc (u) =
MX
k=1

F−1k (u) , u ∈ [0, 1] . (31)

This is the so called convex upper bound. The quality of the approximation by means of this
c.d.f. can be analyzed by comparing it with the joint distribution obtained, e.g. by means of
Monte Carlo simulation.
In Subsection 6.3, we will derive the convex upper bound in (31) for some disability annuity

contracts. These contracts are a special case of the type of policies we have specified in Section
4, since there are only disability related benefits and no other benefits involved.

Before turning to these examples, we need to change the definition of the random variable
S, as defined in (25). The reason is that Goovaerts et al. (2000) is based on the financial risk
while this paper is centred on the demographic risks. We will do this in the next subsection.

6.2 Specification of total present value

In the remainder of this paper it is assumed that the interval [0, n) (the interval involving the
disability related benefits) can be partitioned into subsequent subintervals
[t0, t1) , [t1, t2) , ..., [tM1−2, tM1−1) , [tM1−1, tM1), while the interval [n,m) can be partitioned into
subsequent subintervals [tM1 , tM1+1) , [tM1+1, tM1+2) , ..., [tM−1, tM). The partitioning is such
that in the period [0, n) , there may only be benefit payments at the M1 different durations
t1, t2, ..., tM1−1, tM1 , while in the period [n,m), there may only be benefit payments at the
M −M1 different durations tM1+1, tM1+2, ...tM−1, tM . If death happens in the period [tk−1, tk),
the benefit will be paid at time tk.

Remark 10 In practice, often premiums are payable upon issue, at duration 0. Without loss of
generality, we will exclude such (negative) benefits from the calculation of present values. This
means that single premiums do not count as part of the present value.

As a consequence, we can write S in (7) as a sum of random variables:

S =
MX
k=1

Yk, (32)

with

Yk = ga (tk) Ia (tk) + gi (tk) Ii (tk)

+g·d (tk) (Nad (tk)−Nad (tk−1) +Nid (tk)−Nid (tk−1)) , (33)

where
gj (tk) = ν (tk) (Bj (tk)−Bj (tk−1)) , j ∈ {a, d} , k ∈ {1, ...,M1} , (34)

g (tk) = ν (tk) (B (tk)−B (tk−1)) , j ∈ {a, d} , k ∈ {M1 + 1, ...,M} , (35)

and
g·d (tk) = ν (tk) b·d (tk) , j ∈ {a, d} , k ∈ {1, ...,M} . (36)

In (34), gj (tk) denotes the present value of the benefit paid at time tk in case of remaining in
state j, and g·d (tk) denotes the present value of the benefit paid at time tk in case of death in
(tk−1, tk].

11



Remark 11 The fully continuous case arises as a special case if we let M → ∞ and besides,
for each k ∈ {0, ...,M − 1}, tk+1 − tk → 0 .

So S can be decomposed in M separate random variables where the Yk denotes the stochastic
present value of benefits due to remaining in a certain state at time tk, k ∈ {1, ...,M}. We have

Pr [S = z]

= Pr [Y1 = g·d (t1)] · I{g·d(t1)=z} +
X

j1∈{a,i}
gj1 (t1)+g·d(t2)=z

Pr [Y1 = gj1 (t1) , Y2 = g·d (t2)]

+...

+
X

(j1,...,jM1−1)
t∈{a,i}M1−1;PM1−1

k=1
gjk (tk)+g·d(tM1)=z

Pr
h
Y1 = gj1 (t1) , ..., YM1−1 = gjM1−1 (tM1−1) , YM1 = g·d (tM1)

i

+
X

(j1,...,jM1)
t∈{a,i}M1 ;PM1

k=1
gjk (tk)+g·d(tM1+1)=z

Pr

∙
Y1 = gj1 (t1) , ..., YM1 = gjM1

(tM1) ,

YM1+1 = g·d (tM1+1)

¸

+
X

(j1,...,jM1)
t∈{a,i}M1 ;PM1

k=1
gjk (tk)+g (tM1+1)+g·d(tM1+2)=z

Pr

∙
Y1 = gj1 (t1) , ..., YM1 = gjM1

(tM1) ,

YM1+1 = g (tM1+1) , YM1+2 = g·d (tM1+2)

¸

+...

+
X

(j1,...,jM1)
t∈{a,i}M1 ;PM1

k=1
gjk (tk)+g·d(tM )

+
PM−M1−1

k=1
g (tM1+k)=z

Pr

∙
Y1 = gj1 (t1) , ..., YM1 = gjM1

(tM1) ,

YM1+1 = g (tM1+1) , ..., YM−1 = g (tM−1) , YM = g·d (tM)

¸

+
X

(j1,...,jM1)
t∈{a,i}M1 ;PM1

k=1
gjk (tk)

+
PM−M1

k=1
g (tM1+k)=z

Pr

∙
Y1 = gj1 (t1) , ..., YM1 = gjM1

(tM1) ,

YM1+1 = g (tM1+1) , ..., YM−1 = g (tM−1) , YM = g (tM)

¸
.

(37)

Note that the above expression consists of M +1 terms. The first term of this equation involves
the event that the insured will die between 0 and t1, the second refers to death between t1 and
t2, the Mth to survival to tM1−1 and death between tM1−1 and n (= tM1), the (M1 + 1)th to
survival to n (= tM1) and death between n (= tM1) and tM1+1, the (M1 + 2)th to survival to n
and death between tM1+1 and tM1+2, the second last term concerns death between tM−1 and tM
and the last term concerns survival to m = tM .

12



In terms of states, we get the following equality:

Pr [S = z]

= Pr [X (1) = d] · I{g·d(t1)=z} +
X

j1∈{a,i}
gj1 (t1)+g·d(t2)=z

Pr [X (1) = j1,X (2) = d]

+...

+
X

(j1,...,jM1−1)
t∈{a,i}M1−1;PM1−1

k=1
gjk (tk)+g·d(tM1)=z

Pr [X (1) = j1, ...,X (M1 − 1) = jM1−1,X (M1) = d]

+
X

(j1,...,jM1)
t∈{a,i}M1 ;PM1

k=1
gjk (tk)+g·d(tM1+1)=z

Pr

∙
X (1) = j1, ...,X (M1) = jM1 ,

X (M1 + 1) = d

¸

+
X

(j1,...,jM1)
t∈{a,i}M1 ;PM1

k=1
gjk (tk)+g (tM1+1)+g·d(tM1+2)=z

Pr

∙
X (1) = j1, ...,X (M1) = jM1 ,

X (M1 + 1) ∈ {a, i} ,X (M1 + 2) = d

¸

+
X

(j1,...,jM1)
t∈{a,i}M1 ;PM

k=1
gjk (tk)+g·d(tM )

+
PM−M1−1

k=1
g (tM1+k)=z

Pr

∙
X (1) = j1, ...,X (M1) = jM1 ,

X (M1 + 1) ∈ {a, i} , ...,X (M − 1) ∈ {a, i} ,X (M) = d

¸

+...+
X

(j1,...,jM1)
t∈{a,i}M1 ;PM1

k=1
gjk (tk)+

PM−M1
k=1

g (tM1+k)=z

Pr

∙
X (1) = j1, ...,X (M1) = jM1 ,

X (M1 + 1) ∈ {a, i} , ...,X (M) ∈ {a, i}
¸
.

(38)

We define Fk as the c.d.f. of Yk, k ∈ {1, ...,M} . Furthermore, we define, just as above, Y c
k =

F−1k (U) , k ∈ {1, ...,M}, with U ∼Uniform(0, 1). So Sc =
PM

k=1 Y
c
k and

Fk (yk) = Pr [Yk ≤ yk] = Pr [Y
c
k ≤ yk] , k ∈ {1, ...,M} . (39)

Note that these marginals have a support consisting of a finite number of points.

6.3 The convex upper bound for a disability annuity

These contracts are a special case of the type of policies we have specified in Section 4, since
there are only disability related benefits and no other benefits. Hence the term is restricted to
n years, M1 =M and tM = n. We will start with the simplest premium payment arrangement
(payment by single premium) and then proceed to a more complicated type (level premium
payment). Our aim in this subsection is to derive the expression for the convex upper bound
of the present value. In the numerical examples in Section 8, which is based on these annuities,
the quality of the approximation will be judged by comparing the c.d.f. of the random variable
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with an accurate approximation of the c.d.f. of S. An accurate approximation of S is obtained
by applying the algorithm of Hesselager and Norberg with small values for the step-lengths h
and h0, as defined in Section 3.

In both cases, there are no payments due if the individual is dead. So we have:

gd (tk) = Bd (tk) = 0; gi (tk) = ν (tk) (Bi (tk)−Bi (tk−1)) ≥ 0, ∀k ∈ {1, ...,M} . (40)

The only difference between the two policies is the method of premium payment. In Subsub-
section 6.3.1 we deal with payment by single premium, while Subsubsection 6.3.2 considers the
case where premiums are paid as long as the individual is active. In both subsubsections we
will treat the fully continuous annuity (where all benefits are paid on a continuous basis) as a
special case.

We will conclude this subsection with Subsubsection 6.3.3, containing some remarks concern-
ing the calculation of the transition probabilities paa (0, ·), pai (0, ·) and pad (0, ·).

6.3.1 Payment by single premium

Recall that, by assumption, present values do not include single premium payments, so:

Ba (tk) = ga (tk) = 0 ∀k ∈ {1, ...,M} . (41)

In the given case, the marginals Fk (yk) in formula (30) are specified as:

Fk (yk) =

⎧⎨⎩
0 for yk < 0

1− pai (0, tk) for 0 ≤ yk < gi (tk)
1 for yk ≥ gi (tk)

, k ∈ {1, ...,M} . (42)

In practice, disability annuities are often contracts valid for the period that an individual is not
retired. As a consequence, for n not too large (otherwise the death rates will dominate), pai (0, t)
is usually an increasing function of t for t ∈ [0, n]. This leads to the following theorem:

Theorem 12 If dpai(0,t)
dt ≥ 0 for t ∈ (0, n], the comonotonic joint distribution of the present

value corresponding to a disability annuity contract, paid at single premium, with the payment
scheme as specified in (40) and (41) is:

Pr [Sc ≤ s] =

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩
0 for s < 0;

1− pai (0, tw) for
PM

k=w+1 gi (tk) ≤ s <
PM

k=w gi (tk) , w ∈ {1, ...,M} ;

1 for s ≥PM
k=1 gi (tk) .

(43)

Proof. Note that, for any yw < 0 with w ∈ {1, ...,M} :
FY c

1 ,...,Y
c
M
(y1, ..., yM) = FY c

1 ,...,Y
c
M
(0, ..., 0, yw, 0, ..., 0) = 0. (44)

In addition, if pai (0, t) is increasing in t ∈ [0, n] we have for y1, ..., yw−1 ≥ 0 and 0 ≤ yw < gi (tw) ,
w ∈ {2, ...,M} , that

FY c
1 ,...,Y

c
M
(y1, ..., yM) = FY c

1 ,...,Y
c
M
(0, ..., 0, yw+1, ..., yM) . (45)

The above equality states that if an individual is not disabled at time tw, he cannot be disabled
before that time either. This is equivalent to saying that if an individual is disabled at time tw,
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he will remain so with certainty till the expiration of the contract. This implies that the present
value only depends on the time at which the contract enters the state ”Disabled”. This proves
the theorem.

Note that the Markov chain corresponding to the distribution of Sc is hierarchical. The chain
is even more rigorous than the ordinary hierarchical Markov chain considered in Section 5: a
disabled individual can neither recover nor die. In other words: compared to the ordinary
hierarchical Markov chain, the state ”Disabled” is absorbing and not strongly transient.

On the other hand, since the marginals are fixed, the probabilities of getting disabled are
lower and the death rates for an active person are higher.

The fully continuous version of (43) leading to a benefit payment of dBi (t) if the contract is
in state i at time t, with t ∈ (0, n] (so dBi (t) > 0 on the same interval t ∈ (0, n]) is obtained by
letting M →∞ and besides for all i ∈ {0, ...,M − 1}, ti+1− ti → 0 (cf. Remark 11). The result
is:

Pr [Sc ≤ s] =

⎧⎨⎩
0 for s < 0;

1− pai (0, t) for s =
R n
t gi (τ) dτ, t ∈ [0, n] ;

1 for s >
R n
0 gi (τ) dτ.

(46)

The next equations serve to illustrate the transition intensities corresponding to the comonotonic
joint distribution. These are obtained from the forward differential equations of Chapman-
Kolmogorov. For notational convenience, they are accompanied by an asterisk superscript (∗).
The original transition intensities, corresponding to the joint distribution of S, are given between
brackets.

µ∗ia (t) = 0µ
µia (t) =

1

pai (0, t)

µ
dpaa (0, t)

dt
+ paa (0, t) (µai (t) + µad (t))

¶¶
; (47)

µ∗id (t) = 0µ
µid (t) =

1

pai (0, t)

µ
dpad (0, t)

dt
− paa (0, t)µad (t)

¶¶
; (48)

µ∗ai (t) =
1

paa (0, t)

dpai (0, t)

dtµ
µai (t) =

1

paa (0, t)

µ
dpai (0, t)

dt
+ pai (0, t) (µid (t) + µia (t))

¶¶
; (49)

µ∗ad (t) =
1

paa (0, t)

dpad (0, t)

dtµ
µad (t) =

1

paa (0, t)

µ
dpad (0, t)

dt
− pai (0, t)µid (t)

¶¶
. (50)

Next, we will consider annuity treaties where premiums are paid while the contract is in the
”Active” state. We will treat this topic in the same way as above.

6.3.2 Premium payment in the ”Active” state

In this case, the premiums discounted to time upon issue are:

ga (tk) = ν (tk) (Ba (tk)−Ba (tk−1)) ≤ 0, ∀k ∈ {1, ...,M} . (51)
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The marginals Fk (yk) in equation (30) are, as one might expect, more complicated than in the
single premium case:

Fk (yk) =

⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩
0 for yk < ga (tk) ;

1− pai (0, tk)− pad (0, tk) for ga (tk) ≤ yk < 0;
1− pai (0, tk) for 0 ≤ yk < gi (tk) ;

1 for yk ≥ gi (tk) .

, k ∈ {1, ...,M} . (52)

We again assume that pai (0, t) is an increasing function of t for t ∈ (0, n], leading to the following
theorem:

Theorem 13 If dpai(0,t)
dt ≥ 0, the comonotonic joint distribution of the present value corre-

sponding to a disability annuity contract, with the payment scheme as specified in (40) and (51)
is:

Pr [Sc ≤ s]

=

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

0 for s <
PM

k=1 ga (tk) ;

1− pai (0, tr)− pad (0, tw) for
s ∈ [hd (w) , hd (w − 1)) ∩ [hi (r) , hi (r − 1)) ,

w ∈ {1, ...,M} , r ∈ {rmin, ...,M} ;

1− pai (0, tr) for s ∈ [max [hi (r) , 0] , hi (r − 1)) , r ∈ {1, ..., rmin} ;

1 for s ≥PM
k=1 gi (tk) .

(53)

In the above formulae

hd (w) =
wX
k=1

ga (tk) ;

hi (r) =
MX

k=r+1

gi (tk) +
rX

k=1

ga (tk) ; (54)

rmin = max

"
r ∈ {1, ...,M − 1} |

MX
k=r+1

gi (tk) +
rX

k=1

ga (tk) < 0

#
.

Proof. Note that, for any yw < ga (tw) with w ∈ {1, ...,M} :

FY c
1 ,...,Y

c
M
(y1, ..., yM) = FY c

1 ,...,Y
c
M
(0, ..., 0, yw, 0, ..., 0) = 0. (55)

Furthermore, if pai (0, t) is increasing in t ∈ [0, n] we have the following:

1. If yj ≥ ga (tj) and ga (tw) ≤ yw < 0 for j ∈ {1, ..., w − 1} and w ∈ {2, ...,M} then

FY c
1 ,...,Y

c
M
(y1, ..., yw, ..., yM) = FY c

1 ,...,Y
c
M
(ga (t1) , ..., ga (tw) , yw+1, ..., yM) , (56)

implying that if an individual is active at a certain time, he is active all the time before.
The consequence is that a disabled individual cannot recover.

2. For y1, ..., yw−1 ≥ 0 and 0 ≤ yw < gi (tw) , w ∈ {2, ...,M} , that
FY c

1 ,...,Y
c
M
(y1, ..., yM) = FY c

1 ,...,Y
c
M
(0, ..., 0, yw+1, ..., yM) . (57)
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The above equality states that if an individual is not disabled at time tw, he cannot be
disabled before that time either. This is equivalent to saying that if an individual is
disabled at time tw, he will remain so with certainty till the expiration of the contract.
This implies that the present value only depends on the time at which the contract enters
the state ”Disabled” or the time at which the contract enters the state ”Dead ”. Note that
this part of the proof is equivalent to the proof of Theorem 12.

This proves the theorem.

The fully continuous version of (53) leading to a benefit payment of dBi (t) if the contract is
in state i and a premium payment of −dBa (t) if the contract is in state a at time t, with
t ∈ (0, n] (so dBi (t) > 0 and dBa (t) < 0 on the same interval t ∈ (0, n]), is, just as in the case of
single premium payment, obtained by letting M → ∞ and besides for each i ∈ {0, ...,M − 1},
ti+1 − ti → 0 (cf. Remark 11). The result is:

Pr [Sc ≤ s] =

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

0 for s <
R n
0 ga (τ) dτ ;

1− pai (0, hi (s))− pad (0, ha (s)) for
R n
0 ga (τ) dτ ≤ s < 0;

1− pai (0, hi (s)) for 0 ≤ s <
R n
0 gi (τ) dτ ;

1 for s ≥ R n0 gi (τ) dτ .

(58)

In the above formula hi (s) and ha (s) are the solutions of t in the equalitiesZ n

t
gi (τ) dτ +

Z t

0
ga (τ) dτ = s (59)

and Z t

0
ga (s) ds = s, (60)

respectively.
The numerical example in Section 8 about disability annuities will deal with the continuous

case, and will therefore be based on equation (58).

6.3.3 Calculation of transition probabilities

Note that up to now we assumed that the transition probabilities were known. In fact, they
need to be computed first by solving a system of forward differential equations of Chapman-
Kolmogorov. It turns out that the method, in order to be computationally efficient, requires
that the numerical calculation of the transition probabilities does not take too much time. With
the availability of modern software packages (such as Mathematica) and powerful computers,
this is likely to be the case, except when the number of states is very high. One can also assume
that only a limited number of transitions can take place in a certain period of time. For instance,
both in the AIDS model and in the disability annuity model used in the Netherlands (cf. Alting
von Geusau, 1990, and Gregorius, 1993, respectively) it is assumed that there can be at most
one transition per year.

In one of the numerical examples of Section 8 concerned with disability annuities, it transpires
that the approximation resulting from the convex upper bound is very good. In the case of a
disability annuity, the convex upper bound is quite easy to derive, given some properties of the
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transition probabilities. However, if we add other benefits, the convex upper bound may become
complicated to derive. As shown in Kaas et al. (2000), improved upper bounds and non-trivial
lower bounds can be obtained by conditioning on a random variable. This is what we do in the
next section.

7 Conditioning on a random variable

We will first of all, in Subsection 7.1, consider the approach in Kaas et al. (2000). Then, in
Subsection 7.2 we will choose our conditioning random variable.

7.1 Deriving an improved upper bound and non-trivial lower bound

In Kaas et al. (2000), it is shown that an improved upper bound an a non-trivial lower bound
can be obtained if more information is known about the distribution of S, through a conditioning
random variable. In what follows, we will denote this random variable by Λ, with c.d.f. FΛ (λ),
which is assumed to be known. We assume that FΛ (λ) decomposes into an absolutely continuous
and a discrete part, such that:

dFΛ (λ) = fΛ (λ) dλ+ (Pr [Λ ≤ λ]− Pr [Λ ≤ λ−]) . (61)

It is assumed that, for all i ∈ {1, ...,M} and any outcome λ of Λ, the conditional distributions
of Yi, given Λ = λ, denoted by Fi|Λ (·), are known.

7.1.1 Improved upper bound

Denote F−1i|Λ (U) for the random variable fi (U,Λ), where the function fi is defined by fi (u, λ) =

F−1i|Λ=λ (u).
Then the improved upper bound, denoted by Su is known to be:

Su =
MX
i=1

F−1i|Λ (U) . (62)

The following convex order applies:

S ≤cx Su ≤cx Sc. (63)

Since, given the event Λ = λ, the conditional random variable Su is a sum of comonotonic
random variables, the distribution function of the unconditional random variable Su is relatively
straightforward to derive:

F−1Su|Λ=λ (p) =
MX
i=1

F−1i|Λ=λ (p) , p ∈ (0, 1) . (64)

Given Λ = λ, the c.d.f. of the conditional Su follows from

FSu|Λ=λ (s) = sup

"
p ∈ (0, 1)

¯̄̄̄
¯
MX
i=1

F−1i|Λ=λ (p) ≤ s

#
. (65)

The c.d.f. of the unconditional Su is then derived by

FSu (x) =

Z ∞

λ=−∞
FSu|Λ=λ (x) dFΛ (λ) . (66)
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7.1.2 Non-trivial lower bound

The convex lower bound, denoted by Sl, is known to be

Sl =
MX
i=1

E [Yi |Λ ] . (67)

We have the following order in convexity:

E [S] ≤cx Sl ≤cx S. (68)

The c.d.f. of the lower bound can be determined as follows:

FSl (x) =

Z ∞

−∞
I

"
MX
i=1

E [Yi |Λ = λ ] ≤ x

#
dFΛ (λ) . (69)

Dhaene et al. (2002a) point out that, if the conditioning random variable Λ is such that all
random variables E [Yi |Λ ] are monotone functions of Λ, then the lower bound Sl is a sum of M
comonotonic random variables and the c.d.f. is relatively straightforward to derive.

7.2 Choice of the conditioning random variable

As pointed out in Dhaene et al. (2002b), the choice of the optimal conditioning random variable
Λ is not a trivial exercise. It is true that, the more Fi|Λ (·) resembles S, the better Sl approxi-
mates S. But this property usually does not hold for Su. Moreover, there is the restriction that
Λ be such that Fi|Λ (·) is known.

In Section 6, we concluded that the original convex upper bound can be easily derived if only
disability related benefits are involved, assuming that pai (0, t) is non decreasing for t ∈ [0, n].
Complications arise if other benefits are involved. The stochastic nature of these benefits is
governed by the complete remaining lifetime of the life involved.

For this reason, we choose the period of death as the conditioning random variable. Denote
the complete remaining lifetime by T . Then Λ is defined as follows:

Λ =

½
i for T ∈ [ti, ti+1) and i ∈ {0, ...,M − 1}
M for T > tM

. (70)

We consider the following special cases applying for tM →∞:

Case 14 (curtate future lifetime) If ti = i, i ∈ {1, ...,M} , then Λ is the curtate future life-
time (usually denoted by K).

Case 15 (complete future lifetime) IfM →∞ and, furthermore, for each i ∈ {0, ...,M − 1} ,
ti+1 − ti → 0, then Λ is the complete future lifetime and we use the notation Λ = T .

In this way, we have chosen a random variable that captures the “Other benefits”. Next, we
derive the c.d.f.’s of Fk|Λ=λ (·).

For k = λ+ 1 (the period of death), we have that all the mass is concentrated at g·d (tλ+1):
Fλ+1|Λ=λ (yλ) = I{yλ≥g·d(tλ+1)}. For k > λ+ 1 (after the year of death), Fk|Λ=λ (·) ≡ 0.

For k < λ + 1, (before the year of death) we define the c.d.f. as F ∗k|Λ=λ (·). We need to
distinguish between k ∈ {1, ..,M1} (the period when “Disability related benefits” are payable)
and k ∈ {M1 + 1, ..,M} (the period when only “Other benefits” are payable).
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For k ∈ {1, ..,M1}, we have:

F ∗k|Λ=λ (yk)

=

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

0 for yk < ga (tk)

Pr

∙
X (tk) = a

¯̄̄̄
X (0) = a, (X (tλ) = a∀X (tλ) = i) ,

X (tλ+1) = d

¸
for ga (tk) ≤ yk < gi (tk)

1 for yk ≥ gi (tk) .

(71)

Note that Pr [X (tk) = a |X (0) = a, (X (tλ) = a∀X (tλ) = i) ,X (tλ+1) = d ] is the conditional
probability that the contract is in state “Active” at duration tk, given state ”Active” upon
inception and death between tλ and tλ+1. It can be expressed in terms of transition probabilities
in the following way:

Pr [X (tk) = a |X (0) = a, (X (tλ) = a∀X (tλ) = i) ,X (tλ+1) = d ]

=
Pr [X (tk) = a, (X (tλ) = a∀X (tλ) = i) ,X (tλ+1) = d |X (0) = a ]

Pr [(X (tλ) = a∀X (tλ) = i) ,X (tλ+1) = d |X (0) = a ]

=
Pr [X (tk) = a |X (0) = a ] Pr [(X (tλ) = a∀X (tλ) = i) ,X (tλ+1) = d |X (tk) = a ]

Pr [(X (tλ) = a∀X (tλ) = i) ,X (tλ+1) = d |X (0) = a ]

=
paa (0, tk) (pad (tk, tλ+1)− pad (tk, tλ))

pad (0, tλ+1)− pad (0, tλ)

= 1− pai (0, tk) (pid (tk, tλ+1)− pid (tk, tλ))

pad (0, tλ+1)− pad (0, tλ)
. (72)

For k ∈ {M1 + 1, ..,M}, the mass is concentrated at g (tk): F ∗k|Λ=λ (yk) = I{yk≥g (tk)}.

7.2.1 Improved upper bound

Theorem 16 If, for each λ ∈ {1, ..,M1 − 1}

pai (0, t1) (pid (t1, tλ+1)− pid (t1, tλ)) ≤ pai (0, t2) (pid (t2, tλ+1)− pid (t2, tλ)) ≤ ...

≤ pai (0, tλ) pid (tλ, tλ+1) (73)

then for λ ∈ {1, ..,M1 − 1}, the distribution of FSu|Λ=λ (s) is given by

FSu|Λ=λ (s)

=

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

0 for s <
Pλ

k=1 ga (tk) + g·d (tλ+1) ;

1− pai(0,tw)(pid(tw,tλ+1)−pid(tw,tλ))
pad(0,tλ+1)−pad(0,tλ) for

s ∈ [hi (w) + g·d (tλ+1) , hi (w − 1) + g·d (tλ+1))
w ∈ {1, ..., λ} ;

1 for s ≥Pλ
k=1 gi (tk) + g·d (tλ+1) .

(74)
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In the above formula:

hi (w) =
λX

k=w+1

gi (tk) +
wX
k=1

ga (tk) . (75)

Proof. Note that, for any yw < ga (tw) with w ∈ {1, ..., λ} :
FY u

1 ,...,Y
u
M |Λ=λ (y1, ..., yλ, 0, ..., 0) = 0. (76)

Furthermore, if inequality (73) holds, we have that if yj ≥ ga (tj) and ga (tw) ≤ yw < gi (tw) for
j ∈ {1, ..., w − 1} and w ∈ {2, ..., λ}, and yλ+1 ≥ g·d (tλ+1), then

FY u
1 ,...,Y

u
M |Λ=λ (y1, ..., yw, ..., yλ, yλ+1, 0, ..., 0)

= FY u
1 ,...,Y

u
M |Λ=λ (ga (t1) , ..., ga (tw) , yw+1, ..., yλ, g·d (tλ+1) , 0, ..., 0) , (77)

implying that if an individual is active at a certain time, he is active all the time before. The
consequence is that a disabled individual cannot recover.
This proves the theorem.

Theorem 17 If, just as in (73),

pai (0, t1) (pid (t1, tλ+1)− pid (t1, tλ)) ≤ pai (0, t2) (pid (t2, tλ+1)− pid (t2, tλ)) ≤ ...

≤ pai (0, tλ) pid (tλ, tλ+1) (78)

then for λ ∈ {M1, ..,M − 1} , we have that the distribution of FSu|Λ=λ (s) is given by
FSu|Λ=λ (s)

=

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

0 for s <
PM1

k=1 ga (tk) +
Pλ

k=M1+1
g (tk) + g·d (tλ+1) ;

1− pai(0,tw)(pid(t1,tλ+1)−pid(t1,tλ))
pad(0,tλ+1)−pid(0,tλ) for

s ∈
"

hi (w) +
Pλ

k=M1+1
g (tk) + g·d (tλ+1) ,

hi (w − 1) +
Pλ

k=M1+1
g (tk) + g·d (tλ+1)

!
,

w ∈ {1, ...,M1} ;

1 for s ≥PM1
k=1 gi (tk) +

Pλ
k=M1+1

g (tk) + g·d (tλ+1) .
(79)

For λ =M, we have that the distribution of FSu|Λ=λ (s) is given by:

FSu|Λ=λ (s)

=

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

0 for s <
PM1

k=1 ga (tk) +
PM

k=M1+1
g (tk) ;

1− pai(0,tw)(pid(t1,tλ+1)−pid(t1,tλ))
pad(0,tλ+1)−pid(0,tλ) for

s ∈
"

hi (w) +
PM

k=M1+1
g (tk) ,

hi (w − 1) +
PM

k=M1+1
g (tk)

!
,

w ∈ {1, ...,M1} ;

1 for s ≥PM1
k=1 gi (tk) +

PM
k=M1+1

g (tk) .

.

(80)

In the above formula:

hi (w) =

M1X
k=w+1

gi (tk) +
wX
k=1

ga (tk) . (81)
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Proof. Consider the case λ ∈ {M1, ..,M − 1} first. Note that, for any yw < ga (tw) with
w ∈ {1, ...,M1} :

FY u
1 ,...,Y

u
M |Λ=λ (y1, ..., yM1 , g (tM1+1) , g (tM1+2) , ..., g (tλ) , g·d (tλ+1) , 0, .., 0) = 0. (82)

Furthermore, if inequality (78) holds, we have that if yj ≥ ga (tj) and ga (tw) ≤ yw < gi (tw)
for j ∈ {1, ..., w − 1} and w ∈ {2, ...,M1}, and yw ≥ g (tw) for w ∈ {M1 + 1, .., λ}, and yλ+1 ≥
g·d (tλ+1), then

FY u
1 ,...,Y

u
M |Λ=λ (y1, ..., yw, ..., yM1 , yM1+1, yM1+2, ..., yλ, yλ+1, 0, ..., 0)

= FY u
1 ,...,Y

u
M |Λ=λ

µ
ga (t1) , ..., ga (tw) , yw+1, ..., yM1 ,

g (tM1+1) , g (tM1+2) , ..., g (tλ) , g·d (tλ+1) , 0, ..., 0

¶
, (83)

implying that if an individual is active at a certain time before n, he is active all the time before.
The consequence is that a disabled individual cannot recover.
Now consider the case λ =M . Note that, for any yw < ga (tw) with w ∈ {1, ...,M1} :

FY u
1 ,...,Y

u
M |Λ=λ (y1, ..., yM1 , g (tM1+1) , g (tM1+2) , ..., g (tM)) = 0. (84)

Furthermore, if inequality (78) holds, we have that if yj ≥ ga (tj) and ga (tw) ≤ yw < gi (tw) for
j ∈ {1, ..., w − 1} and w ∈ {2, ...,M1} and yw ≥ g (tw) for w ∈ {M1 + 1, ..,M}, then

FY u
1 ,...,Y

u
M |Λ=λ (y1, ..., yw, ..., yM1 , yM1+1, yM1+2, ..., yM)

= FY u
1 ,...,Y

u
M |Λ=λ (ga (t1) , ..., ga (tw) , yw+1, ..., yM1 , g (tM1+1) , g (tM1+2) , ..., g (tM)) ,(85)

implying that if an individual is active at a certain time before n, he is active all the time before.
The consequence is that a disabled individual cannot recover.
This proves the theorem.

Note that a sufficient condition for (73) to hold is that pai (0, t) (pid (t, tλ+1)− pid (t, tλ)) is in-
creasing for t ∈ [0, tλ]. Taking the derivative of the numerator of this expression with respect
to t, using the Chapman-Kolmogorov backward differential equations (see e.g. Wolthuis, 2003),
leads to:

d
pai (0, t) (pid (t, tλ+1)− pid (t, tλ))

dt

=
dpai (0, t)

dt
(pid (t, tλ+1)− pid (t, tλ))

+pai (0, t)

µ
(pid (t, tλ+1)− pid (t, tλ)) (µia (t) + µid (t))
− (pad (t, tλ+1)− pad (t, tλ)) (µia (t))

¶
. (86)

Assuming that pai (0, t) is increasing in t, which we did in Section 6, this derivative is positive if

pid (t, tλ+1)− pid (t, tλ) ≥ pad (t, tλ+1)− pad (t, tλ) , (87)

(i.e. the death rates for a disabled individual are higher than those for an active person) or

µia (t) ≤
µid (t) (pid (t, tλ+1)− pid (t, tλ))

(pad (t, tλ+1)− pad (t, tλ))− (pid (t, tλ+1)− pid (t, tλ))
, (88)

(i.e. the forces of recovery are “low enough”).
The first condition may hold for λ ≤ M1 − 1, that is, during the period of deferment. The

second condition may hold in general.
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The fully continuous version is obtained by letting M → ∞ and besides for each i ∈
{0, ...,M − 1} , ti+1 − ti → 0. Then for λ ∈ [0, n), we get:⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

0 for s <
R λ
0 ga (s) ds+ g·d (λ) ;

1− pai(0,t)(pia(t,λ)µad(λ)+pii(t,λ)µid(λ))
paa(0,λ)µad(λ)+pai(0,λ)µid(λ)

for s =
R t
0 ga (s) ds+

R λ
t gi (s) ds+ g·d (λ) ;

0 ≤ t < n

1 for s ≥ R λ0 gi (s) ds+ g·d (λ) .

,

(89)
while for λ ∈ [n,m), we get⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

0 for s <
R n
0 ga (s) ds+

R λ
n g (s) ds+ g·d (λ) ;

1− pai(0,t)(pia(t,λ)µad(λ)+pii(t,λ)µid(λ))
paa(0,λ)µad(λ)+pai(0,λ)µid(λ)

for
s =

R t
0 ga (s) ds+

R n
t gi (s) ds

+
R λ
n g (s) ds+ g·d (λ) ; 0 ≤ t < λ

1 for s ≥ R n0 gi (s) ds+
R λ
n g (s) ds+ g·d (λ) .

, (90)

Finally, the case λ = m yields the following result⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

0 for s <
R n
0 ga (s) ds+

Rm
n g (s) ds;

1− pai(0,t)(pia(t,λ)µad(λ)+pii(t,λ)µid(λ))
paa(0,λ)µad(λ)+pai(0,λ)µid(λ)

for s =
R t
0 ga (s) ds+

R n
t gi (s) ds+

Rm
n g (s) ds;

0 ≤ t < n

1 for s ≥ R n0 gi (s) ds+
Rm
n g (s) ds.

.

(91)
The numerical examples in the next section will be based on this continuous version.

As stated before, we assume that µad (s) = µid (s) for s > n. This leads to the following
lemma.

Lemma 18 Assume that, for each s > n, µad (s) = µid (s). Then, for λ ≥M1 and t ≤ n :

pai (0, t) (pid (t, tλ+1)− pid (t, tλ))

pad (0, tλ+1)− pad (0, tλ)
=

pai (0, t) (1− pid (t, n))

1− pad (0, n)
. (92)

Proof. For t ≤ n and λ ≥M1, we have

pai (0, t) (pid (t, tλ+1)− pid (t, tλ))

(pad (0, tλ+1)− pad (0, tλ))

=
pai (0, t) (pia (t, n) (pad (n, tλ+1)− pad (n, tλ)) + pii (t, n) (pid (n, tλ+1)− pid (n, tλ)))

paa (0, n) (pad (n, tλ+1)− pad (n, tλ)) + pai (0, n) (pid (n, tλ+1)− pid (n, tλ))

=
pai (0, t) (1− pid (t, n))

1− pad (0, n)
, (93)

since pad (n, tλ+1)− pad (n, tλ) = pid (n, tλ+1)− pid (n, tλ) for µad (s) = µid (s) , s > n.

The numerical examples will be based on this simplification as well.
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7.2.2 Nontrivial lower bound

For k = λ+ 1, we have that
E [Yλ+1 |Λ = λ ] = g·d (tλ+1) , (94)

while for k > λ+ 1, E [Yk |Λ = λ ] = 0.
For k ≤ λ, and k ∈ {1, ..,M1}, the following results:

E [Yk |Λ = λ ] =

paa (0, tk) (pad (tk, tλ+1)− pad (tk, tλ)) ga (tk)
+pai (0, tk) (pid (tk, tλ+1)− pid (tk, tλ)) gi (tk)

pad (0, tλ+1)− pad (0, tλ)
, (95)

while for k ≤ λ, and k ∈ {M1 + 1, ..,M}, we get
E [Yk |Λ = λ ] = g (tk) . (96)

Hence Sl |Λ = λ for λ ∈ {0, ..,M1 − 1} is equal to:
λX

k=1

paa (0, tk) (pad (tk, tλ+1)− pad (tk, tλ)) ga (tk) + pai (0, tk) (pid (tk, tλ+1)− pid (tk, tλ)) gi (tk)

(pad (0, tλ+1)− pad (0, tλ))

+g·d (tλ+1) , (97)

while for λ ∈ {M1, ..,M − 1}, we get
M1X
k=1

paa (0, tk) (pad (tk, tλ+1)− pad (tk, tλ)) ga (tk) + pai (0, tk) (pid (tk, tλ+1)− pid (tk, tλ)) gi (tk)

(pad (0, tλ+1)− pad (0, tλ))

+
λX

k=M1

g (tk) + g·d (tλ+1) . (98)

Finally, for λ =M , we get:

M1X
k=1

paa (0, tk) (pad (tk, tλ+1)− pad (tk, tλ)) ga (tk) + pai (0, tk) (pid (tk, tλ+1)− pid (tk, tλ)) gi (tk)

(pad (0, tλ+1)− pad (0, tλ))

+
MX

k=M1

g (tk) (99)

The expectation E
£
Sl |Λ = λ

¤
is not necessarily monotone as a function of λ.

The fully continuous version of the above is obtained by letting M → ∞ and besides for
each i ∈ {0, ...,M − 1} , ti+1− ti → 0. The result is that Sl |Λ = λ for λ ∈ [0, n) is degenerate atZ λ

t=0

paa (0, t) (paa (t, λ)µad (λ) + pai (t, λ)µid (λ))

paa (0, λ)µad (λ) + pai (0, λ)µid (λ)
ga (t) dt

+

Z λ

t=0

pai (0, t) (pia (t, λ)µad (λ) + pii (t, λ)µid (λ))

paa (0, λ)µad (λ) + pai (0, λ)µid (λ)
gi (t) dt+ g·d (λ) (100)

while for λ ∈ [n,m), we get:Z n

t=0

paa (0, t) (paa (t, λ)µad (λ) + pai (t, λ)µid (λ))

paa (0, λ)µad (λ) + pai (0, λ)µid (λ)
ga (t) dt

+

Z n

t=0

pai (0, t) (pia (t, λ)µad (λ) + pii (t, λ)µid (λ))

paa (0, λ)µad (λ) + pai (0, λ)µid (λ)
gi (t) dt+

Z λ

t=n
g (t) dt

+g·d (λ) (101)
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Finally, for λ > m, we get:Z n

t=0

paa (0, t) (paa (t, λ)µad (λ) + pai (t, λ)µid (λ))

paa (0, λ)µad (λ) + pai (0, λ)µid (λ)
ga (t) dt

+

Z n

t=0

pai (0, t) (pia (t, λ)µad (λ) + pii (t, λ)µid (λ))

paa (0, λ)µad (λ) + pai (0, λ)µid (λ)
gi (t) dt+

Z m

t=n
g (t) dt (102)

In the next section, we present some numerical examples.

8 Some insurance contracts

This section aims to illustrate how the quality of the approximation differs with the relevant
weight of the “Disability related benefits”, compared with the “Other benefits”. The examples
will be presented in increasing order of the weight of the benefits of the latter type. We start with
the disability annuity (as discussed in Spreeuw, 2000), then deal with the combined policy as
discussed in Hesselager and Norberg (1996) and Norberg (1995), and finally consider a deferred
annuity with a premium waiver during any spell of disability during the period of deferment.
All annuity benefits are payable continuously. In all three examples, a level premium of c
per annum, is payable continuously whenever the insured is in the state “Active”. Hence, the
premium payment function has the shape Ba (t) = −ct; t ∈ [0, n].

The following figures we use are the same as those applied in the numerical example 5.3 in
Hesselager and Norberg (1996) and Table 4 of Norberg (1995):

µad (t) = µid (t) = 0.0005 + 10
−4.12+0.038 (30+t); µia (t) = 0.005;

µai (t) = 0.0004 + 10−5.46+0.06 (30+t); n = 30; δ = ln (1.045) . (103)

Note that, since µad (t) = µid (t) for all t ≥ 0, the mortality rates for an active and disabled
individual are the same. Hence inequality (87) is satisfied and so we can use the results from
Theorems 16 and 17.

The value of δ corresponds to an annual level of interest of 4.5%. In all examples, the
steplengths are taken to be h = 1

1000 and h0 = 1
2000 , just as in the numerical examples of

Hesselager and Norberg (1996). The specification of the transition intensities results in the
transition probabilities paa (0, t), pai (0, t) and pad (0, t) as displayed graphically in Figure 3.
Although it may not be completely clear from the graphics, all functions are smooth. It is clear
that, for t ∈ [0, n], pai (0, t) is an increasing function of t.

8.1 The disability annuity

We take the same example as in Spreeuw (2000). In this case there are no “Other benefits” in-
volved and the contract expires at time n. Hencem = n, B (t) = 0, and b·d (t) = 0. The contract
pays an amount of 1 on a continuous basis while the insured is in the state “Disabled”. Hence
Bi (t) = t; t ∈ [0, n]. Furthermore, the level premium satisfying the principle of equivalence is
in this case equal to

c =

R n
0 e−δtpai (0, t) dtR n
0 e−δtpaa (0, t) dt

= 0.0175456. (104)

The maximum possible present value is equal toZ 30

0
1 · (1.045)t dt = 16.6527. (105)
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while the minimum, attained in case the individual remains in the state ”Active” from the
beginning till the end of the contract period, proves to be

−c
Z n

0
e−δtdt = a = −0.2922. (106)

The algorithm by Hesselager and Norberg has in this case been executed for a = −0.35 and
b = 16.7.

The original convex upper bound is derived as follows. The distribution of Sc, displayed in
formula (58), reads as:

Pr [Sc ≤ s] =

⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩
0 for s < −0.29;

1− pai (0, hi (s, n))− pad (0, ha (s)) for −0.2922 ≤ s < 0;
1− pai (0, hi (s, n)) for 0 ≤ s < 16.6527;

1 for s ≥ 16.6527.
(107)

In (107),

hi (s, u) = −
ln
³
δs+e−δu+c

1+c

´
δ

; (solution to hi of s = −c
Z hi

w=0
e−δwdw +

Z u

w=hi

e−δwdw)

ha (s) = − ln
¡
1 + δs

c

¢
δ

(solution to ha of s = −c
Z ha

w=0
e−δwdw). (108)

The improved upper bound follows by conditioning on the random variable Λ = min [T, n]. The
conditional minimum and maximum values that Su, given Λ = λ can attain are given in Figure
4. Although it may not be completely clear from the figure, the conditional minimum values are
a smooth function of the time of death.

By integrating over all possible values of T , we get:

Pr [Su ≤ s]

=

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

0 for s < −0.29;

R n
u=ha(s)

paa (0, hi (s, u))

µ
paa (hi (s, u) , u)µad (u)
+pai (hi (s, u) , u)µid (u)

¶
du

+paa (0, hi (s, n)) (1− pad (hi (s, n) , n))
for −0.2922 ≤ s < 0;

pad (0, hd (s)) + paa (0, hi (s, n)) (1− pad (hi (s, n) , n))

+
R n
u=hd(s)

paa (0, hi (s, u))

µ
paa (hi (s, u) , u)µad (u)
+pai (hi (s, u) , u)µid (u)

¶
du

for 0 ≤ s < 16.6527;

1 for s ≥ 16.6527.

(109)

with hi (s, u) and ha (s) as defined before. Besides,

hd (s) = − ln (1− δs)

δ
(solution to hd of s =

Z hd

w=0
e−δwdw). (110)

The conditional expectationE [Su |Λ = λ ] is depicted in Figure 5. We can see thatE [Su |Λ = λ ]
is not a monotone function of t. The minimal value is attained for T = 15.4241, corresponding
to E [Su |T = 15.4241] = −0.129096. The maximal value is attained for T = n (survival to the
end of term), corresponding to E [Su |T = 30] = 0.0143711.
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In Figure 6, the four c.d.f.’s are displayed. One can see that the convex upper bound gives
a very good approximation which can hardly be distinguished from the real distribution. As
expected, the improved upper bound works out even better. The lower bound, on the other
hand, performs very badly.

This observation is also confirmed by comparing the variances with each other:

V ar [S] = 1.80677;V ar [Sc] = 1.94873;V ar
h
Sl
i
= 0.00141346;V ar [Su] = 1.87002. (111)

8.2 The combined policy

We use the same values as in Hesselager and Norberg (1996) and Norberg (1995). Compared
to the previous example, there are other benefits involved, namely a lump sum benefit of 1
payable immediately on death. Moreover, the disability annuity is reduced to 0.5 per annum,
payable continuously. Like the previous example, the contract expires at time n = 30. Hence
m = n, Bi (t) = 0.5 t, and b·d (t) = 1; t ∈ [0, n]. Furthermore, the level premium satisfying the
principle of equivalence is equal to

c =
0.5
R n
0 e−δtpai (0, t) dt+

R n
0 e−δt (paa (0, t)µad (t) + pai (0, t)µid (t)) dtR n
0 e−δtpaa (0, t) dt

= 0.0131083. (112)

The minimum possible value is attained in case the contract survives to the end of term and
stays active during an uninterrupted period of time. This value is equal to:

−c
Z n

0
e−δtdt = a = −0.218289. (113)

In this case, the maximal possible value is attained if the life gets disabled immediately after
issue, stays disabled until death just before the end of term. This value is equal to:

0.5

Z n

0
e−δtdt+ e−δn = 8.59335. (114)

(Note that this is not so obvious: it all depends on the levels of the interest rate, the death benefit
and the disability annuity. If the volume of the disability annuity is relatively low compared
to the level of the death benefit, and interest rates are high, the maximal possible value could
correspond to immediate death after issue.)

In Figure 7, the conditional minima and maxima, given the time of death, are displayed.
This applies if death happens before the end of term. This example is more complicated than
the previous one as the minimal and maximal values in case of survival to the end of term differ
from those in case of earlier death. Given that the contract survives to the end of term, the
minimal and maximal values are equal to −0.218289 and 8.32635, respectively. This implies that
the minimal and maximal values S can take are equal to −0.218289 and 8.59335, respectively.

The conditional expected values for the lower bound in case of earlier death are given in
Figure 8. We see that the maximum expected value corresponds to immediate death. The
minimum expected value attained if the contract survives to the end of the term is equal to
−0.0637065.

Figure 9 displays the three different c.d.f.’s. One can see that the improved upper bound is
again almost perfect. The lower bound is still poor, though relatively better than in the previous
case. This is due to the fact that there are other benefits involved. The variances displayed
below illustrate this case.

V ar [S] = 0.486852;V ar
h
Sl
i
= 0.0273882;V ar [Su] = 0.502725. (115)
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8.3 Deferred annuity with premium reduction while disabled

The “Other benefits” involved are in this case equal to a pension benefit of 1 per annum,
payable continuously from duration n. A premium of c per annum, payable continuously, will
be payable during the period of deferment while the life is active. During any spell of disability,
a reduced premium of α · c is payable, with α ∈ [0, 1]. In this example, we have n = 30,m =∞,
Ba (t) = −ct, Bi (t) = −α c t, t ∈ [0, n], and B (t) = t, t ∈ [n,∞). The contract pays an
amount of 1 on a continuous basis while the insured is in the state “Disabled”. Furthermore,
the level premium satisfying the principle of equivalence is equal to

c =

R∞
n e−δt (1− pad (0, t)) dtR n

0 e−δtpaa (0, t) dt+ α
R n
0 e−δtpai (0, t) dt

(116)

We will consider the case α = 0 (premium waiver) when the difference between upper and lower
bounds should be most significant. The minimum possible value is attained in case the contract
survives to the end of term, stays active during an uninterrupted period of time until n and dies
just after n. This value is equal to:

−c
Z n

0
e−δtdt = a = −2.82. (117)

The maximal possible value is attained if the contract gets disabled immediately after issue,
stays disabled until retirement and survives until the limiting age. We assume this limiting age
to be equal to 115. So m = 85 and the maximal value is equal to:Z 115

30
e−δtdt = 4.14. (118)

In Figure 10, the conditional minima and maxima, given the time of death, are displayed.
The conditional expected values, for calculation of the lower bound, are depicted in Figure 11.
Obviously, the minimum expected value is attained if the contract survives to the end of the
term. The maximum expected value corresponds to survival to the limiting age.

We will not display the c.d.f.’s of the three distributions, as they can hardly be distinguished
from each other. This is also illustrated by comparing the three variances:

V ar [S] = 2.14702;V ar
h
Sl
i
= 2.08842;V ar [Su] = 2.14869. (119)

As with the other two examples, the improved upper bound still gives the best approximation and
is almost perfect. The lower bound, performs well as well. This is explained by the substantial
weight of the other benefits.

For larger values of α, the two distributions of Sl and Su will be closer to each other,
coinciding completely for α = 1 (when there is effectively no difference between the states
“Active” and “Disabled”).

9 Conclusions and recommendations for further research

In this paper, we have applied the theory of comonotonic risks to life insurance contracts with
disability related benefits. The (conditional) upper bounds are based on removing the possibility
of recovery from illness. This upper bound proves to be a very good approximation in all cases.
The quality of the lower bound depends on the relative weight of the disability related benefits.
The lower the weight, and hence the more significant the contribution of the other benefits,
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the better the approximation by the lower bound. As the other benefits are governed by the
chosen conditioning variable of remaining lifetime, this result is not very surprising. In Kaas
et al. (2000), it was shown that the more the conditioning random variable resembles the
random variable under consideration (the present value of benefits less premiums) the better
the approximation by the lower bound.

This paper gives scope for more research. We intend to extend the model by allowing for
financial risks. Assuming that these risks are independent of the demographic risks, convex
upper and lower bounds can then be derived by applying the techniques in Hoedemakers et
al. (2003, 2004). Furthermore, we intend to derive present value distributions of contract with
more complicated conditions in their design, such as a waiting period and a deferred period, as
specified mathematically in Pitacco (1995) and Haberman and Pitacco (1999).
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Figure 1: Disability without possible recovery (hierarchical Markov chain).
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Dead

Figure 2: Disability with possible recovery (non-hierarchical Markov chain).
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Figure 3: Graphical display of paa (0, t) (dotted), pai (0, t) (solid) and pad (0, t) (dashed) as a function
of t.
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Figure 4: Conditional minima and maxima present values disability annuity, given time of death.
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Figure 5: Conditional expected values disability annuity.
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Figure 6: C.d.f.’s disability annuity compared: real distribution (solid); original convex upper bound
(dashed-dotted); improved upper bound (dotted); lower bound (dashed).
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Figure 7: Conditional minima and maxima present values combined policy, given time of death .
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Figure 8: Conditional expected values in case of death: combined policy.
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Figure 9: C.d.f.’s combined policy compared: real distribution (solid); improved upper bound (dotted);
lower bound (dashed).
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Figure 10: Conditional minima and maxima present values deferred annuity, given time of death.
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Figure 11: Conditional expected values deferred annuity.

35



  1

 
FACULTY OF ACTUARIAL SCIENCE AND STATISTICS 

 
Actuarial Research Papers since 2001 

 
 
 

135. Renshaw A. E. and Haberman S. On the Forecasting of Mortality Reduction Factors.   February 
2001.          

ISBN 1 901615 56 1 
 
136. Haberman S., Butt Z. & Rickayzen B. D.  Multiple State Models, Simulation and Insurer 

Insolvency.  February 2001.  27 pages.       
ISBN 1 901615 57 X 

 
137. Khorasanee M.Z.  A Cash-Flow Approach to Pension Funding.  September 2001.  34 pages. 
 

 ISBN 1 901615 58 8 
 

138. England P.D.  Addendum to “Analytic and Bootstrap Estimates of Prediction Errors in Claims 
Reserving”.  November 2001.  17 pages. 

ISBN 1 901615 59 6 
 

139. Verrall R.J.  A Bayesian Generalised Linear Model for the Bornhuetter-Ferguson Method of 
Claims Reserving.  November 2001.  10 pages. 

ISBN 1 901615 62 6 
 
140. Renshaw A.E. and Haberman. S.  Lee-Carter Mortality Forecasting, a Parallel GLM Approach, 

England and Wales Mortality Projections.  January 2002.  38 pages. 
ISBN 1 901615 63 4 

 
141. Ballotta L. and Haberman S.  Valuation of Guaranteed Annuity Conversion Options.  January 

2002.  25 pages. 
ISBN 1 901615 64 2 

 
142. Butt Z. and Haberman S.  Application of Frailty-Based Mortality Models to Insurance Data.  April 

2002.  65 pages. 
ISBN 1 901615 65 0 

 
143.  Gerrard R.J. and Glass C.A.  Optimal Premium Pricing in Motor Insurance: A Discrete 

Approximation.   (Will be available 2003). 
 
144. Mayhew, L.  The Neighbourhood Health Economy.  A systematic approach to the examination of 

health and social risks at neighbourhood level.   December 2002.  43 pages. 
 

ISBN 1 901615 66 9 
 
145. Ballotta L. and Haberman S.  The Fair Valuation Problem of Guaranteed Annuity Options:  The 

Stochastic Mortality Environment Case.  January 2003.  25 pages. 
 

ISBN 1 901615 67 7 
 

146. Haberman S., Ballotta L. and Wang N.  Modelling and Valuation of Guarantees in With-Profit and 
Unitised With-Profit Life Insurance Contracts.  February 2003.  26 pages. 

 
ISBN 1 901615 68 5 

147. Ignatov Z.G., Kaishev V.K and Krachunov R.S.  Optimal Retention Levels, Given the Joint 
Survival of Cedent and Reinsurer.  March 2003.  36 pages. 

ISBN 1 901615 69 3 
 
148. Owadally M.I.  Efficient Asset Valuation Methods for Pension Plans.  March 2003.  20 pages. 

ISBN 1 901615 70 7 
 



  2

149. Owadally M.I.  Pension Funding and the Actuarial Assumption Concerning Investment Returns.  
March 2003.  32 pages. 

ISBN 1 901615 71 5 
 

150. Dimitrova D, Ignatov Z. and Kaishev V.  Finite time  Ruin Probabilities for Continuous Claims 
Severities.  Will be available in August 2004. 

 
151. Iyer S.  Application of Stochastic Methods in the Valuation of Social Security Pension Schemes.  

August 2004.  40 pages. 
ISBN 1 901615 72 3 

 
152. Ballotta L., Haberman S. and Wang N.  Guarantees in with-profit and Unitized with profit Life 

Insurance Contracts; Fair Valuation Problem in Presence of the Default Option1.  October 2003.  
28 pages. 

 ISBN 1-901615-73-1 
 

153. Renshaw A. and Haberman. S.  Lee-Carter Mortality Forecasting Incorporating Bivariate Time 
Series.  December 2003.  33 pages. 

ISBN 1-901615-75-8 
 

154. Cowell R.G., Khuen Y.Y. and Verrall R.J.  Modelling Operational Risk with Bayesian Networks.  
March 2004.  37 pages. 

ISBN 1-901615-76-6 
 
155. Gerrard R.G., Haberman S., Hojgaard B. and Vigna E.  The Income Drawdown Option: 

Quadratic Loss.  March 2004.  31 pages. 
ISBN 1-901615-77-4 

 
156. Karlsson, M., Mayhew L., Plumb R, and Rickayzen B.D.  An International Comparison of Long-

Term Care Arrangements. An Investigation into the Equity, Efficiency and sustainability of the 
Long-Term Care Systems in Germany, Japan, Sweden, the United Kingdom and the United 
States. April 2004.   131 pages. 

ISBN 1 901615 78 2 
 
157. Ballotta Laura.  Alternative Framework for the Fair Valuation of Participating Life Insurance 

Contracts.  June 2004.  33 pages. 
ISBN 1-901615-79-0 

 
158. Wang Nan.  An Asset Allocation Strategy for a Risk Reserve considering both Risk and Profit.   

July 2004.  13 pages.   
ISBN 1 901615-80-4 

 
159. Spreeuw Jaap.  Upper and Lower Bounds of Present Value Distributions of Life Insurance  

Contracts with Disability Related Benefits.  December 2004.  35 pages. 
ISBN 1 901615-83-9 

 
Statistical Research Papers 

 
1. Sebastiani P.  Some Results on the Derivatives of Matrix Functions.  December 1995.   
 17 Pages.         

ISBN 1 874 770 83 2 
 
2. Dawid A.P. and Sebastiani P.  Coherent Criteria for Optimal Experimental Design.   
 March 1996.  35 Pages.       

ISBN 1 874 770 86 7 
 
3. Sebastiani P. and Wynn H.P.  Maximum Entropy Sampling and Optimal Bayesian Experimental 

Design.  March 1996.  22 Pages.      
ISBN 1 874 770 87 5 

 
4. Sebastiani P. and Settimi R.  A Note on D-optimal Designs for a Logistic Regression Model.  May 

1996.  12 Pages.        
ISBN 1 874 770 92 1 

 
5. Sebastiani P. and Settimi R.  First-order Optimal Designs for Non Linear Models.  August 1996.  28 

Pages.         
ISBN 1 874 770 95 6 

 



  3

6. Newby M.  A Business Process Approach to Maintenance: Measurement, Decision and Control.  
September 1996.  12 Pages.       

ISBN 1 874 770 96 4 
 
7. Newby M.  Moments and Generating Functions for the Absorption Distribution and its Negative 

Binomial Analogue.  September 1996.  16 Pages.    
ISBN 1 874 770 97 2 

 
8. Cowell R.G.  Mixture Reduction via Predictive Scores.  November 1996.  17 Pages. 

          ISBN 1 874 770 98 0 
 
9. Sebastiani P. and Ramoni M.  Robust Parameter Learning in Bayesian Networks with Missing 

Data.  March 1997.  9 Pages.       
ISBN 1 901615 00 6 

 
10. Newby M.J. and Coolen F.P.A.  Guidelines for Corrective Replacement Based on Low Stochastic 

Structure Assumptions.  March 1997.  9 Pages.   
ISBN 1 901615 01 4. 

 
11. Newby M.J.  Approximations for the Absorption Distribution and its Negative Binomial Analogue.  

March 1997.  6 Pages.      
ISBN 1 901615 02 2 

 
12. Ramoni M. and Sebastiani P.  The Use of Exogenous Knowledge to Learn Bayesian Networks from 

Incomplete Databases.  June 1997.  11 Pages.    
ISBN 1 901615 10 3 

 
13. Ramoni M. and Sebastiani P.  Learning Bayesian Networks from Incomplete Databases.   
 June 1997.  14 Pages.        

ISBN 1 901615 11 1 
 
14. Sebastiani P. and Wynn H.P.  Risk Based Optimal Designs.  June 1997.  10 Pages. 

          ISBN 1 901615 13 8 
 
15. Cowell R.  Sampling without Replacement in Junction Trees.  June 1997.  10 Pages. 

          ISBN 1 901615 14 6 
 
16. Dagg R.A. and Newby M.J.  Optimal Overhaul Intervals with Imperfect Inspection and Repair.  July 

1997.  11 Pages.       ISBN 1 901615 15 4 
 

17. Sebastiani P. and Wynn H.P.  Bayesian Experimental Design and Shannon Information.  October 
1997.  11 Pages.      ISBN 1 901615 17 0 
 

18. Wolstenholme L.C.  A Characterisation of Phase Type Distributions.  November 1997.   
 11 Pages.        ISBN 1 901615 18 9 
 
19. Wolstenholme L.C.  A Comparison of Models for Probability of Detection (POD) Curves.  December 

1997.  23 Pages.      ISBN 1 901615 21 9 
 
20. Cowell R.G.  Parameter Learning from Incomplete Data Using Maximum Entropy I: Principles.  

February 1999.  19 Pages.      ISBN 1 901615 37 5 
 
21. Cowell R.G.  Parameter Learning from Incomplete Data Using Maximum Entropy II: Application to 

Bayesian Networks.  November 1999.  12 Pages   ISBN  1 901615 40 5 
 
22. Cowell R.G.  FINEX :  Forensic Identification by Network Expert Systems.  March 2001.  10 pages. 

          
ISBN 1 901615 60X 

 
23. Cowell R.G.  When Learning Bayesian Networks from Data, using Conditional Independence Tests 

is Equivalant to a Scoring Metric.  March 2001.  11 pages.  
ISBN 1 901615 61 8 

 
24. Kaishev, V.K., Dimitrova, D.S., Haberman S., and Verrall R.J.  Autumatic, Computer Aided 

Geometric Design of Free-Knot, Regression Splines.  August 2004.  37 pages. 
ISBN 1-901615-81-2 

 



  4

25. Cowell R.G., Lauritzen S.L., and Mortera, J.  Identification and Separation of DNA Mixtures Using 
Peak Area Information.  December 2004.  39 pages. 

ISBN 1-901615-82-0 
 



 
 

Faculty of Actuarial Science and Statistics 
 
 

Actuarial Research Club 
 
 

The support of the corporate members 
 
 

CGNU Assurance 
Computer Sciences Corporation 

English Matthews Brockman 
Government Actuary’s Department 

Watson Wyatt Partners 
 
 

is gratefully acknowledged. 
 

 
 

 
ISBN 1-901615-83-9 


