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Abstract

In the classical Cramér-Lundberg model in risk theory the problem of maximizing the expected
cumulated discounted dividend payments until ruin is a widely discussed topic. In the most general
case within that framework it is proved (Gerber (1969), Azcue & Muler (2005), Schmidli (2007)) that
the optimal dividend strategy is of band type. In the present paper we discuss this maximization
problem in a generalized setting including a constant force of interest in the risk model. The value
function is identified in the set of viscosity solutions of the associated Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman
equation and the optimal dividend strategy in this risk model with interest is derived, which in the
general case is again of band type and for exponential claim sizes collapses to a barrier strategy.
Finally, an example is constructed for Erlang(2)-claim sizes, in which the bands for the optimal
strategy are explicitly calculated.

1 Introduction

Let (Q, F,{F:}, P) be a filtered probability space on which all random processes and variables introduced
in the sequel are defined. Consider the following stochastic model for the risk reserve process R = {R;}+>0

of an insurance portfolio
Ny

t
Rt:;v—i—ct—ZYk—f—i/ R.ds. (1)
k=1 0
The number of claims N = {N;};>0 is modelled as a homogeneous Poisson process with parameter
A which has the cadlag property (Nyy = N;). The incoming premiums are assumed to be collected
continuously over time at a constant rate ¢. The claim amounts {Y} }ren are an iid sequence of positive
random variables with continuous distribution function Fy. The integral term represents the additional
income resulting from the constant force of interest ¢ > 0 on the free surplus (see for instance Paulsen [9],
where the existence of such a process R is proved). A similar model was dealt with in Albrecher et al.
[2] and Paulsen & Gjessing [10, 11]. In this paper we are interested in identifying the optimal strategy
to pay out dividends from process (1) to shareholders during the period of solvency.
Let L, denote the accumulated paid dividends up to time ¢. We call a dividend strategy L = {L;}i>0
admissible if it is an adapted caglad (previsible, L;— = L;) and non-decreasing process. Further we
require L; — L; < RE such that paying dividends can not cause ruin, where the controlled process is

defined via
Ny

t
RF :x—i-ct—ZYk—i—i/ Rlds — L;.
k=1 0

The cadlag property of the reserve process and the caglad property of the dividends process imply that
RE # RL is always due to a claim and RtLJr # RF is due to some singular dividend payment. Although
not standard in the literature, this caglad assumption for the dividends will simplify the analysis (and
the previsibility of the control is then also ensured by the caglad property).

The performance of an admissible strategy L is measured by the function

Vi(z) =E (/OT e % dL, | Rt = ;v) : (2)
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i.e. the expectation of the discounted dividend payments until the time of ruin 7% = inf{t|RF < 0} of the
controlled process. Here § > 0 denotes the discount factor, which can also be interpreted as a measure
of the preference of shareholders to receive payments earlier rather than later during the lifetime of the
risk process. The value function of the maximization problem is then given through

Viz) = ilé% Vi (2), (3)

where the supremum is taken over the set II of all admissible strategies.

Optimization problems of the form (3) are a classical topic in stochastic control theory (see for instance
Schmidli [13] for a recent survey). Under the assumption that the underlying risk process R is modelled
by a Cramér-Lundberg process (i.e. (1) with ¢ = 0), it was first shown in Gerber [7] by a discrete ap-
proximation and then a limiting argument that the optimal dividend strategy according to the criterion
(2) is of so-called band type. This result was recently rederived by means of viscosity theory in Azcue
and Muler [3]. It is a natural question to ask for an analogous result in the presence of an interest
force ¢ > 0 on the free surplus, not the least because, from a practical perspective, the use of a discount
factor 6 > 0 for the dividends in the objective function acknowledging the time value of money should be
complemented by such an effect for the underlying risk process, too. It is intuitively not surprising that
the dividend maximization problem is only well formulated for i < § (for exponential claims we will also
demonstrate this fact explicitly in Section 4).

As in the classical Cramér-Lundberg case, one can not expect the value function (3) to be a classical
solution of the associated Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman (HJB) equation. Like Azcue & Muler [3] in the case
1 = 0, we therefore use the methodology of viscosity solutions to identify the optimal strategy for ¢ > 0.

The outline of the paper is as follows. After establishing some basic properties of the value function (3),
the corresponding HJB equation is derived and the value function is identified as a viscosity solution
of this HIB equation (Proposition 2.3). Typically, dividend maximization problems in the Cramér-
Lundberg setting lack an initial condition (cf. Azcue & Muler [3], Gerber [7], Schmidli [13]; Mnif &
Sulem [8] circumvent this problem by considering a slightly different risk model that does provide an
initial value for the maximization problem). Therefore we first prove uniqueness of the viscosity solution
of the HIB equation for a given initial condition via a comparison principle (Proposition 2.4) and in a
second step we show that every viscosity supersolution dominates the value function (Proposition 2.6).
In that way we can characterize the value function as the viscosity supersolution with the smallest initial
value fulfilling the same growth conditions.

The construction of the optimal strategy of band type needs some care concerning the behaviour of the
value function at points where differentiability may not be fulfilled (Propositions 2.11 and 2.12, which
also indicate already how to construct the optimal solution along the arguments of Schmidli [13]).

In Section 3 the existence and uniqueness of the solution to the integro-differential part of the HIB
equation in the respective regions are established and properties of the crucial sets needed for the definition
of the optimal strategy are derived. Eventually the approriate band strategy is formulated and its
optimality is proved (Proposition 3.3).

In Section 4.1 the case of exponentially distributed claim sizes is investigated in more detail and it is
shown that in this case the optimal band strategy collapses to a barrier strategy, including a study of
conditions on parameter values under which the optimal barrier is in fact in 0 (this complements results
of Paulsen & Gjessing [10], who investigated optimal barrier values for the risk process (1) within the
class of barrier strategies).

Finally, in Section 4.2 an example for Erlang(2)-distributed claims is identified for which the optimal
band strategy can be explicitly calculated.

2 Value function and viscosity solutions

2.1 Basic properties of the value function

Let us first derive some bounds for the value function and its first derivative.



Proposition 2.1. Fori < § we have

c oz +c¢
— < < .
S o R g

Proof. The controlled process

Ny t
RtL:x+ct—ZYk+i/ Rlds — L,
k=1 0

is clearly upper-bounded by

t
RtL < e (CE + c/ e_isds)
0

and the growth rate in ¢ of the right hand side is e (iz + ¢). Because payments due to an admissible
strategy L can not cause ruin, the cumulated dividends up to time ¢ are bounded by the maximal possible
position of the reserve at that time,

¢
Ltgx—i—/ e (ix + ¢) ds,
0

and since dividend payments stop at the time of ruin, by partial integration we arrive at

Vi(z) =E (/OOO e 08 dLS) =E (/Ooo §e %L, ds)

<z+ de % </ e™(ix + c) du> ds
0 0

_dr+tc
0=

On the other hand, we get a lower bound for V(z) when we pay the initial surplus z and all incoming
premia immediately as dividends and the first claim that occurs (after an exponential time 71) causes
ruin:

C
S+ N

V(z) > Viy(x) =x+cE (/ e5tdt> =x+
0

Proposition 2.2. For 0 < z < y we have the following inequalities

y—w <V(y) = V(z) < V() ((“) . 1)

1w+ c

Proof. For e >0 let L. be an e-optimal strategy for initial capital = (i.e. Vie(x) >V (z)—¢€). Fory >x
define L such that an amount y — x is paid as dividend immediately followed by using the strategy L.
We have

V) >y—z+Vy (v) >y—z+V(z) —e
Because this holds for all € > 0 we get
Viy) = V(z) 2y -z

For the other direction let 0 < z < y and € > 0. Define L for initial capital z as follows. Nothing is done
as long as the reserve stays below y and then an e-optimal strategy L. for initial capital y is applied. The
reserve reaches y not before time ¢y = 1 log (%

T

) and it is further assumed that there is no payment

at all if a claim occurs before tg. Hence

V(z) > Vi(z) = e VOV (y) > e TV (V(y) —¢).



Finally we arrive at

O

From the above and [15], we get that V() is increasing and locally Lipschitz on [0, 00) (apply a Taylor

expansion to the upper bound around x to see this) which by Rademacher’s Theorem ensures the existence

of the derivative almost everywhere and then 1 < V'(z) < 22 V(z). Furthermore V(z) is Lipschitz on

1x+c
compact sets which implies that it is absolutely continuous.
2.2 Representation as a viscosity solution
The value function V() fulfills the dynamic programming principle for any stopping time ~,
TAY
V(z)=supE ( / e %%dLs + e“s(TM)V(RTLM)) , (4)
Len 0
which can be shown analogously to the proof of Proposition 3.1 of [3] (with 2.« replaced by e (:E +c fo'y e‘isds)).
Now let us define the operator

Lu(x) = (c+ix)u' (z) — (6 + Nu(x) + A /O”” u(z — y)dFy (y).

Standard arguments from stochastic control (see [6]) imply the HIJB equation
max {1 — u/(z), L,(z)} = 0. (5)

But, as mentioned in the introduction, we can not expect the value function to be a classical solution to
(5). Therefore we need another concept of solutions for this type of equation. We choose the concept of
viscosity solutions which is introduced in the following.

Definition 2.1. A function u : [0,00) — R is called a viscosity subsolution of (5) at x € (0,00) if
any continuously differentiable function ¢ (x) : (0,00) — R with ¥(x) = u(x) such that u — 1 reaches a
mazimum ot T satisfies

max {1 — ¢'(z), Ly(z)} > 0.

We say that a function @ : [0,00) — R is a viscosity supersolution of (5) at x € (0,00) if any continuously
differentiable function ¢(x) : (0,00) — R with ¢(z) = w(x) such that W — ¢ reaches a minimum at x
satisfies

max {1 — ¢/ (2), L ()} < 0.
A function u(z) : [0,00) — R is a viscosity solution if it is both a viscosity sub- and supersolution.

Remark 2.1. At some points later on will also make use of a different but equivalent (Sayah [12], Benth
et al. [4]) definition of a viscosity sub- and supersolution: Define the modified operator

L), () = (c+iz)v'(z) = (6 + Mu(z) + A /; u(z —y)dFy (y).

A function w : [0,00) — R is a viscosity subsolution of (5) at € (0, 00) if any continuously differentiable
function ¥ (z) : (0,00) — R with ¥(z) = u(x) such that u — ¢ reaches a maximum at x satisfies

max{l — ' (), Zw(x)} > 0.

A function @ : [0, 00) — R is a viscosity supersolution of (5) at « € (0, o) if any continuously differentiable
function ¢(x) : (0,00) — R with ¢(z) = u(x) such that T — ¢ reaches a minimum at z satisfies

max {1 — ¢ (z), L% 4(x)} <0. (6)



Later on we will need the following two properties of the derivatives of some test functions.

Remark 2.2. A continuously differentiable function v : (0, 00) — R such that u — reaches a maximum
at y > 0 with ¢/ (y) = ¢ exists if and only if

lim inf M > ¢ > limsup M

zTy y—x zly Yy—x

A continuously differentiable function ¢ : (0,00) — R such that @ — ¢ reaches a minimum at y > 0 with
@' (y) = q exists if and only if

lim inf M > ¢ > limsup M

z|y y—x zly y—x

(7)

Remark 2.3. Note that for a continuously differentiable test function 1 (as required in the definition
of viscosity solutions) the operators £, and E;yw are continuous functions for > 0, so that we do not
have to work with the upper semi-continuity as in Mnif and Sulem [8].

The next proposition characterizes the value function as a viscosity solution. The supersolution proof is
in the spirit of [3], whereas the subsolution proof is related to the approach in [8].

Proposition 2.8. The value function V' is a viscosity solution of the HJB equation (5).

Proof. We start with showing that V' is a viscosity supersolution. Fix [ > 0 and let A > 0 be small enough
such that e (33 +(c—1) foh e’isds) > 0. Let 7y denote the time of the first claim occurrence. From the

dynamic programming principle we derive

T1A\h
V(z) =sup E (/ €55 AL, + e~ HmA) (Rim)
Lell 0

h h
ze*)‘h/ e %l ds 4+ e~ OV Y <eih (a: +(c— l)/ et ds>>
0 0
h t et (m-i—(c—l) f(f et ds) ) t )
—|—/ e M / e %l ds + eiét/ 14 <e” <3: + (c— l)/ e ds> - y) dFy (y)
0 0 0 0

This further leads to

o=t Vet (z+(c=1) [e7ds)) — V(z) o~ (+Nh ‘ hoo
0 1—c¢ + ( ( 0 >) Lz Vet :E—i—(c—l)/ e ds
0

dt.

>
TSV h h

N 1 e“(mqt(cfl) fot et ds) ) t .
i E/ e—(6+x)t/ 1% (e” (w +(c— l)/ e " d8> - y) dFy (y) dt.
0 0 0

Now let ¢ be a continuously differentiable test function with V(x) = ¢(x) and V — ¢ attaining a minimum
in x. We get

1o o (e (vt (e—D) [ e ds)) —o(@) 1 _-Gron [ "
0> Gy I+ 3 - - Vie 3:—|—(c—l)/0 e " ds

h et (m-i—(c—l) Jlemts ds) ) t )
+ %/ e_(‘s"')‘)t/ ’ Vv <e” <3: + (c— l)/ e " ds> - y) dFy (y) dt.
0 0 0

Using Taylor expansion w.r.t. h at h = 0 and neglecting second order terms,

el <3:—|— (c—l)/heis ds) ~x+ h(iz + (¢ — 1)),
0



we get for h — 0 and using continuity of V' and differentiability of ¢
0>1(1—¢(x)) + (iz+ ) () — (6 + NV (z) + )\/ V(z — y)dFy (y). (8)
0

Inequality (8) holds for an arbitrary [ > 0 (using a strategy L; = ¢l). This gives 1 — ¢'(x) < 0 and for
I =0 we get Ly, 4(z) < 0. Therefore we have that V' is a viscosity supersolution of (5).

Next we will 1dent1fy the viscosity subsolution property using Definition 2.1. For some function ¢ €
C1(0, 00) fulfilling

0=V(xg) —Y(x0) > V(x) —t(x) Va#uxz, x € (0,00),
for some zp € (0,00), we have to show
max {1 — ¢ (z0), Ly (x0)} > 0.

Assume the contrary. Because v, ¢’ and V are continuous, the operator Ly is continuous, too. Therefore
some r > 0 and £ > 0 exist with

max {1 —¢'(z), Ly(z)} < —0¢, Yz € (xo — 1,20 +7) = B,
and such that for 2’ = z¢ &= r we have
V(') <ya’) - &

Further choose r such that B C (0,00). Let {zy}nen be a sequence with x,, — x¢ and without loss of
generality assume z,, € B for all n € N. Because of the continuity of ¢ and V we have | V(z,,) —(a,) | —
0. From now on we look at the reserve with initial capital x,, which is controlled by an arbitrary admissible
strategy L € II, Rb*n = {RI"""},50. Define

= inf{t > 0| RF"" ¢ B}

and denote by 7 = 7, AT for some T > 0. Look now at the set {7* = 7,} first, leaving B before
time 7. We have, from the construction of the process, that either xg + r is reached which implies
RE™ = RL™ — 40 4 r, or a jump happens leading to R%™ > RE™ and RL™ < @9 —r. Since V is
increasing and also 1) is increasing on B, we get from 3’ > 1,

V(RE™) < V(') < (@) — & < (R =&
On the set {7* = T}, RL:™ < RE"" gives
V(R < (Rp).
Altogether
eIV (RET) < =0T g (RE) — e—(sf*a{Tn:T*}_

Apply the It6 formula to e =97 ) ( RE; z"):

e 07" 4 (Rf;m_") —(x) —/ e % (c + iR )y (RE) 5/ Y(RE"™)e 0% ds
/ PREe g Y (wRET) - (L)) e
Rff";éRé"I"/\ng*

D DR (U0 B SO ©)

R £RD ™1 As<r



Note that RSLf" —RL#n = —(Lg, — Ly) and therefore Do RLEn 4 RLn gy (d}(Rff") - w(Rst")) e 9% =

s+

= DL AL A< e 98 (fOL”7L5 Y (REwn — u)du) Because ¢'(z) > 1 for z € B we get

T* L5+7L5
- / Y(RyT e AL+ Y e ( / Y (RE-wn — u)du> <
0 0

Loy #LNAs<T*

* *

- / e dLi+ > e (Ley — L) :_/ e % dLs.
0 0

Loy #LsNs<T*

The last equality holds because the dividends process is left-continuous. Plugging this into (9) we obtain
the inequality

e YR <op(wn) — / e % dL, + / e 0 ((c+iRSLf”)¢’(RSLf”)—&b(RSLf”")) ds
0 0

D D (SR B0 P

R RE ™1 As<r

Further we know (see e.g. [5]) that

*

L,xn\ _ L,xn, 6765_ T —ds Rf:t" Lxn _ L.z, s
> (w(rE) = w(RE™)) /O Ae </0 V(R = y)dFy (y) = p(R2) | d

Rff" #Ri’z" As<T*

is a martingale. Therefore taking expectations on both sides yields

E <e_67*1/)(R£iz") +/ e % dLs> < Y(zy) +E </ e %Ly (Rf’“)ds) )
0

0

L.z,

Because of RZ“" € B for s € [0,7*) we have L,(RY"") < —5¢. We can use this to derive

E <e5T*V(R£ﬂn) +/ e % dLS> +E (/ e %%5¢ ds + e‘ST*fI{Tn_T*}) <V (2n) + Yn,
0 0

where v, = ¥(z,) — V(x,) converges to zero. Therefore choose n large enough such that 7, <
%IE (fOT e"%%6¢ ds + 6757*51{%:7*}). For arbitrary L we arrive at

’ (”‘”"WRM +f
0

This leads to the following contradiction to the dynamic programming principle:

1 T
V(zn)+ zE </
2 0
. T* 1 T
sup E (e_‘ST V(RE") +/ e % dLs> + ZE (/
Lell 0 2 0

If there is a positive probability for the event 7 = 0 which is only possible if 7* = 7,,, then for the
second term above 6_57—*5]{7.":7.*} > 0. Therefore E (fOT e 955¢ ds + 6_57—*5]{7.":7.*}) > 0 holds and
leads indeed to a contradiction. O

*

1 T .
e %8 dLS> + 51@ </ e %%6¢ ds + e 07 §I{TH_T*}> < V(zn).
0

e 955 ds + 6—57*51{%_7*}) —

*

e 0%6¢ ds + e_‘sT*fl{Tn_T*}> <V(zn).



2.3 Uniqueness

The following comparison principle allows us to decide whether a viscosity supersolution dominates anon-
ther viscosity subsolution by looking at their initial value. Since every viscosity solution is both a sub-
and supersolution, this will imply uniqueness for a given initial value. Actually in our situation we have
to modify the proof presented by Azcue and Muler [3]. Although quite technical, the arguments are based
on an appropriate combination of standard arguments from viscosity theory.

Proposition 2.4. Let for all x > 0 the functions uqi(z) and uz(x) be a viscosity sub- and supersolution,
respectively, that satisfies the conditions fulfilled by the value function (locally Lipschitz, u(y)—u(x) > y—z
and some linear growth u(z) < kix + ka). If u1(0) < uz(0), then uy(z) < ua(z) for all x € [0, 00).

Proof. The result will be shown by contradiction. Assume there exists some xy > 0 such that u;(xp) —
uz2(xg) > 0. Let v > 0 be a constant and define 41 (z) = e " uy(z) and dz(x) = e "Puz(x). Because uy
and wus fulfill a linear growth condition, these functions are positive and bounded. If we choose v small
enough we get by continuity that @;(xg) — @2(zg) > 0. Therefore

0< max (111(;10) - 112(96)) =M < oo,

with a maximizing argument z*. Further we have

wuly) () _ Uz(y) —a2(z) _ (10)
y—x T y—x T
for some m > 0. Define the set A by
A=A{(z,y) |0 <z <y}
In the following we need the function

6 (0.) = () = o) = 0 = 1) —

and

M, = max ¢,(x,y),
(w)eAqﬁ( Y)

with the maximizer (z,,y,). We have

2
M, > ¢, (%, 2%) = M - ==,

v

which is positive for v large enough, leading to

liminf M, > M > 0.

V—00
To ensure differentiability at the points x,, and y, one needs to establish that (x,,y,) is not an element
of the boundary of A (the proof of which is postponed to Lemma 2.5 after the end of this proof).
In the next step we define two test functions, such that we can use that @, and sy are viscosity sub- and
supersolutions to a slightly modified problem

2

Y(x) = ta2(y) + g(gﬁ —u)? + Vg(yy_—ﬂ;)QH/ + du (@0, 90),
2

p(y) = ’111(111,) - %(!’EV - y)2 - 1/2(3/——;2)2% — Ou Ty, yu)-

¥ and @ are continuously differentiable functions. Further @;(z) — ¢(x) = ¢ (z,y,) — ¢ (21, y,) reaches
a maximum equal to zero in z,. On the other hand u2(y) — ¢(y) = —¢u(zv,y) + ¢v(zy,y,) reaches a



minimum equal to zero in y,. Because u; and ug are viscosity sub- and supersolutions of the original
HJB equation, 4 and 4o are viscosity sub- and supersolutions of the equation

max {1 — O (yule) + (@), (e + i) (yule) + ' (2)) — (5 + Au() + A / Cu(a - y)e-WdFy@)} = 0.

In the points z, and y, we get
max {1 — " (yay(zy) + ¢ (2)), (¢ + iz, (viig (z) + ¥ (2,)) — (6 + Ny (z,) + )\/ iy (my, — y)e"dey(y)} >0
0
<

max {1 - a9 () e+ i) (0a() + () — 8+ V(o) + A [ " lialy — y)erFy@)} 0.

4mv? (yufzu)

In addition we have that ¢'(y,) = ¢'(z,) = v(z, —y,) + Pl e
Notice that max{A, B} < max{C, D} implies (A < C)V (B < D). We start with looking at B < D,

4my2(yu - CL‘V)
V2(y, — )2 v

Am(y, — ) )

) —(c+iz,) (vﬂl(wu) vl — )+ e ey

(c+i) (wyu) e, — ) +
(64 N (i () — in(g)) < A ( / (@, — y)e VdFy (y) / " iay — y)e-wdFy@)) o

From

¢ (Ty,2,) + (bl/(ywyu) < 2¢u($w yu)

we immediately get

_ - . . 4m . . v 2m
) = (i) + () — as) = o 2 (0 (02) — () — 5~ )? ).
This yields, together with (10),
(yo —20)?

vz, = ) < (@) = () + Balen) = daly) +dm e B

<2mly, — x| +4m(|y, — CL‘V|)2
and in particular, for v large enough such that 47m <1,
dm 2m
0<|yp—z||1-— ) <—. (12)
v v
Now let (vp)nen be such that (z,,y,) converges to (Z,%) as v, — co. From (12) we get that T = 7.
Using (11) we get
(¢ +iT)y(t2(T) — w1 (T)) + (6 + A) (01 (F) — u2(T)) < A </ e (i (T —y) — (T — y))dFY(y)> -
0
(13)

The right-hand side of (13) is smaller than AM. If we choose 7 small enough we derive

A
M <liminf M, < lim M, = @1(T)— u2(T)

<2 M,
v—00 n— oo - 5—|—)\

which is a contradiction.
Now we concentrate on A < C and observe that

Y (v () + ¢ () < Y (vaz(yw) + ¢ (y0))-



This implies

iy () — g (yy) < —@'(yy) (€77 — 7).

=2 |~

For « small enough we have "%tz (y,) — €711 (z,) = U2(yy) — U1(x,) so that
1
0<M <My, =¢y(ry,y) < tn(zy) —ta(yy) < ;w'(yv)(ew“ — e’ (14)
If ¢'(y,) <0 for some v > 0 we are done, remember (x,,y,) € A. Now look at ¢'(y,) > 0, we have

6" ()| < viyw — 20|+ (15)

dmv(y, — x,)
vy —av)® + 1|
Choose again a sequence (v, )nen such that (x,,y,) converges to (T,7) as v, — oo, (12) gives T = 7. If

lim,,, o0 ¢ (y,) is bounded the right hand side of (14) converges to zero and also in this case we obtain
a contradiction. Applying (12) to (15) we get the boundedness of ¢'(y, ) for large v,

1
()| < T (2m + 8m).

v

O

From the comments above, Proposition 2.4 implies the uniqueness of the viscosity solution for a given
initial condition v(0) = vp.

Lemma 2.5. (z,,y,) is not an element of the boundary of A.

Proof. First look at

6,(0,0) = i1 (0) — i (0) — 27’” <0,
2
6t~ )~ ) <

The next step is to examine the right-hand derivative, in y, at the boundary of A along the diagonal. For
all z > 0,

¢U($7x + h’) - d)l/('rvx)

1 2m v 2m
li =1 — | u — 1 h R =
R A CERR R )
v 2mh
<1 (—1——h 7>=—1 0.
= oy 2"t e <

The last inequality holds because of the assumsptions on us stated in Proposition 2.4. By continuity it
follows from ¢, (0,0) < 0 that ¢,(0,y) < 0 for y € [0, p,] and some p, > 0. Now for y > p, we observe

¢u(0a y) - ¢v(h7 y)

1 v 2mr?(y? — (h — y)?) >
li — i — (@1(0) = @1 (h) + =h% — vhy +
v 2 ﬂiiph(“l” O Gy 1 1)
l—e )y oy 1 2mv?(y? — (h—y)?)
<1l e @) Yy ]
—lfi%‘ip( O T S T R GGy )6 + D)
N dmy
— a1 (0) — 1 — (16
yt1(0) Vy+(yy2+1)2, (16)

which is negative for v large enough and ~ small enough. Here the inequality in (16) holds because the
lower and upper linear growth conditions imply —h > u1(0) — u1 (k) and consequently

@1(0) — @1 (R) = u1(0) — e ug(h) = e (w1 (0) — up(h)) + w1 (0)(1 — e M)
< —e 4 u1(0)(1 — e‘”h).

Hence we have proved that (z,,y,) does not belong to the boundary of A (negative value in (0,0) and
in every direction towards the boundary of A negative derivatives and a negative limit for the argument
(x,b) if b — 00). O
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2.4 Characterization of the value function

In contrast to some optimization problems in a diffusion framework the dividend maximization problem
in our setup lacks an initial condition. In Proposition 2.6 we will prove that every viscosity supersolution
to (5) which fufills a linear growth condition dominates the value function. This together with Proposition
2.4 allows us to define

V(0) = inf{u(0) | u is a viscosity solution to the HIB equation and fulfills a linear growth condition}.

Because of the comparison principle any other choice of an initial value will lead to a contradicition to
Proposition 2.6, since for any suitable viscosity solution « with «(0) < V(0) we would have u(x) < V(z)
for at least = € [0,¢) and u(z) < V(z) for all x > 0.

For a viscosity supersolution u; we have almost everywhere

!
<
w(@) < c+ix

(6+Nu - [ we-pirym) <2

c+ix

u ().
Throughout this section we need a sequence of non-negative functions {v,(x)},en with the following
properties:

e v, is continuously differentiable with

< O+ A

~c+ix

1< v(z)

Up () (17)

e v, (z) < k12 + ko for some positive constants kq, ko

e v, converges uniformly to the absolutely continuous supersolution u; of (5) on compact sets and
vy, converges to v} almost everywhere. Further v, (z) =0 for x < 0.

Such a sequence exists due to [15] and [3].

Proposition 2.6. An absolutely continuous supersolution uy of the HIB equation (5) fulfilling a linear
growth condition dominates the value function, ui(xz) > V(x).

Proof. Let L = (L;)¢>0 be an admissible strategy. The controlled process is R = (RL);>0, Ry = = with
ruin time 7. Let v,(z) be a continuously differentiable element from the sequence defined above. We
have

L 5 (A Ly —8s 1pL (A Ly -6
Un(Riipry)e” A7) =y, (2) —I—/O vl (RY) e % dR; — 5/0 v (RY) €7 ds.

having in mind that claim occurrences lead to Rs— # Ry and singular dividend payments (lump sums)
lead to Rsy # Rs, we get from the construction of the reserve process

(tAT) (tAT) (tAT)
/ v (RE) e7% dRL = / e % (c+ iR (RE) ds — / ol (RLY dLe
0 0 0

+ Z (vn(Rg) - UH(RSL—) e % + Z (Un(RsL+) - vn(Rg) e .
RL #RL, s<(tAT) RL #RL, s<(tAT)
Using the continuity of v}, and RY, — R = —(Lyy — L,) we can write

Lei—L,
on(BE) = un(BE) == [l (BE =)y
0

Further we use the martingale (M¢)¢>0

t RE_
My= > (va(RE) —vn(RE) e — /\/0 e’ (/0 vn(RE. —y) dFy (y) — vn(RsL)> ds,

RL #RL, s<t

11



which is the compensated process, see [5]. We arrive at

(tAT) R£‘7
on(Bhp ) )e ) = (2) + / e |(c+iRMWL(RY) — (64 NVa(RY) + A / on(RY. — ) dFy(y) | ds
0 0

(t/\T) Lsy—Lg
S [ e =) e M
0 Low#Ls, s<(tAT) 0

Now we use v}, > 1 and can estimate

(tAT) Ley—Lg
- / GRE AL - e / L (RE —5)dy
0 0

L5+75L5, S<(t/\7')

(tAT) Lsy—Lg (tAT)
< —/ dLS — Z 6755/ dy = —/ eiédeS,
0 0 0

Ley#Ls, s<(tAT)

which leads to
(tAT) (tAT)
Un(R{ipm)e U7 < o () + / e %Ly, (RY) ds — / e”%dLs + Mipr)-
0 0

The next steps are taking expectations, examining the validity of taking the limit { — oo and letting
n — oo. This will give the desired result.
Starting with

(tAT) (tAT)
E(Un(R(LMT))e_‘s(MT)) < vn(x) +E /O e%L, (RE)ds | —E /0 eSsdL, |, (18)

we have to find integrable bounds for every summand to justify the interchange of limit and integration.
Because L; is increasing, we get by monotone convergence

(tAT) T
Jlim E / e %%dL, | =E (/ e“SdLs) = Vi(z).
— 00 0 0

Next we look at the second summand on the right hand side, use the estimates for the first derivative
(17), the linear growth and the reserve from above to get the integrable upper bound

Y

(c+ i)y () — (A+ 8)un() + A / Yoz — y) dFy (y) < A / on(z — y) dFy () < A va(2),

which gives
(tAT) (tAT) (tAT) ) s )
/ e %L, (RE)ds < / e %% v, (RE) ds < / e 95N (kl e* (CE + c/ e ih dh) + k2> ds
0 0 0 0

< / e %%\ (kl et (w + c/ e~ th dh) + kz) ds < 00
0 0

(recall that we have ¢ < ), so that by dominated convergence

(tAT) T
Jlim E < / e %L, (RE) ds> =F < / e %L, (RE) ds> .
— 00 0 0

The left hand side of (18 converges to zero by

0<E (vn(Ré/\T))efé(t/\Tv —F (Un(RéAT))efé(t/\T) I{t<7_})
<E (vn(RtL)ef‘;t) <E <66t (kl es (:1: + c/ e~ dh) + k2>) -0
0

12



(recall v,(x) = 0 for < 0). Further v/, — u} almost everywhere (at points where wu; is differentiable)
and limy, o Ly, () = Ly, (2) holds.

We need again an integrable upper bound for | £, (RY) — L., (RE) |. This can be obtained from (17)
and the linear growth conditions on v,, and uq:

| Lo, (RY) = Loy (RY) | e

< <<c+ SREWLRE) 5+ N (B 43 [ R 3) 4Ry

RE
+(c+iRNuL (RE) + (6 + Nui (RE) + A / uy (R —y) dFy(y)> e0*
0
RE Ry
<2(6 + Nvn(RE) + A vn(RY —y) dFy (y) 4+ 2(0 + ANui (RY) + A / u (RE —y) dFy (y)
0 0

< K (u1(RE) + v (RE)) e < K <k1 e’ <3: + c/ e~ ih dh) + k2> e%s.
0

Altogether we arrive at

lim E (/ e % L, (RL) ds) =E (/ e % L, (RE) ds) <0.
n—oo 0 0

Finally we arrive at

Vi(e) < wn(a) + E ( | e cunt) ds) < ui(@),

which holds for every admissible strategy L resulting in V(z) < u(z). O
The next proposition follows immediately.

Proposition 2.7. An admissible strateqy L with associated return function Vi which is an absolutely
continuous supersolution of the HJIB equation fulfills V = V. Consequently, L is an optimal dividend
strategy.

Now we state several auxiliary results which characterize the value function at points of potentially
problematic differentiability behaviour. The proofs are in the spirit of Azcue and Muler in [3].

If it is optimal to pay out an amount ¢ immediately, then V(z) = a + V(z — a) so that V'(z—) = 1.
If it is optimal to keep the surplus at a level z until the next claim occurrence at time 7 and pay out
everything exceeding this level we have

V(z)=E (/On(c—i—ix) e % ds+ eV (x —Y1)> = M% (c—i—i;v—i—)\/OzV(:c — ) dFy(y)> .

The following assertions are needed to prove certain properties of the optimal strategy.

For some z > 0, the set I, will denote the set of admissible strategies L € II for which the controlled
reserve stays below z, i.e. R <z for L € II, and t > 0.

Define the operator

Az)=c+iz— (0 + NV (z) + /\/Om V(z —y) dFy (y).

Lemma 2.8. If there is an T > 0 such that A(T) = 0, then V(z) = supycy_Vir(x) for x € [0,T).

Proof. The proof is done by induction. Let II(,) be the set of admissible strategies such that for initial
reserve x < T the claim process stays below T till the occurrence of the nth claim. The idea of the proof
is to construct an e-optimal strategy L € 11, from a certain ¢/2-optimal strategy L, € Il,) for some n
large enough. Because of discounting and § > i we get that |V, (x) — V; (x)| will be small enough to

13



derive the desired result.
First we want to show

V(z)= sup Vip(x) (19)

Lel,,

for all n > 0. This will be done by induction. Clearly II(g) = Il and we have that V() = suppcyy,, Vi()-
Let n > 1, € > 0 and (19) be fulfilled for n — 1. By the induction hypothesis, L, 1 € TI(;,_1) such that
V(z) = Vi, ,(z) < §. Now we look for a strategy L, € Il(,) such that 0 < Vg, (z) =V, (2) < 5. In
view of A(Z) = 0, L,, is defined as follows. Starting at z < T apply L,_1 as long as the reserve stays
below Z. When reaching T pay out ¢ + +T until a claim occurs and use again L,,_; with initial capital
T — Y, where Y denotes the random claim size.
As first step we show Vg (T) > Vi, _, (%) — §. The initial capital is RE» =%; Y1, 71 denote amount and
occurrence time of the first claim. For 0 <t < 7, we have R'» =T, L, = (c+iz)t and RTLI" =7T-Y.
We get

T1
Ve, (T) =E (/ e (c+iT)ds+e TV, (T — Yl))
0

- HLA (c—i—if—i—)\/oz Vi, (@ —y) dFY(y)>
> 54% (c—i—if—l—)\/oz(V(f—y) - % dFy(?/))
= 64%\ <A(E)+(5+/\)V( ) — %F( ))

> V(@) -5

From the following two inequalities we get the required result,

€

V(@) 2 Ve, (@) =2 V(T) -

)

DO |

V(@) 2 Vi, @) 2 V(@) - 3,
which gives
€

Vi, (@) = Vi, (T) > V(T) - % ~V@) =35

Now we deal with the case 0 < x < T. We have to distiguish between paths of the process controlled by
L,, which reach 7 in finite time (the set of these paths is denoted by P;) and those which do not. Let 7
be the first time a path from P; reaches T. We can split the value of the strategy L,, as follows

T 7in
Vi, (x)=E <Ip1 / e—‘”dLn,s) +E (I’Pf/ e—‘”dLn,s>
0 0
T rln
=E <Ip1/ e5SdLn,s> +E(e) V., (@) +E (Ipf/ e5SdLn75> :
0 0

Because of the definition of the strategy L, we have that in P{ and in P; for ¢ < 7 the paths R, and

Ln

Ln- . . .
R," " are identical. Therefore we arrive at

Vi, i (x) = Vi, (z) =E (Ip,e”7) (Vp,_,(Z) — V1, ()

<E(Ip,e™) 5 < g

In the end we have to show that for every € > 0 there exists a strategy L € Iz sucht that V(z)=Vj(z) <e
for x € [0,T]. First define ¢; such that

—6ty €

8V (z)’
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and n > 1 large enough such that

e M (Nt )k < €

PNy zm) =), ———— < SV (@)

k>n

Let L, € II(,) be an ¢/2-optimal strategy for all z € [0,Z]. Let 7 the first time a path of (RE™) >0 exceeds

Z. The set P, consists of all paths such that 7 < co. For t < 7 we define L = L,, if t = 7 the strategy L
pays out immediately Z and the incoming premiums till the next claim occurrence which leads to ruin.
As before the value of the strategy L, as well as for L can be written in the following form,

T rln
Vi, () =E <Ip§ / e % dLn,s> +E <I7>2 / e % dLn75>
0 0
7Lin T
E (Ips / e ? dLn,s> +E (Im / C dLn,s> +E (Ip,e ") Vi, (%)
0 0
TL" 7
<E <IP§ / e % dLM) +E <I7>2 / e70* dLn,s> +E (Ip,e ") V(7).
0 0

Since R,™ and Rtﬁ are identical on P§ and for ¢ < 7 we get

Ln

Because L, € Il we have {7 < t1} C {N;, > n}, furthermore we have Py = {7 < oo} C {7 >
t1} U{N;, > n}. We get

E (Ip,e™7) <E (Ijpziye™"") +E (I{Ntlzn}e_ﬁ)
<e M 4 P({N,, > _c
<e "+ P({Ny, 2n}) < V@)
which gives
€
Vi, (x) = Vil < 5

The required result follows from

Vi(z) = Vi) < V() = Vi, (2) + [V, (@) = Vil <e

Lemma 2.9. If there is an T > 0 such that V'(T) = 1, then V(z) = supp ey, Vi(z) for all € [0,7T].

Proof. We have to show that for every ¢ > 0 we are able to find a strategy L € Ilz such that 0 <
V(z) = V;(x) < eforall x € [0,7]. Let

D= c+iz I (2V(T)>
1) €

and define a sequence {x, },en with

_ D
Ty =T — —.
n
Further we need a sequence {hy,, },en defined by
y V) -v@
Tn — T

Because of V'(Z) = 1 we have that h,, — 0 for n — oo. Choose ng such that h,, < g5. A further
specification of the size of ng will be needed in the end of the proof.
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The proof needs two steps: first one fixes a sequence of strategies such that on a certain level we get an
5-optimal strategy and the differences of the values of these strategies form a decreasing sequence. In a
second step these ingredients are used to define an e-optimal strategy within the set Ilz.

Step 1:

Take a strategy L € II such that V(z) — Vi (x) < .-~ Now define in a recursive way the following set of
strategies (Lp)n>0. For n =0 set Lo = L. For n > 0 and initial capital z < z,, follow the strategy L as
long as RF < 7 and as Rl reaches T, pay out immediately the difference  — x,,, and follow L,,_; with
initial capital ,,. If € (2,,, ], pay out & — x,, and follow L,,_1.

The idea behind this procedure is to find an estimate for the time the process stays below T before
crossing T. Under the strategy L, the intervall [z,,,Z] has to be passed more than n times.

The first thing to show is V(z) — Vg, (z) < § for all z € [0,7].

We start with showing that V(z) — Vi, (2) < 55 for all z € [0,7].

For x =% we have

V(@) -V, (@) <V
|4

(xno) + (1 + hno)(f - ‘rno) - ((E - xno) + VLO (‘Tno))

_ €
( )_VL(IHO)+hno(‘T—In0)S4—M’

because of T — xp,, = n%, hng < 555 (L4 hino)(T — Tp,) = V(T) = V(zp,) and V(Z) > T — 2 + V().
If © € [2p,,T] we get with V(T) = (1 + hno ) (T — Zng) + V(Zny)

V() = Vi, (2) V(@) = (T—2) — (x = zne + Vi(2n))
(Tng) + Png (T — Xng) + T — Xy — T+ 2 — &+ Ty — Vi.(Tny)

_ €
(Tng) = VL (@ng) + hng (T — xny) < 4_110,

with the same arguments as above.
In the end we look at x € [0,x,,). Let Ps be the set of paths of RF with initial capital = such that x,,
is reached in finite time, let 7, be the first time such that this is done by a path from Ps5. We derive

T 7L
Vi, (z) =E (Ips/ e 0" dLl,s> +E (ng/ e 0" dLLS>
0 0

Te 7L
=FE (IP?"/O 6—65 dLl,s> + E (Ip?’e—ts‘rw) VL1 (xno) + K (ng‘/o 6—65 dLl,s) )

Ly

Because the paths of RF and R coincide in P§ and in Ps for t < 7, we get
| VLI(I) - VL(I) | =K (Ipsei&-z) | VLl (xno) - VL(IHO) |
This together with the above estimates, E (Ipse_‘;”) <1, yields
| V(z) = Ve, (2) | <[ Vi(z) = Ve(@) [+ ] Ve(z) = Vi, (2) |
< | V() = V() |+ | VL(@ne) = VL, (@) |
S| V(@) = Vi() |+ V(zn,) = Ve(@no) [+ V(@n,) = Vi, (@n,) |

€
< —.
27’LO

Now we want for n > 2 and z € [0,7] that | Vi (x) = Vi, _,(2) | < | Vi, ,(@ny) — Vi, _,(@n,) | holds.
For x € [2n,,T] and n > 1 we get the result immediately from Vi, (2) = — 2py + Vi, _, (Tng)-

Let 2 € [0, 2,,) and denote by Py the set of paths of RY such that T is reached in finite time, 7, denoting
the first time of such an event. We obtain

T 7Ln
Vi, () =E <Ip4/ e % dLn,s> +E (Ip;/ e % dLn75>
0 0

T rhn
—E (17»4 / e dLn,s> +E (Ip, ™) (Vi1 (¥ng) +T — 23,) + E (Ipc / e dLn,s> :
0 0

Ln

16



As before the paths of RY» and RY»-1 coincide on P{ and on Py for t < 7,. Therefore

| VLn (‘T) - VLn—l(:E) | =E (e—5ﬂv) | VLnfl(‘/L.’ﬂO) - VLan (xno) | S | VLnfl(‘/L.’ﬂO) - VLn72 (;Cno) |

We arrive at

V(z) = Vi, (x) =V(z) = Vi, (2) + Z Vi, () = Vi, (x))

< V(‘T) - VLI (‘T) (no - 1)' VLl (xno) - VL(‘THO) |

< o (0= 1)(| Ve () = V) [+ Vi) = Vilang) )

§2—no+( no — 1)(—

€ €
)<=,
4710 8710 2

Step 2:
Now we identify a strategy L € IIz such that V, (x) — V(z) < § for all z € [0,Z]. In order to reach T

from zy, it takes at least +1In (M) time units. For x € [0, x] let 7 = inf{t > 0 | R "0 > 7}. From
0

1T

the definition of the strategy L., we get that the process has to go through the interval [x,,,T] at least

no times. We get
5_>n_051 <.if—|-c>,
(] 1Tn, +C

and subsequently

—sng —ng
- T+ ¢ ! 1D ! _bs €

B < (—Fte ) C iy <t

(e )_<z(x——)+c> ( no(i@ — 2) + o) © T S

for ng large enough. Let P5 be the set of paths of RIno with finite 7. Now we define the strategy L € I,
with L = L, aslong ast < 7T, and at ¢t = T pay out T immediately and distribute the incoming premiums
as dividends till the next claim occurrence causes ruin. Again we can write

TL"O TL"O
VLnO (JJ) =E (ng/ eéde"0;8> +E <IP5 / eédeno,s>
0 0

Eno T
<E (ng / e“*dLno,s> +E (Ip,e ") V(T) +E (IPS / e—“dLm,s> .
0 0

Tf Tf
Vi(z) =E (]Pg/o e—asdfs> +E <I7>5/0 6_5Sdfs>
‘rf T
>E <IP§ / eésdfs> +E (Ip5 / 65Sdfs> +E (675?) =
0 0

Because on the sets P¢ and P the paths of REno and RL coincide for t < T, we arrive at

2
N\

Similarly we get

Vi, (@) = V() <E(e ) (V@ —-7) <E(e°7) V(T) <

L\:Jlm

This finishes the proof since

0<V(z)—V(z) =V(x) - VL, (x) + VL, (x) = Vi(z) <e

Finally, the following is a consequence of the proof of Proposition 2.6:
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Lemma 2.10. Let T > 0 and ui(z) be an absolutely continuous supersolution of the HIB equation for
all ¥ € [0,T). If L is an admissible strategy such that R < T for all t > 0 then ui(x) > Vi(z) for all
z €[0,7).

These three lemmas imply the following two propositions (the results resemble a similar local character-
ization of the value function in Shreve et al. [14], where the intermediate step with constrained controls
I1, were used for a dividend maximization problem in a general diffusion setup).

Proposition 2.11. If either A(T) = 0 or V/(T) = 1 for some T > 0 and ui(x) is an absolutely continuous
supersolution of the HIB equation for all x € [0,Z) then ui(x) > V() in [0,Z]. Hence, if L € Iz such
that Vi, is an absolutely continuous supersolution to the HJB equation for all x € [0,Z) then V(x) = Vi(z)
for all x € 0,7).

Define for any y > 0

_J V() z <y,
Uy(x)_{ Viy)+xz—y z>uy.

The following proposition will be the key in the numerical construction of a solution and we will see how
it matches some properties of the optimal strategy.

Proposition 2.12. (i) If U, is a supersolution to the HJB equation in (y,c0), then Uy, =V in [0, c0).

(ii) If either A(T) = 0 or V/(T) = 1 for some T > 0 and there exists y < T such that U, is a supersolution
of the HJB equation in (y, ), then Uy =V in [0,7].

Proof. (i) If we prove that U, is a supersolution in y > 0 we immediately have that U, > V in [0, c0).
From the definition we have U,(y) = V(y) and therefore the supersolution property of V' implies that
E;}yyd,(y) < 0 for an appropriate function ¢. The right-hand derivative in y is given through

G AT)

x|y r—Yy

=1.

Remark 2.2 shows that there exists a test function ¢ with the supersolution property if and only if

zly xr—y zTy rT—=Yy

=1

But in this case we get ¢'(y) = 1 showing in addition to V also U, has the supersolution property. U, <V
follows from the definition of U, and Proposition 2.2. For (ii) use Proposition 2.11 instead of the general
supersolution property. Then the same arguments as above give the desired result. O

The following settles the question of differentiability at points switching from the non-pay- to the pay-
regime.

Remark 2.4. From the proof of Proposition 2.12 (i) and equation (7) of Remark 2.2, we obtain that
at points y > 0 where a barrier strategy with height y is applied, we have differentiability of the value
function: Below y we use V/, in some interval above y we have V' described by U,. From Proposition 2.2
and the monotonicity of U, we get (for x <y < 2’ such |x —y| > |2’ —y]),

Vieg) =Viy) _Uy@) —Uy(y) _ Uy@) —Uy(y)

1< = < 1
r—y r—y ' —y

for ' — y. This shows that in such change points the left-hand derivative is (by the viscosity solution
property) bounded by the right-hand derivative, giving 1 as an upper and lower bound and therefore
proving differentiability in these points.
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3 Construction of the optimal strategy

3.1 The IDE part of the HIB equation

In intervals where V' exists and is greater than 1 we have to fulfill the second part of the HJB equation
(5). Recall that in intervals where it is optimal to do nothing the generator A of the controlled process
applied to V gives

AV(z) = (c+iz)V'(x) — (6 + NV (z) + )\/OI V(z —y) dFy (y).

Let us therefore look for a solution of the following integro-differential equation with a given initial
condition,

0= (c+iz)f'(x) + A / " e — 9)dFy (y) — A+ 8)f (@), (20)
1= £(0).

As for each solution f(x) of (20), C f(x) is again a solution for arbitrary constant C, any boundary
condition can be fulfilled.
Let f(z) be a solution to (20) and define for some b > 0

_J f@/f®)  z<b,
Vb(x)—{ 2 — bt Vi(b) x>0 (21)

An analogue of [13, Lemma 2.49] shows that V}, is equal to the value of the expected discounted dividends
when a constant barrier strategy with barrier height b is applied. Hence maximizing Vj(x) over all b > 0
is equivalent to finding a minimum of f'(z).

We will now prove the existence of a solution of a generalized version of (20). If it is optimal to pay out
dividends following a barrier strategy only in a bounded interval (V’ = 1) and for higher surplus x > xg
it is optimal to pay nothing in some area (V' > 1), then we would need a solution to the equation

0= (etion/(@) = 0+ Nu@ +3 [ ule - i@ ex [ fe-ndi) @)

f(lvo) = U($0)7

where f : [0, x9] — [0,00) is a given continuous and increasing function. Note that choosing 2o = 0 and
taking «(0) = 1 as initial condition leads to the existence proof of a solution to (20).

Lemma 3.1. Let 9 > 0. For a continuous and increasing function f : [0,20] — [0,00) there exists
a unique, in (xg,00) differentiable and strictly increasing solution u : [zg,00) — [0,00) to (22) with
u(zo) = f(xo)-

Proof. Fore = Q(Tcm)a
and since e does not depend on z( this will establish the existence on [xg, 00).

The set of all continuous and increasing functions u : [zg, 29 + €) — [0, 00) is denoted by CI[xg, zo + €),
further let for a u € CI[xg,z¢ + €)

we will show that there exists a solution with the required properties on [zg, z9+¢€)

(6 +Nu(@) = A fy " ule —y) dFy (y) = X [T f(x —y) dFy(y)

c+ix

u(z) =

As w and f are continuous, 7 is continuous for z > 0. Now we define for u € CI[zg, zo + €)
T.a) = [ as) ds+ f(ao).
o
Because of the monotonicity of u and f and f(xg) = u(xg) we get

x

A / T e — ) dFy () + A / f(x — y) dFy ()

—x9

<du(z) Fy(z — z0) + Af (z0)(Fy (z) — Fy (x — z0)) < A u(x).
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This argument gives the following lower bound for u

O o) <) < S

c+ix c+ix

0< u(x).

Here the upper bound follows from the fact that v and f are positive. This implies that T, is increasing,
positive and continuous for = € [z, zg + €). Now for uy, us € Cl[xg,z¢ + €), we get

_ _ (6 + M) (ui(z) —uz(x) = A Ji " (wa(z —y) —ua(z —y)) dFy (y)
c+ix

[y
>
+

[N}
>

= ((0 + Nlur = ual| + Alur — ua||Fy (x — x0)) <

o

where || - || denotes the supremum norm. This implies

Ty (2) = Ty () <€ ot 2)

1
ur — uall < §||U1 — ug.

Interchanging u; and wup results in [|Ty, — Tyl < 3/lur — uol|, proving that T is a contraction on
ClI[zo,x0 + €). Therefore there exists a u € CI[xg,xo + €) such that

s ds + f(zo).

S+Nu(s) =M [ " u ) dFy (y) — A y) dF?
oy [ SV A Sy

Further we have from above that u/(z) = @(x) holds everywhere in [zg, 2 + €). This gives the existence
of a unique solution to (22) with the required properties on [z, z¢ + €). [l

Remark 3.1. From the HIB (5) equation we get that at points of differentiablity we have that either
V() = 1 or Ly(x) = 0 holds. Lemma 3.1 reveals that differentiability can only be violated at some
switching points. Each equation part of (5) has a differentiable solution.

3.2 Crucial sets and the optimal strategy

This subsection deals with the construction of a candidate strategy L* for the optimal one. Although it is
not possible to directly show that VX" is a supersolution of (5) and verify its optimality with Proposition
2.6, it is possible to prove that VL™ = V via a fixed point argument, proving the optimality of the strategy
L*. Actually a full characterization of the value function is needed to obtain the correct solution with the
construction of L* (another solution of (5) with an arbitrary initial value for the definition of L* would
not lead to the solution of the maximization problem).

The following three sets will play a crucial role in the definition of the optimal strategy.

e A={z€[0,00) | A(z) =0},
e B={z e (0,00) | V'(z) =1and A(x) < 0},
= (AU B)-.
Let us identify some properties of these sets.
Proposition 3.2. 1. B is a left-open set, i.e. for each x € B3 § > 0 such that (x — 0, x] C B.
2. Ais a closed set.
3. If (x0,%] C B and x¢ & B then x¢ € A.
4. 32 such that (&,00) C B.
5

. C is a right-open set, i.e. for each x € C 36 > 0 such that [x,2+ ) CC

S

A B 0.
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Proof. 1. The idea is as follows: if for sufficiently small h > 0 we are able to show that U,_j is a
supersolution in (z — h, z], then we get from Proposition 2.12 (ii) that U,_, = V in [0, 2], and hence
V' =11in (z — h, z] implying (z — h,z] C B.
Let y € (x — h, ) and recall from the definition of B that Ly (z) < 0,

Ly, ,(y) =(c+iy) =0+ Ny —z+h+V(z-h)+ >\/0y Us—n(y — 2) dFy (2)
<(c+ix)V'(z) =0+ NV(@)+ 6+ NV (z)—(y—x+h+V(zx—h)+ /\/Oy Us—n(y — z) dFy (2)

<(c+iz)V'(z) =+ ANV () + (6 + N (V(z) = V(z —h))+ )\/Oy Up—n(y — z) dFy (z)
<Ly@)+(+N)(V(z)—V(z—h)) <O0.

The last step holds for h small enough because of the continuity of V, y < x and the following
estimates,

Viy—z)>y—z—ax+h+V(@—-"h), for y—z>x—h,
y

Yy y—x+h
/ Up—n(y — 2z) dFy(2) = / (y—z—x+h+V(x—h))dFy(z) +/ V(y — 2z) dFy (2)
0 0 y—zx+h

< /Of” V(z — z) dFy(2).

We proved that U,_, is indeed a supersolution in (z — h, z] and therefore the statement holds.

2. Because A is continuous in = and A(x) < 0 for all z € [0, 00), the region where it equals 0 is closed.
Assume that there is some xg such that A(zg) > 0 then because of the continuity there is a 1 > xg
such that A > 0 in [xg,z1). Let y € (zg,x1) such that V'(y) exists. Because V' > 1 we get

Ly (y) = (c+iy)V'(y) — (6 + MV (y) + /\/Oy V(y —2) dFy(2)
> (etin) = G+ V) +A [ V=) dFy () =A) > 0

which is a contradiction to the fact that V' is a viscosity supersolution to the HJB equation (5).

3. First we deal with the case 2o = 0. We know that V(0) > 5+x- This will also be an upper bound,
implying that A(0) = 0 (¢ € A). Because (0,Z] C B we have that V(z) =  + V(0) in [0,Z]. For
x € (0,7) we have from Lemma 2.9 that V(0) = supycyy, V£.(0).
Let L € II,, the time of the first claim occurrence be 71 and its size Y;. For all ¢t < 7, we have
L, < fot(c—l—i:t)ds, Ly <ct+i fg RE ds < (c+iz)t due to L € II,, and the definition of an admissible
strategy. We get the obvious upper bound

T Ty Th
E (/ e %% dLy 4+ e Ty (/ (cTy —i—i/ REds — Ly, — Y1>>
0 0 0

T

VL(0)

IN
=
S~

e %%(c+ ix)ds) +E (e V(z —11))

[e%e} t [e'e] x
- / de™ M / e %% (¢ +ix)ds dt + / Ae~ O+ / V(z—y) dFy(y) dt
0 0 0 0

= e O+ ((c +iz) + )\/ Viz—1y) dFy(g)) dt.
0 0
Using V(z) = « + V(0) in the specific area, we arrive at

C

e

V(0) < limmigfo (S—FL)\ <(c—|— iz) + AV(0)Fy (x) + Az Fy () — /\/Oz ) Fy(y)> =
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which proves the statement for zy = 0.

Now we deal with the case z¢ > 0 following [3]. If V'(z¢) = 1 and z¢ &€ B we get that A(z) = 0 and

therefore by definition zo € A. We have limg |, %;/0(10) %;/0(10) =

g > 1. Then we have from Remark 2.2 for all 1 < p <gq

= 1. Suppose liminf 1.,

max{1 = p.(c +izo)p = (6+ WV (o) + 3 [ Vi — ) dFy (1)} 20,
0
which implies
(e-+ imalp = G+ NV (o) 4 [ Vi~ ) dFy(5) 20,
0

The limit p — 1 gives A(xo) > 0 which implies A(zg) = 0.
V(z)=V(zo)

o = 1. There is a sequence {x, }nen with 2z, — ¢ such that

V(zg)—V(zog—hy)
(o) h(o ) 1.

Now we assume liminf, 4,
lim,, 00 V'(z,) = 1. Choose a sequence {hy, }nen with by, | 0 such that lim, o
Take a,, = M 1 and let A, denote the set of all z € [0, hy,] such that V' exists and
V'(z) > 14 2ay. Because of the inequalities for the first derivative, see Proposition 2.2, we can
assume a,, > 0. If for some n we would have a,, = 0 we get V(x¢)— V(:z:) = xo—a for x € [xo—hy, o]

and therefore V'(xg) = 1. Therefore assume a,, > 0, and we can write by the absolute continuity,
|An| < hy, and AS = [0, hn]\An7

n

Ja, V'(2)dz+ [, V'(2) dz o 1Anl(1+200) + (hn — |An]).

n+1=
An h = h

This gives the estimates [4,,| < Z= — 0. So we can choose a sequence z,, /" zo with 1 < V'(z,) <
1+ 2a,, such that V'(x,,) exists. In the end we get lim,, o V'(z,) = 1.

If there is a subsequence x,; — xo with V'(z,,;) > 1 implying A(x,,) = 0 we would have A(zg) =0
because A is a closed set. Suppose V'(z,) = 1 for all n € N and A(zp) < 0. Then we can find
an z, close enough to 2y (A is continuous) such that U,, is a supersolution for z € [x,,xzo] but
Proposition 2.12 yields that U,, = V in [0,Z]. This gives a contradiction because V would be
differentiable at xg,

Ly, (x)=(c+ix)— 0+ N, (x) + A /OI U, (x —y) dFy (y)

o
< (e da0) = (04 N0z, (@) 42 [ (Vi =) dFY ()
0
= A(zo) + (6 + A)(V(z0) — (z —zn + V(zn)))
< A(zo) + (0 + NV (zo) — V(zy)) <O.
The last inequality holds due to the continuity of V for n large enough. This proves the third point.

. We want to show that for y > 0 large enough U, is a supersolution for all z € (y,00). We already
have U, = 1 in this interval, it is left to show that Ly, (z) < 0. We have

Ly, (x) = (c+iz) = (0+N(z -y +V(y) + )\/0m Uy(z — z) dFy (z)
<(c+iz) = (0+N)(z —y+V(y) + AUy(x)
=(ctiz) =6+ Nz —y+ V() + Az -y +V(y))

=c+@—®x+ﬂy—V@»§c+@—®w—gix<0

This holds for every x € (y, 00) if y is large enough, because U, is an increasing function and

/ Uy - 2) dFy (2) < Uy (a),
y+5jA§Vw»
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5. For some z € C we have A(x) < 0. Because of continuity we get the existence of a § > 0 such that
[z,x 4+ &) C A°. If there would be some x; € B within this interval we would derive the existence
of an xy € A smaller than x7 such that (zg,21] C B, but because = ¢ B this xy also has to be in
the interval (x,z + §). Therefore we have [z,z + ¢) C B¢ and [z,z + ) C C.

6. The statement follows from the third and fourth point.

At this stage we are able to define the optimal strategy.

Definition 3.1. The optimal strateqy L* is stationary, i.e. it depends only on © = Rt > 0, and is given
as follows:

o If x € A, everything exceeding x is paid out immediately as dividend (with rate ¢ + ix).

e Forx € B, we know from Proposition 3.2 that there is a x1 € A such that (x1,z] C B, and dividends
are paid with the amount v — x1.

e For x € C no dividends are paid.

From [3] one knows that the strategy as defined above is admissible.
The following proposition shows that this band strategy is indeed optimal.

Proposition 3.3. The strategy L* defined in Definition 3.1 is optimal, i.e. V(x) = Vi+(x) for all z > 0.

Proof. From Proposition 3.2 we know that there exists some & = inf{x | (x,00) C B}. We want to define a
contraction map on the set of all functions f : R — [0,00) with f(z) =0for z < 0 and f(z) = z—&+ f(&)
for & > & which are continuous on RT. The used distance measure is d(f1, f2) = max,>o |f1(z) — f2(z)].
The operator T is defined as follows,

Ti(z)=FE </0 e O%dLY 4 e O f <eiﬁ(x+/0 (c—13)e™ ds)— Y AL: - Y1>>

s<t
where 71 denotes the time of the first claim occurrence and Y7 its size.
Notice the similarity to the dynamic programming principle (4) with RF™ = e (z + fg(c —1*s) ds) —
> o<t AL} where [* denotes the density of the absolutely continuous part of L*. From Definition 3.1 we
have that {* = 0 for x € BUC and [* = ¢ + iz for z € A.
One gets

|Tf1 - Tf2| =E <e57'1 (fl <6”1 (33 +/ (C —l —is dS ZAL* }/1>
0

s<t

—f2<ei”(:1c+/0ﬁ(c—l Je ' ds) — Y AL% - Y1>>>

s<t
A
_Fmaﬂfl( r) — fa(z)],

therefore T" is a contraction and has a unique fixed point. The definition of L* ensures that T} is in the
same space as f. Clearly V-« is a fixed point because of the dynamic programming principle and the
definition of L*. Now we are going to show that V is also a fixed point which gives V = V..

We start with = € A, then

Ty(z) =E (/On (c+iz)e %%ds + e TV (x — Yl))

- HL)\ ((c—|— i) + /\/OI Viz—y) dFy(y)) =V(z),

because A(z) =0 for z € A.
Next, we look at « € B. Let x;1 such that (x1,z] C B and z; € A. We get from the definitions of L* and
B,

Ty(z) =z —x1+Tv(x1) =z — 21+ V(r1) = V().
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Finally, we know that C is a right-open set. Therefore some z exists such that [x,21) C C and 27 ¢ C.

Denote
xp = et (w + c/ e‘“ds) ,
0
and let ¢; such that x4, = 1.

Because V is a differentiable solution to (¢ 4+ iz)V'(z) = (§ + )V (2) + A [; V(z — y) dFy(y) = 0 for
z € (z,21) %xt = c+ itz and

d
Eef(‘HA)tV(xt) = —(64+ N)e TN (2,) 4 e OV e 4 iz, )V (4).

So we get
T(V)(x) =E (Itr56y) e V(@) +E (I <ty € 7V (ar, — Y1)

t1 Tt
= e OFVhY (1)) —|—/ e~ 0+ /\/ V(ry —y) dFy (y) dt
0 0

t1
_ e—(6+>\)t1V(xl) +/ o~ (3Nt (6 + NV (ze) = (¢ +ix) V' (z)) dt
0

= OV (1) + V() - e IV () = V(a).
O

From Remark 2.4 we know that V'’ can not have any downward jumps and further that (22) has a
differentiable solution. Therefore the only possibility of not being differentiable is at points where the
optimal strategy changes from paying a lump sum to paying no dividends.

The similarity to the optimal strategy for the case i = 0 as it is dealt with in [3] and [13] allows us to
use an algorithm from [13] to determine the value function piecewise. As mentioned in Section 3.1 and
because of the construction of the band strategy there is a close relation to barrier strategies. For small
initial capital the first thing to do is to find a local optimal barrier, i.e find the smallest point in the set
A denoted by xy. Notice that it is possible that 0 € A. Let fu be the solution of (20) and choose the
smallest point in A as zg = sup{z > 0| f}(z) = inf,>0 fi(y)}. Then define

wte) = { DS v < a0,

Tr— xo + fo(fbo)/fé(fto) T > Xg.

If vy fulfills the HIB equation (5) we are done, if not the solution is constructed recursively: In the nth
step (n > 1), find some interval belonging to B of the form (z,,a) (cf. Proposition 3.2). Then it is
possible that some adjoining interval [a,x,1) belongs to the set C; then it is necessary to calculate a
solution to (22). The points a and z,41 are determined in the following way. For given v, (z) and z,,
let f,.+1(z;y) be a solution of (22) for > y and equal to v,(z) for x < y. We have to find the smallest
y > xy, such that f;  ,(Z;y) =1 for some z >y,

— . > . ! — .
a=inf{y 2z, | 1nf fi,,(2,9) =1}

If @ is chosen too small or too large then the derivative of f)_ (z;-) will either take a minimum greater
than 1 or smaller than 1. Due to Proposition 2.2 and the fact that V' can not have downward jumps a
wrong choice would not lead to a solution of the maximization problem.

Then we obtain z,41 :=sup{z > a | f'(z,a) = 1} and

v 1({E) - an(a:,a), x < Tn+1,
nr ' T~ Tpy1 + for1(Tot1,a), T > Tppa

If v,41(2) fulfills (5) we have constructed the value function, otherwise we restart the procedure.
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4 Examples

4.1 FEzp(a) distributed claim amounts

In the first example consider exponential claim amounts with Fy = 1 — e~ . We will see that in the
case 0 < i < J a barrier strategy is optimal, an analogous result for i = 0 was first shown in [7]. To find
an element of A we need to solve A(z) = 0, because of the properties of the set 5 some of these elements
are lower boundaries of subsets of 5. Looking for a solution to A(z) = 0 we observe that we have to solve

c+ix A
Vo) = 5y Teae

—az /05” V(y)ae™ dy. (23)

If a point a € A is a boundary point of a connection component of B we have V'(a+) = 1. From V' > 1
and the fact that V' can not have downward jumps (see Remark 2.4) we get V/(a) = 1. Therefore, by
B # () we can additionally use the condition V’'(z) = 1 for at least one element of A. From (23) and
V' =1 we get,

) a? )

A
/ —_— —
(x)_5+>\ S+ °©

_am/ V(y)e™ dy + O‘—V(x).
0

1=V
0+ A

Using (23) again to eliminate the integral we derive,

oA =c+iz— o0V (z).

@ @
Since i < 0 and V(z) > x + 575 (Proposition 2.1) we further have that iz — 0V () is decreasing. There
exists at most one positive point on the real axis which fulfills these conditions. This is equivalent to the
statement that a barrier strategy b* is the optimal one in the case of Exp(«) distributed claim amounts.
In the following we identify the case b* > 0. The case of an optimal barrier equal to zero is then treated
in Section 4.1.2.

4.1.1 The case b* >0

For the determination of the optimal barrier we can use some results from [10]. As a by-product we can
show why only the case ¢ < § makes sense mathematically. The structure of a constant barrier strategy is
as follows. Given a barrier at level b, all surplus above this level will be immediately paid out as dividend.
We denote the expected discounted dividends for a barrier b with V;(z). Assuming differentiability of
Vi (2) we get the following well-known IDE (see [10]), for 2 < b

0

(c+inV'@) +A [ Vo= aFre) - 0+ V() (24)
1 = V/(b). i (25)

From the nature of a barrier strategy we have for x > b

Vi(z) =2 — b+ V(b).

Because (24) is homogenous and linear in V' we can look for a solution f of it with a modified initial
condition f(0) = 1. By scaling we get that V, = f(x)/f'(b) for 0 < x < b. Following [10] we have to solve

0 = (c+iz)f"(z)+ (alc+iz)+i—(6+N)f'(z) —adf(x) =0,
0 = ¢cf(0) = (6+A)f(0).

The general solution is of the form

(A+0)/1 0 A+6 0 A+
f(I):e_am (.I—F;) (BlF(l"’;;l"’%;o‘(u"’;)) +BQU<1+;;1+T+505(U+§))>7
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where B; and By are constants determined by the boundary conditions and F and U are confluent
hypergeometric functions of the first and second kind, respectively. Because maximizing Vj, is equivalent
to minimizing f’ we take a look on the asymptotics of f and f’. From |[1] we have

F(a,b,z) ~ %ezz“_b (14+0(=]7"),

Ula,b,z) ~ 2z7*(1+0(z|7").
So we get
i ak C\s !
f@) ~ =B e @+ 91+ Of(aw + 5) 7))
We can use the same asymptotics to obtain the behaviour of f’(z) for large « and it suffices to consider

the terms in connection to F'(a,b, z). Therefore we get

S+AT(L+ 52 . c

f@)~Bi— T(1+9) eMtaT @+ )T K+ 0((alz + 7)),

with some constant K. Furthermore

0, 0 <1,

lim f'(x) = ¢ oo, d >,

e const, 0§ =1.

and as a consequence for a fixed argument x

00 0 <i
) ) f(i[:) ) &
lim V() = lim =<¢ 0 0 > 1,
const’ :

Since Vi(z) < V(x) the value function is unbounded for ¢ > § and does not fulfill lim o V3(x) = 0 for
0 = i. Therefore only the case § > i is interesting and leads to a well-formulated dividend maximization
problem. If b* > 0, then calculate f and determine b* = argmax{f’(b) | b > 0} numerically. Then

_ _ [ @)/ 0<az <o,
V(z) = Vi (z) = { z— b+ f(b%)/f(b*) x> b

As an illustration Figure 1 shows the value function when the optimal barrier strategy with height

b* = 4.41 is applied together with the two linear bounds from Proposition 2.1 (which are obviously not
tight). The chosen parameters are « =2, A =2, i = 0.05, § = 0.1 and ¢ = 2.5.

4.1.2 The case b* =0

We need to determine parameter settings for which 6* = 0 is optimal. For b* =0, V(2) = Vo(z) = 2+ 575
Because in this case VO’ =1 for x > 0, we only have to check when

(c+iz) — (6 + \)Vo(x) + )\/Om Vo(z —y)ae™ dy <0

holds. Evaluating this equation, it turns out that for

O+ A—ac)re ™™ +x(i—6)a(d +A) — A0+ A — ac)

2(z) = a(d + ) ’

(26)

we have to check when Z(x) <0 for all x > 0. Further

Z'(z) = (i — 6) — e (6 + A\ — ac).

0+ A
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Figure 1: Value function for « =2, A =2, i =0.05, § = 0.1 and ¢ = 2.5.

If § + X > ac we have Z/ < 0 for all x > 0 and Z(0) = 0 is a maximum of Z. Therefore V} fulfills the
HJB equation and V, = V.
If § + A < ac we have that Z is concave,

0+ A—ac) _
Z/I — ac( OtLIJ'
@) =——F5—°

Therefore we get
Z(x) <0 forz €[0,00) <= Z'(0) <0 <= alc+i(d+ ) < (6 + N>
If on the other hand aXc +i(6 + A) > (6 + A\)?, we get that Z has a global maximum at

1 <1+az\c+i(5+)\)—(5—l—)\)2> 0.

Pyl CEDICEDY

We want to show that

N CEDICESY)
Z(z) = NEESY > 0.

arc+i(S+A) — (F+ N2 = (5 —4)(6+ A log (1 + “‘3”(5“)’(5“)2)

An easy discussion of the function h(z) = x — log(1 + z) for z > 0 gives the required result. Therefore
b* = 0 if and only if

e 0+ A>acor
e i+ A< acand Z'(0) <0.

If none of these cases holds, calculate V' = Vj« as described in Section 4.1.1.

4.2 Gamma(2,7) distributed claim amounts

In this section we will identify an explicit example where a band strategy is optimal. In contrast to the
case 1 = 0 (of [3] and [13]) an explicit solution to

(c+ i) f'(x) — (54 M) f(z) + A / " fe—y) dy(g)dy =0

is not available, where d,(y) = yy? €Y denotes the Gamma(2,~) density function. Therefore we need
numerical solutions to (20) and (22) for applying the algorithm presented in [13]. A natural approach is
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to use the contraction argument from Lemma 3.1 for determining a numerical solution but that turns out
to be too time consuming and inaccurate. So here we implement another approach to obtain a reasonably
accurate solution of (22).

Assume that the value function is determined up to a point z,,. Following the algorithm from [13] (see
Section 3.2) we have to calculate f,4+1(z;y) as a solution to (22) with x replaced by y. In terms of the
algorithm the initial condition is given by v, (y) = fn+1(y;y). First we fix a step width A > 0 and choose
a set of points {z, fo<k<kx with yx = y + kh. Then we define piecewise linear functions {w () }o<r<k
such that wg(yx—1) =0, wr(yx) = 1, wk(yr+1) = 0 and wy(x) = 0 for = ¢ [yr—1,yx + 1]. Let the sequence
{ukto<k<k denote the unknown values of a solution to (22) at the points y;. The numerical solution we
are looking for is of the form

K
u(x) = Zukwk(x)
k=0

Plugging u(z) into (22) and evaluating this expression at every y leads to a linear system of equations
for the unknowns wuy.

Finally we give a concrete example for a situation where a band strategy is optimal. Choose the parameters
by A=10, 6 =0.1, y =1, ¢ = 21.4 (cf. [3]) but now with a positive interest rate i = 0.02. First observe
that if we look at a solution to (20), the derivative is minimized in zero. On the other hand x + 35 does
not fulfill (5) on R*. Therefore we have to choose zo = 0 and apply the numerical method presented
above. We get that the sets A, B and C are given by

A ={0,12.96},
B = (0,0.96) U (12.96, )
C = [0.96,12.96).

A sample path of the reserve process controlled by the optimal strategy L* is illustrated in Figure 2.
Starting with initial capital z € B the amount x — x1, 1 = 12.96, is immediately paid out as dividend
(this lump sum payment is indicated as the left bold downward arrow). Then up to the first claim oc-
currence which puts the process into region C, dividends are paid continuously at a rate ¢ + ix1. In the
set, C there are no control actions on the reserve process, so that (in the absence of further claims) it
increases again to x; and stays there (with again dividends paid with intensity ¢ + iz1) until the second
claim happens. As the second claim puts the reserve process into the set B, the reserve is immediately
further reduced by a dividend payment to the next point in the set A which is g = 0. The process stays
at this level, i.e. dividends are paid with intensity ¢, until ruin is caused by the third claim of the risk
process. Figure 3 shows the value function for ¢ = 0.02 in comparison to the value function with ¢ = 0
(dashed line, as calculated in [3]). It can be observed that for low initial capital both follow the same
strategy, but from 0.96 onwards, the case with ¢ > 0 dominates the one with ¢ = 0. Further we obtain
that the value function is not differentiable at = 0.96, V'(0.964) ~ 1.16 > 1 = V’(0.96—), where the
derivative from the right is a numerical approximation calculated from the scheme described above.
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Figure 3: Value function for A=10, 6 =0.1, y=1, ¢ =214, i=0.02and i =0
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