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Abstract

In the classical optimal dividends problem, dividend decisions are allowed to be made at any point in
time - according to a continuous strategy. Depending on the surplus process that is considered and whether
dividend payouts are bounded or not, optimal strategies are generally of a band, barrier, or threshold type.
In reality, while surpluses change continuously, dividends are generally paid on a periodic basis. Because
of this, the actuarial literature has recently considered strategies where dividends are only allowed to be
distributed at (random) discrete times - according to a periodic strategy.

In this paper, we focus on the Brownian risk model. In this context, the optimal continuous and periodic
strategies have previously been shown (independently of one another) to be of barrier type. For the first
time, we consider a model where both strategies are used. In such a hybrid strategy, decisions are allowed
to be made either at any time (continuously), or periodically at a lower cost. This proves optimal in some
cases. We also determine under which combination of parameters a pure continuous, pure periodic or hybrid
(including both continuous and periodic dividend payments) barrier strategy is optimal. Interestingly, the
hybrid strategy lies in-between periodic and continuous strategies, which provides some interesting insights.
Results are illustrated.
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1. Introduction

1.1. Motivation and literature review

In actuarial risk theory, stochastic processes are used to model the surplus of a company. In the early
20th century, the probability of ruin was used as a criterion to assess the stability of a company, that is,
the probability that the surplus becomes non-positive at some point in future; see, for instance Bithlmann
(1970) or Asmussen and Albrecher (2010). Because more surplus always leads to a lower probability of ruin,
the probability of ruin can be seen as a one-sided criterion, suggesting that we should let the surplus grow
to infinity. Because of this unrealistic feature, Bruno de Finetti (1957) proposed an alternative formulation
that considers the expected present value of dividends (surplus leakages) until ruin as a stability criterion.
This is a more balanced criterion in that more dividends lead to an earlier ruin, which itself decreases the
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expected amount of dividends received later. This proposition led to the study of optimal dividend strategies
in many actuarial surplus models, see Avanzi (2009) and Albrecher and Thonhauser (2009) for reviews.

The traditional approach of formulating the optimal dividend problems using de Finetti’s criterion is to
assume that dividend decisions are made at any point in time, which is here referred to as a continuous
strategy. The optimal continuous dividend strategies are studied by many authors in the literature. Gerber
(1972) shows that an optimal continuous strategy always exists in both discrete and continuous Markovian
surplus processes. Jeanblanc-Picqué and Shiryaev (1995) prove that the continuous barrier strategies are
optimal when dividends are subjected to proportional transaction costs in the Brownian risk model and
Shreve et al. (1984) show the optimality of the barrier strategies in a general class of diffusion models.

The objective of maximising the expected present value of dividends until ruin has some shortcomings.
Gerber (1974) pointed out that the resulting optimal dividend strategies may not be realistic. For instance,
dividend payments are often irregular in a barrier strategy, which is arguably an unrealistic feature. Dividend
payments tend to occur periodically in reality. This led recently to an alternative formulation of the optimal
dividend problems, whereby dividend decisions are assumed to be made on discrete and exogenous time
points (see, for example, Albrecher et al., 2011a,b). This will be here referred to as a periodic strategy.
However, periodic strategies with deterministic dividend decision times do not preserve the time-Markovian
structure and this leads to intractable models. Albrecher et al. (2011a) use an “Erlangisation” approach,
which approximates deterministic inter-dividend-decision times with an Erlang(n) random variable; see
also, for example, Avanzi et al. (2013) and Choi and Cheung (2014). In the case of exponential (Erlang(1))
inter-dividend-decision times, Albrecher et al. (2011b) study the periodic barrier strategies by deriving
the expected present value of dividends and the associated optimal periodic barrier. The optimality of the
periodic barrier strategies are studied by Wei et al. (2012) in the Brownian risk model with regime-switching
and Avanzi et al. (2014) in the dual model with diffusion.

In principle, a company that distributes dividends periodically still has access to the surplus at any
time. The company may experience significant growth in-between periodic dividend times and may wish
to distribute a portion of the growth as dividends immediately. It is plausible to assume that a company
follows a periodic strategies where dividend decisions arrive periodically. In the meantime, the company also
has the opportunity to distribute dividends at any time but possibly at a different (higher) cost. Periodic
dividends are typically perceived as an ongoing commitment (e.g., annual dividends) and additional payouts
(in various forms) are used to distribute cash due to temporary growth (see, for example, Jagannathan et al.,
2000). Indeed, Morningstar (2014) explains

From time to time, companies pay out special dividends when they have had an extraordinarily
good period of profitability. These dividends fall outside the scope of the “normal” half-year or
full-year result.

This is observed in practice (see, e.g. Woodside Petroleum, 2013; Westfarmers, 2014). Motivated by this, we
propose a class of hybrid dividend strategies that allows for a combination of periodic and continuous decision-
making. By assuming that dividends distributed from periodic and continuous decisions are subjected to
different levels of proportional transaction costs, we find the optimal hybrid strategies that maximise the
expected present value of dividends until ruin. Our results show that by varying the ratio between the two
transaction costs, the optimal hybrid strategies change from continuous, to hybrid and to periodic barrier
strategies. Results are illustrated using numerical examples.

1.2. Structure of the paper

In Section 2, we give definitions for stationary, continuous, periodic and hybrid dividend strategies, as
well as provide mathematical formulation for the surplus process, expected present value of dividends until
ruin and the optimisation problem. In Section 3, we derive closed-form solutions for the expected present
value of dividends of hybrid barrier strategies with and without liquidation by solving associated different
equations. We next use the associated verification lemma to show, in Section 4, the optimality of continuous,
hybrid and periodic barrier strategies in the set of all hybrid dividend strategies under different combinations
of proportional transaction costs. Lastly, we provide some numerical illustrations in Section 5.
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2. Model formulation

2.1. Definitions of stationary, continuous, periodic and hybrid dividend strategies

Using stationary strategies has an advantage of reducing the dimensionality of optimisation problems.
To quote Bellman (1954), “if at any particular time we know what to do, it is never necessary to know the
decisions required at subsequent times.” Such strategies are referred to as stationary in Morill (1966) and
since then stationarity became a natural (and often implicit) assumption used in the literature.

From here on, all the strategies defined in the paper are assumed to be stationary. This concept of
stationarity is essential to motivate the study in this paper. Note that a stationary strategy will be the same
for any time ¢ > 0. This means that for a given surplus level, the strategy must be applied no matter what.
This is where periodic strategies differ from continuous ones, and where they can potentially beat continuous
strategies. If the continuous strategies were not stationary then periodic strategies would be just a subset
of them and the calculations in this paper would not make sense; but they are not; see also Avanzi et al.
(2014, last paragraph of page 223). Next we give definitions of continuous and periodic dividend strategies.

Definition 2.1. When a continuous dividend strategy is applied, dividend decisions are made contin-
wously at every instant in time. At any given time t, the continuous strategy maps the current value of the
surplus X (t) to a particular value of dividend distributed. We denote the set of continuous strategies as D¢

Definition 2.2. When a periodic dividend strategy is applied, dividend decisions only occur at discrete
countable time points. We denote these decision times as {T1, T2, Ts,...}. They are exogenous and indepen-
dent of the strategy and surplus. If we are at a dividend decision time—if the current time is t = Ty, a
periodic strategy maps the current value of the surplus X(Ty) to a particular value. We denote the set of
periodic strategies as Dp.

For a periodic dividend strategy to be stationary and for the principles of dynamic programming to
be able to be applied (as required in this paper), the exogenous process generating the dividend decision
times {71, 7%, T3, ...} must be Markovian. In this paper we assume that inter-dividend-decision times are
exponential, but this could be generalised (to Erlang(n), for instance). So far, continuous and periodic
strategies were considered separately. In this paper, we combine them, which leads to the concept of hybrid
dividend strategy.

Definition 2.3. When a hybrid dividend strategy is applied, dividend decisions can be made continuously
and/or periodically in the spirit of Definitions 2.1 and 2.2, respectively. The set of hybrid dividend strategies
is denoted as Dy .

The set of hybrid dividend strategies is a bigger family of strategies that contains both Dp and D¢o. In
the remainder of the paper, when dividends can be paid only ‘continuously’ or ‘periodically’ (so when the
strategy is not hybrid), then we will qualify those strategies as pure.

2.2. Model formulation
Let (Q, F, P) be the probability space on which the surplus process is defined. The surplus process
{U(t),t > 0} follows a Brownian risk model

U(t) =x+ ut + oW (t), (2.1)

where z is the initial surplus, p is the drift parameter and o represents the volatility. The process {W (¢),t >
0} is a standard Brownian motion. We assume that dividends are distributed from the surplus according to
a hybrid strategy (see Definition 2.3) and the surplus and the surplus process after dividend distribution is
defined as

X(t)=xz+put+oW(t) — D(t), (2.2)

where {D(t),t > 0} represents the aggregate dividends process before transaction costs, with D(0) = 0.
In a hybrid dividend strategy @p the aggregate dividend process before transaction costs comes from two
sources, aggregate continuous dividends {D.(t),t > 0} and aggregate periodic dividends {D,(t),t > 0}, i.e.

D(t) = De(t) + D, (t). (2.3)
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We assume that the dividend payments D.(t) are subject to proportional transaction costs and use
N € [0, 1] to represent the net proportion of continuous dividends received per dollar. In addition, periodic
dividend decisions times {T4,T5,T3...} stem from a Poisson process {N(¢),t > 0} with intensity v > 0,
independent of the surplus process. We denote a periodic dividend strategy by {¥,t > 0} and a dividend
of size ¥, is distributed from the surplus at each periodic dividend decision time T} for k = 1,2,3,.... So
the aggregate periodic dividend process before transaction costs {D,(t),t > 0} can be written as

00 t
Dy(t) = Or, Iz ety = /0 9,dN, (s). (2.4)
k=1

We also assume that proportional transaction costs are applied to periodic dividends and denote 7, € [0, 1]
the net proportion of periodic dividends received per dollar.

In summary, for an arbitrary hybrid dividend strategy ©p, the expected present value of dividends
received by the shareholders until ruin occurs is

T

J(x;05) =E® [nc /OT e %%dD.(s) +np/0 eésﬂst,Y(s)} , (2.5)

where § represents a suitable force of (discounting) interest, and where
T=inf{t>0:X(¢t) =0}. (2.6)

is the time of ruin.

Note that we do not make any initial assumption about the relative size of the proportional transaction
costs 7. and 77,. We will show later that different orderings of 7. and 7, lead to different optimal strategies.
First, consider the case of 7. > 7,. Every dollar distributed from continuous strategies has an equal or
higher net gain than every dollar from periodic strategies. It is reasonable to argue that the optimal hybrid
strategies in this case is to only distribute dividends via pure continuous strategies (due to time-value of
money). Now consider the case of 7. < n,. Dividends distributed from periodic strategies yields a higher
net gain than continuous strategies. In this case the optimal hybrid strategies are not so obvious. In this
paper, we show that the ratio between proportional transaction costs 1. and 7, determines the structure of
the optimal hybrid strategy. More details are provided in Section 4 and summarised in Table 1 on page 13.

2.3. Definition of admissible strategies and formulation of the optimisation problem

In searching for the optimal hybrid strategy that maximises the expected present value of dividends
after transaction costs, we consider the set of admissible hybrid strategies, denoted as D. A hybrid strategy
Oy is considered admissible if its associated aggregate dividend process {D(t)} is non-decreasing and {F;}-
adapted with cadlag sample paths and D(0) = 0. In an admissible hybrid strategy, the set of periodic
dividend decision times T = {771, T%, ...} contains stopping times with respect to {F;} with 0 < T3 < Th < ...
a.s. Each periodic dividend payment at time T}, ¥, , is measurable with respect to {Fr,} for k =1,2,3, ....
All dividend payments cannot exceed the current surplus level but are allowed to bring the surplus to zero
and cause immediate ruin. Such a payment corresponds to a liquidation strategy. More formally,

D(t) = D(t-) < X(t—) forall t>0. (2.7)

We denote the expected present value of dividends under the optimal hybrid strategy as

V(z) = max J(x;0y) =E* nc/ e_‘sSdDZ(s)—an/ e %S9 AN, (s)| (2.8)
OpeD 0 0

where {D¥(t)} is the aggregate dividend process for the optimal continuous strategy and {97 } is the payment
process associated with the optimal periodic strategy.



2.4. Further terminology and review of the relevant existing literature

Before dwelving into further detail, we would like to make some of the terminology clear, and review the
most relevant results, which we will need, but have already been established in the literature. Throughout
the paper, we will consider four types of barriers:

Barriers within a hybrid barrier strategy: There are two:

— the hybrid continuous barrier (b.), and
— the hybrid periodic barrier (b).

These operate at the same time. It makes sense to assume that b, < b., otherwise b, will never be
reached, and the strategy would then reduce to the pure continuous barrier as defined immediately
below.

Barriers within a pure strategy: We refer here to barriers of continuous or periodic type, which will be
exclusively used for dividend distribution purposes (not in conjunction with the other). There are also
two:

— the pure continuous barrier (b.), and
— the pure periodic barrier (pb,).

The optimality of the pure continuous and pure periodic barrier strategies has already been established in
the current literature; see Gerber (1972) and Avanzi et al. (2014), respectively. The optimal barrier level
will be denoted with a star in the superscript. For example, b} is the optimal barrier in a pure continuous
dividend strategy. We now review the form of the associated expected present value of dividends, which we
will need later.

The expected present value of dividends of a pure continuous barrier strategy with proportional trans-
action costs (1 — 7.) in the Brownian risk model is denoted as G (x;b%), where b} is the optimal pure
continuous barrier. The function G¢(x;¢b%) takes the form of

6r0x _ 650&7 O b
) e ) ; )

Gelas; b?) = e gerolobt) — ggeso(ob) z € [0,0b7) (2.9)

nc(x_Obc) +GC(0bZ;Ob:)7 T e [Ob:,OO),

where the optimal continuous barrier ¢b} has the form
1 s3

b = log [ =2 ), 2.10
ot = oz () (20)

and where the roots rg and sg are defined around (3.12) below; see Jeanblanc-Picqué and Shiryaev (1995).

Consider now the expected present value of the expected present value of dividends of a pure periodic
barrier strategy with transaction costs (1—1,), denoted by G'p(z;0b;,), where oby, is the optimal pure periodic
barrier. The detailed method of deriving G p(;0b;,) without proportional costs can be found in Albrecher
et al. (2011b). By adopting the results from Albrecher et al. (2011b), we have

e’l‘om _ eSow
Mp ( > ’ x € [Ova;)7

roe"(0%) — gsoes0(oby)

Gp(l‘;ob;;) = 5 sy (x—ob3)
e (e7oby v 2 v
—ob} ——Gp(bs;ob b .
Np S o +7+5(7+5+($ op)) -l-’ij(s P(op,op)7 CUG[op,OO)
(2.11)
where the optimal periodic barrier has the following explicit form
. so[(y +d)so — 575])
b = , 2.12
T =0 Og(ro[wmroswé} (212)



and the root s, is defined in (3.12). The function Gp(x;0by) is strictly increasing and concave with the

following properties
v

Gplobpioby) =1p and m§

Jim G'p(x;0by) = mp (2.13)

see Avanzi et al. (2014).

3. Expected present value of dividends under an optimal hybrid barrier strategy

In this section, we focus on a specific class of hybrid strategies—the hybrid barrier strategies. In a
hybrid barrier strategy, dividends can be distributed according to a periodic and a continuous barrier
strategy. The periodic barrier is assumed to be strictly less than the continuous barrier. In Figure 1, we

1st 2nd 3rd

Figure 1: Sample paths of X (t) and D(t) under a hybrid barrier dividend strategy

plot a simulated sample path of the modified surplus process {X(t),t > 0} and the corresponding dividend
process {D(t),t > 0}. There, three decision times occur. Prior to the first dividend decision time, the
surplus reaches the continuous barrier level (b.) and all the excess surplus is continuously distributed as
dividends. At the first and third (periodic) dividend decision times, lump sum dividend payments are made
to bring the surplus down to the periodic barrier level (b,). At the second periodic dividend decision time,
the surplus is below the periodic barrier level and hence no dividend is paid.

In the next two sections, we first consider an optimal hybrid barrier strategy without liquidation in
Section 3.1, where both barriers are strictly positive and finite (0 < by < b2 < 00). In Section 3.2 we allow
the optimal periodic barrier to be zero (0 = bj, < b’ < 00) and this is referred as an optimal hybrid barrier
strategy with liquidation-at-first-periodic-opportunity. Throughout Section 3, we assume that proportional
transaction costs on periodic dividends are strictly less than proportional costs on continuous dividends
(Me < 1mp). In Section 4, we show that this assumption forms the necessary and sufficient condition for
optimal hybrid strategies to be optimal in the set of hybrid strategies.

3.1. When liquidation is never optimal

Suppose we follow an optimal hybrid barrier strategy with strictly positive and finite barriers, that is,

when 0 < by < b < 0o.The expected present value of dividends until ruin Gy (z; by, b%) is constituted of



three layers,
Gr(z), z€l0,by),
Gr(z;by,be) =< Gul(z), x € [by,by), (3.1)
Gu(z), =z € [b, 00).

We start by determining differential equations that G g (w; by, b)) must satisfy. Consider a small time interval

[0, h) and if the surplus level z € [0,b}), then no dividends can be issued and we have
Gr(z) = (1 = 0h)E[GL(x + ph+ oW (h))] + o(h). (3.2)

Thanks to the properties of the Brownian motion, we can expand the expectation in (3.2) to

E[GL(x + ph+ oW (h))] = Gr(z) + uG’, (x)h + U;G’L’(a:)h +o(h). (3.3)

Substituting (3.3) into (3.2), dividing h on both sides and leting h — 0 yields the following differential

equation for Gp(z),
2

g ! *
EG/L/(ZL’) +pG () = 0GL(x) =0, for =z €[0,by). (3.4)

If the surplus level is zero, then ruin is immediate and no dividends are paid. Therefore we have G, (0) = 0.
When the surplus level is above b, and strictly below b7, then no continuous dividends are issued and
periodic dividends are issued according to a periodic barrier strategy. Then Gjs(z) can be expressed by

conditioning on the arrival of periodic dividends during the time interval [0, h), i.e.

Gu(z) = yh(1 = Sh){ny(z — by) + E[Gun (b, + ph + oW (h))]}
+ (1= ) (1 — 6h)XE[Gas (w + ph + oW (h))] + o(h). (3.5)

If we expand the expectations using (3.3), divide h to both sides of (3.5) and take h — 0, we obtain

2

g * * * *

5 Glr(@) + Gy (z) = 6Ga (@) +ylnp(x = b)) + Gr(by) = Gu(@)] =0, € by, ). (3.6)
Finally, if the surplus is above b%, all excess surplus above b, is paid out immediately as continuous dividends
and Gy (z) satisfies a linear equation

Gu(x) =nc(x — b)) + Gup (DY), x € [bl,00). (3.7

It can be shown that Gy (x;by,b;) and Gy (z; by, b7) are continuous functions of z. First Gy (z;b;, b7)
is continuous at z = b} by construction of a continuous barrier strategy. We can substitute x = b} into
(3.7) and have Gy (b%) = Gar(b;). To show that G’y (w; by, b;) is continuous at b}, we consider the following
two scenarios, x = b5 and & = b; — €. In the second scenario, the surplus reaches the barrier b} after an
instant due to oscillation from the Brownian motion. In such a small instant, the chance to have a periodic
dividend decision is too small for any periodic dividends to be distributed. In the first scenario, a dividend
of € is distributed. Therefore the expected present value of dividends in the first scenario is higher than the

second scenario by an amount of 7.e for small €. It follows that
Gu(b7) = Gu(b7) = Gu(b; — €) +1mee = Gy (by) = ne, (3.8)

by dividing € and taking ¢ — 0. By adopting a similar argument discussed in Zhang and Cheung (2014),
we can show that G (z;by; b)) and Gy (z; by; b%) with some help from fluctuation theory. Now when the
optimal periodic and continuous barriers b, and b7, are applied, we have two additional conditions (only for
the optimal barriers)

G (b= by 07) = G (bp+5by:02) =mp and - G (bi—;by;b7) = 0. (3.9)
The justification of the first condition can be found in Lemma 3.1 from Avanzi et al. (2014). The second

condition G (;by; ;) = 0 is due to smooth pasting.
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Remark 3.1. Suppose that G (x; by, b%) is an increasing and concave function, then we have

G (bp; b, b7) = 1mp > ne = Gy (bz; by, b7) <= by <L (3.10)
This suggests that n, > 1. is necessary and sufficient for an optimal hybrid barrier strategy to exist. This
also means that n. > n, <= by < by. Note that a hybrid barrier strategies with b. < by, is equivalent to a
pure continuous barrier strateqy since the surplus is always upper-bounded by the continuous barrier b.. This
suggests that if the proportional transaction costs on continuous dividends satisfies . € [np, 1] (continuous
dividends are cheaper than periodic dividends), the pure continuous barrier strategy is (unsurprisingly) the
optimal hybrid strategy; see Section 4.5 for a proof.

Now we solve the differential equations (3.4) and (3.6) to obtain explicit solution of Gy (z;by,b7). We

first recognise that (3.4) is a linear second order ordinary differential equation and has general solution
Gr(z) = K1€™" + Kpe™®, for z €0,b), (3.11)
where K; and K, are some constants, and where 7, > 0 and s, < 0 are the roots (as functions of 7) of the
characteristic equation
2
o
Tt - (5+7) =0, (3.12)
Next, we solve (3.6) by recognising that it is a non-homogeneous linear second order differential equation.
The general solution consists of a homogeneous and a particular solution. The homogeneous solution is

Cie™” + Cae®™. A particular solution to (3.6) is in the form of Ax 4+ B. If we substitute this particular
solution back into (3.6) we obtain

Gr(b%) — n,bt
= T and B= (Criby) = mby)y, (3.13)
v+6 (v+9) v+0
Hence, a general solution of (3.6) is
Gur(z) = Cre™® + Coe™r® + —— | R (o —b*) + GL(0%)|, for = € [b,07). (3.14)
’Y—f—(g ,7_’_6 p P p ) pr7c
To completely specify G (z;bj,b%), we need to find the constants K; and K3 in (3.11), the constants
Cy and Cy in (3.14), as well as the two barriers by and bZ. We use the initial condition G (0;bj,b%) = 0
and the fact that Gy (z; by, b%) and G’y (x; by, by) are continuous functions to obtain the following equations,
Gr(0)=0 = K +Ky=0 (3.15)
* x +4 * * Yo Ml
) * K roby, K sob, g r~b, s~ by, I 1
GL(bp) GM(bp) - 1€ + Kae 5 (Cre + Che )+ Y45 6 (3.16)
G’L(b;) = G'M(b;) =  Kiroe™% + Kysge®r = C’lrwe”b; + 02876575;2 + Tnj-’yé (3.17)
Gt = Gy(t) = Cure™ o+ Casen¥ 4 B0y (519

According to (3.9), the two following additional conditions are satisfied when the optimal barriers b, and by
are applied,

bt b)) =ny = Gy =n, =  Cirye’ + Cosye™% + % = (3.19)
Gy =Grb:) = Gyl =0 = Cirle™’ +Chs2e " =0 (3.20)

Note that the optimality condition in (3.19), combined with the fact that G (z; by, b%) is continuous every-

where, leads to two equivalent equations, G’ (by) = n, or G, (b;) = m,. We choose G, (by) = n, for the

ease of solving for G g (; b}, b7).



Remark 3.2. Solving the 6 equations (3.15)-(3.20) completely determines all 6 unknown parameters K,
Ky, Cy, Ca, by and b;. Equations (3.15)-(3.18) are sufficient to determine the four constants Ky, Ko, Cy
and Cy for arbitrary barriers b, and b..

We now derive an explicit solution of Gy (w;by,b;). First we can solve (3.18) and (3.20) simultaneously
for coefficients Cy and Cs,

—r b —s.b*
5 e s, ~y e % 1,
C, = - d Cy= — . 3.21
' <77¢ 77;07 + 5) Ty Sy =Ty " ’ (ﬁc TIP’V + 5> Sy Ty =Sy (3:20)
Substituting C; and Cs back into (3.14) gives
¥ S'Y e (“L_bz) Ty esv (“L_bZ) ol Nplt " .
G = (9. — —b Gr(b
M(l’) (77 np’Y+5) [S'VT'y Ty +T’y*8'y Sy v+6 ,Y+5+77p($ p)+ L(p)

(3.22)
This is a semi-explicit solution for Gys(x) as by and b} are still unknown at this point. Next we substitute
Cy and Cj in (3.21) into (3.19) to obtain the following equation

Ty

e N o 2 TR SR (3 | [N 3.93
(Wc np7+5> L“/_rve +T’Y ‘ e ' (3.23)

_S"/

The trick here is to solve for b7 — by in (3.23), which is equivalent to finding the root of

_ Y Sy —r € Ty s, 1)
h(¢) =(n.— v ——e Y —npy——. .24
© = (r-miiy) (5 ) - 320

Ty — Sy

Because b; — by > 0 here, the natural domain for h(§) is § € (0,00). By considering the sign of h/(§), a

sufficient and necessary condition for h(£) to have a unique positive root is (see details in Section A.1)

v

e npm <0 <= h(&) has no root; (3.25)
Ne — npr 1 3 >0 <= h(£) has a unique positive root. (3.26)

Condition (3.26) is a necessary and sufficient condition for b} — b to exist. Combining (3.26) with Remark
3.1 reveals that the necessary and sufficient condition for an optimal hybrid barrier strategies to exist is
Ne € (Np=715+7p). We prove this statement using a verification theorem in Section 4.3.

Remark 3.3. Because of (3.26), a pure periodic dividend strategy will be optimal if and only if

Ne < Np (3.27)

y+6

Note that the right-hand side of (3.27) corresponds to the expected present value of a payment of n, at the
next dividend decision time. It makes sense that this quantity should be higher than 1. (the value of an
immediate payment). If not, it would never make sense to wait and pay under the umbrella of the periodic
strategy. This is formally shown in Section 4.4.

Next, using the explicit form of Gp/(x) in (3.22), we can substitute z = bj, and obtain

W Tl Y v+0 y
outy) =+ (550) (e mr )

where b7 — by is the solution to (3.23). This quantity is needed to solve G(z).

o (b2 -b}) sy (b -b3)
¢ R B o (3.28)

Sy — Ty T~ Ty — Sy S~y

Sy
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Remark 3.4. We can simplify (3.28) by using (3.23) and obtain an alternative form of G (b)),

. B 1 7+9 v\ e beby)
= | =——+— — ) (m— . 2
G (br) np<5’7+5+5v)+( 0 > (77 77p7_’_5) Ty (3:29)

The expression in the first brackets of (3.29) is the expected present value of dividends in a pure periodic
barrier strategy G p(oby; obj,) without proportional transaction costs (see, e.g., (31) in Albrecher et al., 2011b).
The remaining terms in (3.29) can be interpreted as additional dividends received from hybrid continuous
dividends, which goes to zero when the pure periodic dividend strategies become optimal; that is, when
b% — o0; see also illustrations in Section 5.

We now proceed to obtain an explicit solution for G, (z). Using (3.15) and combining (3.17) and (3.19),
we have

GLb) =m, = Kiroe" + Kysoe™" =1, (3.30)
GL(O) =0 = K+ Ky=0. (331)

Solving the equations simultaneously yields K and K. Substituting K7 and K into G (z) gives

67‘01 _ ESOI "
5 by L€ [0,b7,). (3.32)

roe"°’r — spe

Here the function G () is not completely specified as by, is still unknown. Using G (bj) in (3.28) (which
is independent of by) and G1(by) = Gar(by), we have

eroby _ gsoby 1 Mp — SOGM(b*)>
Gr(bY) = - - =Gu(b) < b= lo P 3.33
L( p) Tlp Toerobp _ S()eSObP M( p) D o — S0 g (np — ToGM(b;) ( )

Remark 3.5. The lower branch of Gy (z;b5,b%) = Gr(z) in (3.32) has a similar form to both G (x;0b;) in
(2.9) and G p(x;0by,) in (2.11) below their respective barrier levels. This similarity arises from the fact that
when the surplus is below the hybrid periodic barrier x € [O,b;‘,), no dividends are issued until the surplus
reaches by, regardless of the arrival of periodic dividend decisions. One can use the Markov property of the
surplus process at the first hitling time of reaching by, before ruin time T to obtain G, (z) (see Kyprianou,
2006, Section 8.2). The expected present value of a dollar paid at the first time the process hits some higher
level has the same functional form here than in Gc(z;0b%) for x € [0,0b%) and Gp(z;0by) for z € [0,0b5),
which explains their similarity.

The optimal periodic barrier by is available in closed form in (3.33), but this solution may not always
be strictly positive. Note that in the first part of (3.33) roe”% — 50e%% and ™% — ¢*°% are both strictly

positive for by > 0. So a strictly positive solution by exists if and only if Gas(b;) > 0—note that G (b)) in
(3.28) does not require by. In fact, when

then the optimal hybrid strategy becomes a hybrid barrier strategy with liquidation-at-first-periodic-
opportunity (0 = by < b% < 00); this is shown in Section 4.3.1. We will refer to (3.34) as the insufficient-
prospect condition. In the next section, we consider the liquidation-at-first-periodic-opportunity strategy in
detail and derive its expected present value of dividends Gg(x;0,b%). We discuss the different situations
that lead to the insufficient-prospect condition in Section 5.4.

Remark 3.6. In a pure optimal periodic barrier strategy, the insufficient-prospect condition is also char-
acterised by the expected present value of dividends until ruin when the surplus is evaluated at the optimal
periodic barrier level (see, for example, equation (4.46) in Avanzi et al., 2014).
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3.2. When a liquidation-at-first-periodic-opportunity is optimal

Consider now the case where the periodic barrier is zero, but where a strictly positive continuous barrier
exists (0 = by < b7 < oo). Under such a strategy, dividends are distributed according to a continuous
barrier strategy, but the company is liquidated at the first periodic dividend payment opportunity. We call
this a hybrid barrier strategy with liquidation-at-first-periodic-opportunity. This happens when business
is not really profitable (the insufficient-prospect condition), but transaction costs are so high within the
continuous framework that it is better to wait and liquidate when this is done at lower cost (at the first
periodic opportunity). In this case, the expected present value of dividends until ruin Gy (z;0,b%) can be
separated into two layers

0y = | Fo(@), xe]0,07),
Gu(z;0,b%) = { Fo(a), € [b,00). (3.35)
We can substitute b, = 0 in (3.6) and obtain
o’ 1" / *
T F(@) + nFL () ~ 0Fn (@) + Al — Fu(@) =0, a € [0,5). (3.36)
Similar to Gy (z) in (3.7), Fy(x) satisfies
Fy(x) = ne(x — b%) + F(b}), for x € [b},00). (3.37)

Since ruin occurs at = 0, a boundary condition is F7(0) = 0. Similar to Gy (z;bj,b7), we also require a
first order continuity condition Fj (b%) = .. The optimality condition for b} is the second order continuity
condition F}'(b%) = 0.

A general solution for Fy(x) stems from the second order inhomogeneous equation in (3.36),

Ty T Sy T pY I *
F = Ae™ Be® , f € 10,0)). 3.38
R e I (3.38)
Using the conditions F} (b%) = n. and F}(b%) = 0, we have
FL(Y) = —> Ar,e™b 4 Bs, ™t = g, npﬁ and (3.39)
F/(b5) =0 = ArZe™’ + BsZeb = 0. (3.40)

Solving A and B simultaneously and substituting them back into Fp,(z) yields

7y (z—b7) sy (z—b7)
v Sy € Ty € Ip™Y K *
Fr(z)=1{n.— + + T+ , forz el0,0)),
1) <77 np’Y"‘(S) (37_7”“/ Ty Ty =38y Sy > 7"'5( 'Y+5) 10,2)
(3.41)

which is very similar to Gs(z) in (3.22). Next we use the condition F7(0) = 0 to find b%. The continuous
barrier b} is then the solution of

Y Sy e e Ty e 370 NpY m
< + + = 0. 3.42
(77 np7+‘5> <3v—rv Ty TyT Sy 5y ) MER R (3.42)

In Section A.3, we show that a unique and positive b} exists if and only if the proportional costs satisfy
Ne > Npy/y+6 and the drift (p) is strictly positive. In fact, the two conditions with the insufficient-prospect
condition are key to show the optimality of the optimal hybrid barrier strategy with liquidation-at-first-
periodic-opportunity; the formal proof is provided in Section 4.3.1.

Remark 3.7. Note that in an optimal hybrid barrier strategy without liquidation, we find by — b}, via (3.23)
and by, via (3.33) to specify both barriers. In a liquidation-at-first-periodic-opportunity strategy, only b’ is
required and is obtained by solving (3.42).
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3.8. Summary

If the proportional transaction costs on dividends issued continuously are at a level such that 7. €
(npﬁ,np) and the insufficient-prospect condition (3.34) does not hold, the expected present value of

dividends for an optimal hybrid barrier strategy G g (x;b%,b%) is

»Ypr e
67‘01 . BSOI "
GL(‘T) ="Mp Toerob; _ 8068017;’ for z € [Ovbp)v
Ty (z—b%) sy (xz=0b%)
i 5y €er © Ty e N v TipH * *

G =N —b Gr(b)|,

M(x) (77 77p7+5) [S'V—T’y Ty +T'y—8'y S~y ]+7+5[’Y+5+77p(x p)+ L(p)
for z € [by,b7); and

Gu(x) = ne(z = b7) + Gur(by),  for z € [b, 00),

where b7 — by, is the unique positive root to the equation

_ v Sy -y (bi-bp) Ty sy (0I-b3) | —
(Uc T’p’y—&—é) Lv_rve P +7“7—876 P Tp

o
Y44’
and where b; is

b, =

1 <77p - SOGM(b;))
lo .
To — So p — TOGM(bZ)

If the proportional transaction costs on dividends issued continuously are at a level such that 7. €
(77,,%,77,,) and the insufficient-prospect condition (3.34) does hold, then the optimal periodic barrier is
zero. The expected present value of dividends of an optimal hybrid barrier strategy with liquidation-at-first-
periodic-opportunity Gg(x;0,b%) is

roy(z—b7) sy (z—b7)
v Sy € ° Yy € ° Y M *
() — B + 4 T+ , forz € |0,b);
L(z) (nc 771)7_'_5) (37_”/ T Ty — Sy 5y ) 7+5( 7+5> | )

Fu(x) = ne(x = b7) + Gar(be),  for z € [b, 00),

where the continuous barrier b} is the solution of the following equation
—r bl —s4b%
ol S e Ve r e %P
e =11y : +-— + Lt =0
YH+I) \sy—ry Ty Ty — Sy Sy vy+6y+0

4. The interplay between optimal periodic and continuous dividend strategies

In this section, we analyse the interaction between periodic and continuous dividend strategies under
varying levels of proportional transaction costs. Our findings are summarised in Section 4.1 and Table 1.
In order to prove those findings, a verification lemma is developed and proved in Section 4.2. In subsequent
sections, we use the verification lemma to verify the following statements,

Ne € {0, npl(s} <= A pure periodic barrier strategy is optimal; (4.1)
Y
Ne € (771115, np) <= A hybrid barrier strategy is optimal; (4.2)
v
Ne € [Mp, 1] <= A pure continuous barrier strategy dominates. (4.3)
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Positive drift

Positive drift

( > 0) and (1 > 0) and Non-positive drift
Insufficient-prospect Insufficient-prospect
i i (n<0)
condition condition

(3.34) does not hold

(3.34) holds

Pure continuous barrier

Ne € [1p, 1) Pure continuous barrier . with immediate
Section 4.5 (obz > 0) Not applicable liquidation
(obZ = 0)

Hybrid barrier with
liquidation-at-first-
periodic-opportunity
(0 =10y <b: <o0)

Hybrid barrier with
immediate liquidation
(5, = b = 0)

Hybrid barrier

e € (npﬁ,np)
(0 < by <br <o0)

Section 4.3

Pure periodic barrier with
liquidation-at-first-periodic-opportunity
(b, = 0)

Pure periodic barrier

" {0’%%} (ob% > 0)
0%

Section 4.4

Table 1: Optimal dividend strategy under different combinations of transaction costs

4.1. Summary of the findings

Depending on the levels of profitability of the company (the surplus drift), and the respective levels of
transaction costs on periodic and continuous dividends, different combinations of the continuous and periodic
strategies will be optimal. These cases are summarised in Table 1; refer to Section 2.4 for the terminology.

In the first row, a pure continuous barrier strategy always dominates. When the net gain per dollar
of periodic dividends is lower than that of continuous dividends—if 7. € [n,, 1]—then the pure continuous
barrier strategies are optimal in the set of hybrid strategies Dy. The drift of the surplus process further
determines whether immediate liquidation is optimal, i.e.

uw>0 <=
p<0 <=

obe > 0;

If the business is profitable (positive drift), then it is worthwhile to keep an investment in the company and
receive dividends when the surplus reaches some strictly positive level (ob% > 0). On the other hand if the
business is not profitable (u < 0), then the optimal strategy is to liquidate the initial surplus at time zero
(see, for example, Avanzi et al., 2011).
In the second row, a hybrid barrier dividend strategy will be optimal. As the transaction costs on
continuous dividends increase (7. decreases) such that 7. € (77Pﬁ7 7p), we have
G (by; by, 07) >0 — 0<by <bp <oo;
p>0and Gg(by; by, b7) <0 <= 0=10b; <bi < o0; (4.5)
w<0 <~ b,=b;=0.

Under good prospects (G g (by; by, br) > 0), both hybrid periodic and continues barriers are positive. As

the prospects become insufficient (for example, low dividend frequencies) while the business still remains
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profitable in terms of expected value (> 0), it may still be worthwhile to distribute continuous dividends.
If periodic dividend decision times are relatively infrequent and periodic transaction cost is relatively low,
one should liquidate the surplus at the first periodic dividend opportunity to take advantage of the low
transaction costs (second column). In the case when the business is not profitable at all (u < 0), the optimal
strategy is to liquidate the initial surplus immediately (third column).

In the bottom row, periodic dividends are always preferable to continuous dividends. There, the trans-
action costs on continuous dividends are so high (7. further decreases) that the net gain on continuous
dividends is less than or equal the expected net gain on periodic dividends: 7. € [0, np%}. In this case,

Gp(oby;oby) >0 <= b, >0

4.6
Gp(obyioby) <0 <= b, =0 (4.6)

Under good prospects (Gp(oby;0by;) > 0), the optimal periodic barrier is strictly positive. Under insufficient
prospects (Gp(oby;oby;) < 0), the optimal periodic strategy is to liquidate the surplus at the first periodic
dividend opportunity. Note that while the latter will always happen when p < 0, it may also happen even
if 4 > 0. This behaviour was discussed in Avanzi et al. (2014).

4.2. Verification Lemma
Lemma 4.1. Suppose that we follow a hybrid dividend strategy O . For a non-negative function H(z) that
is twice continuously differentiable except at countable many points and and that satisfies

1. ymaxo<i<g{npl + H(zx —1) — H(z)} + (A —§)H(z) < 0, with H(0) =0
2. max(nmnp#) < H'(z) < oo,
3. H"(z) <0,

for x > 0, where (A —0)H(z) = %H”(m) + pH'(z) — 6H(x), then it holds that
H(z)>V(z), x>0, (4.7

where V(z) is defined in (2.8).
Furthermore, when the optimal hybrid strategies are applied, if there exists a point b < oo such that

4. ymaxo<i<z{npl + H(x — 1) — H(z)} + (A —6)H(x) = 0 and H'(x) > n. for z € [0,b}),
5. (A—¥8)H(z) <0 and H(z) =n.(z — b*) + H(b*) for x € [b%,00),

and if there exists by, € [0,0}) such that H'(by) = 1y, then the optimal hybrid strategy is in the form
Ny (1)

Di(t)=L%(t) and Dit)= > (X(t)-b)", >0 (4.8)
=1

Otherwise the optimal hybrid strategy is in the form of
Di(t)=L%(t) and Di(t)=0, x>0, (4.9)

[

where ng (t) = fot l{X(S):b:}dLg‘g (s) is a local time of the process X at the barrier b.
If such a point b’ does not exist and H(x) satisfies
6. ymaxo<i<g{mpl + H(x —1) — H(x)} + (A= §)H(x) = 0 for z € [0,00),

then the optimal hybrid strategy is in the form

N, (t)
D;(t)=0 and Dj(t)= Y (X(t)—b)", x>0 (4.10)
i=1
In all three cases described in (4.8)-(4.10), we have
H(z)=V(z), z>0. (4.11)
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Proof. Using It6 formula for jump diffusion processes on {e *“"7) (X (t A 7))}, we have

e P H(X(EAT)) = H(z) — /0 o Se O H(X(s))ds + /0 MT@*‘SSH'(X(S))CZX(C)(S)

g2 AT AX(s)7#0
+7/0 e H"(X(s))ds + Y e P[H(X(s—)+ AX(s)) — H(X(s—))],

(4.12)

where X (¢)(t) is the continuous component of X (¢) and 7 is the time of ruin. Note that X (¢)(¢) consists of
the original surplus process and the continuous dividend process,

dX O (t) = pdt + odW (t) — dD(t), (4.13)

where D.(t) is the aggregate continuous dividend process before transaction costs. As X(t) only jumps
when a periodic dividend is issued, we can express the sum in (4.12) as a stochastic integral with respect to
the Poisson process {N,(t)},

A X (s)#0
D e PH(X(s—) + AX(s) — H(X(s—))]
:/0 Te—és[n,,ﬂs + H(X(s—) —¥s) — H(X(s—))]dN,(s) —/O Tnpe_ésﬁsd]\/w(s). (4.14)

Next we substitute (4.13) and (4.14) into (4.12) and after some algebraic simplifications, we have
e IH(X(tAT)) = H(x)

+ /0 ' e O (s + H(X (s—) —9,) — H(X (s—))] + %ZH”(J:) + pH'(x) — 0H (x)}ds (4.15)

+ / o oe O H'(X (s))dW (s) (4.16)
0

+ / e %% n. — H'(X(s))]dD.(s) (4.17)
0

[ e g HX(5-) = 02~ HOC )W, 6) = 79) (1.18)

- /MT nee %*dD,(s) — /MT npe 29 dN, (s). (4.19)
0 0

Now since H(x) is a concave function due to condition 3, then H’(z) is bounded and the following
stochastic integral

/O " e 0 (X (5))dW (s) (4.20)

is a uniformly integrable martingale and therefore the expectation of (4.16) is zero.
Secondly we have 1, — H'(X(s)) < 0 from condition 2 and since D.(t) is non-negative, so we have

tAT
| e - meeans) <o (421
0
and therefore the expectation of (4.17) is less than zero.

Lastly we show that (4.18) is a uniformly integrable martingale. Since (4.18) is a stochastic integral with
respect to a compensated Poisson process N (t), so it suffices to show that

E* [/ (P s+ H(X(5—) — 0) — H(X(s-))])? ds] < oc. (4.22)
0
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Since H is an increasing function from condition 2, we have
mpls + H(X (s—) — ) = H(X(s—)) < nptds < X(s). (4.23)

Next since the modified surplus process is always less than or equal to the original surplus process, we have
X(s) <U(s) =+ us + cW(s) and this gives

sup E® Uot (=% [0, + H(X(s—) — 04) — H(X (s—))))* ds} < supE* [/Ot (U (s))" ds] L (424)

t>0 t>0

Since the process {e7%*U(s)} has regular sample path (see Definition 8.1, Klebaner, 2005), we can apply
Fubini’s theorem (see Theorem 2.39, Klebaner, 2005) to interchange the expectation and integration signs,

t t
E” [/ 6_26SU(8)2d8:| = / e~ 205E2[U (5)?]ds. (4.25)
0 0
Since U(s) ~ N(x + us,0?s), E*[U(s)?] = 0%s + (z + ps)? and we have

t t t t
/ e 2% (0%s + (x4 ps)?)ds :a:2/ e~ 2%%ds + (0% + 2xp) / se2%%ds + ,u2/ s2e 2% ds
0 0 0 0

1— 20t 1 — (1 + 26t)e=2% 1 — (14 26t(1 + 6t))e=20
= 27 2 2 2 :
Ty Tl 467 T 463
(4.26)
Hence, taking the supremum yields
t 2 2 2
_ + 2z
Ee 5s 2as|l <4 9 7 _ 4.2
21211(:)) {/0 (e U(S)) S} < 2(5+ 152 +453 < o0 ( 7)

Combining (4.24) and (4.27) proves (4.22) and therefore (4.18) is a uniformly integrable martingale with
zero expectation. Now, if we take expectation of the whole equation (4.19) and use the facts that (4.16) and
(4.18) have zero expectations and (4.17) has a less-than-zero expectation, we have

tAT tAT
H(z) > E° {e";(mT)H(X(t A T))} +E° [ / nee0%dD(s) + / npe‘ssﬁst,y(s)] . (4.28)
0 0
We now take the limit ¢ — oo on both sides of (4.28). We first use Fatou’s lemma and have
lim B [e"s(MT)H(X(t A T))} > E® Llim e SN (X (t A 7))} . (4.29)
— 00 — 00

We can condition on the value of ruin time and have

lim e "I H(X(tAT)) = lim e S H(X(EAT)1 (<o) + Jim e O H(X(EAT)) L {r—o0)
—00

t—o00 t—o00
= OH(X(T)1{rco0) + Jim e H(X (1)1 {r—c0}- (4.30)
Since H(X (7)) = 0, we have
lim E7 [e—5<W>H(X(t A T))} > 0. (4.31)
—00

We now consider the case when conditions 4-6 are satisfied. First assume that there exists a point b} < oo
such that conditions 4 and 5 are satisfied and the optimal hybrid strategies are in the form of either (4.8)
or (4.9). In either cases the modified surplus process is bounded between 0 < X () < b¥ for ¢t > 0. Next we
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substitute condition 4 into (4.15). Using the fact that (4.16) and (4.18) are uniformly integrable martingales,
taking expectation of (4.15) yields

H(z) = B [ D H(X (A7)

[ [ et sy ce [ [z + [ e anio)] @

From the definition of D*(s) in (4.8) and (4.9), continuous dividends are only distributed when the surplus
process reaches b’, so we can write

E® [ /0 W e e — H’(X(s))]dD:(s)] =E° [ /0 o e % ne — H'(X(s))]l{X(s)_b;}dD:(s)]

tAT
= [E*® |:/ 675‘9[77C — nc]l{X(s)zbz}dD:(s):| =0. (433)
0

In (4.33), we use the fact that H' is a continuous and decreasing function from condition 3 of the verification
lemma and have H'(X(s))1{x)=px} = 1 for s > 0. Next by conditioning on the value of ¢ relative to 7
and using the fact that X (¢) is upper bounded by b}, we have

0<e?UNE(X(tAT)) =e " H(X(t)1i<ry < e *H(bY). (4.34)

Taking the limit of ¢ — 0o, we have limy_,o E* [e 2" H (X (¢t A 7))] = 0. Substituting this and (4.33) into
(4.32) and using the monotone convergence theorem,

tAT SAT
H(z) = lim E* [/0 nee %%dD? (s) —l—/o npe_‘ssdD;(s)]

t—o0

=E* [/OT nee %%dD7 (s) + /OT npe_‘SSdD;(s)}
—V(z). (4.35)

Next suppose that such a point b} < oo does not exist and condition 6 is satisfied, the optimal hybrid
strategies are in the form of (4.10). A similar proof can be obtained by removing the jump component in
Section 3.4 in Avanzi et al. (2014) to show that the periodic barrier strategies are optimal in the set of
hybrid strategies.

O

4.3. On the global optimality of the hybrid barrier strategies

In this section we prove that if the net gain on continuous dividends (n.) falls strictly in the interval
(np%, 7p), then the optimal hybrid barrier strategies are optimal in the set of all hybrid strategies,

Ne € <77va5, np> = A hybrid barrier strategy is optimal. (4.36)

Suppose that the net gain on continuous dividends satisfies 7. € (npﬁ, np). We need to show that the

expected present value of dividends until ruin Gy (; by, by) satisfies conditions 2-5 in the verification lemma.

First we prove that Gy (z; by, b%) satisfies condition 2 and 3 by showing that it is an increasing and concave
function—this is done in Appendix A.2.
Next we show that G (x;b%,b%) satisfies condition 4. From (3.4) and (3.6) the function Gy (z; 0%, b%)

' Ypr Ve 1Ypr e
satisfies

(A—8)Ga(z;b5,b0) =0 € [0,b5); (4.37)
Vnp(z = by) + G (by; by, 02) — G by, b7)] + (A = 8)Gu (3 by, 00) =0 @ € [b, b7). (4.38)
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Using Lemma 3.1 from Avanzi et al. (2014) and due to concavity of Gy (x;0},b%) and G (bys; by, b%) = 1y,
(4.37) and (4.38) together attain the maximum of the following equation

1 Ypr Ve 1 YprHe 1 Ypr Ve

7 mmax Ml + Gz —1;05,07) + Gu(z;05,00)] + (A — 0)Gru(xz;05,0%) =0 for z € [0,b]). (4.39)

Therefore Gy (z; b}, b7) for x € [0,b}) satisfies condition 4 in the verification lemma.

Lastly we show that G g (x;bj, b;) satisfies the condition 5 in the verification lemma for = € [b}, 00). We
substitute G (x; 0%, 0%) = ne(x — b%) + G (b}; b, b%) into the inequality in condition 5,

1 Ypr Ve crVpr e

(A = 8)G (2367, b5) = pe — 0G (w3 b5, b%) < pne — 6Ggr (b3 07, b7). (4.40)

s YprYe s Ypr Ye 23]

We can substitute = b} into (3.22) and have

k. Lk Lok M v * * k. 1k Jok
Gu(bs;by,b0) =ne—— + —— b —b Gu(b;b5,b%)) . 4.41
H(c7p7c) n7+5+7+5(7717(c p)+ H(ppc)) ( )
Since G (x; b}, b7) is increasing and concave, then by the Mean Value Theorem we have G (b;; b}, b7) <
Np(bs — by) + G (by; b5, b%). Substituting this inequality into (4.41) yields
B T Ga(b b, bY) < G (bibE, ) = G (bbb > not (4.42)
nc’y+5 ,y_’_(;HC’[)’C H\Y¢s Yp, Ve H\Yc5 Y, V¢ nc6 .
Substituting (4.42) into (4.40) shows that (A — 0)Gg(z;by,b%) < 0 for x € [b},00) where Gy (z;b},b%) =
Ne(z — b%) + G (b%; by, b%). This shows that G g (x; by, b)) satisfies condition 5 and the proof is complete.

4.8.1. On the optimality of hybrid barrier strategies with liquidation-at-first-periodic-opportunity
In this section we show that if the insufficient-prospect condition is satisfied (i.e. Gu(by;b;,b%) < 0),
then the hybrid barrier strategy with liquidation-at-first-periodic-opportunity is optimal. Before we proceed,

we present a useful Lemma, whose proof is included in Appendix A.5.

Lemma 4.2. The insufficient-prospect condition Gy (by;bs,b5) < 0 is satisfied if and only if the function
Fr(x) derived in (3.41) satisfies F} (0) < .

Now suppose that the insufficient-prospect condition is satisfied, then it remains to verify that the
function G (x;0,b%) satisfies conditions 2-5 in the verification lemma. In Section A.4 we demonstrate that
G (z;0,b%) is an increasing and concave function, which shows that conditions 2 and 3 are satisfied. Next
from (3.36) and (3.37), the function Gy (z;0, b}) satisfies

Vpz — Fr(z)] + (A= 0)Fr(x) =0 forz € [0,b;),
Fy(z) = ne(z —b}) + Fr(b%) forz € [b},00).

To verify condition 4 and 5, it remains to show that for x € [0, b})

¥ qoax {npl + Fr(z — 1) = Fr(2)} = ylnpa — Fr.(2)). (4.43)

Since the insufficient-prospect condition is satisfied (G'x(by;b5,b%) < 0), by Lemma 4.2 it implies that

F7(0) <n,. Due to concavity of Fr(x), we have F} (x) <n, for x € [0,b}) and we have

%(npl +Fr(z—1)—Fr(z)=n,— Fi(x—1)>0, for0<I[<uz. (4.44)

Then maxo<;<z{npl + Fr(z — 1) — Fr(x)} has to occur at the endpoint ! = x and this gives (4.43) and the
proof is complete.

18



4.4. On the global optimality of the pure periodic barrier strategies

In this section, we show that if the proportional transaction costs on continuous dividends are at a
level such that 7. € [0, npﬁ], then the optimal periodic barrier strategies are optimal in the set of hybrid
strategies,

Ne € {O, nplé} = A pure periodic barrier strategy is optimal. (4.45)
Y

Now assume that 7. satisfies 7. € [O,npﬁ]. We need to show that the function Gp(z;0by) in (2.11)
satisfies conditions 2, 3 and 6 of the verification lemma. Details of this can be found in Sections 5.1 and 5.2
in Avanzi et al. (2014) by removing the jumps in the surplus process.

4.5. On the global optimality of the pure continuous barrier strategies

In this section, we show that if the proportional transaction costs on continuous dividends are at a
level such that 7. € [np,1], then the optimal continuous barrier strategies are optimal in the set of hybrid
strategies,

Ne € [np, 1] = A pure continuous barrier strategy is optimal. (4.46)

Now suppose that the net gain of continuous dividends 7. satisfies the inequality 7, < n. < 1. We show
that the expected present value of dividends of a continuous dividend strategy G (x;0b%) in (2.9) satisfies
conditions 2-5 in the verification lemma. It is well known that G¢(x;¢b%) satisfies conditions 2, 3, and 5
(see, e.g., Jeanblanc-Picqué and Shiryaev, 1995). It remains to show that G¢(x;0bf) satisfies condition 4.
Since we know that G (x; b)) > 1. for x € [0,b}) due to concavity of Ge(z; b)) and 1, < 7., there is no
x € [0,b}) such that G (z;0b}) = n, and therefore

7 tnax {npl + Go(z —1;0b}) — Geo(z;007)} =0 for z€[0,b]). (4.47)

Furthermore since G¢(x;b}) for z € [0,b*) is derived by solving (A — §)Ge(z;0b%) = 0, we have shown
show that condition 4 is satisfied and the proof is complete.

5. Numerical illustrations

In Table 1 on page 13, we provided a summary of the optimal dividend strategies under different com-
binations of transaction costs (7. and n,), dividend frequency (7) and force of interest (). In this section,
we illustrate our findings. In particular, we consider transitions between different optimal strategy types.

5.1. The interface between pure continuous and periodic strategies via hybrid strategies

We start by offering a pictural representation of our paper, that is, of the interface between the optimal
(pure) periodic and continuous strategies, when transaction costs are included.

Figure 2 displays the pure continuous and periodic barriers (ob} and Ob;) with the grey dashed and solid
lines using equations (2.10) and (2.12). The hybrid continuous and periodic barriers (b% and bj) are shown
using the black dashed and solid lines, respectively. Here we change the level of 7. from 0 to 1 and fix 7, to
be 0.5 and 0.75 on the left-hand and right-hand sides, respectively. Note that the barriers provided in the
shaded area (the hybrid barriers in solid black) are calculated using results from this paper, whereas the
grey barrier are calculated thanks to formulas in the papers cited in Section 2.4.

The grey region corresponds to the cases where a hybrid strategy is optimal, that is, when n. €
(npﬁ,np). On its left, the pure periodic barrier strategy is optimal. On its right, the pure continu-
ous barrier strategy is optimal. The right bound of this region is defined by 7,: if 1. is higher (that is,
if dividends paid from a continuous strategy attract the lowest transaction costs), then a pure continuous
strategy is obviously optimal. The left bound depends on the ratio between ~ (the intensity to pay dividends
periodically) and § (the indicator of time impatience in the model). The higher that ratio is, the closer the
left bound is to the right bound, which makes sense: if dividends can be paid relatively often, and at lower
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Figure 2: Continuous, hybrid and periodic barriers as functions of 7.

6=05,0=1,v=0.5

transaction costs, then the attractivity of dividends paid from the continuous barrier decreases and a pure
periodic barrier strategy is more likely to be optimal.

In the shaded area, as 7. increases, the net gain on hybrid continuous dividends improves and they
become a marginally more attractive alternative to the hybrid periodic dividends. This is represented by
the diminishing gap of b7 — b;. The decreasing b; allows for an earlier access to continuous dividends, while
the increasing by, delays the distribution of periodic dividends. It is interesting to note that this gap is a

key quantity when solving for the expected present value of dividends of a hybrid strategy; recall Equations
(3.23)-(3.24).

5.2. Dominance of the hybrid barrier strategy

In Section 5.1, we illustrated how the hybrid barrier strategies are connected to the pure continuous and
periodic strategies. As explained earlier, the hybrid barrier strategies are optimal in the grey regions of
Figure 2; we illustrate this dominance in this section.

We start by examining the dominance of the hybrid barrier strategies from the point of view of transaction
costs 7. (using the same angle as in Section 5.1). In Figure 3(a), we plot the expected present value of
dividends Gp(1;0by,), Go(1;0b%) and Gu(1;by,b%) as functions of 7.. First note that Gp(1;0b;) in a pure
periodic barrier strategy is unaffected by the change of 7. (the flat grey solid line). In a pure continuous
barrier strategy, G¢(1;0b}) is a linear function that increases with 7. (the grey dashed line). Both G p(1;0by)
and G¢(150b;) are calculated using formulas reviewed in Section 2.4. Lastly we plot Gg(1;b5,b%) in its
respective domain of 7. (the black solid line in the shaded region), which is similar to Figure 2(b). As 7,
approaches the boundaries of its domain (the upper and lower bounds of the shaded region), the dominance
of the hybrid barrier strategies vanishes and the pure continuous or periodic strategies become optimal.
This is similar to the behaviour explained in previous Section 5.1. Importantly, this graph shows that the
optimality question does not boil down to choosing between a pure periodic or a pure continuous strategy,
but that a combination of both is actually optimal in certain cases.

Next we illustrate the dominance of the hybrid barrier strategies from the viewpoint of dividend frequency

(7). From Section 4.3 we know that for given levels of transaction costs (1. and n,) the frequency of hybrid
periodic dividends () has a natural domain,

Y e
77<77C:>'y€<0,5 ) 5.1
Py+6 Np — Me (5-1)

This redefines the left bound of the shaded areas as a function of v under a hybrid barrier strategy.
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Figure 3: Expected present value of dividends Gy (1; b5, b%), Gp(1;0b;) and Go(1;0b%)

In Figure 3(b), we plot the expected present value of dividends G p(1;0b;), Gc(150b;) and G (1;b;,b7)
as functions of v. One first notice that G¢(1;0b%) in a pure continuous strategy is unaffected by the
increasing v (the flat dashed grey line) and Gp(1; ob;) in a pure periodic strategy increases as dividends
are distributed more frequently (the solid grey line). Last we plot Gy (1;by,b%) (the black solid line), which
lies above both Gp(1;0b;) and G¢(1;0b%). One can see that the premium obtained by the opportunity to
pay continuously or periodically—the difference between black and grey lines, for given ~)—reduces as
increases to eventually vanish where black and solid grey line intersect. Beyond that point, a pure periodic

strategy is optimal.

5.3. Continuous, hybrid and periodic barriers as functions of

In this section, we keep the angle defined in the previous section and re-plot Figure 2, but as a function
of 4. Since v is considered here, the right-hand side (sic, the orientation of the graph is flipped around
horizontally) area of Figure 2 is not plotted, but corresponds to the limit on the y-axis where pure and

hybrid continuous barriers meet.

6 :

1

i -- Hybrid continuous barrier
5 E — Hybrid periodic barrier

1
4 ,} -= Pure continuous barrier

," — Pure periodic barrier
3_____-------------==:::’_—_—_/ ________________________________
2
1

0.001 0.01 0.1 1 10 106/

Figure 4: Continuous, hybrid and periodic barriers as functions of ~

§=0l,c0=1pu=1,n=057mn,=1

In Figure 4, we plot the hybrid periodic and continuous barriers in an optimal hybrid strategy (b; and
bz, solid and dashed black lines), the periodic barrier in an optimal pure periodic strategy (oby, grey solid
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line) and the continuous barrier in an optimal pure continuous strategy (ob%, grey dashed line) in the same
graph as we change dividend frequency (7).

First, note that the pure continuous barrier ob} is constant with respect to v (unsurprisingly). On the
other hand, the pure periodic barrier (b}, starts at zero for small v (due to liquidating-at-first-periodic-
opportunity). As v increases, the pure periodic barrier increases and approaches the pure continuous barrier
(i.e. limy— oo ob, = ob%). Next we note that the natural domain of v in an optimal hybrid barrier strategy is
(0,0.1) according to (5.1), which is represented by the shaded region. Asy — ¢ 7]_177]:?7 the hybrid continuous
barrier approaches infinity (b} — oo) and the hybrid periodic barrier approaches the pure periodic barrier

5.4. Situations leading to the insufficient-prospect condition

In Section 4.3.1, we showed that under the insufficient-prospect condition (G (by; by, b%) < 0) and with
positive drift, the optimal strategy is hybrid with liquidation-at-first-periodic-opportunity (0 = by, < by <
00). In Figure 2, this would translate into a solid black line touching the z-axis for some range of 7. on the
left of the shaded area. In this section, we illustrate different combinations of parameters that lead to the

insufficient-prospect condition.

0.75
0.25
-0.25
-0.75
0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0 0.05 0.1 0.15
v ]
(a) 6 =0.1,7 = 0.9,m, = 0.95,0 = 0.75 (b) 6 =0.1,n.=0.9,m, =0.95,0 = 1.5

Figure 5: Contour plots of G (by; by, b7) as a function of u and v

In Figures 5(a) and 5(b) we display two contour plots of G (by;by,b;) against the drift (1) and the
frequency of periodic dividends () using the explicit formula in (3.28). Because of (5.1), Figure 5 focuses
on the range v < 1.8. Both graphs are separated into two regions by a black dashed line, which represent
the frontier that consists all pairs of (u,~) that produce G (by; by, b;) = 0. If the parameters p and v fall
into the region to the left of the dashed line (i.e. satisfying the insufficient-prospect condition), the optimal
hybrid barrier strategy is to liquidate at the first periodic dividend time (by = 0), but to still pay continuous
dividends according to a barrier strategy in the meantime (0 < b% < c0).

In a pure periodic framework, the liquidation-at-first-periodic-opportunity strategy becomes optimal
when the frequency of dividend payments becomes too low, regardless of the drift of the surplus process;
see also Section 4.4 in Avanzi et al. (2014). This is not true in a hybrid barrier strategy. Suppose that
the drift of the surplus (u) is high enough such that it falls in the region to the right of the dashed lines
in Figure 5, then Gy (by; by, bY) is strictly positive for all possible values of v and the liquidation-at-first-

periodic-opportunity strategy is never optimal (the dashed line intersects the x-axis at v = 0, it does not
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approach it). Despite low periodic dividend frequencies, one should still let the business carry on. This is
because of the availability of dividend payments thanks to a hybrid continuous barrier; such an opportunity
does not exist in a pure periodic strategy.

6. Conclusion

In this paper, we teased out the relationship between so-called continuous and periodic dividend strate-
gies, in a Brownian risk model. We obtained explicit expressions for the expected present value of dividends
paid until ruin for different levels of transaction costs (1. and 7,), and for different levels of expected profit
(1); see Table 1. We formally determined which dividend strategy (or combination thereof) is optimal in all
those cases. A key assumption is that periodic dividends (assumed to be of a regular nature) attract lower
transaction costs than continuous dividends (to organise extra, immediate payments is more costly than to
issue regular dividends).

This paper showed and illustrated, for the first time, how those two types of dividend strategies interact.
Interestingly, they not only connect nicely, but it also turns out that a combination of both—referred to as
a ‘hybrid’ strategy—does constitute an optimal interface in some cases. Figure 2 illustrates this very nicely.

While proportional transaction costs form a reasonable approximation and are enough for drawing quali-
tative conclusions, in reality transaction costs have fixed and variable components. Furthermore, differences
of costs between proportional and continuous dividends are likely to manifest themselves in that fixed com-
ponent. Hence, fixed transactions costs would be a welcome addition to the model. Finally, the model
considered in this paper has continuous sample paths, and it would be interesting to study the impact of
the inclusion of jumps to its stochastic surplus process.
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A. Appendix

A.1. Ezistence and uniqueness of by — b},
From (3.23), b; — b}, is the root of the following function h(&),

_ v Sy —ry€ Ty —s+& J
h(&)=n.— W —T1 e | - ——, 0, 00). Al
() (77 np7+5> (Sv_me +r7—376 > ey z € (0,00) (A1)
First, note that the function h(£) has a y-intercept,
5y Sy Ty ]
h(0) = (1. — —Np———= = Ne — Ny, A2
(0) (77 np7+5)<87—m+m—87) g = e (A2)

which is strictly negative as long as 7. < 1,. Next we obtain the first derivative of h(§),

TySy

W)=~ (nc - npﬁ;) ﬁ(e*”g — e %), (A.3)

Since h(&) is defined on positive real numbers and using the signs of ., and s.,, we have e "¢ — =% < 0
for all £ € (0,00), 745y < 0 and s, — 7y < 0. Combining these facts, the sign of h/(§) is controlled by the
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sign of . — 0,/ (v + d). Since h(€) is continuous and has a negative y-intercept, h(£) has a unique positive
root if and only if h is strictly increasing, i.e.

Ne — Up# <0< h(€) <0 < h(¢) has no root; (A.4)
Ne — Up# >0<= h(€) >0 < h(£) has a unique positive root. (A5)

A.2. Gu(z;by,b7) is an increasing and concave function

First we use the explicit form of G (x) in (3.32) and obtain its first and second derivatives,

2 _rox 2 _sox
roe 0% — sge’o’ rie’o? — sie’o

/ _ 11 _ 0 0 *
GL(T) =1mp—73s — and Gp(z)=npy———F——3, T€0,b)). (A.6)
roe °’r — s0e°%"r roe °’r — s9e°%’r

We first show that G7 (z) < 0 for z € [0,b5). Combining the explicit form of G'5/(b5) in (3.28) and equation
(3.23), we have an alternative form of G/ (b}) after some algebra

« 7 er’Y(bz_b;) — esw(bz_b;)
GM(bp) =Tp s T,yeT”(b:_b;") _ sves“’(bz_b;) (A.7)
From (A.7), we see that G s (by) < npp/6 and we can establish the following inequality,
* © x S0+ To
Gu(by) <mp~= == Gu(by) < A8
ult) <5 = Guy) <, "0, (A3)
which further becomes
so+ 1o My — s0Gm(by) 83
Gy (b)) < — 7.~ —
w(bp) <y 8070 Ny — roGar(by) 7§
. s3 rob* s b*
b, < p— log (7%) = riemobs — 2e%0b <. (A.9)

Since rge’® — s2e®® is an increasing function of x, we must have r3e™* — s2e*0® < 0 and G/ (z) < 0 for

x € [0,by). This shows that G’ () is a decreasing function and we have
mp = GL(by) < GL(x) <GL(0) = €[0,bp), (A.10)

which shows that G’ (x) > 0 for = € [0,b5). This completes the proof that G () is an increasing and
concave function on z € [0, by,).
Next we use the explicit form of Gps(z) in (3.22)and compute its first and second derivatives

o i L TP R0 BT e B N €. ) 0 A1l
m() (77 np7+5) Lv_rve +7"v_576 +np7+5’ ( )
& (@) = (n—n 4Ty (rw(sz:), sw(xbe)), A12

(@) (n, npwa) P C e (A.12)

Using the signs of r, > 0 and s, < 0, we have G'};(x) < 0. Next since G;(z) is concave, so G,(z) is a
decreasing function and we must have

e = Gy (b2) < Gy(z) = € [b,00), (A.13)

p’-c

which shows that G',(z) > 0 for x € [b5,b%). This completes the proof that Gps(x) is an increasing and
concave function on z € [by, b}).

By construction, Gy (z) in (3.7) is a linear function with positive first derivative. So Gy (x) is an
increasing and concave function on z € [b}, 00).
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A.8. Ezistence and uniqueness of b’ in a liquidation-at-first-periodic-opporuinty strategy

In an optimal hybrid barrier strategy with liquidation-at-first-periodic-opportunity, we assume that pro-
portional transaction costs satisfy

Ne — Up% > 0, and that the drift © > 0. (A.14)

+4
Then from (3.42) b* is the solution to the following equation ¢(&)
e~ "¢

—s¢
2l Sy Ty e v H
(- + NI ——— A.15
g(g) <T] np,y+6) (S'y_T'y 7,,7 TW—SV 57 > Wp,y+67+5 ( )

The derivative of g(£) is

9'(&) =~ (nc " ) (SWSW,,7 ey 1 e_s”5> : (A.16)

np’y+5 Ty — Sy

Since we have 7. — npﬁ > 0 and using the signs of r, and s,, the derivative ¢’(£) is strictly negative.
Furthermore as £ — oo, we have

e "¢

—54&
. Y Sy ryooe ™ Y
lim ={n.— + F,— = —0. A7
5_“’09(6) <7] np’YJF‘S) (577"7 Ty Ty = Sy Sy ) np7+5'7+§ ( )

Therefore a continuous function g(£) has a unique positive root if and only if g(0) > 0, which can be verified

v sy 1 ry 1 > Y Iz
0)=1{n.— — + — |+ =1e > 0. A18
5(0) (77 77p,y+5) (57_7“77“7 Ty = 8y 8y np'7+57+5 777_‘_5 ( )
A4. Gu(x;0,b%) is an increasing and concave function

Using the explicit form of Fp,(z) in derived in (3.41) , we can obtain its first and second derivatives. For
x € 10,b%)

0 s (b r . (z—b* Ip™Y
Fi(z) = (n.— T_gra@=bl) 3 _esh(@=be) ) 4 L 5 A.19
7 () (17 np7+5> (sv—r,ye +Tv—576 +7+5 ) ( )
F(2) = v SyTy ry(m=b2) sy (z—b7) A2
L(x)_ 776_77177_’_5 P e ¢/ —e <)) < 0. ( ,0)
vy v

So Fr(x) is an increasing and concave function on « € [0, b}) and Fy/(x) is by-construction linear on [b}, 00).

A.5. Proof of Lemma 4.2

Proof. First the underlying strategies of the optimal hybrid barrier type, therefore the proportional costs
satisfy . > n,7/v+0 and r, > 0 and s, < 0 are the roots of the equation (3.12) with § = § + . Before we
begin the proof, let us re-state the insufficient-prospect condition. Let b > 0 be the solution of the equation
h(€) in (3.24). Then the inequality for the insufficient-prospect condition is

By y+9 v sy e b ry, e b
Gh)=np=——+—1—(n.— <0. A21
) np5’Y+5+ g (77 np’7+5> (S’Y_T’Y Ty +T’v_57 Sy ) (421

Our goal is to show that G(b) <0 <= F[(0) < n,. Recall from (3.41), we have

v S —rbE r —s,b% v
F/ 0) = . — ol TYYe i Ve A22
.(0) (n p )(Svme +7,775We M (A.22)
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where b} is the solution to the equation

—ry bl —s by,
il Sy € "¢ e e Y M
. — n n —0. A23
(77 np’7+5) (Swr’v Ty Ty =Sy Sy ) YHOIy+4 (4.23)

Note that (A.23) achieves the equality of (A.21), (i.e. G(b) < G(b%) = 0). Next we can show that G(b) is a
decreasing function of b,

d Y+46 Y Sy b Ty s
—G0b)=——F7— 11— 04— e . A24
dbG( ) 0 <77 np’Y+5> <5w 7’76 +T’y "/e <! (424

Therefore we have G(b) < G(b%) <= b < b. Next since b is the solution to h(b) = 0 and h is a strictly
increasing function (see Section A.1),

G <G =0 < b*<b

<~ h(b)) <h(d)=0
Y —r,ybz Ty —s4b < d
= (Tlc v+ )( +7"v_s'ye )_np7+5
< F'(0) <mnp. (A.25)

Since all arguments are reversible and the proof is complete.
O
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