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ON SINGULAR CONTROL FOR LEVY PROCESSES
KEI NOBA* AND KAZUTOSHI YAMAZAKI'

ABSTRACT. We revisit the classical singular control problem of minimizing running and controlling costs.
Existing studies have shown the optimality of a barrier strategy when driven by Brownian motion or Lévy
processes with one-sided jumps. Under the assumption that the running cost function is convex, we show

the optimality of a barrier strategy for a general class of Lévy processes.
AMS 2020 Subject Classifications: Primary 60G51; Secondary 93E20, 90B05
Keywords: stochastic control, mathematical finance, Lévy processes

1. INTRODUCTION

In this paper, we consider the classical stochastic control problem driven by a one-dimensional sto-
chastic process, whose objective is to derive an optimal strategy that minimizes the sum of running and
controlling costs. The running cost is modeled as a function of the controlled process accumulated over
time. The controlling cost is assumed to be proportional to the amount of control, meaning the consid-
ered problem falls in the class of singular control. As exemplified by the seminal work such as [8], the
optimal strategy is often verified to be of barrier (or bang-bang) type. In other words, controlling the
process so that it stays in an interval or a half-line is optimal. Singular control has many applications
and is actively studied in financial mathematics, such as [14, 29]. A version with ruin, called de Finetti’s
problem, is one focus of research in insurance mathematics [3, 24].

This paper focuses on the following formulation: Given a state process X = (X;)¢>0, the decision-
maker chooses a strategy m = (R ):>o representing the aggregate amount of control until time ¢. The
objective is to minimize the total expected values of the running cost fooo e~ f(UF)dt and the controlling
cost f[o,oo) e 1'dRT where ¢ > 0 is a discount factor and U™ := X + R” is the controlled process when a
strategy 7 is applied. This study looks at the case when X is a general Lévy process and 7 is increasing.

In this classical formulation, complete solutions have been obtained for several stochastic processes.
A majority of research focus on the case X is a Brownian motion or other diffusion processes; analytical
results are obtained in more general settings, such as in [8] (see also [16, 17, 27, 26, 28] for other
stochastic control problems for diffusion processes). The case X with jumps is less studied compared
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to Brownian motion/diffusion models. However, extensions to spectrally one-sided Lévy processes (i.e.
Lévy processes with one-sided jumps) have recently been made along with the development of the so-
called fluctuation theory. In particular, Yamazaki [35] solved the problem when X is a general spectrally
negative Lévy process. Several variations, such as [18, 32], consider optimality over restricted sets
of admissible strategies. These papers commonly assume the convexity (or a slightly more relaxed
condition) of the running cost function f and show that a barrier strategy reflecting the state process at a
certain boundary is optimal. It is a natural conjecture that the same conclusion can be drawn for a wider
class. In this paper, we verify the conjecture that a barrier strategy is optimal for a general Lévy process.
This generalization is particularly important in finance, where the assumption of the one-sided jumps
does not suit well. Financial asset values are empirically known to contain both positive and negative
jumps (e.g., [15]). For realistic applications in finance, the use of stochastic processes having jumps in
both directions is indeed desirable.

This paper generalizes the result in the spectrally negative Lévy model [35]. However, we take a
completely different approach from [35] for the proof of optimality of a barrier strategy. In [35], the
expected cost under a barrier strategy is written in terms of the scale function. The selection of the
optimal barrier and the proof of verification boil down to the analysis of the scale function. Using the
known results on the smoothness and certain martingale properties of the scale function, the optimality
of the barrier strategy in [35] can be shown in a direct way. However, the same methodologies cannot be
used for a general Lévy process because the scale function is defined only for spectrally one-sided Lévy
processes and not for a general Lévy process.

We show that the optimal barrier, which we call 0* in this paper, can be characterized concisely as the
solution to, with f’_the right-hand derivative of f,

(1. 1) E, {/OO e—qtf;(Uf)dt} +C=0
0

where, under Py, U’ = (U?);>¢ is the reflected Lévy process with lower barrier b of the Lévy process X
starting at b, and C' € R is the unit cost/reward of controlling. Thanks to the convexity assumption of f,
the left-hand side of (1. 1) is monotone in b, and hence the root b* can be obtained easily by bisection.

To show the optimality of the proposed strategy, the key observations are that the derivatives of the
expected running cost E,, [ [ e~ f(U})dt] and controlling cost E, | f[O,oo) e~ dRY], with respect to the
starting value = and barrier b, can be written concisely in terms of the first down-crossing time of X:
7, :=inf{t > 0: X; < 0}. Similar observations were used in the optimal dividend problem with capi-
tal injections in [30]. However, to the best of our knowledge, this is the first result applied to the singular
control problem with running costs. The conjectured optimal strategy is rigorously verified by showing
that the candidate value function satisfies certain smoothness conditions and solves the variational in-
equalities. To this end, we first show that the strategy of reflecting the process at b* is optimal among
barrier strategies. Furthermore, its optimality over all admissible strategies is shown via contradiction
arguments by adapting the techniques of [3].



ON SINGULAR CONTROL FOR LEVY PROCESSES 3

This paper primarily aims to show the optimality for a general Lévy process without focusing on a
particular type. This includes cases when X has paths of bounded and unbounded variations and, thus,
can be applied in various settings. Thanks to the explicit and concise expression of the optimal barrier b*
as a solution to (1. 1), it can be computed generally via a standard Monte Carlo simulation.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 formulates the problem. Section 3 defines the
barrier strategy and shows the optimality of that with barrier b* over the set of barrier strategies. Section
4 shows its optimality over all admissible strategies. The discussions until Section 4 are based on the
assumption that the state process is not a driftless compound Poisson process; this is completely relaxed
in Section 5. Section 6 concludes the paper. Several long proofs are deferred to the appendix. Numerical
results are provided on the author’s website.'

2. PRELIMINALIES

2.1. Problem. We let (2, F,P) be a probability space hosting a Lévy process X = {X; : ¢t > 0}. For
r € R, we denote by PP, the law of X when its initial value is x. In particular, we denote P = P.
Throughout the paper, let U be the characteristic exponent of X that satisfies eV = E[e"*X], for
A € Randt > 0, which is known to admit the form

1 :

\If()\) = —iYA+ —o?\ + / (1 — e 4 i)\zl{‘z|<1})ﬂ(dz), A €eER,
2 R\ {0}

where v € R, 0 > 0, and IT is a Lévy measure on R\{0} satisfying the integrability condition:

fR\ {0}(1 A z?)1(dz) < oo. Recall that the process X has bounded variation paths if and only if ¢ = 0

and f|z\<1 2| TI(dz) < oo.

We consider the stochastic control problem with proportional controlling costs (without fixed costs).
Let F := {F; : t > 0} be the natural filtration generated by X. A strategy, representing the cumulative
amount of controlling, 7 = { R : t > 0}, is a nondecreasing, right-continuous, and F-adapted process
starting at 2j_ = 0. The corresponding controlled process U™ becomes

2.2) U' =X, + R, t>0.

We fix a discount factor ¢ > 0 and a unit cost/reward of controlling C' € R (cost if it is positive and re-
ward if negative). Associated with each strategy m € A, the running cost is modeled by fooo e~ f(UF)dt
for a measurable running cost function f : R — R and that of controlling is given by C' f[O,oo) e "dRT.
The problem is to minimize their expected sum

(2.3) vp(x) == E, [/ e~ f(UF)dt + C/ e_qthf} , T€ER,
0 [0,00)

lhttps://sites.google.com/site/kyamazak/
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over the set of all admissible strategies A that satisfy all the constraints described above and the integra-
bility condition:

2.4 E, [/ e f(UF)|dt +/ e_qthf} <oo, z€R.
0 [0,00)

The problem is to compute the value function

v(x) = 7glyfllvw(x), z € R,

and to obtain the optimal strategy 7* that attains it, if such a strategy exists.

2.2. Standing assumptions. Throughout the paper, we assume the following on the function f and the
unit cost/reward C'. Note that this is commonly assumed in the literature (see, e.g., [9, 10, 18, 35]).

Assumption 1 (Assumption on f and C'). We assume the following throughout the paper:

(i) The function f is convex. This guarantees that the right- and left-hand derivative f' (x) and
1. (z), respectively, exist for all x € R.
(i1) The function f has at most polynomial growth in the tail. That is to say, there exist ki, ko and
N € N such that | f(z)| < ki + ks |2|" forall z € R.
(iii) We have f' (—o0) < —Cq < f'(oc0) where f' (—o0) := lim,,_o f\(z) € [—00,00) and
fi(00) i=lim, 0 f(2) € (—00, 00], which exist by (i).

Remark 1. Assumption 1(iii) is required so that the optimal strategy becomes non-trivial.

(i) Suppose —Cq > f' (c0). If an amount of A is increased, then the cost of this action is CAx <
—fi(00)Az/q = Az [[7 e inf cp(—f/ (y))dt, meaning that the cost of modifying by Az is
always smaller than the resulting reduction of running cost. Consequently, one should take Ax
arbitrarily large, and an optimal strategy does not exist (b* = o).

(ii) Suppose [ (—o0) > —Cq. Then, CAx > —f| (—o0)Ax/q = Az [[7 e " sup,cp(—fL(y))dt,
meaning that the cost of modifying by Ax is always higher than the resulting reduction of running
cost. Consequently, Ax should be always kept zero.

Assumption 2 (Assumption on X). We assume the following regarding the Lévy process X.

(1) The process X is not a driftless compound Poisson process.
(ii) There exists 6 > 0 such that fR\(_l 1 e?#T1(dz) < oo. This and [23, Theorem 3.6] guarantee

that E[e?™] < oo and, since e* > x for z > 0, we also have E[| X;|] < co.

Assumption 2(i) is assumed only temporarily until the end of Section 4. However, we will show that
the main results hold in the same way for the driftless compound Poisson case in Section 5.
For b € R, we write the first down-crossing time:

(2.5) 7, =inf{t > 0: X; < b}.
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As addressed in the introduction, our key tools are the expressions of the derivatives of the expected costs
under the barrier strategy in terms of this random variable.
By Assumption 2(i), we have the following lemma (see Section A.1 for its proof).

Lemma 1. We have the following three facts.
(1) 0 is regular for R\{0} (i.e. P(inf{t > 0: X; #0} =0) = 1).
(ii) For fixed v € R\{0}, we have lim,_,, 7,” = 7, P-a.s. When x = 0, we have limy,o 7, = 7 (i.e.
7, 18 left-continuous at 0) P-a.s.

(iii) The map x — E,[e” 70 | is continuous on R\{0} and right-continuous at 0.

Remark 2. Regarding Lemma 1, for (i), for the case X is of unbounded variation, it leaves zero imme-
diately by its rapid fluctuation, and for the case X is of bounded variation, it leaves zero immediately to
the direction of the drift. Note that when it is a driftless compound Poisson process, it stays at zero for a
positive amount of time and hence (i) fails to hold. Lemma 1 (i) and (ii) are implied by the fact that for
the case X is of unbounded variation or has a negative drift, the process goes below zero immediately
after it hits zero, otherwise it is impossible for the process to jump onto zero. Note that these behaviors
are not guaranteed for driftless compound Poisson processes.

Above discussions are for the process X and not for the control process R". This paper focuses on the
case R™ is monotone. However, for the case the monotonicity assumption is relaxed, the path variation
of R™ must be carefully assumed. See, for example, [5] in the spectrally negative Lévy model for the case
R™ is of bounded variation without the monotonicity assumption.

Remark 3. By Assumption 2(ii) and the polynomial growth assumption as in Assumption 1(ii), we have
E, [y~ e | f(Xy)| dt] < oo forall z € R, and the map x — E, [ [~ e~ | f(X,)| dt] is of polynomial
growth as x T oo or x | —oo. For its proof, see the proof of [35, Lemma 11].

Assumption 2(ii) is also needed in the verification step when taking limits (see Theorem 2).

3. BARRIER STRATEGIES

As is commonly pursued in classical singular control problems, our objective is to show the optimality
of a barrier strategy 7° for some b € R with

R :=RT =— inf]{(Xs—b)AO}, t>0.

s€[0,t
It is well known that the resulting controlled process
Ul =U" =X, + R, t>0,
becomes the reflected Lévy process with a lower barrier b. For the rest of the paper, let

(3. 6) vp(x) == vél)(x) + C’véQ)(x), xr € R,
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where we define
vél)(x) =E, {/OO e_qtf(Utb)dt} , véz) (x) :=E, [/[ )e_qthf} ,
0 0,00

whose finiteness is verified in Lemma 2. Note by the strong Markov property that
3.7) vp(z) := C(b—x) +v,(b), = <b.

The proofs of the following lemmas are deferred to Appendix A.2, A.3, and A.4.
Lemma 2. For b € R, the strategy m° satisfies the integrability condition (2. 4) and is hence admissible.

The function v,(x) grows linearly as = | —oo as in (3. 7). In addition, we have the following.
Lemma 3. The function v,(x) grows at most polynomially as x 1 oo.
Lemma 4. Forz,b € R, we have E, [ [~ e | f,(U})| dt] < oc.

As discussed in the introduction, the objective of this current paper is to show that a barrier strategy
with the barrier

3.8) b = inf {b e R: p(b) + C > 0}

where

(.9 o0y =5 | [T empiwtae] —| [T e
0 0

is optimal. To see that this is well-defined and finite, by the convexity of f, the mapping p(b) is
nondecreasing. In addition, by Lemma 4, monotone convergence gives limy p(b) = f/ (00)/q and
limy,— o p(b) = f.(—00)/q. Hence, by Assumption 1(iii), we have —oco < b* < oo.

Example 1. For the case f(x) = 2? (and hence ['(x) = 2x), because p(b) = 2(E [ [° e~ 'UPdt] +b/q),
we have b* = —q($ + E [ [° e"'Udt] ).

Remark 4. By the duality of Lévy processes, for eacht > 0, the random variable UP = X; —inf sef0,] Xs
is the same in distribution with SUD,eo,4 X, (as in Lemma 3.5 of [23]). Hence, we can write
p(b) = E[/ e_qtfjr(UtO + b)} =q¢'E [fjr(qu + b)} =q¢'E [fjr( s[up ]XS + b)],
0 s€(0,eq

where e, is an independent exponential random variable with parameter q. Therefore, if the Wiener-
Hopf factorization is known, the Wiener-Hopf factor (i.e. the Laplace transform of supc e, Xs) can
be inverted to obtain the distribution of sup,c( e, Xs. In particular, if 1" is a polynomial, more direct
approach is possible by computing the moments of sup,c( .| Xs. There are only few cases where the
Wiener-Hopf factorization is explicitly known, but for example when the Lévy measure is phase-type [1]
or meromorphic [22], the Wiener-Hopf factorization is analytical known and can be written as a rational

function, which can be inverted by partial fraction decomposition.
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Remark 5. One important fact of the characterization of b* as a root of (3. 9) is that in variations of
the problem with restricted sets of admissible strategies, the optimal barrier is characterized in the same
way by replacing the (classical) reflected process U} with variants of reflected processes. In [18] where
they consider the case the control process is assumed to be absolutely continuous, the optimal barrier is
expressed in the same way with U? replaced by the so-called refracted process. In [32] with Poissonian
control opportunities, the same holds with U? replaced by the so-called Parisian-reflected processes.

The following lemma implies that

(a) when X is of unbounded variation, b* is the unique root of p(-) + C' = 0;
(b) when X is not the negative of a subordinator, then p(b) + C' < 0 for b < b* and p(b) + C' > 0 for
b > b*.

Lemma S. (1) If X has unbounded variation paths, then the function p is continuous.
(ii) If X is not the negative of a subordinator, we have p(b) + C > 0 for all b > b*.

Proof. (i) Because the function p is right-continuous from its definition as in (3. 9), it is sufficient to
prove that p is left-continuous. By the dominated convergence theorem and since the set of discontinuous
points of f’_is at most countably many (from convexity as in Assumption 1(i)), for b € Rand ¢ > 0, we

have
iy (60) — (0 — ) =g | [ e (7,07 40~ FL 02 +0- ) 4
_E Uw e (fL(U0 +B) — [L (U0 + 1) dt}
(3. 10) Z (i +0) = f.(y+ ) ROy,
€[0,00)

where RUO is the potentlal measure given by R (dy) E [ f * et {erdy}dt} y > 0. We prove
that the measure RUO does not have a mass and hence (3. 10) is equal to 0. First, we have RUO({O})
[ fo e~ Lix,=infoe,, Xs}dt] = 0, where in the last equality, we used [23, Theorem 6.7] and our as-

sumption that X is of unbounded variation. Second we prove that for y > 0, Rg]g({y}) = 0. To see
this, we let 7® = 0 and inductively define 7 = inf{t > 70*"" : U9 > £} and T = inf{t > T™ :
UP = 0}, n > 1. Then, by the strong Markov property,

7(") T,
- _gT() 0
A =38 | [ d]z B [/0

T neN
where the last equality holds because the potential of X does not have a mass by [11, Proposition 1.15].

6_qt1{Xt:y}dy] ] =0,

Substituting this in (3. 10), we see that p is left-continuous, as desired.
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(ii) By the assumption that X is not the negative of a subordinator, its reflected process U° can exceed
any level almost surely, and thus the function p is strictly increasing on (—oo, b) where

b:=inf{b € R: f is constant on (b, c0)}.

When b = oo the proof is complete and hence we assume below that b < co.
We have [’ (z) = f}(c0) :=lim, o f% (y) < oo for z > b. Thus, we have for b > b,
[o¢] /
p(b) +C’=/ e I fl(co)dt + C = fi(o0) +C >0,
0 q
where in the last inequality, we used Assumption 1(iii). If b* > b, then the above inequality holds for

b = b* and hence p(b*) + C' > 0 (hence p(b) + C > 0 for all b > b* by the monotonicity of p). If b* < b,
this means p(-) is strictly increasing at b*), and hence p(b) + C' > 0 for all b > b*. O

3.1. Optimality over barrier strategies. We shall first show the optimality of the barrier strategy 7°"
over all barrier strategies Ay, := {(R?);>0; b € R}, which is a subset of A.

Theorem 1. The strategy ©° is optimal over Ap,,. In other words, vy-(x) < vy(z) for ,b € R.

The rest of this subsection is devoted to the proof of Theorem 1.
The following lemma gives key expressions of the right-hand derivative of v, with respect to the barrier
b, written in terms of the first down-crossing time (2. 5).

Lemma 6. Fix x € R.

(i) The function b — vél) (x) is continuous on R. In particular, for b # x, the right-hand derivative of
b— vél)(x) exists and limgw(véfe(x) — vél)(x))/e =E, [f;? e_qtfjr(Uf)dt].

(ii) The function b — véQ)(x) is continuous on R. In particular, for b # x, the right-hand derivative of
b Uéz) (x) exists and limew(vﬁ)e(m) — v£2) (x))/e =E, [e‘qTJ}.

(iii) The function b — vy(x) is continuous on R. In particular, for b # x, we have

lim Ub+e (I) - Ub(m)

3.11
@3. 11) i .

_E, e al

| errwha

Proof. Fix ¢ > 0. Here, we focus on the pathwise behaviors of R**¢, R®, U** and U®. For t € 0, Tb_+€)
at which X; > b+ ¢ > b, we have

(3. 12) Ut =0l =X,, R =Rl=0.

Fort € [r,, ., 7, ) at which b <inf,co 4 X, < b+ ¢, we have

(3. 13) Rite = — ir[%)f}(Xs —(b+e) <e, RI=0,
s€|0,t

U = X+ RiY, U =X,
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implying
(3. 14) 0< UM -Ul <e.

For ¢t € [1,7,00) at which inf,coy X; < b < b+ ¢, we have

(3. 15) R = — inf (X, — (b+¢))=— inf (X, —b)+ec=R’ +¢,
s€(0,t] s€[0,t]
(3. 16) Ut =X, + R =X, + R+ e=Ul 4«

In addition, by replacing b and b+ with b—e and b, respectively, we obtain, fort > 0,0 < UP—UP™ < ¢
and RV — R~ < . Putting these together, for any ¢ € R, we have for all t > 0

(3. 17) 0<|UM —U <le] and 0<|RVE— RY| <|el.

(i) From (3. 17), the convexity of f and Lemma 4, for b € R and ¢ € (—1, 1) the triangle inequality and
the mean value theorem give

ofl(@) - o (@) <E. [ /0 e ) - S dt}

<E,

/ e |\Uyte U sup If;(y)ldt]
0

Up—1<y<Ub+1
el0

<|e| B, UOOO e (| LU =D| V| U +1)]) dt] =0,

implying that b — vél)(x) is continuous for all z € R.

Fix e > 0 and b # x. Let

AW () @ = @) _ [ /°° —adUF) — f(Uf’)dt] |
0

£

By (3. 12) and (3. 16), we have

I af U = fwh) / U @), [T el O =10,
0 T € T

€ 9

b+e b

Here, since f is convex and by (3. 14), we have

T, b+ey T,
[ eI < [ v st 2o

b+e b+e

where the last limit holds because 7, =0, 7, P,-a.s. for x # b from Lemma 1(ii). This limit together
with Lemma 4 and the dominated convergence theorem shows, for z,b € R with x # b, lim, Al()l) (e) =
E, [fff’ e‘qtfjr(Utb)dt} , as desired.

b
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(ii) If € > 0, from (3. 12), (3. 13) and (3. 15), ¢ — R — R? stays at 0 on [0, Ty:c)» iNCTEASES tO £ ON
[Ty:e» Ty ) and stays at € afterwards, and therefore

(3. 18) ¢E, [e—quT } <E, { /0 et R — Rg)] < ¢k, [e—qﬂ;e} .

Analogous bound holds for the case ¢ < 0. Hence, the map b — véz) (x) is continuous for all € R since
e NEGIC
o5 (2) = 0,7 (@)= B [J5~ e~ d(Rr* = RY)]| <

Now let ¢ > O and define

(2) (2) 00
Al(,Z) (8) - ’Ub+e(x) — U (ZL’) _ EEI |:/ e—qtd(R?—i-a . Rf‘?)} ]
0

For z,b € R with z # b, by Lemma 1(iii) and (3. 18), lim, Al(,z) () = E, [e‘qi } , as desired.
Finally, (iii) is immediate by (i) and (ii). ]

We are now ready to complete the proof of Theorem 1.

Proof of Theorem 1. By (3. 11) and the strong Markov property and the fact that UTJ =bon{r, < oo},

3. 19) lim Unpe(r) — (@) _ [e—qi ] (p(b) +C), beR\{x},
€ 3
which is, by (3. 8), no more than zero for b < b* and no less than zero for b > b*.
(i) Fix z € R. We now prove that b — vy, () is nonincreasing on (—oo, b*) by contradiction.
Suppose that b — v,(x) fails to be nonincreasing on (—oo, b*). Then there exist a; < as < b* such
that vy, () < ve,(z) and z & [ay, as]. We define the function on [ay, as]
Vay (SL’) — Vay (I)

(3. 20) Fy) = vy(x) = (y — ar) . asysae

Since y — f)(y) is a continuous function on [a;, a;] by Lemma 6(iii) and since f®)(a;) = f®)(ay) =
vq, (), there exists a minimizer a3 € [ay, a2) such that

(3.21) f(az) = min f@(y).
y€lar,az]
From Lemma 6(iii) (showing that the right-hand derivative of f®) in y, say ff)", exists) and (3. 21), we
have ff)’/(ag) > 0, and consequently by (3. 20), lim,|¢(Vayte () = Vay (7)) /€ > (Vay (T) — V4, () /(a2 —
a1) > 0. This contradicts the fact that (3. 19) when setting b = a3< b* is less than 0.
(ii) From the same argument we can prove that b — v,(x) is nondecreasing on (b*, 00) forz € R. [
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3.2. Slopes and convexity of v;.

Lemma 7. We fix b € R.
(i) The function x — vy(z) is continuous on R and has the right- and left-hand derivatives given by

v, (2) =E, [/OTb e_qtfjr(Xt)dt} - CE, [e_qi] , xER,

vy (1) =E, [ /0 g (Xt)dt} _CE,_ [e—qﬂ? } .z e R\{b,

where the left-hand limit E,_[e” 7 | := lim, E,[e"97 | exists because T, is monotone in the starting
value of the process.
(ii) In particular, for x # b, it is differentiable with vy(x) = v, | (v) = v, _(z).

Proof. (i) Fory € Rand ¢ > 0, we write X\* := X, + yand 7 := inf{t > 0: X*) < a} fora € R.
Analogously, let R = — infepo,q{ (XY —b) A0} and UM = X + R be the corresponding
barrier strategy with barrier b and controlled process corresponding to X, Then we have, for € > 0,

G.2) gl te) —uw) o / (e f(Ufw”b)dt] |
€ 0 €
(3 23) (CE + 5) - Ub ( ) _ éE |i/ e—qtd(R z+e), R(x ):|
[0,00)

Here, similar to the arguments in the proof of Lemma 6, we focus on the pathwise behaviors of R(*+):b,
R@:b @+e):b and U0, Fort € [0, Tb )) (so that X" > X*) > b), we have

(3. 24) et = xere) = x@ 4 o= @ 4, RETP = gl _ .
Fort € [Tb(x) 7, (z+e) ) (so that 0 < inf,ejo (X(Ha) —b) < ¢), we have
RP= _ inf (X&) —p)= — inf (XE+) —p) —g) <&, R =,
Ut(m),b _ Xt + Rgm)’b, U(m—l—s _ X m—l—s
that imply
(3. 26) 0 < plrert _ gt
Fort € [Tb(m%), 00) (so that infyep g (Xs(m) —b) <infepoy (XS(HE) —b) <0), we have
(3. 27) R = — inf (X —p) = — inf (X&) —b)+e =R 4 ¢
s€(0,t] s€[0,t]

(3.28) U = X 4 RO = (X7 — &) + (R 4 ¢) = U0



12 K. NOBA AND K. YAMAZAKI

By (3. 24) and (3. 28), we have

| et - jwar
0
(z) s@te)

= [7 et e - pUP s [ et - f0

Ty
Here, since f is convex and by (3. 26), we have

(z+e)

(z+e)
- f (z+e),by f U(x),b Tb B N ) o
/(z) qt| ( ) ( t )|dt§ . e qt(|f./4.<Ut()b)|v|f_/,_(Ut()b )|)dt—)0
Ty

€

where the last limit holds because 7" 2% 7(*)

z)

a.s. from Lemma 1(ii) (noting that Tl)(x+€) = Ty e

and 7, = 7,__ P-a.s.).

Therefore, by Lemma 4 and the dominated convergence theorem, taking a limit in (3. 22) gives

@)
/ b e‘qtfi(Ut(“’)’b)dt]
0

| e wha
0

v (@t e) — v ()
el0 9

=K

=E,

/ "ot f;(Xt)dt] ., z,bER.
0

On the other hand by (3. 24), (3. 25) and (3. 27), the difference (3. 23) is bounded with —E[e_qﬂfz)] <

(Uz§2)(95 +€) — ( ))/e < —Ele” ary’ s)]. By the dominated convergence theorem and using again
’7‘b<x+€) = Tb(x) a.s., we have, for z,b € R, limaw(vém(g: +€)— UéQ)(l"))/E = —E,[e™" |. This shows

for the right-hand derivative. Similar arguments show for the left-hand derivative for x # 0.

The above arguments also show the continuity of x — v,(x) for z # b and hence it remains to show
the continuity for x = b. In view of (3. 24), (3. 25), (3. 26), (3. 27) and (3. 28), by replacing b and
b+ ¢ with b — = and b, respectively, we have, fore € Rand t > 0, 0 < |U"™? — U™ < |¢| and
0< |Rt(x+€)’b - Rt(x)’b| < |e|. Thus we get the continuity in the same way as the proof of Lemma 6.

(i) To show the differentiability (i.e. the right- and left-hand derivatives obtained in (i) coincide)

x # b, with the measure R (z,-) = E, [J5F €1 y,e.pdt], since the points y € R such that

fL(y) # f(y) are at most countable,
/Tb 6—qtf/_ (Xt)dt]
0

/ D e (X,)dt
0

which is zero by [11, Proposition 1.15] (note that this holds even for x = b). In addition, E,[e 9 | =
E,_[e™% ] for z # b by Lemma 1(iii). This shows v; , (z) = v;, _(x) for 2 # b as desired. O

E:c - Ex

ST W) = )| RO, {y}),

y€[b,00)

The following lemma states that with the selection b* as in (3. 8), the function v, is continuously
differentiable on R.
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Lemma 8. For x € R, the function vy- is convex and belongs to C*(IR) with its derivative given by

i =5, | [T oral

where fL.(y) == (1 — ") fi(y) +* f.(y) fory € R, for some e* € [0, 1] (which is invariant to x). In
particular, we have vy, (x) = —C for x € (—o0, b*].

Proof. See Appendix A.S. U

4. VERIFICATION OF OPTIMALITY

In Theorem 1, we showed the optimality of 7 over the set of barrier strategies Ay,,. In this section,
we strengthen the result and show the optimality over all admissible strategies A.
Our main result of this paper is as follows.

Theorem 2. Under the setting decided in Section 2, the barrier strategy ™" is optimal over A.

To show this main theorem, we first assume certain smoothness of f for the unbounded variation case
in Section 4.1 and then in Section 4.2 we completely relax this condition.

4.1. First optimality result. For n = 1,2, let C, be a subset of n-times continuously differentiable
functions ¢ in C™(R) satisfying, for some by, b, > 0 and M € N, |g(x)| < bi|z|" + by, z € R.

From Lemmas 3 and 8, we already know v, € C’I}O]y. For now, we assume the following to ensure the
smoothness for the case X has paths of unbounded variation.

Assumption 3. For the case X is of unbounded variation, we assume the running cost function f €
C?(R) and f" has polynomial growth in the tail.

The proof of the following is given in Appendix A.6.

Lemma 9. Under Assumption 3, function vy- belongs to C? (and hence Cioly ).

The rest of this subsection is devoted to the proof of Theorem 2 under Assumption 3. This will be
relaxed in the next subsection.
Let £ be the infinitesimal generator associated with the process X applied to g € Céoly (resp., C§o1y)

for the case in which X is of bounded (resp., unbounded) variation with

Lg(z) =g (z) + %029’/(56) + /R\{O}(g(x + 2) — g(z) — ¢'(2)21q2j<1y)1L(d2), = € R.

Also, we write (£ —q)g(x) := Lg(x) — qg(x), and for any cadlag process Y, let AY; :=Y, —-Y,_,t > 0.
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Proposition 1 (verification lemma). Suppose that X has bounded (resp., unbounded) variation paths,
and let w be a function on R belonging to C;oly' (resp., Cgozy ) and satisfying, for x € R,

(4. 29) (£ = qu(z) + f(z) >0,
(4. 30) w'(z)+C > 0.

Then we have w(x) < v(zx) for all x € R.

Proof. Let m € A be any admissible strategy that satisfies (2. 4). By an application of the Itd formula
(see, e.g., [33, Theorem I1.31 or I1.32]), with R} the continuous part of R} such that U7 = X, + R;“ +
Zogsgt ART,t > 0, we have

t
e~ Mw(UT) —w(Uf) = / e (L —qw(UI)ds + M,
0

t
i / 6_q5w/(Us7r_)dR;r,c+ Z e~ ('LU(U;T_ + AXS —+ AR;T) — ZU(U;T_ + AXS))?
0

0<s<t

where { M, : t > 0} is a local martingale satisfying
t
M; = a/ e”®w'(UT)d By +/ e (w(UL +y) —w(UL)) (N(ds x dy) — ds x II(dy)),
0 [0,2] x (R\{0})

where B is a standard Brownian motion and A\ is a Poisson random measure associated with the jumps
of X in the measure space ([0, 00) x R, B[0,00) x B(R\{0}),ds x II(dz)). By (4. 30), we have

t t
/ e ' (U )R > —C/ e *dRIC,
0 0

> e (w(UF + AX,+ AR]) —w(UT + AX,)) > —=C > e AR,

0<s<t 0<s<t

and together with (4. 29), we have
t
e~ Mw(UT) —w(Uf) > —/ e “fUI)ds + My — C/ e”dRL.
0 [0,¢]

Because M is a local martingale, we can take a localizing sequence of stopping times {7}, for M
with 7}, T oo almost surely. Then, taking expectations, we have

tATh
w(z) < K, [ / e f(UT )ds + C e—quR;f] +E, [em " w(Uf )] -
0

[0,tAT]
From the proof of [35, Theorem 2], we have limyto 100 Es [e“Z(t/\Tn)w(Ug}\Tn)} = 0. By taking the limit
ast T oo and n 1 oo and the dominated convergence theorem thanks to (2. 4), the proof is complete. [

We now prove that the candidate value function v,- satisfies the conditions (4. 29) and (4. 30) in

b*

Proposition 1 (the opposite inequality v(x) < vy (z) holds because 7° is admissible as in Lemma 2).

The latter condition is immediate as follows.
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Remark 6. By Lemma 8, vy satisfies (4. 30).
In view of Proposition 1, we are now left to show that v« satisfies (4. 29).
Lemma 10. For z € [b*, 00), we have
4. 31) (L = q)up(z) + f(x) = 0.

Proof. For x € R, we write @y (z) := E,[e"7]. For z € R, because U”" = b* on {7,, < oo} and by
Tb*
the strong Markov property,

(4. 32) o(2) = B e (0" = X, )1 o] + 00 (@002 (07).

For z € (b*, 00), the process {M" : ¢ > 0} where MY := e_‘Z(Tz;/\t)apb*(XTl;M), t > 0, is a martingale

under P, because

E, [e‘qu*

ft] = Ex |:6_qu;‘ ]_{be* St} _I_ e_qu;‘ 1{t<7—b:‘}|ﬁi|
= e T 1{71; <ty T €_qt1{t<rl;}<ﬁb*(Xt) = e_q(Tb;At)%*(XTl; At
By the same argument, {th :t >0} and {Mt[g} :t > 0} where, fort > 0,

Mt[2] — e_q(Tl;/\t)EX - [e—qu; (b* — Xﬁ;«)l{'rb: <oo}i| )

Tb*/\t
Tyx A\ _
Mf’] = / e~ f(X,)ds + e 90 M)véi)(XTb; AL
0
are martingales under P, for z € (b*, 00). By these and (4. 32), the process {Mt[‘l] :t > 0} where

B Tl;/\t
MM = emam Ay, (X, 00) + / e~ f(X,)ds, t>0,
0

is a martingale under PP,.
Now by the same reasoning as that of the proof of [12, (12)], we have (4. 31) for z € (b*, 00). This
also holds for x = b* by the continuity of (4. 31), thanks to the smoothness of vj-. [

Lemma 11. For x < b*, we have (L — q)vy-(z) + f(x) > 0.

Proof. We follow the proof of [3, Lemma 5] and modify it for our results.
We write g(x) := (L — q)vp-(z) + f(x). In particular, for x < b*, because v;.(z) = v;.(b*) = —C
and v, (z) = 0 (so that vy (z) = cp — Cx with ¢ := Cb* + v, (b*)), we can write

g(x) = yup (b") + /R\{O}(,Ub* (2 + 2) + Cz — cpr — vy (b") 21 g1 <)) TI(d2) + q(Cz — ) + f(2).

From the convexity of vy« (as in Lemma 8) and f, the function ¢ is convex on (—o0, b*).
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Next we fix b < b* and show the next identity:
(4. 33) vp(x) — vpe (z) = E, [/ e_qsg(Uf)l{_oo<U§<b*}ds] , xeR
0

Because U’ is a semimartingale and vy~ is sufficiently smooth, we can follow similar steps as the proof of
Proposition 1 via the Itd formula. With the continuous part of R as R” so that R? = R D eeon AR
¢t > 0 and a localizing sequence {170 :=inf{t > 0: U} —b>n}}, .
tATY
+E,; / e~ Py (U )dR>*
0

+E, [ S e (o (U + AX, + ARY) — v, (U + AX,)) ] .

0<s<IAT?

LAT?
]E'.r e—Q(tATﬁ)Ub* (Uf/\T,Z)] — Up= (,Z‘) = ]E,m / e_qs(ﬁ — q)vb* (Ug_)ds
0

Because vy is of polynomial growth by Lemma 3, we have E, [e‘q(t’\T b (U] /\Tb>:| 5710 from the

proof of [35, Theorem 2]. In addition, when R’€ increases U® = b, and when AR? > 0 (i.e. U’ =
Ul + AX,+ ARV £ Ub + AX,) wehave U’ = U?_ + AX, + AR’ = b, and hence

Tb
o /Om O (UARY] H B3 e (0 (UL + AX, + ARY) — (UL + AX,) |

0<s<tAT?

5 [/OtATrbL ey / (b)de c] +E, [ Z o1 (Ub* (b) — Ub*(b — ARS)) ]

0<s<tAT?
_ _CE, [ / e-quR’;],
[0,tATE]

where the last equality holds because, using the fact that v}, (v) = —C for z € (—oc,b*) and b — AR? <
b < b*, vp-(b) — vy (b — ARY) = —CARP. Hence, with

tAT?
/ et (Ut + C / e AR z € R,
0 [0,tAT?]

v (x) =K,

we have, using Lemma 10,

tATY
B, [ U )] @) = Be | [ (L - e (02 )
0

tATE
/ e Pg(Ug)ds
0

Because vy« is of polynomial growth by Lemma 3, we have EI[ a(tATR) gy, . (Utb/\Tb):| 5710 from the

— CE, { / e—QSng]
[0,tATD

tATY
=E, - Uzm(x) =K, / e_qsg(Ug)l{—oo<U§’<b*}dS - Uzm(x)‘
0

proof of [35, Theorem 2]. Since 7° is admissible (satisfying (2. 4)) and using the dominated convergence

t,ntToo

theorem, we have v, (z)—~—>v;(z). In addition, the function g is continuous on R and hence finite on




ON SINGULAR CONTROL FOR LEVY PROCESSES 17

a finite interval, and thus g(U?)1(_oo ) (U?) is bounded for s > 0. Therefore, using the dominated
convergence theorem, we have (4. 33).

We are now ready to complete the proof. Because g is convex and g(b*) = 0, if there exists a < b*
such that g(a) < 0, then necessarily g(z) < 0 forall z € (a, b*). Setting b = a in (4. 33) and by Theorem
1,

4. 34) E, [/ e_qsg(Usa)l{—oo<U§<b*}dS = Ua(x> — Up~ (Z’) > 0.
0

On the other hand, because U > a a.s., fooo e g(U$)1{—oocve<p-1ds is nonpositive and also strictly
negative with a positive probability when the starting point x is less than b*. This contradicts with (4. 34)
and the proof is complete. U

4.2. General optimality result. We shall now complete the proof of Theorem 2 by relaxing Assumption
3 for the case X is of unbounded variation. This will be done via approximation.
For ¢ > 0, we define

FO) + [ S )y, x>0,

©) () —
o FO) = [T fO(y)dy, @< b,

where the derivative is given as follows:

0 0
(4. 35) () = i/ dz/ filz +y+2)dy,

c2

which can also be written

0 — T zZ —

We confirm that f*) () satisfies Assumption 1 (given that f satisfies it). First, the convexity (Assump-
tion 1(1)) is immediate because the derivative (4. 35) is monotone in x.
Since f is convex, the left-hand derivative f’ is nondecreasing and

fla+2)— flzr+2—¢)

- elff(x+z—e),f(x+2)], z€R,

and thus from (4. 36), we have
(4.37) FO (@) € [ (x = 2¢), f ()
and, together with the convexity of f and (4. 35),

(4. 38) @)1 f(x) aselo.
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Therefore, by monotone convergence, as € | 0,

T f(x), x>0,

L f(z), x<b

From (4. 37), we have the following bounds:

F07) + fla = 26) = (b = 20), f(@)], @ > b,
[F(@), f(6) + flo —26) — f(b —22)], @ < b

By this bound and Assumption 1(ii) for f, Assumption 1(ii) also holds for f*). Finally, by (4. 37) f(®)
fulfills Assumption 1(iii).

(4. 39) ()

(4. 40) e ) e

In order to show that the result established in the previous subsection holds for f), we show the
following.

Lemma 12. For each ¢ > 0, f'© satisfies Assumption 3.

Proof. Because (4. 35) is increasing in z by the convexity of f, the function f() is convex as well.

Furthermore, ) € C?(R) with

" 1
(4. 41) f @) = 5(F@) = 2f(z = ) + f(z - 22)).
Indeed, using the dominated convergence theorem applied to (4. 36), we have

1) = 1)

hl0
_1}1?0162/ ( x—i—h—i—z})z—f(:c—i-z)_f(m+h+z—a})l—f(m+z—£))dz
=€2 (f+<:c+z) fjr(x"‘z_g))dzzgig(f(x)—2f(x—5)+f(x—2a)),
) - -
hi0 h
Ig—lz _Z(f/_($+z)_f/_(x+z—a))dz:é(f(m)—2f(x—£)+f(m—2a)).

Finally, by (4. 41) together with Assumption 1(ii), the second derivative f(®)" is of polynomial growth.
O

By this lemma, Lemma 9 can be applied when f is replaced with (). Let A() be the set of admissible
strategies when f is replaced with f(*). We define, for 7 € A,

v (z) .= E, [ / e~ FEOUrm)dt 4 C e—qthg} , T ER,
0

[0,00)
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and

(4. 42) v (z) .= inf v¥(z), zeR.
reAlE)

By Lemma 9, the barrier strategy with the barrier bz*a) = inf{b € R : p(b) + C > 0} where p© (b) :=
By [ f,° e f©'(UP)dt] is optimal, i.e.,

(4. 43) v (x) = véi) (x), z€R,

where we define véa) analogously to (3. 6).

We shall now approximate the value function for the original cost function f with the cases with f(*)
to show that the original case is solved by a barrier strategy.

Lemma 13. We have A C A©) for all ¢ > 0.

Proof. Fix m € A so that, for x € R,
(4. 44) .| [ emrnie] <o
0
(4. 45) E, {/ e_qthf} < 00.
[0,00)

When lim,, ., f(y) = 0o, by (4. 40) we also have lim,, ., f*)(y) = co and because &) (z) < f()
for x > b*, we must have |f©)(z)| < |f(x)]| for large z.

When lim, ., f(y) < oo, then necessarily f is nonincreasing by the convexity and by (4. 40),
@) > f0*) + f(z —2) — f(b* — 2¢) > f(z) + f(b*) — f(b* — 2¢) for all x > b* and thus
we have | f©) (x)| < |f(z)| + | f(b*) — f(b* — 2¢)| for large enough z. These bounds and (4. 44) show

E, U e F (UM 1 e o0y (UF)dE | < 0.
0

On the other hand, since X; < U/ fort > 0,

E, {/ e‘qt\f(e)(UZr)\1<—oo,b*)(UZr)dt]
0

=B LT e (SO XD o) (Xe) + [infyeoopr) fy)AL] ;i Timy oo f©O(y) = oo,
< -

E
B [y e (1 fO (X)L oo (Xe) + [F(05)])dlt] if limy, oo f©(y) <

which is finite by Remark 3 and (4. 40). Combining these and recalling (4. 45), we have 7 € A®), as
desired. U

Lemma 14. We have bzka) db*ase 0.
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Proof. First, ¢ — b’(*s) is decreasing because ¢ — p(®)(b) is increasing by (4. 38) for any b € R.
Because p®)(z) < p(z) by (4. 38),

(4. 46) (a > b*,
We have, for b € R, by (4. 38),

4. 47) P20 2w, | [T e @ty o
0

where the equality holds because the potential measure of U° does not have a mass as proved in the proof
of Lemma 5(1).

We fix 7 > 0. By the definition of * and by Lemma 5(ii), we have p(b* + ) + C' > 0. From (4. 47),
we can take small ¢ > 0 such that p') (b* 4+ 7)) + C > 0. Moreover, since b — p'*)(b) is nondecreasing,
b’(ka) < 0" +mn. Since nn > 0 is arbitrary, limsup, |, b(a) < b*. This together with (4. 46) completes the
proof. U

Lemma 15. We have v(z) > limsup, v (z) for v € R.
Proof. We fix € > 0. By (4. 39), we have, for ¢ € (0, &)

[fO@), f@)], = =0,

@)y
R T

and thus

(4. 48) [fO@)] < IfO@) +If(@), zeR.

For any 7 € A(C A®), by Lemma 13, E, [ [~ e (| f©(UF)| + [ f(UF)])dt] < oo, z € R, and
by (4. 48), we can use the dominated convergence theorem and have lim. o E, [ fef ©urdt] =
E. [[,° e f(UT)dt], z € R, and hence

(4. 49) U () = hg]w(a)(x), z € R.

Here we show that v(z) > —oo. To this end, suppose v(z) = —oo. Then, for any small — )/, there
exists 7 € A such that vz(x) < —M. Then we have, by (4. 49) and then (4. 43), —M > vz(x) =
lim. o v () > lim sup, g vé?)(:)s). Because —M is arbitrary this implies lim. |, vé?)(:):) = —o0. How-

ever, this is impossible. Indeed, because b’(ke) > b* by Lemma 14, the reflected process U 5o stays only
on [b*, 00). This and (4. 39) give, for 0 < ¢ < &,

o dt (5) e—at (8) b > —qt £(&) (77b* _
E{/O O, )dt}zEx{/O FOw; )dt} EUO et FOUPAL| > —oo

where the convergence holds by monotone convergence and (3. 17) and the finiteness holds by Lemma
2. Hence, we must have v(x) > —oo by contradiction.
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Now, for a fixed > 0 and # € R, there exists # € A(C A®)) such that v(z) > wvi(x) — n.
From (4. 49) and because v\ (z) > vE(z) (see (4. 42)), we have v(z) > lim. vl (z) — 1y >

limsup, o v (z) — 1. Since n > 0 is arbitrary, the proof is complete. O
By Lemma 14 and the continuity of b — v,(z) as in Lemma 6(i), we have

(4. 50) laiﬂr)l |vps () — Vb, ()] = 0.

Because [ (z) — f©'(z) = % fi dz fi(fjr(m) — filx +y+2))dy > 0, 2 € R, the mapping
b*
x> f(x) — fO(x) is increasing on [b*, 00). In addition, as ¢ decreases, U, decreases for each ¢ > 0
because ba) decreases by Lemma 14. Since ba) > b* by Lemma 14, the reflected process U b stays
b br
only on [b*, 00). Hence, for any fixed & > 0, we have 0 < (f — fE)(U,”) < (f — fO)(U,) for all
0 < e < &. By these and monotone convergence,

0 < vy, (x) — véz)

e U e f<€>><Uff“>dt} <E, V e Oy o

0 0
By this and (4. 50) together with (4. 43), we have

4.51 li A2) — 02| =1 (z) — o —0.
4.51) im [vy- () — v (@) = lim oy (2) — vy, (2)] =0

Now, by Lemma 15 and (4. 51), 0 < vy (2) —v(z) = limsup, [(v® (z) —v(z))— (0 (2) — vy (2))] <
0, showing vy« (z) = v(z) and hence the barrier strategy with barrier b* is optimal, as desired.

5. DRIFTLESS COMPOUND POISSON CASES

We now relax Assumption 2(i) and show that Theorem 2 holds true when X is a driftless compound
Poisson process, i.e. W(\) = fR\{O}(l — e™)II(dz) for A € R with TI(R\{0}) < oo. We continue to
use the same notations/symbols for a compound Poisson process X.

For ¢ € R, we define

XE =X, +et, t>0.

Accordingly, for b € R, let REIY = {RIT? . ¢ > 0}, Ul = {U/T* £ > 0} and v)7, respectively, be the
cumulative amount of control, the resulting controlled process and the expected cost when we apply the
barrier strategy at b to X ¥l. Let b’[kd be the barrier defined by (3. 8) for X&),

By Theorem 2, the barrier strategy at bfg} is optimal for the problem driven by X at least when ¢ # 0.
Our objective in this section is to show that this remains to hold when ¢ = 0, i.e., v(x) = v, (z) for all
z € R, where the barrier b* = bfo] is defined in (3. 8), which clearly makes sense even for a driftless
compound Poisson process X = X%, In the remaining, we can safely drop the subscript/superscript €]
when ¢ = 0. Also, we fix the initial value x € R for the rest of this section.
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First, for 5 > £, we have the following bounds:
(5. 52) U — U e 0, t(ey — 1)), REY— R € [0,t(ey — 1)), t>0.

To see the above, the latter holds because X2 — X/ = t(e3 — £1) and by the definition of REEM® in
terms of the running infimum of X ¥, which directly implies the former.

Lemma 16. We have ¢ |—>b’[k€] is nonincreasing on R and left-continuous at 0.

Proof. By the monotonicity of ¢ — Ut[g}’b (shown by the former of (5. 52)) and the convexity of f as in
Assumption 1(i), the mapping ¢ — p;(b) = E, [fo et (U b)dt} =K [fo e f1 (US4 b)dt
is nondecreasing, and thus ¢ — b* is nonincreasing. Therefore, b[ 0 = hmgwb > b* exists. For
the left-continuity, it suffices to show b* = b*_ For the case X is the negative of a subordmator, then,
for e > 0, Ul=eY = U® = b uniformly in time IP’b—a.s. for all b € R and hence b* = bf_,, implying the
left-continuity. Hence, below we assume X is not the negative of a subordinator.

We suppose b* < b*  to derive a contradiction. By this assumption, we can take be (b*, bf 0]) Again,
by the monotonicity of € Ut > and the convexity of f, monotone convergence gives p[_g}(?)) =0
E [fooo e~ (UP + E)dt] > B[ e LU+ b")dt] = p(b*) > —C, where the strict inequality
holds by Lemma 5(ii). This contradicts with the fact that pj_ (l;) < —C for all ¢ > 0 (implied by the
assumption that b < b)), completing the proof. O

By Lemma 16, we have

(5. 53) B(e) = b —b" >0, >0,
(5. 54) Ble) 2% 0.
Forall < > 0.and ¢ 2 0, by applying (3. 12)-C. 16) and 5.52) 10 v gy — o~y 4
(=<l eWbe _ o b ehbl e b[—s]
(U, — Uy and BT R — (R RYY 4+ (R Z RIE), we have
[=elb_q b [=elbl_q b
(5. 55) U, —U; €[—te, B(e)], R, — R} €0,te + B(e)].

By the former and the convexity of f, forall t > 0,

[—e],bF * [—6},br

. . . gl
T — ) <10, -y

(1w v L)
< (te+ 86 (1A 0TIV LW,
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By this, integration by parts and (5. 55), for € > 0, we have

v (@) e (@)

<E, { / e-qﬂf(Ui‘d’bf‘6]>—f<Uf*>dt} t |ClqE, [ / aﬁ(Rﬁ‘d’%—Rf’“)dt}
0 0

[_a]vbf,

| et sen (i,

<E,

IR Yae| + 1l | [T e+ sl

Fix £ > 0 and take ¢; € (0,¢) and k,, > 0 such that te™%" < k,e " forallt > 0. For0 < ¢ < g,
. —e] b7 b _ ol .
because (recalling b* < b, < bt by (5.53) US4 < v, 09 < g ana U < 0 <

by .
U,"" and f is convex, we have

/ _[a]vb*,s * —2],b* b";g
R | AT (2 B VA (2 IR R VA (AT

Therefore,

e > o _ )b b - €10

o9 (@) - ue (0)| < [ / (ke +e8(0)) (|FLOF) 4+ 170+ |0|q)dt] 0,
c 0

where the integrability of the expectation can be shown as in the proof of Lemma 4 and (5. 54). Hence,

recalling that the optimal value function when driven by X =2 is v[~¢l(2) = véf}] when ¢ # 0,

o) = L o= (1) = o () >
(5. 56) l;g]w (x) lelﬂr)wb[is](x) vy () > v(z).

For 9 > 0, we can take an admissible strategy (for the problem driven by the original process X)

7(s) € A such that v(z) + 6 > vy, (). Fore > 0, we define w([(;)a} = {R + ¢t :t >0}, which is also

admissible for the problem driven by X< (since ﬂ{é_)s] is adapted to the filtration generated by X[~

[—e]

" be the controlled process in (2. 2) and v[_[i] (x) its corresponding expected cost (2. 3) for
()

el,m

Let Ut[_

e
the problem driven by X[=¢!. Because U;'” = X, + R, = Xt[_d + (R +et) = Ut[ o fort > 0,

o al=el . 9] .
o1 (@) = vr (@) < [CIE, [/ e d(R," —Rt“>>]=|0|e / e~dt = 0.
0 0

()

Hence, v(x) +§ > Vrs) (z) = lim.o UL_E;]E] (z) > lim. o v[=¥(z), where the last inequality holds because

vl~¢l is the optimal value function (for the problem driven by X~¢l). Because § > 0 is arbitrary, v(z) >
lim, o v=¢l (), which, together with (5. 56), shows v(z) = v,-(z). This completes the proof of Theorem
2 when X is a driftless compound Poisson process.
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6. CONCLUDING REMARK

In this paper, we studied a classical singular control problem for Lévy processes and showed the
optimality of a barrier strategy. We obtained a concise expression of the optimal strategy that holds for a
general class of Lévy processes of bounded or unbounded variation.

There are various venues for future research. First, it is natural to consider the case with fixed costs,
where the objective is to obtain an optimal impulse control. In the spectrally negative case by [35], the
(s,.S)-policy is shown to be optimal for a suitable selection of barriers s and S. However, the method used
in [35] applies only to the spectrally negative Lévy case. The verification involving integro-differential
equations is extremely challenging for a general Lévy process with two-sided jumps. However, the
pathwise analysis obtained in this paper is expected to hold similarly and hence the derivatives with
respect to the starting point as well as the barriers s and S can be written in a similar way. The biggest
challenge is to show the quasi-variational inequality, which requires non-standard techniques as in [9]
even in the spectrally negative case.

It is also of great interest to consider the versions with restricted sets of strategies. In [18], the opti-
mality of a refraction strategy was shown for the case the control process is assumed to be absolutely
continuous with a bounded density with respect to the Lebesgue measure. In [32], the optimality of a
certain barrier strategy was shown for the case when control opportunities arrive only at Poisson arrival
times. These results are based on the assumption of spectrally negative Lévy processes, but from the
conclusions obtained in this paper (see in particular Remark 5), the optimality is conjectured to hold for
a general Lévy process as well. The pathwise and smoothness analysis and the technique for verification
are certainly helpful in tackling these problems.

The connection between singular control and optimal stopping is well known (see, e.g., [13, 20, 21,
31]), and pursuing this is an alternative approach for solving a singular control problem. In this paper,
however, we avoided this approach and focused on solving the singular control problem directly for two
reasons. First, the concise characterization of the optimal barrier via (3. 9) and other expressions in
terms of the reflected process are natural results obtained by focusing on the singular control. Moreover,
technical proofs such as those for smoothness rely on analytical properties of reflected processes. For
these reasons, reduction to optimal stopping is unlikely to simplify the solution for the considered prob-
lem. Second reason is related to the discussion in Remark 5 that the optimal barriers in [18] and [32]
are expressed in the same way with U? replaced by variants of the reflected process. This generality is
likely to be lost when transformed to an optimal stopping problem. Many of the results obtained in this
paper can be directly used when a general Lévy case is considered for [18] and [32]. However, for a dif-
ferent formulation, for example with a terminal horizon, random discounting and more general running
cost functions, reduction to optimal stopping problem may become a more efficient approach. Optimal
stopping for a Lévy process is significantly more challenging than the Brownian motion or diffusion case
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and existing results are still limited. However, several fluctuation theory approaches for optimal stopping
have been recently developed for a general Lévy process (see, e.g., [25, 34]).

Finally, the methods developed in this paper can potentially be applied to other singular control prob-
lems. A majority of recent developments in the Lévy model focus on the spectrally one-sided cases. In
de Finetti’s optimal dividend problem, for example, it is standard to model the surplus of an insurance
company in terms of a spectrally negative Lévy process (see, among others, [3, 24]). The dual model
driven by spectrally positive Lévy processes has also been studied actively [2, 6, 7]. Other singular
control problems for spectrally negative Lévy processes include [5, 19], which require two barriers to
characterize the optimal strategy. While spectrally one-sided Lévy models typically admit semi-explicit
solutions, often written in terms of the scale function, in many applications, it is more realistic to con-
sider processes with jumps in both directions and, in some cases, subordinators. Our approach works
for a general class of Lévy processes including subordinators/driftless compound Poisson processes, for
which classical scale function/Wiener-Hopf theory cannot be directly applied.

APPENDIX A. PROOFS

A.1. Proof of Lemma 1. (i) By Assumption 2(i) and [23, Exercise 6.4], we have

(A 57) / 1{SUPse[o,t] XS:Xt}dt =0 or / 1{infs€[0,t] XS:Xt}dt = 0, P-a.s.
0 0

To show that (A. 57) implies that 0 is regular for R\ {0}, suppose to derive a contradiction that 0 is not
regular for R\{0}. Then, Blumenthal’s zero-one law gives P(Tx\ {0y > 0)= 1, where T\ (o} := inf{t >
0: X; # 0}. Since 1 = P(Tyjop > 0) = limyroe P(Ti\ o} > +) by the dominated convergence theorem,
there exists € > 0 such that P(Tg\ (o3 > €) > 0. On {Tg\ oy > €}, we have X; = 0 for ¢ € [0, ¢] which
implies that sup,¢j 4y Xs = infsepog Xs = 0 for ¢ € [0, €], contradicting (A. 57).

(i1) We now show the continuity of z — 7, . For x > 0, we have 7, = 0 P-a.s., and so the continuity
is obvious. Thus we assume x < 0 for the rest of the proof.

From the definition of 7 as in (2. 5), it is immediate that P-a.s.ase | 0,7,_. | 7, and 7, T 1 <
7., where T, := inf{t > 0 : X; < x}. This shows the left-continuity for z < 0 (including x = 0). It
now remains to show for z < 0 that the left- and right-limits coincide. Here, we want to prove 7,7 =1,
P-a.s. for x € (—00,0). By the strong Markov property, we have

(A. 58) Ele™ | =E[e™EBx_ e | 1y ey

When 0 is regular for (—oo, 0), then, because Xp- < x,wehave EXT, [e—ﬂ?] =las.on{7, < oo}

T

and thus the right hand side of (A. 58) is equal to £ [e‘H } which, together with the fact that 77 > T~
a.s., implies that 7,7 =7, P-a.s.

When 0 is irregular for (—o0, 0), then X has bounded variation paths and has a non-negative drift by
[23, Theorem 6.5]. If the process jumps downward onto x at 7}, then by the irregularity it immediately
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goes up and 7,7 > T and therefore inf,_, - X; < X;- = x (meaning {inf, ., - X; > 2, X;- = 2}
is a P-null set). In other words, when mfte[o -y X¢ > x, we must have X;- < x and hence we must
have 7, = T". Therefore, {inf,., —) X; >z} C {7, =T, } U{I, = oo}, implying

P{r, >T, . T <oo}=P{r, #T,,T, <oo} <P{ inf X;<z}=P{ inf X;,=uz}.

te[0,75 ) te[0,75 )

Hence, the following lemma completes the proof for the case 0 is irregular for (—oo, 0).
Lemma 17. [f 0 is irregular for (—o0,0), then P(inf, ., - X; = x) = 0 for x € (—00,0).

Proof. We recall some properties of the ladder height processes (see, e.g., [23, Section 6]). Let H =
{H,:t>0}and H = {H, : t > 0}, respectively, be ascending and descending ladder height processes
of X. Then, the processes H and H are subordinators, possibly killed and sent to the cemetery state 400
at some independent exponential random variable. Below, let P and P be the laws of H and H when
they start at zero.
Since 0 is regular for (0, co) for X, it is easy to check that 0 is regular for (0, co) for H as well. Thus
by [23, Theorem 5.4] the potential measure Uy (dy) = EX [ fooo 1 Htedy}dt} has no atoms on (0, 00).
Let II; be the Lévy measure of H. Since 0 is irregular for (—oo,0) for X and by the definition of
the descending ladder height processes, 11 is a finite measure and H has no drift (see [23, Theorem 6.6
and Section 6.2]). In addition, the measure II; has no atoms. Indeed, by [23, Theorem 7.8] and since 11
(denoting the Lévy measure of the dual process —X') has atoms at most countable points and Uy has no
atoms, for y > 0, we have by the dominated convergence theorem, for some k£ > 0,
I;({y}) :lgfélﬂg(y —€,00) — I 4(y,00) = limk/[ooo) (f[(z +y—e00)—1I(z+y, 00))Up (dz)

el0

:n%lk/ M(z4y—e 2+ ylUn(dz) = k:/ ({2 +y})Un(dz) = 0.
¢ [0,00) [0,00)

Since 0 is irregular for (—oo,0) for X and by the definition of the ladder height process, with

zj,H = inf{t > 0 : H, > —x}, we have P(inf, ) X = z) = PI:I(SUlptE[O,zjﬁ) o, = —x) =
PH (fIT+ = —x) By the compensation formula of the Poisson point processes and since H has no
—x,H

drift, we have, with \/;; the Poisson random measure on ([0, c0) x R, B[0,00) x (0, 00),ds x II;(dx))
associated with the jumps of H,

o0) X [ee]

—x,H

= EH |:/0 dt /(;) )l{ﬁt:—x}1{ﬁt+y>—x}Hﬁ(dy):| = EH {A 1{ﬁt:—x}Hﬁ(_x _ f{t’ OO)dt )

Since Il is a finite measure and has no atoms, and by [23, Theorem 5.4], the above is equal to 0, as
desired. U
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(ii1) The proof of (iii) comes from the identity [, [e‘q75 } =E [e‘qiw] , (i1) and the dominated conver-
gence theorem.

A.2. The proof of Lemma 2. (i) We first prove

(A.59) E, [/w e " |f(UD)|dt] < oo, z€ER.
0

Without loss of generality, we assume b = (. Because the strong Markov property gives

E{Amamwumﬂm}sm{éwemuw&ﬂa}+&{a%ﬁﬁ{émfﬁvamﬂw]

and by Remark 3, it suffices to verify only E [ [ e~ |f(UP)|dt] < oc. Let T := 0 and define
recursively, forn > 1, 7\ = inf{t > 7"V : U® > 1} and T" = inf{t > T" U0 = 0}. Using the
strong Markov property, we have E [ [ e~ | f(U)|dt] = A+ ",y By, where

M%MM%ﬁWW#I

> [ e mlrwnla

neN

A=E and B, :=E

Here, we have

fKEMeWﬂ)Mwmﬂ<ﬂl€mmvwﬂ=lmﬁwh

0<y<1 q o<y<1
n n—1 1
On the other hand, for n > 1, UO(,H) = 0 and hence (TJ(r ) =), U;in))\fTYH) ~ (TJ(r ), U;S)).

Therefore, with h(x) := E, [ [[~ e |f(X,)|dt] > E, [fTO e it (X )\dt},

B, <E {E {e_qT( )h(UTm) ‘]:TWDH =K {€_qT(n1)E {€_qT( ' (1) H

~E [e—qTf"*”} E { T (O m)} - (E [e—qT(”D g { (U0 m)} .

Combining these,

B| [T e ponla) <3 s i+ X ([ ]) T Bl nok)

sysl neN

Thus, it suffices to prove that E [e ~aT} )h(UO(U) E;] < cofori=1,2where E; := {|U o UT(” | <
W _

1} and By := {|U0(1) U;S)_| > 1}. By Remark 3, we have E [e‘qTi )h(U;S)); El} <sup,ep g h(2) <

0o. By the compensatlon formula of the Poisson point processes, with U the running supremum of U°,
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and NV the Poisson random measure associated with the jumps of X as in the proof of Proposition 1,

E {e‘qTS)h(Ug(l)); E2} =E [/[ » )e_qth(UtO_ +y) g <y N (dE x dy)]
0,00) X (1,00

+

- {/ H(dy)/ e "h(Up + y)l{UP<1}dt}
(1,00) 0

_ / 1(dy) / h(z + y)E
(1,00) [0,1]

which is finite since h is of polynomial growth from Remark 3 and by Assumption 2. Hence (A. 59)
holds.

(i1) Fix any arbitrary constant v > 0. We have

E, { / e—qthO} =) E, { / e—qth;)}
[0,00) ! Z [(k—1)u,ku)

keN

TJ(Fl) 1
/ e—qt1{UtoedZ}dt] < —/( ) < sup h(z +y))H(dy),
0 1,00

q z€(0,1]

<(-2)VO+ Y E, l—e‘q(’f‘”“ inf (X, - X(k—l)u—)}

N s€[(k—1)u,ku)

<(—z) VO+ ) e g [— inf Xs] = (—z)VO+E {— inf Xs} !

s€[0,u) s€[0,u) 1—eau
keN

From the same argument as [30, Lemma 3.2], this is also finite.
By (i) and (ii), the proof is complete.

A.3. The proof of Lemma 3. Since f is convex, either f monotonically decreases to a nonnegative
value or otherwise there exists o > b such that | f| is nondecreasing on («, 00). Thus, for z,y € [b, 00)
with z < y, we have | f(z)] < M, o V |f(y)| where My, o, 1= sup,cpp o1 [f(2)]-

Now, for x > 0, because U® > U~ (see (3. 14)) and R® > R~ and hence by integration by parts
f[o,oo) e AR < f[o,oo) e~ dRY, we have

o< B | [ e s viom | [ car]

E {/ e | f(U + a)| dt] +|C|E [/ e—qthf—f}
0 [0,00)

<E [ /O N e M| f(U} + )| v Mb,a)dt] +|CIE [ /[0 . e_qth?}

<E U e | f(U} + o) dt} + qu’“ +|C|E U e_qthf} :
0 [0,00)
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From Assumption 1(ii), we have for some ki, k; and N € N,

E [/Om e 1 ‘f(Utb‘l'l’)‘ dt} <E |:/0oo e_qt(k;l + ko }Uf —I—I"N)dt}

o N o0
< IE [ / e—qtdt] kY (7 ) o'E [ / et o dt} ,
0 0

=0

which is of polynomial growth because E [ e 1 ‘U b} dt} is finite by Lemma 2.

A.4. The proof of Lemma 4. Fix £ > 0. Since f is a convex function, we have (f(z) — f(x —¢))/e <
fi(z) < (f(x+¢e) — f(x))/e, x € R, which implies that

- —qt ! b —qt}f Ub+€‘+2}f
B | [Temlnwhla] e | [0

This is finite by (A. 59), as desired.

€

D]+ 15 Ub_g)}dt] .

A.5. The proof of Lemma 8. Since f/, is right-continuous and by (3. 14), the map b — E, [ [~ e~ f1 (U})dt]
is right-continuous. In addition, we have f’ () = limyy, f/ () and thus limy, By [ [;° e f1 (U}))dt] =
E, U e~ (Ub)dt] In view of (3. 8) and because f’ is nondecreasing, for § > 0,

E, { [ ey - 6>dt} B [ I e—qtf;wf*—é)dt} < C<E, { [ e—qtf;wf*)dt} .
0 0 0
Hence, taking 6 | 0, By [[[Ze (U )dt] < —C < By [ [ e @ fL(UY)dE]. We define, if
Epe [[° et fL (U )dt] # By [[7€ qtf' (UF)at),
- By [fy e " fA(U7)dt] + C
By [T e qtf+(Uf*)dt] Eo- [ [, e~atf2(UP")dt]
and set it zero otherwise. Then, setting f.(z) := (1 — &) f'. () + * [ (x), x € R, we have

£

(A. 60) Ey- { / e fa’*(Uf’*)dt} = _C.
0

By Lemma 7, (A. 60) and the strong Markov property (note that UTJ* = b* on {7, < co}), we have

v o (2) = B, / e (X,)dt
0

o, [ ]

=E, / et LUt
0

+ E,

| e

b*

o > —qt g/ b*
_E, UO eI f (U )dt},

where the second equality holds because E, [ fOT’;* e fl (Xt)dt] =E, [ fOT’;* e 4t fa’*(Xt)dt] as in the
proof of Lemma 7(ii) and we have U?" = X, fort < 7,.. Since f.. is nondecreasing and vj- is continuous,
Up+ 1S convex.
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To complete the proof, we now confirm the continuity of vj. ., . Since vj. . is right derivative and v
is convex, vy, is right-continuous and thus it suffices to prove lims o (vy. , (7) — vp.  (z — §)) = 0 for
x € R. Here we use the same notations as the proof in Lemma 7 for b = b*. For x € R and ¢ > 0,

(A.61) Upe 4 () = Vhe (2 — 0) = {/OO e (fé*(Ut(:v),b*) _ fa’*(Ut(w_é),b*>) dt} .
0

By (3. 24), (3. 26) and (3. 28) with b changed to b*, = changed to x — ¢ and = + ¢ changed to x and since
fL. is nondecreasing, by (A. 61),

0<vp () —vp ,(x—0) <E

Tlff) * *
/’ eM(ﬂxw”b»—ﬂxw”b—6Dd4
0

—B, | [ e (L) - @ - 0) | <,
0

/OTb* e " (fl(Xy) = fle(Xy = 0)) dt] :

By the convexity of f, we have lim, 1, f..(y") = f’(y) for y € R. Thus, by the monotone convergence
theorem, with R(9(z, -) the measure as defined in the proof of Lemma 7(ii),

ImE,
510

/o e (fL(Xy) = fL(Xy = 9))dt| = E,

/Tb* e~ Mim (f.(X;) — fL(X; —0)) dt]
0

510
< / (fle(y) = f-(y)) R (x,dy),
6% 00)

which is zero since f.. and f’ differ only at countable points by the convexity of f.
Therefore, by the convexity of vy, vy. , () = v}.(x) and v, belongs to C*(R).

A.6. Proof of Lemma 9. Fix x € R. By Lemma 8 and because f is differentiable by assumption,
vy () =B, [, e f/(UY")dt]. For e > 0, we have

Eﬁﬁjieﬂfom@—E{/ aﬁf@fmﬂzE{/ U = PO )t
0 0 0
where U(®)*" is as defined in the proof of Lemma 7 for b = b*. Here, applying (3. 28) and then (3. 24),

/‘fWﬂwﬁww—ﬂwmwa

0
() Fete)
* b

_ / T et (PO o) — pUOY ) de + / e~ (FIUEHIY) — U@t
0 T,

We first prove

(A. 62) E
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For ¢ € (0,1), because Ut(x)’b* < Ut(z+€)’b* < Ut(x)’b* + ¢ for Tb(f) <t< Tb(jH-E) as in (3. 26) and by the
mean value theorem,

(z+e) T(f+6)

Ty« / (I—‘,—E),b* ! (I),b*
(A. 63) /(b) e—qt‘f (U, ) — f(U; >|dt < /(b)
Tbx be

£

1/ [* e
([ s lay)ar
0

*

T(f+6)

b x o0 x
< /() e sup |f"(U;" +y)ldt < / e~ sup |f"(U;" +y)lde,
be 0

0<y<1 0<y<1

which is integrable because f” is of polynomial growth and by the same argument as the proof of Lemma

(a+e) =40, (o)

2. Thus, by the dominated convergence theorem and because 7, a.s. from Lemma 1(i1),

T(f+6)

b —qt 1myr(x),b*
/ e sup | (U +y)at

0 0<y<1

T(ers)

b *
lim / e s U+ g)lde
Tb*

€40 0<y<1

lim E
el0

From this and (A. 63), we have (A. 62).
Similarly, fore € (0,1) and ¢t < Tb(f), because Ut(wre)’b* = Ut(w)’b* +e= Xt(r) + ¢ asin (3. 24),

(@)

s /X(m) o /X(x) o0
/ el (X +i). e )|dt§/ e~ sup | (X7 +y)|dt,
; 0

O0<y<1

which is integrable, and so using the dominated convergence theorem,

E

)dt =E

€

—r(f) T ,b* x),b*
/ /e e
0

7.(1') x xT
[F e FT +e) = G
0 9
/ b e_qtf”(Xt)dt] .
0

From the arguments above, we obtain v;. (z) = E, [ fOT’;* e a " (Xt)dt] for z € R. This is continuous

—F,
€

[Fend e f’(Xt)dt] g
0

The left-hand derivative can be derived similarly.

by the dominated convergence theorem. Here, note that the continuity holds even for x = b*, because
lim, o7, = 0 = 7, P-a.s. since X has unbounded variation paths.
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