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INTRODUCTION

These notes have been prepared for the graduate course tought at the Fields
Institute, Toronto, during the Thematic program on quantitative finance which
was held from January to June, 2010.

I would like to thank all participants to these lectures. It was a pleasure for
me to share my experience on this subject with the excellent audience that was
offered by this special research semester. In particular, their remarks and com-
ments helped to improve parts of this document, and to correct some mistakes.

My special thanks go to Bruno Bouchard, Mete Soner and Agnés Tourin
who accepted to act as guest lecturers within this course. These notes have
also benefitted from the discussions with them, and some parts are based on my
previous work with Bruno and Mete.

Finally, I would like to express all my thanks to Matheus Grasselli, Tom
Hurd, Tom Slisbury, and Sebastian Jaimungal for the warm hospitality at the
Fields Institute, and their reqular attendance to my lectures.

These lectures present the modern approach to stochastic control problems
with a special emphasis on the application in financial mathematics. For ped-
agogical reason, we restrict the scope of the course to the control of diffusion
processes, thus ignoring the presence of jumps.

We first review the main tools from stochastic analysis: Brownian motion
and the corresponding stochastic integration theory. This already introduces
to the first connection with partial differential equations (PDE). Indeed, by
Ito’s formula, a linear PDE pops up as the infinitesimal counterpart of the
tower property. Conversely, given a nicely behaved smooth solution, the so-
called Feynman-Kac formula provides a stochastic representation in terms of a
conditional expectation.

We then introduce the class of standard stochastic control problems where
one wishes to maximize the expected value of some gain functional. The first
main task is to derive an original weak dynamic programming principle which
avoids the heavy measurable selection arguments in typical proofs of the dy-
namic programming principle when no a priori regularity of the value function
is known. The infinitesimal counterpart of the dynamic programming princi-
ple is now a nonlinear PDE which is called dynamic programming equation,
or Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation. The hope is that the dynamic program-
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8 CHAPTER 0. INTRODUCTION

ming equation provides a complete characterization of the problem, once com-
plemented with appropriate boundary conditions. However, this requires strong
smoothness conditions, which can be seen to be violated in simple examples.

A parallel picture can be drawn for optimal stopping problems and, in fact,
for the more general control and stopping problems. In these notes we do not
treat such mixed control problem, and we rather analyze separately these two
classes of control problems. Here again, we derive the dynamic programming
principle, and the corresponding dynamic programming equation under strong
smoothness conditions. In the present case, the dynamic programming equation
takes the form of the obstacle problem in PDEs.

When the dynamic programming equation happens to have an explicit smooth
solution, the verification argument allows to verify whether this candidate in-
deed coincides with the value function of the control problem. The verification
argument provides as a by-product an access to the optimal control, i.e. the
solution of the problem. But of course, such lucky cases are rare, and one should
not count on solving any stochastic control problem by verification.

In the absence of any general a priori regularity of the value function, the
next development of the theory is based on viscosity solutions. This beautiful
notion was introduced by Crandal and Lions, and provides a weak notion of
solutions to second order degenerate elliptic PDEs. We review the main tools
from viscosity solutions which are needed in stochastic control. In particular,
we provide a difficulty-incremental presentation of the comparison result (i.e.
maximum principle) which implies uniqueness.

We next show that the weak dynamic programming equation implies that the
value function is a viscosity solution of the corresponding dynamic programming
equation in a wide generality. In particular, we do not assume that the controls
are bounded. We emphasize that in the present setting, there is no apriori
regularity of the value function needed to derive the dynamic programming
equation: we only need it to be locally bounded ! Given the general uniqueness
results, viscosity solutions provide a powerful tool for the characterization of
stochastic control and optimal stopping problems.

The remaining part of the lectures focus on the more recent literature on
stochastic control, namely stochastic target problems. These problems are moti-
vated by the superhedging problem in financial mathematics. Various extensions
have been studied in the literature. We focus on a particular setting where the
proofs are simplified while highlighting the main ideas.

The use of viscosity solution is crucial for the treatment of stochastic target
problems. Indeed, deriving any a priori regularity seems to be a very difficult
task. Moreover, by writing formally the corresponding dynamic programming
equation and guessing an explicit solution (in some lucky case), there is no
known direct verification argument as in standard stochastic control problems.
Our approach is then based on a dynamic programming principle suited to this
class of problems, and called geometric dynamic programming principle, due to
a further extension of stochastic target problems to front propagation problems
in differential geometry. The geometric programming principle allows to obtain
a dynamic programming equation in the sense of viscosity solutions. We provide



some examples where the analysis of the dynamic programming equation leads
to a complete solution of the problem.

We also present an interesting extension to stochastic target problems with
controlled probability of success. A remarkable trick allows to reduce these
problems to standard stochastic target problems. By using this methodology,
we show how one can solve explicitly the problem of quantile hedging which
was previously solved by Follmer and Leukert [?] by duality methods in the
standard linear case in financial mathematics.

A further extension of stochastic target problems consists in involving the
quadratic variation of the control process in the controlled state dynamics.
These problems are motivated by examples from financial mathematics related
to market illiquidity, and are called second order stochastic target problems. We
follow the same line of arguments by formulating a suitable geometric dynamic
programming principle, and deriving the corresponding dynamic programming
equation in the sense of viscosity solutions. The main new difficuly here is to
deal with the short time asymptotics of double stochastic integrals.

The final part of the lectures explores a special type of stochastic target
problems in the non-Markov framework. This leads to the theory of backward
stochastic differential equations (BSDE) which was introduced by Pardoux and
Peng [?]. Here, in contrast to stochastic target problems, we insist on the
existence of a solution to the stochastic target problem. We provide the main
existence, uniqueness, stability and comparison results. We also establish the
connection with stochastic control problems. We finally show the connection
with semilinear PDEs in the Markov case.

The extension of the theory of BSDEs to the case where the generator is
quadratic in the control variable is very important in view of the applications
to portfolio optimization problems. However, the existence and uniqueness can
not be addressed as simply as in the Lipschitz case. The first existence and
uniqueness results were established by Kobylanski [?] by adapting to the non-
Markov framework techniques developed in the PDE literature. Instead of this
hilghly technical argument, we report the beautiful argument recently developed
by Tevzadze [?], and provide applications in financial mathematics.

The final chapter is dedicated to numerical methods for nonlinear PDEs.
We provide a complete proof of convergence based on the Barles-Souganidis
motone scheme method. The latter is a beautiful and simple argument which
exploits the stability of viscosity solutions. Stronger results are provided in the
semilinear case by using techniques from BSDEs.

Finally, I should like to express
all my love to my family who accompanied me during this visit to Toronto,
all my thanks to them for their patience while I was preparing these notes,

and all my excuses for my absence even when I was physically present...
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Chapter 1

CONDITIONAL EXPECTATION
AND LINEAR PARABOLIC
PDEs

Throughout this chapter, (Q, F,F, P) is a filtered probability space with filtra-
tion F = {F%, t > 0} satisfying the usual conditions. Let W = {W;, t > 0} be
a Brownian motion valued in R?, defined on (Q, F,F, P).

1.1 Stochastic differential equations with ran-
dom coefficients

In this section, we recall the basic tools from stochastic differential equations
dXt = bt(Xt)dt + O't(Xt)th7 t e [07 T], (11)

where T' > 0 is a given maturity date. Here, b and o are F® B(IR™)-progressively
measurable functions from [0,7] x Q x R™ to R™ and Mg(n,d), respectively.
In particular, for every fixed x € R™, the processes {b;(z),0¢(x),¢ € [0,T]} are
F—progressively measurable.

Definition 1.1. A strong solution of (1.1) is an F—progressively measurable
process X such that fOT(|b(t,Xt)\ + |o(t, Xy)[?)dt < o0, a.s. and

t t
X, = X0—|—/ b(S,XS)d8+/ o(s, Xs)dWs, te€]0,T].
0 0

Let us mention that there is a notion of weak solutions which relaxes some
conditions from the above definition in order to allow for more general stochas-
tic differential equations. Weak solutions, as opposed to strong solutions, are
defined on some probabillistic structure (which becomes part of the solution),

11



12 CHAPTER 1. CONDITIONAL EXPECTATION AND LINEAR PDEs

and not necessarilly on (2, F,F,P, W). Thus, for a weak solution we search for
a probability structure (Q,]:' ,F, P, W) and a process X such that the require-
ment of the above definition holds true. Obviously, any strong solution is a
weak solution, but the opposite claim is false.

The main existence and uniqueness result is the following.

Theorem 1.2. Let Xog € L2 be a r.v. independent of W. Assume that the
processes b (0) and o.(0) are in H? ([0,T]), and that for some K > 0:
(b1 () = be(y)| + ow(x) — o(y)| < K|z —y| forall t€0,T], z,y € R".

Then, for all T > 0, there exists a unique strong solution of (1.1) in HZ([0,TY]).
Moreover,

E [sup |Xt|2} < C(1+E[Xo]?) e, (1.2)
t<T
for some constant C = C(T, K) depending on T and K.

Proof. We first establish the existence and uniqueness result, then we prove the
estimate (1.2).
Step 1 For a constant ¢ > 0, to be fixed later, we introduce the norm

1/2

T
[l == E / e_Ct|q§t|2dt] for every ¢ € H.
0

Clearly , the norms ||.|[z> and ||.|[g2 on the Hilbert space H? are equivalent.
Consider the map U on H2 ([0,7] x Q) by:

t t
U(X), = X0+/ bS(XS)ds—i—/ oo (X)dW,, 0<t<T.
0 0

By the Lipschitz property of b and ¢ in the xz—variable and the fact that
b.(0),0.(0) € H2([0,T]), it follows that this map is well defined on H?. In
order to prove existence and uniqueness of a solution for (1.1), we shall prove
that U(X) € H? for all X € H? and that U is a contracting mapping with
respect to the norm ||.||gz for a convenient choice of the constant ¢ > 0.

c

1- We first prove that U(X) € H? for all X € H2. To see this, we decompose:

[ /Otbsas)dfdt]
/OT [ e.oxa, th]

By the Lipschitz-continuity of b and o in x, uniformly in ¢, we have |b;(x)|?> <
K(1+1b:(0)]? + |x|?) for some constant K. We then estimate the second term

by:
T
/

IUX)|I2: < 3T Xo|2: + 3E

+3E

E

2
dt] < KTE

t T
/ bs(X)ds / (1+ |bt(0)|2 + |X5|2)d81 < 00,
0 0
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since X € H?, and b(.,0) € L2([0,77).

As, for the third term, we use the Doob maximal inequality together with
the factt that |oy(2)|? < K(1 4 |b:(0)|?> + |z|?), a consequence of the Lipschitz
property on o:

T t 2 t 2
El/ /O'S(Xs)dWS dt] < TE max/as(Xs)dWs dt]
o IJo t<T |Jo
T
< 4ATE / as(Xs)|2ds]
0
T
< ATKE / (14 |ou ()2 + [ X,[2)ds | < oo.
0

2- To see that U is a contracting mapping for the norm ||.|[zz, for some convenient
choice of ¢ > 0, we consider two process X,Y € H([0, T]) with Xo = Yp = 0,
and we estimate that:

E|UX); —U(Y):|
/0 (bs(X,) — bs(Yy)) ds

(b (Xs)_bs( 5 ds

2
+2E

t 2

( (X ) - O—S(Ys)) dWs

IN

2E

— +2IE/ l05(Xs) — 0o(Y) |2 ds

- 2tIE/ |bs (X Y,)| ds+2]E/ |0s(Xs) — 05(Yy)|* ds
< 2AT+1)K / E|X, — Y,|*ds.
0
2K (T +1
Hence, [U(X) — U(v)], < XL+
ing mapping for sufficiently large ¢ > 1.

Step 2 We next prove the estimate (1.2). We shall alleviate the notation writ-
ing bs := bs(X5) and o, := 04(Xs). We directly estimate:
2
sup ]

Xo+/ bsder/ o, dWy
u<t 0 0
u 2
3<E|X02—|—tE [/ |bs ] ds} +E bup/ osdWs ])
u<t 0
3<EX0|2+ﬂE: [/ b5|2ds]+4E [/ |as|2ds]>
0 0

where we used the Doob’s maximal inequality. Since b and o are Lipschitz-
continuous in x, uniformly in ¢ and w, this provides:

t
E{Sup|XU|2] < C(K,T) (1+]E|X0|2+/ E{sup|Xu|2} ds)
0

u<t u<s

| X — Y., and therefore U is a contract-

E

E {SUP IXHIQ}

u<t

IN

IN



14 CHAPTER 1. CONDITIONAL EXPECTATION AND LINEAR PDEs

and we conclude by using the Gronwall lemma. O

The following exercise shows that the Lipschitz-continuity condition on the
coefficients b and o can be relaxed. We observe that further relaxation of this
assumption is possible in the one-dimensional case, see e.g. Karatzas and Shreve

[7].

Exercise 1.3. In the context of this section, assume that the coefficients p
and o are locally Lipschitz and linearly growing in x, uniformly in (t,w). By a
localization argument, prove that strong existence and uniqueness holds for the
stochastic differential equation (1.1).

In addition to the estimate (1.2) of Theorem 1.2, we have the following flow
continuity results of the solution of the SDE.

Theorem 1.4. Let the conditions of Theorem 1.2 hold true, and consider some
(t,x), (t',x) € S with t <t'. Then, there is a constant C such that:

E { sup |X5* — Xﬁ’”’/ﬂ} < Cell |z — ', (1.3)
t<s<t/
E { sup |X4 Xﬁ"ﬂzq < CeT (14 2V —t. (1.4)
t<s<t/
Proof. To be completed. &

1.2 Markov solutions of SDEs

In this section, we restrict the coefficients b and o to be deterministic functions
of (t,z). In this context, we write

bi(z) = b(t,z), ow(x) =0(t,z) for te€[0,T], x€R",

where b and o are Lipschitz in z uniformly in ¢. Let X%* denote the solution
of the stochastic differential equation

D o :x+/ b(U,Xﬁ’i)dqu/ o(u, X,)dW, s>t
t t

The two following properties are obvious:

e Clearly, X* = F (t,z,s,(W. — Wi)i<u<s) for some deterministic function
F.
t,x
o Fort<u<s: X?”” =X qu . This follows from the pathwise uniqueness,
and holds also when u is a stopping time.

With these observations, we have the following Markov property for the solutions
of stochastic differential equations.
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Proposition 1.5. (Markov property) For all 0 <t < s:
E[®(Xy,t<u<s)|F] = E[®(X,t<u<s)|X]

for all bounded function ® : C([t,s]) — R.

1.3 Connection with linear partial differential
equations

1.3.1 Generator

Let {X!* s > ¢} be the unique strong solution of
Xt = g +/ w(u, XE™)du —|—/ o(u, XL")dw,, s >t,
t t

where ;1 and o satisfy the required condition for existence and uniqueness of a
strong solution.
For a function f : R®™ — R, we define the function Af by

if the limit exists.

Af(t,x) = lim E[f (X)) — (@)

h—0 h

Clearly, Af is well-defined for all bounded C?— function with bounded deriva-
tives and

Oz0z™ (1.5)

1 T 0 f
Af(t,x) = pu(t,x)- f(t,z)+ §Tr |:0‘0' (t,x) ] ,
(Exercise !). The linear differential operator A is called the generator of X. It
turns out that the process X can be completely characterized by its generator or,
more precisely, by the generator and the corresponding domain of definition...
As the following result shows, the generator provides an intimate connection

between conditional expectations and linear partial differential equations.

Proposition 1.6. Assume that the function (t,z) — v(t,z) = E [g(X;I] is
C12([0,T) x R™). Then v solves the partial differential equation:

%—FAv:O and o(T,.)=g.

Proof. Given (t,z), let 7, := T Ainf{s > ¢ : |[X® — x| > 1}. By the law of
iterated expectation, it follows that

V(t,z) = E[V(S/\Tl,Xz’/ich)].
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Since V € C12([0,T),R™), we may apply Itd’s formula, and we obtain by taking

expectations:
SATY
0 = E [/ ((% +Av> (me;w)du]

SAT1
+E { / 9 (0, X5%) - o(u, Xff)qu}
+ ox

SATy 6,0 i
E [/t (8t + Av) (u, X, )du] )

where the last equality follows from the boundedness of (u, X%*) on [t, sATi]. We
now send s \, t, and the required result follows from the dominated convergence
theorem. &

1.3.2 Cauchy problem and the Feynman-Kac representa-
tion

In this section, we consider the following linear partial differential equation

9+ Av —k(t,x)v + f(t,z) =0, (t,z)€[0,T) x R? (L6)
o(T,.)=g '
where A is the generator (1.5), g is a given function from R to R, k and f are
functions from [0,7] x R? to R, b and ¢ are functions from [0, 7] x R¢ to R?
and and Mg(d, d), respectively. This is the so-called Cauchy problem.

For example, when k = f =0, b = 0, and o is the identity matrix, the above
partial differential equation reduces to the heat equation.

Our objective is to provide a representation of this purely deterministic prob-
lem by means of stochastic differential equations. We then assume that p and
o satisfy the conditions of Theorem 1.2, namely that

T
i, o Lipschitz in z uniformly in ¢, / (J(t,0)]> + |o(t,0)|?) dt < co(1.7)
0

Theorem 1.7. Let the coefficients u, o be continuous and satisfy (1.7). Assume
further that the function k is uniformly bounded from below, and f has quadratic
growth in x uniformly in t. Let v be a C2 ([O,T),Rd) solution of (1.6) with
quadratic growth in x uniformly in t. Then

v(t,z) = E

T
/ BLTf(s, XE")ds + Bp"g (X%””)] , t<T, zeR%
t

where X5% i= o+ [ p(u, X57)dut [} o (u, X57)dW, and Bt = = i KXo )du
fort <s<T.
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Proof. We first introduce the sequence of stopping times
To = TAif{s>t: |[X\"—z|>n},

and we oberve that 7,, — T P—a.s. Since v is smooth, it follows from It6’s
formula that for t < s < T

a

4(85%0 (s, X07)) = pLe (kar o

+ .Av) (s, X0%)ds

e 0 (o x1) o (5, K1) W,

B (—f(s,x;*f)ds + % (s, X57) - o (5, X07) dWs) )

by the PDE satisfied by v in (1.6). Then:
E [ﬂifv (Tn, Xﬁnz)] —v(t,x)

= E |:/Tn /8?7; (-f(s’Xs)dS + g% (57X‘:77') . dWS>:| .

Now observe that the integrands in the stochastic integral is bounded by def-
inition of the stopping time 7,, the smoothness of v, and the continuity of o.
Then the stochastic integral has zero mean, and we deduce that

v(t,z) = E [/Tﬂ B f (5, X0%) ds + BL"v (Tn,Xif)] . (1.8)
t

Since 7, — T and the Brownian motion has continuous sample paths P—a.s.
it follows from the continuity of v that, P—a.s.

/ "B (s, X0%) ds + BT (7, X17)

t
T
n—rg0 / B (5, X5%) ds + Lo (T, X4°) (1.9)
t

T
= [ Xt s ()
by the terminal condition satisfied by v in (1.6). Moreover, since k is bounded

from below and the functions f and v have quadratic growth in x uniformly in
t, we have

[ A (s i) s ()

t

< C <1 +Inax|Xt|2> .
t<T

By the estimate stated in the existence and uniqueness theorem 1.2, the latter
bound is integrable, and we deduce from the dominated convergence theorem
that the convergence in (1.9) holds in L!'(P), proving the required result by
taking limits in (1.8). &
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The above Feynman-Kac representation formula has an important numerical
implication. Indeed it opens the door to the use of Monte Carlo methods in order
to obtain a numerical approximation of the solution of the partial differential
equation (1.6). For sake of simplicity, we provide the main idea in the case
f=k=0.Let (X®,...,X®) be an iid sample drawn in the distribution of

Xéiw, and compute the mean:

By the Law of Large Numbers, it follows that 0 (¢, ) — v(t, ) P—a.s. More-
over the error estimate is provided by the Central Limit Theorem:

VE (0 (t, ) — v(t, z)) o N (0,Var [g (XfTﬁ)D in distribution,

and is remarkably independent of the dimension d of the variable X !

1.3.3 Representation of the Dirichlet problem

Let D be an open subset of R?. The Dirichlet problem is to find a function u
solving:

Au—ku+ f=0on D and wu=gondD, (1.10)

where 0D denotes the boundary of D, and A is the generator of the process
X0:X0 defined as the unique strong solution of the stochastic differential equation

t t
3050 = Xy [t 300y [ oo 00w, 120,
o 0

Similarly to the the representation result of the Cauchy problem obtained in
Theorem 1.7, we have the following representation result for the Dirichlet prob-
lem.

Theorem 1.8. Let u be a C%—solution of the Dirichlet problem (1.10). Assume
that k is bounded from below, and

E[rp] < o0, x € R?,  where 75 = inf {t >0: X?,x ¢ D} .
Then, we have the representation:

T TD t
u(z) = Elg (XE’D"”) e~ Jo 7 B(X:)ds +/ f (X?z> e~ Jo k(Xﬁ)dsdt} .
0

Exercise 1.9. Provide a proof of Theorem 1.8 by imitating the arguments in
the proof of Theorem 1.7.
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1.4 The stochastic control approach to the Black-
Scholes model

1.4.1 The continuous-time financial market

Let T be a finite horizon, and (2, F7,P) be a complete probability space sup-
porting a Brownian motion W = {(W}, ..., W), 0 < t < T} with values in R%.
We denote by F = FW = {F,, 0 <t < T} the canonical augmented filtration of
W, i.e. the canonical filtration augmented by zero measure sets of Fr.

We consider a financial market consisting of d 4 1 assets :

(i) The first asset S° is non-risky, and is defined by

t
S?exp(/rudu), 0<t<T,
0

where {r;,t € [0,T]} is a non-negative adapted processes with fOT ridt < 0o a.s.,
and represents the instantaneous interest rate.

(i) The d remaining assets S%, i = 1,...,d, are risky assets with price
processes defined by the dynamics

d
= pdt+Y opldWi, t€[0,T],

j=1

dsi
St

for 1 <14 < d, where p, o are F—adapted processes with fOT |M§|dt+f0T lo®9)2dt <
oo foralli,j =1,...,d. It is convenient to use the matrix notations to represent
the dynamics of the price vector S = (S%,...,S9):

dSt = St*(utdt—l—atth), te [O,T],

where, for two vectors z,y € R%, we denote z %y the vector of R with compo-
nents (xxvy); = ;9,1 = 1,...,d, and p, o are the R¢—vector with components
©’s, and the Mg(d, d)—matrix with entries o*7.

We assume that the Mg(d, d)—matrix oy is invertible for every ¢ € [0,T]
a.s., and we introduce the process

)\tZ:O'gl(,U/t—’f't].), OStST,

called the risk premium process. Here 1 is the vector of ones in R%. We shall
frequently make use of the discounted processes

- A t
Sp = o5 = Spexp —/ rodu |,
Sy 0

Using the above matrix notations, the dynamics of the process S are given by

dgt = St* ((/,Lt —Ttl)dt+0tth) = St*O't ()\tdt+th) .
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1.4.2 Portfolio and wealth process

A portfolio strategy is an F—adapted process m = {m,0 < ¢ < T} with values
in RY. For 1 <i<mnand0<t<T, ! isthe amount (in Euros) invested in
the risky asset S°.

We next recall the self-financing condition in the present framework. Let X[
denote the portfolio value, or wealth, process at time ¢ induced by the portfolio
strategy 7. Then, the amount invested in the non-risky asset is X7 — Y " | s
= Xt — Tt 1.

Under the self-financing condition, the dynamics of the wealth process is
given by

"o X —m-1
dXT = Z%dsg + %dsﬂ
i=1 "t t

Let X be the discounted wealth process

t
X, = X,exp </ r(u)du) , 0<t<T.
0
Then, by an immediate application of It6’s formula, we see that
dX, = 7 o (MNdt+dW,), 0<t<T. (1.11)

We still need to place further technical conditions on 7, at least in order for the
above wealth process to be well-defined as a stochastic integral.

Before this, let us observe that, assuming that the risk premium process
satisfies the Novikov condition:

E [6% f(?m?dt} < oo,
it follows from the Girsanov theorem that the process

t
0

is a Brownian motion under the equivalent probability measure
T 1 /T
Q:=Zr-Pon Fr where Zr:=exp 7/ Ay - AW, — 5/ Ao |?du | .
0 0

In terms of the Q Brownian motion B, the discounted price process satisfies
dgt = gt*JtdBt, te [O,T],

and the discounted wealth process induced by an initial capital Xy and a port-
folio strategy 6 can be written in

t
X[ = X0+/ Tw OudB,, for 0<t<T. (1.13)
0
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Definition 1.10. An admissible portfolio process m = {0, t € [0,T]} is an

F—progressively measurable process such that fOT lofm|?dt < oo, a.s. and the
corresponding discounted wealth process is bounded from below by a Q—martingale

th > M, 0<t<T, for some Q—martingale M™ > 0.
The collection of all admissible portfolio processes will be denoted by A.

The lower bound M 7™, which may depend on the portfolio 7, has the interpre-
tation of a finite credit line imposed on the investor. This natural generalization
of the more usual constant credit line corresponds to the situation where the
total credit available to an investor is indexed by some financial holding, such as
the physical assets of the company or the personal home of the investor, used as
collateral. From the mathematical viewpoint, this condition is needed in order
to exclude any arbitrage opportunity, and will be justified in the subsequent
subsection.

1.4.3 Admissible portfolios and no-arbitrage
We first define precisely the notion of no-arbitrage.

Definition 1.11. We say that the financial market contains no arbitrage op-
portunities if for any admissible portfolio process 6 € A,

Xo=0and X3 >0P— a.s. implies X5 = 0P — a.s.

The purpose of this section is to show that the financial market described
above contains no arbitrage opportunities. Our first observation is that, by the
very definition of the probability measure Q, the discounted price process S
satisfies:

the process {S’t, 0<t< T} is a Q — local martingale. (1.14)

For this reason, Q is called a risk neutral measure, or an equivalent local mar-
tingale measure, for the price process S.
We also observe that the discounted wealth process satisfies:

X™ is a Q—local martingale for every € A, (1.15)
as a stochastic integral with respect to the Q—Brownian motion B.

Theorem 1.12. The continuous-time financial market described above contains
no arbitrage opportunities, i.e. for every m € A:

Xo=0and X7 >0P—-as. = X;=0P—a.s.
Proof. For m € A, the discounted wealth process f( ™ is a Q—local martingale
bounded from below by a Q—martingale. Then X™ is a Q—super-martingale.
In particular, EQ [Xﬂ < Xy = X,. Recall that Q is equivalent to P and S°

is strictly positive. Then, this inequality shows that, whenever X7 = 0 and
X7T > 0P—as. (or equivalently Q—a.s.), we have X7 = 0 Q—a.s. and therefore
Xr=0P-as. ¢
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1.4.4 Super-hedging and no-arbitrage bounds

Let G be an Fr—measurable random variable representing the payoff of a deriva-
tive security with given maturity 7' > 0. The super-hedging problem consists in
finding the minimal initial cost so as to be able to face the payment G without
risk at the maturity of the contract T

V(G) = inf{XgeR : X7 >GP-—as. for some 7w € A} .

Remark 1.13. Notice that V(G) depends on the reference measure P only by
means of the corresponding null sets. Therefore, the super-hedging problem is
not changed if P is replaced by any equivalent probability measure.

We now show that, under the no-arbitrage condition, the super-hedging
problem provides no-arbitrage bounds on the market price of the derivative se-
curity.

Assume that the buyer of the contingent claim G has the same access to
the financial market than the seller. Then V(G) is the mazimal amount that
the buyer of the contingent claim contract is willing to pay. Indeed, if the seller
requires a premium of V(G) + 2¢, for some € > 0, then the buyer would not
accept to pay this amount as he can obtain at least G be trading on the financial
market with initial capital V(G) + .

Now, since selling of the contingent claim G is the same as buying the con-
tingent claim —G, we deduce from the previous argument that

—V(=G) < market price of G < V(G). (1.16)

1.4.5 The no-arbitrage valuation formula

We denote by p(G) the market price of a derivative security G.

Theorem 1.14. Let G be an Fr—measurabel random variable representing the
payoff of a derivative security at the maturity T > 0, and recall the notation

G = Gexp (— fOT rtdt). Assume that EQ[|G]] < co. Then

p(G) = V(G) = E°[G).

Moreover, there exists a portfolio n* € A such that X(’)T* =p(G) and X;E* =G,
a.s., that is ™ is a perfect replication strategy.

Proof. 1- We first prove that V(G) > E2[G]. Let X, and m € A be such that
X7 > G, as. or, equivalently, X% > G as. Notice that X7 is a Q—super-
martingale, as a QQ—local martingale bounded from below by a QQ—martingale.
Then Xo = Xo > E¢[X7] > EY[G].

2- We next prove that V(G) < EQ[G]. Define the Q—martingale Y; := EQ[G|F]
and observe that F"Y = FZ. Then, it follows from the martingale representation
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theorem 7?7 that Y; = Yy + fOT ¢ - dBy for some F—adapted process ¢ with
fOT |p¢|?dt < 0o a.s. Setting 7* := (0 T)~1¢, we see that

T
™ e A and Yo—i—/ 7 0:dBy = G P — a.s.
0

which implies that Yy > V(G) and 7* is a perfect hedging stratgey for G,
starting from the initial capital Yj.

3- From the previous steps, we have V(G) = E2[G]. Applying this result to —G,
we see that V(—G) = —V(G), so that the no-arbitrage bounds (1.16) imply that
the no-arbitrage market price of G is given by V(G).

1.4.6 PDE characterization of the Black-Scholes price

In this subsection, we specialize further the model to the case where the risky
securities price processes are Markov diffucions defined by the stochastic differ-
ential equations:

dSt = St * (’f‘(t, St)dt + O'(t7 St)dBt),

where 7 and ¢ are Lipschitz-continuous functions from Ry x [0,00)? to R? and
Sy, successively. We also consider a Vanilla derivative security defined by the
payoff

G = g(S7),

where g : [0,00)% — R is a measurable function bounded from below. From the
previous subsection, the no-arbitrage price at time t of this derivative security
is given by

V(LS) = EQfem K St ] = EQ|em I rtnSdug(5p)s, ],

where the last equality follows from the Markov property of the process S.
Assuming further that g has linear growth, it follows that V has linear growth
in s uniformly in ¢. Since V is defined by a conditional expectation, it is expected
to satisfy the linear PDE:

1
—atV—rs*DV—§I‘r[(s*a)2D2v]—rV = 0. (1.17)

More precisely, if V € C12(R,,R%), the V is a classical solution of (1.17) and
satisfies the final condition V(T,.) = g. Coversely, if the PDE (1.17) combined
with the final condition v(T,.) = g has a classical solution v with linear growth,
then v coincides with the derivatice security price V.
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Chapter 2

STOCHASTIC CONTROL
AND DYNAMIC PROGRAMMING

In this chapter, we assume that filtration F is the P—augmentation of the canon-
ical filtration of the Brownian motion W. This restriction is only needed in order
to simplify the presentation of the proof of the dynamic programming principle.
We will also denote by

S := [0,T) xR"® where T €0,00].
The set S is called the parabolic interior of the state space. We will denote by
S := cl(8S) its closure, i.e. S =[0,T] x R™ for finite T, and S = S for T = occ.
2.1 Stochastic control problems in standard form
Control processes. Given a subset U of R, we denote by U the set of all pro-

gressively measurable processes v = {1, t < T} valued in U. The elements of
U are called control processes.

Controlled Process. Let

b: (tyz,u) e SxU — b(t,x,u) € R”
and
o (t,z,u) eSxU — o(t,z,u) € Mg(n,d)
be two continuous functions satisfying the conditions

[b(t, z,u) — b(t,y,u)| + |o(t,z,u) —o(t,y,u)| < K |x—y|, (2.1)
ot )| + oty 0)| < K (14 Ja] + Jul). (2.2)

25



26 CHAPTER 2. STOCHASTIC CONTROL, DYNAMIC PROGRAMMING

for some constant K independent of (¢, x,y,u). For each control process v € U,
we consider the controlled stochastic differential equation :

dXt = b(t,Xt,Vt)dt—‘r O'(t,Xt,l/t)th. (23)

If the above equation has a unique solution X, for a given initial data, then
the process X is called the controlled process, as its dynamics is driven by the
action of the control process v.

We shall be working with a subclass of control processes which satisfy the
additional requirement :

t
E {/ (|b(s,z,vs)| + |o(s,2,vs)|*) ds| < oo forall (t,z) €S. (2.4)
0

This condition guarantees the existence of a controlled process for each given
initial condition and control, under the above uniform Lipschitz condition on
the coefficients b and 0. The following result is an immediate consequence of
Theorem 1.2.

Theorem 2.1. Let Condition (2.1) hold, and let v € U be a process satisfying
(2.4). Then, for each Fo random variable ¢ € L*(P), there ewists a unique
F—adapted process XV satisfying (2.3) together with the initial condition X§ =
&. Moreover for every T > 0, there is a constant C' > 0 such that

E { sup |X;’2} < C(L+E[[})eCt  forall te cl(0,T)). (2.5)
0<s<t

Cost functional. Let
fik:[0,T)xR*"xU — R and g : R — R

be given functions. We assume that f,k are continuous and ||k~ ||c < oo (i.e.
max(—k,0) is uniformly bounded). Moreover, we assume that f and g satisfy
the quadratic growth condition :

[f(tz,w)] +g(@)] < K0+ Jul + |2]),

for some constant K independent of (¢,x,u). We define the cost function J on
[0,T] x R™ x U by :

T
Jto,v) = E / B(t,5) f (s, X" vy )ds + BY (1, T)g (X5 1pewo |
t

when this expression is meaningful, where

ﬁy(t, S) — e N k?(’(‘,X,,t,’z’V7V,,~)dT7

and {X5®", s > t} is the solution of (2.3) with control process v and initial
condition X} = z.
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Admissible control processes. In the finite horizon case T' < oo, the quadratic
growth condition on f and g together with the bound on k™ ensure that J(¢t, z, v)
is well-defined for all control process v satisfying (2.4). We then define the set
of admissible controls in this case by:

Uy :={v €U : v satisfies (2.4)} when T < oco. (2.6)

More attention is needed for the infinite horizon case. In particular, the discount
term k needs to play a role to ensure the finiteness of the integral. In this setting
the largest set of admissible control processes is given by

MO::{I/GU: E

T
/ B”(t,s)|f(s,X§’w”’,1/s)|ds] < oo for all (t,x)} when T" = oo.
¢

The stochastic control problem. The purpose of this section is to study the min-
imization problem

V(t,z) .= sup J(t,z,v) for (t,z)€S.
veUy

The main concern of this section is to describe the local behavior of the value
function V' by means of the so-called dynamic programming equation, or Hamilton-
Jacobi-Bellman equation. We continue with some remarks.

Remark 2.2. (i) If V(t,z) = J(t,z,0 ), we call &, , an optimal control for
the problem V' (¢, x).
(ii) The following are some interesting subsets of controls :
- a process v € Uy which is adapted to the natural filtration F¥X of the
associated state process is called feedback control,

- a process v € Uy which can be written in the form v, = 4(s, X;) for some
measurable map @ from [0,7] x R™ into U, is called Markovian control;
notice that any Markovian control is a feedback control,

- the deterministic processes of Uy are called open loop controls.
(iii) Suppose that T < oo, and let (Y, Z) be the controlled processes defined
by
dYs = Zsf(s,Xs,vs)ds and dZs = —Zsk(s,Xs,vs)ds

and define the augmented state process X := (X,Y, Z). Then, the above
value function V' can be written in the form :

Vit,e) = V(t2,0,1),
where z = (z,y, z) is some initial data for the augmented state process X,
V(t,2) = Bz [9(Xr)] and glw,y,2) == y+g(a)z.

Hence the stochastic control problem V' can be reduced without loss of
generality to the case where f = k = 0. We shall appeal to this reduced
form whenever convenient for the exposition.
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(iv) For notational simplicity we consider the case T' < oo and f = k = 0. The
previous remark shows how to immediately adapt the following argument
so that the present remark holds true without the restriction f = k = 0.
The extension to the infinite horizon case is also immediate.

Consider the value function

V(t,z) = VSSLI,)E[Q(X;W)]’ (2.7)

differing from V by the restriction of the control processes to
U; = {v €Uy :v independent of F;}. (2.8)
Since U; C Uy, it is obvious that V < V. We claim that
vV =Y, (2.9)

so that both problems are indeed equivalent. To see this, fix (¢,z) € S and
v € Up. Then, v can be written as a measurable function of the canonical
process v((ws)o<s<t, (Ws —wi)i<s<T), Where, for fixed (ws)o<s<t, the map
V(ws)ocozr (ws —wi)t<s<r > V((Ws)o<s<t, (Ws —wi)i<s<T) can be viewed
as a control independent on F;. Using the independence of the increments
of the Brownian motion, together with Fubini’s Lemma, it thus follows
that

t,x,

Heww) = [B[g0"" )] dB(@osas)

/ V(t,2)dP((ws)ocact) = V(t,2).

IN

By arbitrariness of v € Uy, this implies that V (¢, z) > V (¢, z).

2.2 The dynamic programming principle

2.2.1 A weak dynamic programming principle

The dynamic programming principle is the main tool in the theory of stochastic
control. In these notes, we shall prove rigorously a weak version of the dy-
namic programming which will be sufficient for the derivation of the dynamic
programming equation. We denote:

Vi(t,z) := liminf V(#,2") and V*(t,z):= limsup V(¢ '),
(t"x")—=(t,x) (¢ ,x")—(t,x)

for all (t,x) € S. The following weak dynamic programming uses the subset of
controls U; introduced in (2.8) above.
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Theorem 2.3. Assume that V is locally bounded. For (t,x) € S, let {6”, v €
Uy} be a family of finite stopping times independent of F;, and such that X}, 11, gv1
is L>°—bounded for all v € Uy. Then,

V(te) > inf E l/ B"<t7s>f<syxz’“’”,us>ds+/3u<t,e”>v*<9”7xéf”’”>] 7
vEU; t

V(t,z) < inblj E [/ B (t,8)f(s, XL™Y vg)ds —|—B”(t,9”)V*(0”,X§fw)1 .
vely t

We shall provide an intuitive justification of this result after the following
comments. A rigorous proof is reported in Section 2.2.2 below.

(i) If V is continuous, then V' =V, = V*, and the above weak dynamic pro-
gramming principle resuces to the classical dynamic programming princi-

ple:

9
V(t,z) = sup E [/ B(t,s)f(s, Xs,vs)ds +B(t,9)V(9,X9)](2.10)

veu

(ii) In the discrete-time framework, the dynamic programming principle (2.10)
can be stated as follows :

V(t,z) = sup Eip |:f(t7Xt7u) +e ML Xy (4 4 1,Xt+1)} .
uclU

Observe that the infimum is now taken over the subset U of the finite
dimensional space R*. Hence, the dynamic programming principle allows
to reduce the initial minimization problem, over the subset U/ of the in-
finite dimensional set of R¥ —valued processes, into a finite dimensional
minimization problem. However, we are still facing an infinite dimen-
sional problem since the dynamic programming principle relates the value
function at time ¢ to the value function at time ¢t + 1.

(iii) In the context of the above discrete-time framework with finite horizon
T < o0, notice that the dynamic programming principle suggests the fol-
lowing backward algorithm to compute V as well as the associated optimal
strategy (when it exists). Since V(T,-) = g is known, the above dynamic
programming principle can be applied recursively in order to deduce the
value function V (¢, z) for every t.

(iv) In the continuous time setting, there is no obvious counterpart to the
above backward algorithm. But, as the stopping time 6 approaches t,
the above dynamic programming principle implies a special local behavior
for the value function V. When V is known to be smooth, this will be
obtained by means of It6’s formula.
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(v) It is usually very difficult to determine a priori the regularity of V. The
situation is even worse since there are many counter-examples showing
that the value function V' can not be expected to be smooth in general;
see Section 2.4. This problem is solved by appealing to the notion of
viscosity solutions, which provides a weak local characterization of the
value function V.

(vi) Once the local behavior of the value function is characterized, we are
faced to the important uniqueness issue, which implies that V is com-
pletely characterized by its local behavior together with some convenient
boundary condition.

Intuitive justification of (2.10). Let us assume that V' is continuous. In
particular, V is measurable and V =V, = V*. Let V(t,w) denote the right
hand-side of (2.10).

By the tower Property of the conditional expectation operator, it is easily
checked that

0
J(tew) = B, /1Bwsﬁ®w&w@Ms+ﬁ@ﬁ%N&me
t

Since J(6, Xp,v) < V(6,Xp), this proves that V > V. To prove the reverse
inequality, let u € U and € > 0 be fixed, and consider an e—optimal control v¢
for the problem V (6, Xy), i.e.

J(0,Xp,v) > V(0,Xp) —e.

Clearly, one can choose v° = p on the stochastic interval [¢,0]. Then

v

V(t,.T) J(t,’l,’,l/s) = Et,m

0
/t B(t,5)[f (s, Xs, ps)ds + B(t,0)J (6, Xo, VE)]

Y

0
Eml/ﬂmﬁﬂ&&wm®+5@@V@Xw-fEmWQWL

This provides the required inequality by the arbitrariness of p € U and € > 0.
¢

Exercise. Where is the gap in the above sketch of the proof ?

2.2.2 Dynamic programming without measurable selec-
tion

In this section, we provide a rigorous proof of Theorem 2.3. Notice that, we
have no information on whether V is measurable or not. Because of this, the
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right-hand side of classical dynamic programming principle (2.10) is not even
known to be well-defined.

The formulation of Theorem 2.3 avoids this measurability problem since
V. and V* are lower- and upper-semicontinuous, respectively, and therefore
measurable. In addition, it allows to avoid the typically heavy technicalities
related to measurable selection arguments needed for the proof of the classical
(2.10) after a convenient relaxation of the control problem, see e.g. El Karoui
and Jeanblanc [?].

Proof of Theorem 2.3 For simplicity, we consider the finite horizon case
T < o0, so that, without loss of generality, we assume f = k = 0, See Remark
2.2 (iii). The extension to the infinite horizon framework is immediate.

1. Let v € U; be arbitrary and set 6 := 6”. Then:

E [ (X3™") | F] (w) = J(O(w), X5™" (w); 1),

where 7, is obtained from v by freezing its trajectory up to the stopping time
0. Since, by definition, J(0(w), X5™" (w); ,) < V*(0(w), Xp™" (w)), it follows
from the tower property of conditional expectations that

Elg(xXz™)] = E[E[g(Xp"") | Fo]] < E[V(0,X"")],

which provides the second inequality of Theorem 2.3 by the arbitrariness of
IS Ut.
2. Let € > 0 be given, and consider an arbitrary function

¢:S — R such that ¢ upper-semicontinuous and V' > ¢.

2.a. There is a family (V(S’y)’a)(s,y)es C Uy such that:
vvE e Y and J(s,y; v5YF) > V(s,y) —e, forevery (s,y) € S(2.11)

Since g is lower-semicontinuous and has quadratic growth, it follows from Theo-
rem 2.1 that the function (¢, ') + J(t',z'; v(*¥):¢) is lower-semicontinuous, for
fixed (s,y) € S. Together with the upper-semicontinuity of ¢, this implies that
we may find a family (r(s,y))(s,)es of positive scalars so that, for any (s,y) € S,

@(s,y) — p(t',2') > — and J(s,y; V) — J(, 2/; 00 €) < ¢

for (¢/,2') € B(s,: 7(s.)): (2.12)

where, for » > 0 and (s,y) € S,
B(s,y;r):={(t',2') €S : t' e (s—r,s), [/ —y| <r} .

Clearly, {B(s,y;7) : (s,y) € 8,0 < 7 < 7(5,)} forms an open covering of
[0,7) x R% Tt then follows from the Lindeldf covering Theorem, see e.g. [?]
Theorem 6.3 Chap. VIII, that we can find a countable sequence (¢;,%;,7;)i>1
of elements of S x R, with 0 < 7; < 7, 4, for all @ > 1, such that S C
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{T} x RYU (U1 B(ts, 457)). Set Ag := {T} x RY, C_y := (), and define the
sequence

Aip1 = B(ti+17$i+1;’l"i+1) \ C; where C;:=C;_1UA;, i>0.

With this construction, it follows from (2.11), (2.12), together with the fact that
V > ¢, that the countable family (A;);>o satisfies

(G’Xé,m,u) € U120A7 P — a.s., AN Aj = () for i #_] €N,

and J(+; ’/i’e) >@p—3con A; fori>1, (2.13)

where %€ 1= p(ti:@i)e for § > 1.
2.b.  We now prove the first inequality in Theorem 2.3. We fix v € U; and
0c 7'[;5 - Set A" i=Up<i<n Ay, n > 1. Given v € Uy, we define for s € [t,T):

I/s’n = l[t,O] (S)Vs + 1(9,T] (S) (I/S]_(An)c(g, Xg,:c,u) + Z ]‘Ai (9, Xé’x’y)l/;’e) .
=1

Notice that {(0, X;*") € A;} € Fi. Then, it follows that v=" € U;. Then, it
follows from (2.13) that:

<

E {9 (X;wyn) \]:0} 1an (H,Xé’w”’) = (T7 XtTwV") 14, (97X;,w71/)

+ Y J0, X5 )1, (0, X5
1

.
I

>

M:

(p(0, Xg™" — 3¢) 14, (0, X5"")
1=0

= (p(0, X5™") = 3¢) 1an (0, X57"),

which, by definition of V' and the tower property of conditional expectations,
implies

Vt,z) > J(t,z,vo")
" ()]
> E[(p (0.X5) - ) Lan (0, X4%)

+E [g (X77) Lanye (6, X5™)] -
Since g (X5™") € L1, it follows from the dominated convergence theorem that:
V(t,z) > —3c+liminfE [0(8, X5™" Y Lan (0, XE™")]
= —3c+ lim E [0(0, X5 ) 1an (0, X5"Y)]
— Jim B [0, X5) Lae (6, X5°)]
= —3e+E[p6 X,"")],
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where the last equality follows from the left-hand side of (2.13) and from the
monotone convergence theorem, due to the fact that either E [@(9, X;’w’”)“‘] <
oo or E [@(Q,Xg’z’”)*] < 00. By the arbitrariness of v € Uy and € > 0, this
shows that:

V(t,z) > supE[p(0,X,™")]. (2.14)

vEU,

3. It remains to deduce the first inequality of Theorem 2.3 from (2.14). Fix
r > 0. It follows from standard arguments, see e.g. Lemma 3.5 in [?], that
we can find a sequence of continuous functions (¢, ), such that ¢, <V, <V
for all n > 1 and such that ¢, converges pointwise to Vi on [0,7] x B,(0).
Set ¢ := min,>ny ¢y, for N > 1 and observe that the sequence (¢n)n is non-
decreasing and converges pointwise to V. on [0,7] x B,(0). By (2.14) and the
monotone convergence Theorem, we then obtain:

V(te) > lim E[on (0", X/,(67)] = E[V.(6", X7,(6")]

2.3 The dynamic programming equation

The dynamic programming equation is the infinitesimal counterpart of the dy-
namic programming principle. It is also widely called the Hamilton-Jacobi-
Bellman equation. In this section, we shall derive it under strong smoothness
assumptions on the value function. Let Sy be the set of all d x d symmetric
matrices with real coefficients, and define the map H : S x R x R™” x 8™ by :

H(t3 :Z:, r7p7 PY)

1
‘= sup {—k(t,I,U)T + b(t,x,u) ‘p+ §TI'[O'O'T(t,,I,U)’Y] + f(t,x,u)} .
uelU

We also need to introduce the linear second order operator £* associated to the
controlled process {3(0,t) X}, t > 0} controlled by the constant control process
u

Ll%(tx) = =kt z,u)p(t,z) + bt z,u) - Do(t, )
+%Tr [oo™ (t,z,u)D%p(t, )],

where D and D? denote the gradient and the Hessian operators with respect to
the x variable. With this notation, we have by It6’s formula:

BY(0, 8)p(s, X¥) — B (0, )plt, XV) = / BY(0,7) (8 + L) o(r, X)dr
+/85V(O>T)D(p(r7 X;f) -U(’I", er VT)dWT
t

for every s > t and smooth function ¢ € C12([t,s],R") and each admissible
control process v € Uy.
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Proposition 2.4. Assume the value function V€ C%2([0,T),R™), and let the
coefficients k(-,-,u) and f(-,-,u) be continuous in (t,x) for all fized u € U.
Then, for all (t,x) € S:

—0,V(t,x) — H (t,z,V(t,z),DV(t,z),D*V(t,z)) > 0. (2.15)

Proof. Let (t,z) € S and w € U be fixed and consider the constant control
process ¥ = u, together with the associated state process X with initial data
X; = . For all h > 0, Define the stopping time :

Op = inf{s>t : (s—t,X;—x)¢[0,h) xaB} ,

where a > 0 is some given constant, and B denotes the unit ball of R". Notice
that 0, — t, P—a.s. when h \, 0, and 6}, = h for h < h(w) sufficiently small.
1. From the first inequality of the dynamic programming principle, it follows
that :

On

o
IN

Et,m [5(03 t)v(ta (E) - 5(07 oh)v(eha XG;L) - 6(03 T)f(?", XT; U)d?"‘|

t
On

*Et,m

B0, 0V + LV + £)(r, X, u)dr]

B [ [ 800DV X0) ot X
t

the last equality follows from It6’s formula and uses the crucial smoothness
assumption on V.

2. Observe that 8(0,7)DV(r,X,) - o(r, X,,u) is bounded on the stochastic
interval [t, 0;]. Therefore, the second expectation on the right hand-side of the
last inequality vanishes, and we obtain :

On
~E; . [; B0, ) (O V + LV + f)(r, Xr,u)dr] > 0
t

We now send h to zero. The a.s. convergence of the random value inside the
expectation is easily obtained by the mean value Theorem; recall that 8, = h
for sufficiently small A~ > 0. Since the random variable A1 fteh B0, 7)(LV +
F)(r, X, u)dr is essentially bounded, uniformly in h, on the stochastic interval
[t, 0], it follows from the dominated convergence theorem that :

-0V (t,x) — LV (t,x) — f(t,z,u) > 0.

By the arbitrariness of v € U, this provides the required claim. O

We next wish to show that V satisfies the nonlinear partial differential equa-
tion (2.16) with equality. This is a more technical result which can be proved by
different methods. We shall report a proof, based on a contradiction argument,
which provides more intuition on this result, although it might be slightly longer
than the usual proof reported in standard textbooks.
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Proposition 2.5. Assume the value function V € CY2([0,T),R™), and let the
function H be continuous, and ||k™||oc < co. Then, for all (t,z) € S:

—0,V(t,x) — H (t,,V(t,z),DV(t,z),D*V(t,x)) < 0. (2.16)
Proof. Let (to,x0) € [0,T) x R™ be fixed, assume to the contrary that
&gV(to,l‘o) +H(to,l‘o,V(to,330),DV(to,xo),DQV(to,Jfo)) < 0, (2.17)

and let us work towards a contradiction.
1. For a given parameter € > 0, define the smooth function ¢ > V by

5
ot,x) = V(t,z)+ §|x —20)? .
Then

(V —o)(to,z0) =0, (DV — Dp)(to,z0) =0, (0:V — drp)(to,zo) =0,
and (D?V — D?¢)(tg, x0) = —€l,,

where I, is the n x n identity matrix. By continuity of H, it follows from (2.17)
that

h(to, xo) == Bip(to, o) + H (to, o, ¢(to, zo), Dp(to, x0), D*¢(to,20)) < 0

for a sufficiently small € > 0.
2. For n > 0, define the open neighborhood of (¢g, o) :

N”I = {(t,l‘) : (t - tva - .13()) S (_7777]) X WB and h(t,:ﬁ) < O}v
and observe that the parmeter v defined by the following is positive:

_omellFtlles . Vo) = % min |lz—x2 < 0. (218
e I(’Iﬁlj?f},(( ©) 215}\1}771 |z — 20]" < ( )

Next, let 7 be a y—optimal control for the problem V (¢o, o), i.e.
J(t(],x(),l;) 2 V(t(],x()) - - (219)
We shall denote by X and f the controlled process and the discount factor

defined by ¥ and the initial data X;, = xo.
3. Consider the stopping time

6 = inf{s>t : (s, X,) 5{/\/},} ,
and observe that, by continuity of the state process, (6, Xg) € ON,, so that :

(V—9)(0,Xg) < —2yelFlI=
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by (2.18). Recalling that 3(t,to) = 1, we now compute that :

0
Blto, )V (8, Xo) =V (to,z0) < /d[ﬁ(tovr)w(ﬂ)?r)]*276’1”””""5(150,9)

0 ~
S d[ﬁ(t()v’r)@(ra X’!)] - 27

By Ito’s formula, this provides :

0
V(to, o) > By [ﬁ(tO,H)V(H,Xg)—/ (Do 4+ L7 (r, X, )dr

to

+27,

where the 7dW” integral term has zero mean, as its integrand is bounded on
the stochastic interval [to, 0]. Observe also that (¢, + L") (r, X;)+ f(r, Xy, 0y
< h(r,X,) < 0 on the stochastic interval [tg, #]. We therefore deduce that :

0
V(thxO) Z 2’7+Eto,zo ﬂ(to,?")f(?’, erl)r) +ﬁ(t0,9)V(0,X‘9)‘|
to
> 2y + J(to,xo,7)
> Vi(to,zo0) +1,
where the last inequality follows by (2.19). This completes the proof. &

As a consequence of Propositions 2.4 and 2.5, we have the main result of
this section :

Theorem 2.6. Let the conditions of Propositions 2.5 and 2.4 hold. Then, the
value function V' solves the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation

-0,V —H(,V,DV,D*V) =0 on 8. (2.20)

2.4 On the regularity of the value function

The purpose of this paragraph is to show that the value function should not be
expected to be smooth in general. We start by proving the continuity of the
value function under strong conditions; in particular, we require the set U in
which the controls take values to be bounded. We then give a simple example
in the deterministic framework where the value function is not smooth. Since
it is well known that stochastic problems are “more regular” than deterministic
ones, we also give an example of stochastic control problem whose value function
is not smooth.
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2.4.1 Continuity of the value function for bounded con-
trols

For notational simplicity, we reduce the stochastic control problem to the case
f =k =0, see Remark 2.2 (iii). Our main concern, in this section, is to show the
standard argument for proving the continuity of the value function. Therefore,
the following results assume strong conditions on the coefficients of the model

in order to simplify the proofs. We first start by examining the value function
V(t,-) for fixed t € [0, T].

Proposition 2.7. Let f = k = 0, T < oo, and assume that g is Lipschitz
continuous. Then:

(i) 'V is Lipschitz in x, uniformly in t.

(ii) Assume further that U is bounded. Then V is %—H(')'lder—continuous mt,
and there is a constant C' > 0 such that:

|V(t,z) - V(' z) < CO+z)y/|t—t]; t,t' €[0,T), z€R"
Proof. (i) For z,2' € R™ and t € [0,T'), we first estimate that:

V(ta) - V(ta) < sup Elg(Xp™) g (X57")
vEUp

IN

t,x,v ta' v
Const sup E ‘XT - X7
veEUy

< Const |z — 2],

where we used the Lipschitz-continuity of g together with the flow estimates
of Theorem 1.4, and the fact that the coefficients b and o are Lipschitz in =
uniformly in (¢,u). This compltes the proof of the Lipschitz property of the
value function V.

(i) To prove the H”older continuity in ¢, we shall use the dynamic programming
principle.

(ii-1) We first make the following important observation. A careful review
of the proof of Theorem 2.3 reveals that, whenever the stopping times 6" are
constant (i.e. deterministic), the dynamic programming principle holds true
with the semicontinuous envelopes taken only with respect to the z—variable.
Since V' was shown to be contious in the first part of this proof, we deduce that:

Vit,r) = sup E[V(Y,X;™")] (2.21)
vEUy
forallz e R, t <t €[0,T].
(ii-2) Fix x € R™, ¢t < ¢’ € [0,T]. By the dynamic programming principle
(2.21), we have :

V(t,2) = V({t',z)] = |sup E[V(¢,X/"")] -V ( 2)
veEUy
< sup E ’V(t',Xtt;x’”) - V(' ).

vEUp
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By the Lipschitz-continuity of V' (s, ) established in the first part of this proof,
we see that :

V(t,z) - V(',z)] < Const sup E|X;"" —x|. (2.22)
veEUy
We shall now prove that
supE [ X" —z| < Const (14 |z|)|t —¢'|'/2, (2.23)
veu
which provides the required (1/2)—Holder continuity in view of (2.22). By
definition of the process X, and assuming ¢ < t', we have
2

t’ s
E‘Xtt/x’u — |2 = E / b(r, XT,I/T)d’I“—‘r/ o(r, X, v )dW,
¢ t
t/
< ConstE / \h(r, X, vy)|? dr
t
where h := [b> + 02]*/2. Since h is Lipschitz-continuous in (t,z,u) and has

quadratic growth in = and u, this provides:
t 2 t/ t’ 2
E|X;"" —z|" < Const / (1+ |2 + |v|?)dr +/ E|X5Y — x| dr | .
t t

Since the control process v is uniformly bounded, we obtain by the Gronwall
lemma the estimate:
E|X5™ —2|* < Const (1+|a|)[t’ -], (2.24)

where the constant does not depend on the control v. &

Remark 2.8. When f and/or k are non-zero, the conditions required on f and
k in order to obtain the (1/2)—Holder continuity of the value function can be
deduced from the reduction of Remark 2.2 (iii).

Remark 2.9. Further regularity results can be proved for the value function
under convenient conditions. Typically, one can prove that £*V exists in the
generalized sense, for all v € U. This implies immediately that the result of
Proposition 2.5 holds in the generalized sense. More technicalities are needed in
order to derive the result of Proposition 2.4 in the generalized sense. We refer
to [?], §IV.10, for a discussion of this issue.

2.4.2 A deterministic control problem with non-smooth
value function

Let 0 =0, b(z,u) = u, U = [-1,1], and n = 1. The controlled state is then the
one-dimensional deterministic process defined by :

Xs:Xt—l—/ ndt for 0<t<s<T.
t
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Consider the deterministic control problem

V(t,z) := sup (X7)%
vel

The value function of this problem is easily seen to be given by :

Vit,z) = (r+T—1t)? forz >0 with optimal control & =1,
E = (x —T+1t)? forz <0 with optimal control & = —1 .

This function is continuous. However, a direct computation shows that it is not
differentiable at z = 0.

2.4.3 A stochastic control problem with non-smooth value
function

Let U = R, and the controlled process X be the scalar process defined by the
dynamics:

dXt == l/tth,

where W is a scalar Brownian motion. Let g be a nonnegative lower semicon-
tinuous mapping on R, and consider the stochastic control problem

V(t,x) = sup By, [g(X7)].
veu

Let us assume that V' is smooth, and work towards a contradiction.

1. If V is C12([0,T),R), then it follows from Proposition 2.4 that V satisfies
L o2
—8tV—§u DV >0 forall ueR,

and all (¢,2) € [0,T) x R. Taking v = 0, we see that
V(-,x) is non-increasing for all z € R. (2.25)
On the other hand, by sending u to infinity, it follows that
V(t,-) is concave for all t € [0,7). (2.26)

2. Since g is nonnegative, it follows from Fatou’s lemma, the lower semiconti-
nuity of g, and the continuity of Xt in its initial condition, that:

V(T—,x) = tli/‘n%V(t,x) > g(z) forall zeRR. (2.27)

Now, it follows from (2.25) and (2.27) that :

V(t,z) > V(T—,z) > g(z) forall (¢,z)€l0,T]xR.
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In view of (2.26), this proves that

V(ta) > g*(y) forall (ty,2)€[0,T] x B2, (2.28)

conc

where g is the concave envelope of g, i.e. the smallest concave majorant of

g.

3. Using the inequality g < ¢°°"°¢ together with Jensen’s inequality and the
martingale property of X, it follows that

V(t,z) = sup Ei.[g(X7)] < sup By [ (X7)].
vEUy veUy

Now, observe that X" is a local martingale for every v € Uy. Since g®"° is

concave, the process g°"¢(X") is a local supermartingale. Moreover ge®¢ >
g > 0, which implies by Fatou’s lemma that ¢g°°"¢(X") is a supermartingale. In
particular, E; , [¢°°"¢(X¥%)] < g®*¢(z), and

Vt,z) < g¢°"(x).
In view of (2.28), we have then proved that

Ve C'2(0,T),R)
= V(t,x) = g®°"(z) for all (¢,z) € [0,T) x R.

Now recall that this implication holds for any arbitrary non-negative lower semi-
continuous function g. We then obtain a contradiction whenever the function
g°°"¢ is not C%(R). Hence

g ¢ CQ(R) = V & 01’2([0,T),R2)~



Chapter 3

OPTIMAL STOPPING AND
DYNAMIC PROGRAMMING

As in the previous chapter, we assume here that the filtration F is defined as the
P—augmentation of the canonical filtration of the Brownian motion W defined
on the probability space (2, F,P).

Our objective is to derive similar results, as those obtained in the previous
chapter for standard stochastic control problems, in the context of optimal stop-
ping problems. We will then first start by the formulation of optimal stopping
problems, then the corresponding dynamic programming principle, and dynamic
programming equation.

3.1 Optimal stopping problems

For 0 < ¢t < T < oo, we denote by T, 7} the collection of all F—stopping
times with values in [t,T]. We also recall the notation S := [0,7") x R™ for the
parabolic state space of the underlying state process X defined by the stochastic
differential equation:

dXt = M(t,Xt)dt+U(t,Xt)th, (31)

where 11 and o are defined on S and take values in R” and S,,, respectively. We
assume that g and o satisfies the usual Lipschitz and linear growth conditions
so that the above SDE has a unique strong solution satisfying the integrability
proved in Theorem 1.2.

The infinitesimal generator of the Markov diffusion process X is denoted by

1
Ap :=p- Do+ iTr [O’O’TD2<,0} .
Let g be a measurable function from R™ to R, and assume that:

E ngp g(Xt)] < oo, (3:2)

41
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For instance, if ¢ has polynomial growth, the latter integrability condition is
automatically satisfied. Under this condition, the following criterion:

J(t,2,7):=E[g (XL%) 1reo] (3.3)

is well-defined for all (¢,2) € S and 7 € T} 7). Here, X® denotes the unique
strong solution of (3.1) with initial condition X/ = .
The optimal stopping problem is now defined by:

V(t,x) .= sup J(t,z,7) forall (t,x)€S. (3.4)
TETt,T)

A stopping time 7 € T 7y is called an optimal stopping rule if V(t,z) =
J(t,x, 7).
The set

§ = {(ta): V(ta) = g(a)} (3.5)

is called the stopping region and is of particular interest: whenever the state is
in this region, it is optimal to stop immediately. Its complement S¢ is called
the continuation region.

Remark 3.1. As in the previous chapter, we could have considered an appear-
ently more general criterion

Vitw) = s E[ /t Bt ) (5, Xo)ds + B(t,7)g (X27) 1, o0 | |
TE e, 1)

with
B(t,s) =€~ Jik(sXads g5 0<t<s<T.

However by introducing the additional state

Yy

t
Yo+ / Bof (s, Xo)ds,
0
t
Zy = Z0+/ Zsk(s, Xs)ds,
0

we see immediately that we may reduce this problem to the context of (3.4).

Remark 3.2. Consider the subset of stopping rules:
7—[7;;,1] = {7 €Ty : 7 independent of F;} . (3.6)

By a similar argument as in Remark 2.2 (iv), we can see that the maximization
in the optimal stopping problem (3.4) can be restricted to this subset, i.e.

V(t,x) .= sup J(t,z,7) forall (t,x)€S. (3.7

€Tl
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3.2 The dynamic programming principle

In the context of optimal stopping problems, the proof of the dynamic pro-
gramming principle is easier than in the context of stochastic control problems
of the previous chapter. The reader may consult the excellent exposition in the
book of Karatzas and Shreve [?], Appendix D, where the following dynamic
programming principle is proved:

V(t7.%'> = S?P E [1{T<9}9(X?1) + l{TZG}V(97X£)I)] ) (38)
TE 1,77

for all (t,2) € S and 7 € Tp 7). In particular, the proof in the latter reference
does not require any heavy measurable selection, and is essentially based on the
supermartingale nature of the so-called Snell envelope process. Moreover, we
observe that it does not require any Markov property of the underlying state
process.

We report here a different proof in the sprit of the weak dynamic program-
ming principle for stochastic control problems proved in the previous chapter.
The subsequent argument is specific to our Markovian framework and, in this
sense, is weaker than the classical dynamic programming principle. However,
the combination of the arguments of this chapter with those of the previous
chapter allow to derive a dynamic programming principle for mixed stochastic
control and stopping problem.

The following claim will be making using of the subset ’7'[21,}, introduced
n (3.6), of all stopping times in 7p; 7 which are independent of F;, and the
notations:

Vi(t,z) ;== liminf V(¢',z') and V*(t,z):= limsup V(¢ z')

(", 2") = (t,x) (#,2") = (t,x)

for all (¢,2) € S. We recall that V. and V* are the lower and upper semicon-
tinuous envelopes of V', and that V, = V* = V whenever V is continuous.
Theorem 3.3. Assume that V is locally bounded. For (t,x) € S, let § € 77;11]
be a stopping time such that Xg‘z 18 bounded. Then:
V(t,l‘) < sup E [1{T<0}9(X7t'1z) + 1{7’2«9}‘/* (engm)] ) (39)
T€7—[;T]
V(t,l’) Z sup E [1{T<9}9(X$"I) + 1{729}V*(07X£’I))] . (310)

€T

Proof. Inequality (3.9) follows immediately from the tower property and the
fact that J < V*.
We next prove inequality (3.10) with Vi replaced by an arbitrary function

¢:S — R such ¢ is upper-semicontinuous and V > ¢,

which implies (3.10) by the same argument as in Step 3 of the proof of Theorem
2.3.



44 CHAPTER 3. OPTIMAL STOPPING, DYNAMIC PROGRAMMING

Arguying as in Step 2 of the proof of Theorem 2.3, we first observe that, for
every € > 0, we can find a countable family A; C (¢; — 7, t;] X Ai_C S, together
with a sequence of stopping times 7%¢ in T[zl L i > 1, satisfying Ag = {T'} x R?

and

Usodi =S, AinA; =0fori#jeN, J(;77) > p—3con A fori > 1.
_ ) (3.11)
Set A" := U;<pA;, n > 1. Given two stopping times 6,7 € 7-[7;.,T]’ it is clear that

T =110y + 1>y (Tl(A")C (G’X(I;’w) + ZTi’ElA" (9,X5’1)>
i=1

defines a stopping time in 7'[;5 - We then deduce from the tower property and
(3.11) that

Vit x) J(t, z;7™F)
E [g (th—’gu) 1{7’<9} + 1{7—29} (¢(9’X;,m) - 35) ]-A" (G,Xé’x)]
+E [11r5019(X37) L 4n)e (6, X)) -

v v

By sending n — oo and arguing as in the end of Step 2 of the proof of Theorem
2.3, we deduce that

V(t,.’L‘) > E [g (X;ﬁ_,w) 1{T<0} + 1{7’20}@(97‘)(39:)] - 357

and the result follows from the arbitrariness of ¢ > 0 and 7 € 7'[§ )" &

3.3 The dynamic programming equation

In this section, we explore the infinitesimal counterpart of the dynamic program-
ming principle of Theorem 3.3, when the value function V' is a priori known to
be smooth. The smoothness that will be required in this chapter must be so
that we can apply It6’s formula to V. In particular, V is continuous, and the
dynamic programming principle of Theorem 3.3 reduces to the classical dynamic
programming principle (3.8).

Loosely speaking, the following dynamic programming equation says the
following:

e In the stopping region S defined in (3.5), continuation is sub-optimal, and
therefore the linear PDE must hold with inequality in such a way that the
value function is a submartingale.

e In the continuation region S¢, it is optimal to delay the stopping decision
after some small moment, and therefore the value function must solve a
linear PDE as in Chapter 1.
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Theorem 3.4. Assume that V. € C12([0,T),R"), and let g : R® — R be
continuous. Then V' solves the obstacle problem:

min{—(; + AV, V—-g} =0 on S. (3.12)

Proof. We organize the proof into two steps.
1. We first show that:

min{—(G +A)V ,V—-g} >0 on S (3.13)

The inequality V' — g > 0 is obvious as the constant stopping rule 7 =t € T, 1
is admissible. Next, for (to,zo) € S, consider the stopping times

On :=1inf {t > to: (£, X;>") & [to,to +h] x B} ,h >0,

where B is the unit ball of R™ centered at xy. Then 6} € 7'[§,T] for sufficiently
small h, and it follows from (3.10)that:

V(to,xo) > E[V (QhaXﬁh)]'

We next apply 1to’s formula, and observe that the expected value of the diffusion
term vanishes because (¢, X;) lies in the compact subset [to,to + h] x B for
te [to,eh]. Then:

_ On
-1 / O+ AV(E Xt > o,

E
h i,

Clearly, there exists hy > 0, depending on w, 6, = h for h < B Then, it
follows from the mean value theorem that the expression inside the expectation
converges P—a.s. to —(9; +.A)V (o, x0), and we conclude by dominated conver-
gence that —(9; + .A)V (to,x0) > 0.

2. In order to complete the proof, we use a contradiction argument, assuming
that

V(to,z0) > 0 and — (0; + A)V (to,z9) > 0 at some (tg,x0) € S (3.14)
and we work towards a contradiction of (3.9). Introduce the function
o(t,z) :=V(t,x) + %|x —x0]* for (t,z)€S.

Then, it follows from (3.14) that for a sufficiently small ¢ > 0, we may find
h >0 and § > 0 such that

V>g+dand — (0, +A)p >0 on N, :=[to,to +h] x hB. (3.15)
Moreover:

— = — . 1
v max(V — ) < 0 (3.16)
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Next, let
0 = inf{t>to: (t,X{"%)&Ny}.
For an arbitrary stopping rule 7 € 7'['§7T], we compute by [t6’s formula that:
EV(rA0, X ng) —Vto,zo)] = E[(V =) (T A0, X 00)]

+E o (T A0, X7p9) — @(to, 20)]
= E[(V—-¢)(TA0,X:n0)]

TAE
HE / (O + A)p(t, X, ")dt |

to

where the diffusion term has zero expectation because the process (¢, Xfo’wo) is
confined to the compact subset A}, on the stochastic interval [to, 7 A ]. Since
—Lo >0 on Ny, by (3.15), this provides:
EV(rA6, X p00) —V(to,z0)] < E[(V —¢)(TA0, X 00)]

< _’YP[T 2 9]7
by (3.16). Then, since V > g+ § on N}, by (3.15):

Vito,z0) > AP[r > 6]+ E[(9(X7"%) +0) Lircy + V (0, X57™) 120y
> (YA +E[g(X ") rcny +V (0, X5770) 1irzy]

By the arbitrariness of 7 € 7—[€ 7> this provides the desired contradiction of (3.9).

&

3.4 Regularity of the value function

3.4.1 Finite horizon optimal stopping

In this subsection, we consider the case T' < co. Similar to the continuity result
of Proposition 2.7 for the stochastic control framework, the following continuity
result is obtained as a consequence of the flow continuiy of Theorem 1.4 together
with the dynamic programming principle.

Proposition 3.5. Assume g is Lipschitz-continuous, and let T < oco. Then,
there is a constant C such that:

|V(t,z) = V(' ") < C(|x—m’\+\/|t—t’|) for all (t,x),(t',2") €S.

Proof. (i) Fort € [0,T] and z,z’ € R, it follows from the Lipschitz property
of g that:

\V(t,z) = V(t,a')] < Const sup E|XL" - X7

TE€T, 1)

< ConstE sup ’Xﬁ’m - Xb
t<s<T
< Const |z — 2|
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by the flow continuity result of Theorem 1.4.
ii) To rpove the H”older continuity result in ¢, we argue as in the proof of
Proposition 2.7 using the dynamic programming principle of Theorem 3.3.
(ii-1) We first observe that, whenever the stopping time 6 = t' > t is
constant (i.e. deterministic), the dynamic programming principle (3.9)-(3.10)
holds true if the semicontinuous envelopes are taken with respect to the variable
x, with fixed time variable. Since V' is continuous in z by the first part of this
proof, we deduce that

Vit,z) = sup E[1cng (XEY) + 150V (. X57)] (3.17)
TS e

(ii) We then estimate that

0 < V(t,a)—E[V (¢, X}")] < sup E 1 (9(XE7) =V (¥, X07))]
TE [t,T]

< swp B[l (9 (X57) -9 (X57)],

T€7—[;T]

where the last inequality follows from the fact that V' > g. Using the Lipschitz
property of g, this provides:

0 < V(ta)—E[V (¢, X;")] < ConstE| sup |XI" — X"
t<s<t!
< Const (14 |z|)VE —t

by the flow continuity result of Theorem 1.4. Using this estimate together with
the Lipschitz property proved in (i) above, this provides:

Vit,z) -Vt z)| < |[Vite)-E[V (X)) +[E[VE X5)]-V(E, )

< Const ((1+ [#)VE— T +E| X" —a])
< Const (1 +|z|)Vt —t,
by using again Theorem 1.4. o

3.4.2 Infinite horizon optimal stopping

In this section, the state process X is defined by a homogeneous scalar diffusion:
dXy = p(Xp)dt+ o(X)dW,. (3.18)
We introduce the hitting times:
Hp :==inf{t>0: X" =b},
and we assume that the process X is regular, i.e.

P[Hy <oo] >0 forall z,b€eR, (3.19)
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which means that there is no subinterval of R from which the process X can
not exit.
We consider the infinite horizon optimal stopping problem:

V(z) = supE [efﬁTg (X2") Lircoot] (3.20)
TET

where T := Tg ], and 3 > 0 is the discount rate parameter.
According to Theorem 3.3, the dynamic programming equation correspond-
ing to this optimal stopping problem is the obstacle problem:

min {fv — Av,v — g} = 0,

where the differential operator in the present homogeneous context is given by
the generator of the diffusion:

Av = o' + %JZU”. (3.21)
The ordinary differential equation
Av—pv = 0 (3.22)
has two positive linearly independent solutions
1, >0 such that 1 strictly increasing, ¢ strictly decreasing. (3.23)
Clearly ¥ and ¢ are uniquely determined up to a positive constant, and all other

solution of (3.22) can be expressed as a linear combination of ¢ and ¢.
The following result follows from an immediate application of It6’s formula.

Lemma 3.6. For any by < ba, we have:

o PHEL, Y()p(b2) — P(b2)P(x)
E[ 1{%%}} D (01)d(b2) — P(b2)d(b1)’
P(by)p(x) — Y(x)p(b1)

) —(

—BH, 172 a‘> =
]E[ Lin; Hbz}} P (b1)¢(b2) — P(b2)d(b1)

We now show that the value function V' is concave up to some change of vari-
able, and provides conditions under which V is C! across the exercise boundary,
i.e. the boundary between the exercise and the continuation regions. For the
next result, we observe that the fnction (¢/¢) is continuous and strictly increas-
ing by (3.23), and therefore invertible.

Theorem 3.7. (i) The function (V/$)o (1/¢)~! is concave. In particular, V
s continuous on R.

(ii) Let o be such that V(xg) = g(xo), and assume that g, ¢ and ¢ are differ-
entiable at x9. Then V is differentiable at xq, and V'(xo) = ¢'(z0).
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Proof. For (i), it is sufficient to prove that:

() = () T (b2) = % (@)
F@) = Foy) = Flby) = Fla)

for all b; < < bo. (3.24)

For € > 0, consider the e—optimal stopping rules 71,75 € T for the problems
V(bl) and V(bg)
E e Tig (X2)] > V(b)) —e for i=1,2.
We next define the stopping time
T = (Hfl + 70 9H§1) Yimg <mpy + (Hzgf2 + 720 9Hg‘2) b <mg ys

where 6 denotes the shift operator on the canonical space. In words, the stopping
rule 7¢ uses the e—optimal stopping rule 7y if the level by is reached before the
level by, and the e—optimal stopping rule 7o otherwise. Then, it follows from
the strong Markov property that

Viz) > E[e*ﬁfsg(X?f)}
- E [e‘f@HfﬂE [e= g (X20)] 1{H:1<Hz;}]
+E [e*ﬁHlelE [eFm2g (X2P2)] 1{H:2<H:1}}
> (V(b) —¢)E [e—ﬁHfl 1{H51<H;;2}]

UGEERIEE S
Sending e \, 0, this provides
V(z) > V(b)E e P50 1{H;1<H§2}} 4V (be)E [e*BHfz 1{H;2<H§1}} .
By using the explicit expressions of Lemma 3.6 above, this provides:

V) o Vb
o) = o) ba)

which implies (3.24).

(ii) We next prove the smoothfit result. Let 2o be such that V(zg) = g(xo).
Then, since V' > g, 1) is strictly increasing, ¢ > 0 is strictly decreasing, it follows
from (3.24) that:

$(xo+¢) — §(z0) %(xo +e) - %(xo)

ot o) - @) © Z(w+e)— (ao) 329
< %(xo—f;)—%(xo) < %(900—5)—35(900)
a %(%-5)—%@0) a %(%-5)—%(%0)
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for all e > 0, § > 0. Multiplying by ((v0/¢)(xo +¢€) — (¢/¢)(x0))/e, this implies
that:

Lo +e)— 4wo) _ Lwote)— L) _ A+(e) Hwo—0) - &)
€ - £ — A=(9) 5 ’

where

y(% +e)— ﬂ(Io) y(ﬂﬁo —6) — E(IO)
_ 9 é - )
At(e) = . and A™(0) := 5 ¢ )

We next consider two cases:

o If (¢/¢) (x9) # 0, then we may take e = § and send € \, 0 in (3.26) to

obtain:
dt (¥ /
d(;)(aco) - (i) (z0). (3.27)

o If (/@) (x9) = 0, then, we use the fact that for every sequence &, “\, 0,
there is a subsequence €,,, \, 0 and d; \, 0 such that AT (e,,) = A~ ().
Then (3.26) reduces to:

$@oten) —§l@) _ F@oten) = g@) _ §(@o— ) — §xo)

— — b
Eny, Eng Ok

and therefore

1% v
% (@o +en,) — 5 (o) a\
e — <¢> (l‘o)

By the arbitrariness of the sequence (e,,)y, this provides (3.27).

Similarly, multiplying (3.25) by ((¢/@)(xo) — (¥/¢)(xo — §))/0, and arguying as
above, we obtain:

thus completing the proof. &

3.4.3 An optimal stopping problem with nonsmooth value

We consider the example

X =g+ (W, —W,) for s>t
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Let g : R — R4 be a measurable nonnegative function with liminf, . g(z) =
0, and consider the infinite horizon optimal stopping problem:

V(ta fﬂ) = €S71’1p E [g (th-’z) 1{T<OO}]
TE€T(t,00]

= E XH™) .
S l9 (X27)]

Let us assume that V € C1%(S), and work towards a contradiction. We first
observe by the homogeneity of the problem that V (¢,2) = V() is independent
of t. Moreover, it follows from Theorem 3.4 that V' is concave in  and V' > g.
Then

V Z gCOHC7 (328)

where g°"¢ is the concave envelope of g. If g°°"°¢ = oo, then V = co. We then
continue in the more inetersting case where ¢g°"¢ < co.

By the jensen inequality and the non-negativity of g, the process {g (X1®),s > t}
is a supermartingale, and:

V(t,e) < sup E[g°"(XD")] < ¢°(a).
€T, 1)

Hence, V' = ¢°°"°, and we obtain the required contradiction whenever g®"¢ is

not differentiable at some point of R.



52 CHAPTER 3. OPTIMAL STOPPING, DYNAMIC PROGRAMMING



Chapter 4

SOLVING CONTROL PROBLEMS
BY VERIFICATION

In this chapter, we present a general argument, based on It6’s formula, which
allows to show that some ”guess” of the value function is indeed equal to the
unknown value function. Namely, given a smooth solution v of the dynamic
programming equation, we give sufficient conditions which allow to conclude
that v coincides with the value function V. This is the so-called werification
argument. The statement of this result is heavy, but its proof is simple and relies
essentially on It6’s formula. However, depending on the problem in hand, the
verification of the conditions which must be satisfied by the candidate solution
can be difficult.

The verification argument will be provided in the contexts of stochastic con-
trol and optimal stopping problems. We conclude the chapter by some examples
of application of the verification theorem.

4.1 The verification argument for stochastic con-
trol problems

We recall the stochastic control problem formulation of Section 2.1. The set of
admissible control processes Uy C U is the collection of all progressively measur-
able processes with values in the subset U C R¥. For every admissible control
process v € Uy, the controlled process is defined by the stochastic differential
equation:

dXy = b(t, Xy, v)dt +o(t, XY, v)dW.

The gain criterion is given by

T
J(t,z,v) :=E / BY(t,8)f(s, X0"" ws)ds + 87 (1, T)g(X3™") |,
t

53
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with

5V(t78) = e f: k(ﬁXi’x’",VT)dr.
The stochastic control problem is defined by the value function:

V(t,x) := sup J(t,z,v), for (t,z)€S.
vely

We follow the notations of Section 2.3. We recall the Hamiltonian H : S x R x
R? x Sy defined by :

H(t7 x’ T? p7 PY)

1
= sup { k(e )+ 80,00 p+ J Do (0] + F )
uelU

where b and o satisfy the conditions (2.1)-(2.2), and the coefficients f and k are
measurable. The linear second order operator

LY(t,x) = —k(t,z,u)e(t,z) + b(t,z,u) - Dp(t,x)

1
+§Tr [oo™(t, 2, u)D?p(t,2)] ,

corresponds to the controlled process {8%(0,t) X}, ¢ > 0} controlled by the
constant control process u. By Itd’s formula:

BY(0, 8)p(s, X7) — B(0,)p(t, XV) = / B(0,7) (8 + L) o(r, X)dr
+/sﬂV(O7T)DQO(r7 Xﬁ) : U(T, Xﬁ, VT)dWT
t

for every t < s and smooth function ¢ € C%2([t,s],R%) and each admissible
control process v € U.

Theorem 4.1. Let T < oo, and v € C12([0,T),R%) N C([0,T] x R?). Assume
that ||k~ ||eoc < 00 and v and f have quadratic growth, i.e. there is a constant C
such that

If(t,z,u)| + [o(t, )] < C(L+|z*) forall (t,z,u)€[0,T) xR x U.
(i) Suppose that v(T,-) > g and
—ow(t,z) — H (t,z,v(t,x), Dv(t,z), D*v(t,z)) > 0
on [0,T) x RY. Thenv >V on [0,T] x R%,
(ii) Assume further that v(T,-) = g, and there exists a minimizer 4(t,x) of u
— LY%(t,z) + f(t,x,u) such that

o 0=0w(t,x) + LDyt z) + f(t,x,u),
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e the stochastic differential equation
dX, = b(s,Xs, (s, Xs))ds + 0 (s, Xs, 0(s, Xs)) dWj
defines a unique solution X for each given initial date X; = ,
e the process Vs = (s, Xs) is a well-defined control process in Uy.
Then v =V, and ¥ is an optimal Markov control process.

Proof. Let v € Uy be an arbitrary control process, X the associated state process
with initial date X; = z, and define the stopping time

0, = TAinf{s>t : |X;—z|>n}.

By Ito’s formula, we have

O
U(tv l‘) = B(t en)v (0na XOW,) - B(ta r)(at + ﬁu(r))v(r, X?”)dr

t

On
—/ B(t,r)Du(r, X,) - o(r, Xy, vp)dW,
¢

Observe that (9; + £"")v + f(-,-,u) < O + H(-,-,v, Dv, D*v) < 0, and that
the integrand in the stochastic integral is bounded on [t,6,], a consequence of
the continuity of Dv, o and the condition ||k~ ||cc < 0o. Then :

0

o(t,z) > E[ﬁ(t,&n)v(Hn,Xgn)+ nﬁ(t,r)f(r,Xr,uT)dr]. (4.1)

t

We now take the limit as n increases to infinity. Since 6,, — T a.s. and

0n
B(t,r)f(r, X, v,)dr

t

‘ﬂ(ta an)v (977.7 XOT,,) +

< CeTIF e (14 |Xp, |2+ T + 7| X, |2ds)
< CeT‘|k7‘|“(1+T)(1+SuPt§ng | Xs[?) € LY,

by the estimate (2.5) of Theorem 2.1, it follows from the dominated convergence
that

v(t,x) E

Y

ﬁ(t,T)v(T,XT)—i—/t ﬁ(t,r)f(r,XmV,,)dr]

v

E ﬂ(taT)g(XT)ﬂL/t ﬁ(tvr)f(reral/r)dr‘|7

where the last inequality uses the condition v(7T',-) > g. Since the control v € U

is arbitrary, this completes the proof of (i).
Statement (ii) is proved by repeating the above argument and observing that

the control ¥ achieves equality at the crucial step (4.1). &
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Remark 4.2. When U is reduced to a singleton, the optimization problem V is
degenerate. In this case, the DPE is linear, and the verification theorem reduces
to the so-called Feynman-Kac formula.

Notice that the verification theorem assumes the existence of such a solution,
and is by no means an existence result. However, it provides uniqueness in the
class of function with quadratic growth.

We now state without proof an existence result for the DPE together with
the terminal condition V(T,-) = g (see [?] for the detailed proof). The main
assumption is the so-called uniform parabolicity condition :

there is a constant ¢ > 0 such that
¢ oo (t,z,u) € > c|¢f? for all (t,z,u) € [0,T] x R* x U . (4.2)
In the following statement, we denote by C¥(R™) the space of bounded functions
whose partial derivatives of orders < k exist and are bounded continuous. We
similarly denote by C} ([0, T], R™) the space of bounded functions whose partial
derivatives with respect to ¢, of orders < p, and with respect to z, of order <
k, exist and are bounded continuous.

Theorem 4.3. Let Condition 4.2 hold, and assume further that :

e U is compact;

e b oand f arein C;’Z([O,T},R");

e gc CE(R").

Then the DPE (2.20) with the terminal data V(T,-) = g has a unique solution
Ve Cp([0,T] x R™).

4.2 Examples of control problems with explicit
solution

4.2.1 Otimal portfolio allocation

We now apply the verification theorem to a classical example in finance, which
was introduced by Merton [?], and generated a huge literature since then.

Consider a financial market consisting of a non-risky asset S° and a risky
one S. The dynamics of the price processes are given by

ds? = S¥rdt and dS; = Si[udt+ odW] .

Here, r, 4 and o are some given positive constants, and W is a one-dimensional
Brownian motion.

The investment policy is defined by an F—adapted process 7 = {m, t €
[0,T]}, where m; represents the amount invested in the risky asset at time ¢
The remaining wealth (X; — ;) is invested in the risky asset. Therefore, the
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wealth process satisfies

” ds, . dsy
Mt:mi+%—mﬁ—
= (rXi+ (p—r)m) dt + omdWy. (4.3)

Such a process 7 is said to be admissible if

T
El/ 7rt|2dt] < 0.
0

We denote by Uy the set of all admissible portfolios. Observe that, in view of
the particular form of our controlled process X, this definition agrees with (2.4).

Let v be an arbitrary parameter in (0, 1) and define the power utility func-
tion :

U(x) := 27 for >0.

The parameter « is called the relative risk aversion coefficient.
The objective of the investor is to choose an allocation of his wealth so as to
maximize the expected utility of his terminal wealth, i.e.
V(t,z) = sup E [U(X;I)] ,
Teu
where X% is the solution of (4.3) with initial condition X} = x.
The dynamic programming equation corresponding to this problem is :
ow

a(t, z) +sup A"w(t,z) = 0, (4.4)
u€R

where A" is the second order linear operator :

1 2
A"w(t,z) = (re+ (u—r)u) g—;}(t,x) + §a2u2 g%(t,x).
We next search for a solution of the dynamic programming equation of the form
v(t,z) = x7h(t). Plugging this form of solution into the PDE (4.4), we get the
following ordinary differential equation on h :

, u 1 2U2
0 = h-}-fyhls;gé 7"—}—(/1—7‘);4-5(7_1)0? (4-5)
1
= M+wh$£{w+m—ﬂ5+2w—lw%ﬁ' (4.6)
_ / EM
- h+7hP+2ﬂ—VW2’ (4.7)

where the maximizer is :
X p—r
= ——
(1—7)o?
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Since V(T,-) = U(x), we seek for a function h satisfying the above ordinary

differential equation together with the boundary condition A(T") = 1. This
induces the unique candidate:

—y 1 (p—r)?

. a(T-t) o -

h(t) == e with a.—”y[r+2(1_7)02 .

Hence, the function (¢,z) — z7h(t) is a classical solution of the HJB equation

(4.4). Tt is easily checked that the conditions of Theorem 4.1 are all satisfied in

this context. Then V (¢,x) = 27h(t), and the optimal portfolio allocation policy

is given by the linear control process:

A H—=r #
T = — .
! (1—7y)o2 "

4.2.2 Law of iterated logarithm for double stochastic in-
tegrals
The main object of this paragraph is Theorem 4.5 below, reported from [?],
which describes the local behavior of double stochastic integrals near the starting
point zero. This result will be needed in the problem of hedging under gamma
constraints which will be discussed later in these notes. An interesting feature
of the proof of Theorem 4.5 is that it relies on a verification argument. However,
the problem does not fit exactly in the setting of Theorem 4.1. Therefore, this
is an iteresting exercise on the verification concept.
Given a bounded predictable process b, we define the processes

t t
YP = Y0+/ b.dW, and Z° := ZO+/ YPdw,, t>0,
0 0

where Yy and Zj are some given initial data in R.
Lemma 4.4. Let A and T be two positive parameters with 2\T < 1. Then :

E {e”‘zﬂ < E [62/\271":| for each predictable process b with ||blloc < 1.

Proof. We split the argument into three steps.
1. We first directly compute that

1
E [62/\ZT

ft} — ot Y}, 2D,

where, for ¢t € [0,T], and y, z € R, the function v is given by :

exp <2A{z+/T (y+W, — Wt)qu}ﬂ

= E [exp (M2yWr_e + Wi_, — (T —1)})]
= pexp[2Xz = AT —t) + 22 \3(T — t)y2] ,

v(t,y,2) = E
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where p := [1 — 2)\(T — t)]~'/2. Observe that
the function v is strictly convex in v, (4.8)
and
yDizv(t,y,z) = 8ENNT —t)v(t,y,2)y? > 0. (4.9)

2. For an arbitrary real parameter §, we denote by £? the Dynkin operator
associated to the process (Yb, Zb) :

1 1
£P = D+ 552D§y + §y2D§Z + ByDy, .
In this step, we intend to prove that for all ¢ € [0,7] and y,z € R :

max L%(t,y,2) = LY(t,y,2) = 0. 4.10
max (t.y,2) (t,y,2) (4.10)

The second equality follows from the fact that {v(t,Y;', Z}), t < T} is a martin-
gale . As for the first equality, we see from (4.8) and (4.9) that 1 is a maximizer
of both functions 8 — ﬁQDiyv(t,y7z) and 8 — ﬁyDzzv(t,y,z) on [—1,1].

3. Let b be some given predictable process valued in [—1,1], and define the
sequence of stopping times

o= TAf{t>0: (Y| +|Z}| >k}, keN.

By It6’s lemma and (4.10), it follows that :

Tk
v(0,Y0,Z0) = v (7, Y Zbk.)*/o [bDyv + yD.v] (,YY, Z}) dW,

Tk T
Tk
—/0 Ll (t,Y), Z}) dt
Tk T

Tk
> v (Y Zbk)—/ [bDyv + yD.v] (¢, Y, Z}) dW; .
0

Taking expected values and sending k to infinity, we get by Fatou’s lemma :

v(0,Yy,Zo) > liminf E [v (7, Y, 22)]

Tk? T
k—o0 k k

v

Blo (1Y}, 24)] = B[],
which proves the lemma. &

We are now able to prove the law of the iterated logarithm for double stochas-
tic integrals by a direct adaptation of the case of the Brownian motion. Set

1
h(t) = 2t10g10g¥ for t>0.
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Theorem 4.5. Let b be a predictable process valued in a bounded interval [Bo, 1]
for some real parameters 0 < By < By, and X! = fg fou b, dW,dW,,. Then :

2X}
Bo < limsup - < By a.s.
o hlt)
Proof. We first show that the first inequality is an easy consequence of the
second one. Set 5 := (8o + £1)/2 > 0, and set § := (51 — fo)/2. By the law of
the iterated logarithm for the Brownian motion, we have
B b Xb

8 = limsup ! 6 limsup L+ lim sup t

< )
o h(t) — o h(t) o h(t)

where b := §1(8 — b) is valued in [—1,1]. It then follows from the second
inequality that :

2X} 7
limsup —%& > —§ = .
Kot e < P

We now prove the second inequality. Clearly, we can assume with no loss of
generality that [[b]|lcc < 1. Let T > 0 and A > 0 be such that 2AT < 1. Tt
follows from Doob’s maximal inequality for submartingales that for all a > 0,

b > = b >
P [omangQXt > a} P [Orél%xTexp(D\Xt) > exp()\a)]

<t
< e Mg {ezxxﬂ )
In view of Lemma 4.4, this provides :

P{max ZX,f7 > a} < e MFE {e”‘xﬂ
0<t<T

e MetT) (1 —2AT) "3 (4.11)
We have then reduced the problem to the case of the Brownian motion, and
the rest of this proof is identical to the first half of the proof of the law of the
iterated logarithm for the Brownian motion. Take 6, n € (0,1), and set for all
ke N,
ar = (1+n)2h(0%) and N, := [20°(14n)]7".
Applying (4.11), we see that for all k € N,

P X! > (1+m)2h(0%)| < e V200 (14 y=1)? (—flog )~ () |
omax 2X) > (1+n)°h(0%)| < e (L+n7")7 (~klogh)

Since D ;5 k=04 < oo, it follows from the Borel-Cantelli lemma that, for
almost all w € Q, there exists a natural number K%7(w) such that for all
k> K%(w),

max 2XP(w) < (1+n)2h(0").

0<t<ok
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In particular, for all ¢ € (9%+1, 9%],

h(t
2XUw) < (Hnh) < (1D
Hence,
2X7 (1+n)?
limsup —%t < a.s
ool A(t) 9

and the required result follows by letting 6 tend to 1 and n to 0 along the
rationals. &

4.3 The verification argument for optimal stop-
ping problems

4.4 Examples of optimal stopping problems with
explicit solution
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Chapter 5

INTRODUCTION TO VISCOSITY
SOLUTIONS

5.1 Intuition behind viscosity solutions

We consider a non-linear second order partial differential equation
(E) F (z,u(z), Du(z), D*u(z)) = 0 for z€0

where O is an open subset of R? and F is a continuous map from O x R x R?% x Sy
— R. A crucial condition on F' is the so-called ellipticity condition :

F(x,r,p,A) < F(x,r,p,B) whenever A > B,

for all (x,7,p) € O x R x R, The full importance of this condition will be made
clear by Proposition 5.2 below.

The first step towards the definition of a notion of weak solution to (E) is
the introduction of sub and supersolutions.

Definition 5.1. A function u : O — R is a classical supersolution (resp.
subsolution) of (E) if u € C*(O) and

F (z,u(z), Du(z), D*u(z)) > (resp. <) 0 for z€O.

The theory of viscosity solutions is motivated by the following result, whose
simple proof is left to the reader.

Proposition 5.2. Let u be a C%(O) function. Then the following claims are
equivalent.

(i) u is a classical supersolution (resp. subsolution) of (E)

(i) for all pairs (zo,p) € O x C%(O) such that xq is a minimizer (resp. maxi-
mizer) of the difference u — ) on O, we have

F(mo,u(xo),Dap(xo),ngo(xo)) > (resp. <) 0.

63
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5.2 Definition of viscosity solutions

Before going any further, we need to introduce a new notation. For a locally
bounded function v : O — R, we denote by u, and u* the lower and upper
semicontinuous envelopes of u. We recall that u, is the largest lower semicon-
tinuous minorant of u, u* is the smallest upper semicontinuous majorant of u,
and

us(z) = liminfu(z’),  w*(z) = limsupu(z’) .
z' = P
We are now ready for the definition of viscosity solutions. Observe that Claim
(ii) in the above proposition does not involve the regularity of u. It therefore
suggests the following weak notion of solution to (E).

Definition 5.3. Let F' be elliptic, andu : O — R be a locally bounded function.
(i) We say that u is a (discontinuous) viscosity supersolution of (E) if

F(xo,u*(xo),Dgo(a:o),DQ@(xo)) > 0

for all pair (xg,¢) € O x C?(0) such that xq is a minimizer of the difference
(us — ) on O.
(ii) We say that u is a (discontinuous) viscosity subsolution of (E) if

F(xo,u*(l‘o),DgO(wo),DQQO(xo)) < 0

for all pair (zg,¢) € O x C%(O) such that xo is a maximizer of the difference
(u* —¢) on O.

(iii) We say that u is a (discontinuous) viscosity solution of (E) if it is both a
viscosity supersolution and subsolution of (E).

Remark 5.4. An immediate consequence of Proposition 5.2 is that any classical
solution of (E) is also a viscosity solution of (E).

Remark 5.5. Clearly, the above definition is not changed if the minimum or
maximum are local and/or strict. Also, by a density argument, the test function
can be chosen in C*(0).

Remark 5.6. Consider the equation (E1): |u/(z)] —1 =0 on R. Then

e The function f(z) := |z| is not a viscosity supersolution of (ET). Indeed
the test function ¢ = 0 satisfies (f —)(0) =0 < (f —¢)(x) for all x € R.
But ¢/ (0)] =0 2 1.

e The function g(z) := —|z| is a viscosity solution of (ET). To see this, we
concentrate on the origin which is the only critical point. The supersolu-
tion property is obviously satisfied as there is no smooth function which
satisfies the minimum condition. As for the subsolution property, we ob-
serve that whenever ¢ € C*(R) satisfies (g — ¢)(0) = max(g — ), then
|©’(0)| > 1, which is exactly the viscosity subsolution property of g.
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e Similarly, the function f is a viscosity solution of the equation (E~):
—|v(z)| +1=0onR.

In Section 6.1, we will show that the value function V is a viscosity solution
of the DPE (2.20) under the conditions of Theorem 2.6 (except the smoothness
assumption on V). We also want to emphasize that proving that the value
function is a viscosity solution is almost as easy as proving that it is a classical
solution when V is known to be smooth.

5.3 First properties

We now turn to two important properties of viscosity solutions : the change of
variable formula and the stability result.

Proposition 5.7. Let u be a locally bounded (discontinuous) viscosity super-
solution of (E). If f is a C*(R) function with Df # 0 on R, then the function
v:= f~low is a (discontinuous)

- viscosity super-solution, when Df > 0,

- viscosity subsolution, when Df <0,
of the equation

K(z,v(z),Dv(x),D*v(z)) = 0 for €0,
where
K(z,r,p,A) = F(z,f(r),Df(r)p, D*f(r)pp’ + Df(r)A)

We leave the easy proof of this proposition to the reader. The next result
shows how limit operations with viscosity solutions can be performed very easily.

Theorem 5.8. Let ue be a lower semicontinuous viscosity super-solution of the
equation

I (w,us(x)7Du5(x),D2us(x)) =0 for €0,

where (F.). is a sequence of continuous functions satisfying the ellipticity con-
dition. Suppose that (g,x) — u:(z) and (g,2z) — F.(2z) are locally bounded,
and define

us(z) = liminf w.(z") and F*(z) := limsup F.(2').
(e,2")—(0,z) (,2/)—(0,2)

Then, u, is a lower semicontinuous viscosity supersolution of the equation
F* (2,us, Dus(z), D*u,(z)) = 0 for z€0.

A similar statement holds for subsolutions.
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Proof. The fact that u, is a lower semicontinuous function is left as an exercise
for the reader. Let ¢ € C?(0) and Z, be a strict minimizer of the difference
ux — . By definition of u,, there is a sequence (g, 2,) € (0,1] x O such that

(enyxn) — (0,Z) and wue, (zn) — u.(T).

Consider some r > 0 together with the closed ball B with radius r, centered at
z. Of course, we may choose |z, —Z| < r for all n > 0. Let Z,, be a minimizer
of u., — ¢ on B. We claim that

Zp — T and ue, (Tn) — u«(T) as n — oo. (5.1)

Before verifying this, let us complete the proof. We first deduce that Z, is an
interior point of B for large n, so that Z,, is a local minimizer of the difference
Ug, — . Then :

F., (Zn,ue, (2,), Do(Zn), D*p(2,)) > 0,

and the required result follows by taking limits and using the definition of F™.

It remains to prove Claim (5.1). Recall that (z,), is valued in the compact
set B. Then, there is a subsequence, still named (z,, ),,, which converges to some
# € B. We now prove that & = Z and obtain the second claim in (5.1) as a
by-product. Using the fact that #, is a minimizer of u., — ¢ on B, together

with the definition of u., we see that

0= (w—9)(@ = lim (u, —¢) ()
> lirrlnﬁsolip (ue, — ) (Zn)
> liminf (ue, — @) (Zn)
> (ue — ) (@)

We now obtain (5.1) from the fact that Z is a strict minimizer of the difference

(u* - ‘P)- &

Observe that the passage to the limit in partial differential equations written
in the classical or the generalized sense usually appeals to much more techni-
calities, as one has to ensure convergence of all the partial derivatives involved
in the equation. The above stability result provides a general method to pass
to the limit when the equation is written in the viscosity sense, and its proof
turns out to be remarkably simple.

A possible application of the stability result is to establish the convergence of
numerical schemes. In view of the simplicity of the above statement, the notion
of viscosity solutions provides a nice framework for such a numerical issue. This
issue will be studied later in Chapter 11.

The main difficulty in the theory of viscosity solutions is the interpretation
of the equation in the viscosity sense. First, by weakening the notion of solution
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to the second order nonlinear PDE (E), we are enlarging the set of solutions,
and one has to guarantee that uniqueness still holds (in some convenient class
of functions). This issue will be discussed in the subsequent Section 5.4. We
conclude this section by the following result whose proof is trivial in the classical
case, but needs some technicalities when stated in the viscosity sense.

Proposition 5.9. Let A C R% and B C R% be two open subsets, and let u : Ax
B — R be a lower semicontinuous viscosity supersolution of the equation :

F (z,y,u(x,y), Dyu(z,y), Dyu(z,y)) > 0 on AxB,
where F' is a continuous elliptic operator. Assume further that
r — F(z,y,7,p,A) 1S nom-increasing. (5.2)

Then, for all fivred xo € A, the function v(y) := u(xo,y) is a viscosity superso-
lution of the equation :

F(xo,y,v(y),Dv(y),Dzv(y)) >0 on B.

If u is continuous, the above statement holds without Condition (5.2).
A similar statement holds for the subsolution property.

Proof. Fix xg € A, set v(y) := u(xo,y), and let yo € B and f € C?(B) be such
that

(v=F)yo) < (v—f)ly) forall yeJ\{y}, (5.3)

where J is an arbitrary compact subset of B containing y in its interior. For
each integer n, define

onlz,y) == fly) —nlz —x0|* for (z,y) € Ax B,
and let (z,,,y,) be defined by
(= n)(@n,yn) = min(u—py) ,
where [ is a compact subset of A containing x( in its interior. We claim that
(TnyYn) — (20,%0) a8 n— 0o. (5.4)

Before proving this, let us complete the proof. Since (xg,yo) is an interior point
of A x B, it follows from the viscosity property of u that

0 < F(xnvynau(xnvyn)vDy@n(xnayn)vaﬁOn(xnvyn))
= F(-Tmymu(xnayn)an(yn)asz(yn)) )

and the required result follows by sending n to infinity.
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We now turn to the proof of (5.4). Since the sequence (2, Yn)n is valued in
the compact subset A x B, we have (z,,y,) — (Z,7) € A x B, after passing
to a subsequence. Observe that

W(ZnsYn) = f(yn) < w(@n,yn) — f(yn) + nlon — x0|2
(u = 0n)(Tn, Yn)
< (u—9n)(@o,90) = u(zo,y0) — f(¥o) -

Taking the limits, it follows from the lower semicontinuity of u that
u(@,9) = (@) < u(@,5)— f@ +lminfle, — 20 < ulzo,u0) ~ F(wo)
Then, we must have z = g, and

(v=H@ = wzo,y) = fH < (w=F),
which concludes the proof of (5.4) in view of (5.3). &

5.4 Comparison result and uniqueness

In this section, we show that the notion of viscosity solutions is consistent with
the maximum principle for a wide class of equations. We recall that the maxi-
mum principle is a stronger statement than uniqueness. Once we will have such
a result, the reader must be convinced that the notion of viscosity solutions is
a good weakening of the notion of classical solution.

In the viscosity solutions literature, the maximum principle is rather called
comparison principle.

5.4.1 Comparison of classical solutions in a bounded do-
main

Let us first review the maxium principle in the simplest classical sense.

Proposition 5.10. Assume that O is an open bounded subset of R%, and the
nonlinearity F(x,r,p, A) is elliptic and strictly increasing in r. Let u,v €
C? (CI(O)) be classical subsolution and supersolution of (E), respectively, with
u<wv on 00. Then u < v on cl(O).

Proof. Our objective is to prove that

M = sup(u—v) < 0.
cl(O)

Assume to the contrary that M > 0. Then since cl(O) is a compact subset of
R?, and v — v < 0 on 00O, it follows that

M = (u — v)(x0) for some o € O with D(u — v)(x¢) = 0, D*(u —v)(xg) < 0.
(5.5)
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Then, it follows from the viscosity properties of u and v that:

F (20, u(z0), Du(zo), D*u(z0)) < 0 < F(20,v(20), Dv(zo), D*v(z0))
< F(xo,u(xo) — M, Du(xg), D2u(:c0)),

where the last inequality follows crucially from the ellipticity of F'. This provides
the desired contradiction, under our condition that F' is strictly increasing in 7.

¢
The objective of this section is to mimic the latter proof in the sense of
viscosity solutions.
5.4.2 Semijets definition of viscosity solutions

We first need to develop a convenient alternative definition of visocity solutions.

For v € LSC(0), let (9, ¢) € O x C%(O) be such that x¢ is a local minimizer
of the difference (v — ¢) in O. Then, defining p := Dp(zg) and A := D%p(z0),
it follows from a second order Taylor expansion that:

1
v(x) > v(ro) +p- (. —20) + §A(I —x0) - (v —x0) + O(|33 - $0|2)- (5.6)
Motivated by this observation, we introduce the subjet J,v(xq) by
Jov(zg) = {(p, A) €RY x Sy : (z0,p, A) satisfies (5.6)}. (5.7)

Similarly, we define the superjet Jhu(zo) of a function u € USC(O) at the point
xg € O by

Jhu(zg) = {(p, A) € R x Sy :u(x) < u(wo) +p- (x — o) (5.8)
+%A(x —x9) - (¥ — o) + o(|x - xo|2)}

Then, it one can prove that a function v € LSC(O) is a viscosity supersolution
of the equation (E) is and only if

F(z,v(z),p,A) >0 forall (p,A)e€ Jhv(x).

The nontrivial implication of the latter statement requires to constract, for every
(p, A) € Jhv(xo), a smooth test function ¢ such that the difference (v — ) has
a local minimum at zo. We refer to Fleming and Soner [?], Lemma V.4.1 p211.
A symmetric statement holds for viscosity subsolutions. By continuity con-
siderations, we can even enlarge the semijets J(ﬂ;w(xo) to the folowing closure

jétw(x) = {(pa A) € Rd X Sd : (Inaw(xn)apnaAn) — (I?w(x)ﬂp7 A)
for some sequence (X, P, An)n C Graph(ng)},

where (&, pn, A,) € Graph(J5w) means that (p,,, A,) € JEw(z,). The follow-
ing result is obvious, and provides an equivalent definition of viscosity solutions.
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Proposition 5.11. Consider an elliptic nonlinearity F', and let uw € USC(O),
v € LSC(O).

(i) Assume that F is lower-semicontinuous. Then, u is a viscosity subsolution
of (E) if and only if:

F(z,u(z),p,A) <0 forall (p,A)€ Jhu(z),

(ii) Assume that F is upper-semicontinuous. Then, v is a viscosity supersolu-
tion of (E) if and only if:

F(z,v(z),p,A) >0 forall (p,A)€ Jov(z).

5.4.3 The Crandal-Ishii’s lemma

The major difficulty in mimicking the proof of Proposition 5.10 is to derive an
analogous statement to (5.5) without involving the smoothness of u and v, as
these functions are only known to be upper- and lower-semicontinuous in the
context of viscosity solutions.

This is provided by the follwing result due to M. Crandal and I. Ishii. For a
symmetric matrix, we denote by |A| := sup{(A4¢) - & : |£| < 1}.

Lemma 5.12. Let O be an open locally compact subset of RY. Given u €
USC(O) and v € LSC(O), we assume for some (zq,y0) € O, ¢ € C? (cl(0)?)
that:

(u—v—=9)(@o,50) = max(u—v-—yg). (5.9)
Then, for each € > 0, there exist A, B € S,, such that

(Dre(x0,%0), A) € Jg u(zo),  (—=Dyplwo,50), B) € T3 v(wo),
and the following inequality holds in the sense of symmetric matrices in Sap,:

_ A 0
- (E t ‘DQ‘P(xO’yO)D Ion < < 0 -B ) < D*p(w0,y0) + £D*p(0, 90)*.

Proof. See Appendix. &

We will be applying Lemma 5.12 in the particular case
a 2
p(z,y) = §|x —yl* for x,ye€O. (5.10)

Intuitively, sending a to oo, we expect that the maximization of (u(z) —v(y) —
o(z,y) on O? reduces to the maximization of (u — v) on O as in (5.5). Then,
taking e 7! = a, we directly compute that the conclusions of Lemma 5.12 reduce
to

(a(zo —y0), A) € j(%’+u(x0), (a(xo — yo), B) € jé’_v(yo), (5.11)
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and

I; 0 A 0 14 —1g4
— < < . .
3a< 0 Id) < ( 0 B) _Sa(Id 1, (5.12)
Remark 5.13. If u and v were C? functions in Lemma 5.12, the first and second

order condition for the maximization problem (5.9) with the test function (5.10)
is Du(zo) = a(zo — yo), Dv(xo) = a(xo — yo), and

D2u(x0) 0 < Id —Id
0 —D?v(yp) = Iy Io )
Hence, the right-hand side inequality in (5.12) is worsening the latter second

order condition by replacing the coefficient a by 3av. &
Remark 5.14. The right-hand side inequality of (5.12) implies that

A < B. (5.13)

To see this, take an arbitrary ¢ € RY, and denote by &7 its transpose. From
right-hand side inequality of (5.12), it follows that

oz @ (g ) (E) - moe-moe
6

5.4.4 Comparison of viscosity solutions in a bounded do-
main

We now prove a comparison result for viscosity sub- and supersolutions by
using Lemma 5.12 to mimic the proof of Proposition 5.10. The statement will
be proved under the following conditions on the nonlinearity F' which will be
used at the final Step 3 of the subsequent proof.

Assumption 5.15. (i) There exists v > 0 such that
F(x,r,p, A) — F(z,7,p, A) > ~v(r — ') for all v > v, (z,p,A) € O x R? x Sg.
(ii) There is a function w : Ry — Ry with w(0+) = 0, such that
F(y,r,a(z —y),B) - F(z,r,a(z - y), 4) < @ (alz — y[> + |z —y|)
for allz,y € O, r € R and A, B satisfying (5.12).

Remark 5.16. Assumption 5.15 (ii) implies that the nonlinearity F is elliptic.
To see this, notice that for A < B, £&,n € R™, and £ > 0, we have

AL -§—(B+ela)n-m < BE-E—(B+ela)n-n
2n-B(E—n)+B(E—n) (£—n) —eln?
e IBE—n)P+BE—n)-(£—n)

IBI> (1+&"(B]) [¢ —nl*.

A

IAINA
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For 3a > (1 4 ¢71|B|)|B|, the latter inequality implies the right-hand side of
(5.12) holds true with (A, B 4 €l;). For e sufficiently small, the left-hand side
of (5.12) is also true with (A, B + ¢ly) if in addition o > |A| V |B|. Then

F(z—a 'p,r,p,B+el)— F(z,r,p,A) < w(a '(|p]*+1p])).

which provides the ellipticity of I’ by sending o — oo and € — 0. O

Theorem 5.17. Let O be an open bounded subset of R and let F be an elliptic
operator satisfying Assumption 5.15. Let uw € USC(O) and v € LSC(O) be
viscosity subsolution and supersolution of the equation (E), respectively. Then

u<vondl® = u<wvonO.
Proof. As in the proof of Proposition 5.10, we assume to the contrary that
d:=(u—v)(z) >0 forsome zeO. (5.14)

Step 1: For every a > 0, it follows from the upper-semicontinuity of the differ-
ence (4 — v) and the compactness of O that

Mo = sup {u(@) ~vly) - Flo—yf |
= ul(ra) = v(ya) = 5170 — val? (5.15)

for some (24,ya) € O x O. Since O is compact, there is a subsequence

(TnsYn) == (Ta,,Ya, ), ® > 1, which converges to some (Z,9) € O. We shall
prove in Step 4 below that

=19, aplr, — yn|?> — 0, and M., — (u—v)(Z) = sup (u—v). (5.16)
Ox0O

Then, since © < v on 0 and

Sl = yal? (5.17)
by (5.14), it follows from the first claim in (5.16) that (z,,y,) € O x O.

Step 2: Since the maximizer (x,,, yn) of My, defined in (5.15) is an interior point
to O x O, it follows from Lemma 5.12 that there exist two symmetric matrices
Ay, B, € S, satisfying (5.12) such that (., (T — yn), An) € Jo Tu(z,) and
(Yn> O (Tn — Yn), Bn) € J5 v(yn). Then, since u and v are viscosity subsolu-
tion and supersolution, respectively, it follows from the alternative definition of
viscosity solutions in Proposition 5.11 that:

6 < Mo, = u(zn) —v(yn) —

F(xn,u(zn), an(@n —Yn), An) <0 < F (Yn, v(zn), an(Tn — yn), Bn) . (5.18)
Step 3: We first use the strict monotonicity Assumption 5.15 (i) to obtain:

76 < 'V(U(zn) - U(zn)) > F (xna u(zn)a Oén(zn - yn)a An)
—F (2, 0(2n), 0n (T — Yn), An) .
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By (5.18), this provides:
V0 < F(Yn,v(@n), an(@n = yn), Bn) = F (2, v(@n), an(2n — yn), An) -
Finally, in view of Assumption 5.15 (ii) this implies that:
6 < @ (anlzn — Yol + |20 — al)

which is the desired contradiction.
Step 4: It remains to prove the claims (5.16). After possibly passing to a
subsequence, we may assume without loss of generality that

_ 1 1
{ = limsup*|$n _yn|2 = lim 7‘xn_yn|2'
n—oo Qn n—00 Qip,

By the upper-semicontinuity of the difference (u — v) and the compactness of
O, there exists a maximizer z* of the difference (u — v). Then

(4= 0)(&") < Ma, = u(ta,) = v(ta,) = ~—ltn — yu.

n

Sending n — oo, this provides

i < lmswpu(ea,) = () - (u=v)(a")
< uf@) - v(§) - (u—v)(@");

in particular, £ < oo implying that & = 5. Moreover, by the definition of z* as
a maximizer of (u — v), we see that:

0<?¢ < (w—0)(@)—(u—0v)(z*) < 0.

Then Z is a maximizer of the difference (v — v) and M, — supp(u —v). <

We list below two interesting examples of operators F' which satisfy the
conditions of the above theorem:

Example 5.18. Assumption 5.15 is satisfied by the nonlinearity
F(z,r,p,A) = 7+ H(p)

for any continuous function H : R® — R, and v > 0.
In this example, the condition v > 0 is not needed when H is a convexr and
H(Dy(z)) < a <0 for some ¢ € CY(O). This result can be found in [?].

Example 5.19. Assumption 5.15 is satisfied by

F(z,r,p,A) = —Tr(co'(z)A)+~r,
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where o : RY — Sy is a Lipschitz function, and v > 0. Condition (i) of
Assumption 5.15 is obvious. To see that Condition (ii) is satisfied, we consider
(M,N,a) € 8 x Sq x R satisfying (5.12). We claim that

d
Tr[AA'M -~ BB'N] < 3a|A-B? = Y (A-B)}.

ij=1

To see this, observe that the matrix

o .. (BB BA
= 4B ax

is a non-negative matriz in Sq. From the right hand-side inequality of (5.12),
this implies that

Ti[AA'M — BB'N] = Tt {C( 1\04 j\r ﬂ

I, —I,
3aTr [C’( 1, I )]

= 3aTr[(A—-B)(A'—=B')] = 3a]A—B]*.

IN

5.5 Comparison in unbounded domains

When the domain O is unbounded, a growth condition on the functions v and
v is needed. Then, by using the growth at infinity, we can build on the proof
of Theorem 5.17 to obtain a comparison principle. The following result shows
how to handle this question in the case of a quadratic growth. We emphasize
that the present argument can be adapted to alternative growth conditions.

Theorem 5.20. Let F' be a uniformly continuous elliptic operator satisfying
Assumption 5.15. Let u € USC(O) and v € LSC(O) be viscosity subsolution
and supersolution of the equation (E), respectively, with |u(x)|+ |v(z)| = o(|z|?)
as |x| — oo. Then

u<vondO = u<wvonclO).
Proof. We assume to the contrary that
§:=(u—wv)(z) >0 forsome zcR? (5.19)

and we work towards a contradiction. Let

Ma = sup U(Jf) - U(y) - d)(ﬂ?, y)7
z,yeR

where

o(x,y) = = (alz—y]>+elz]®+elyl’).

DN =
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1. Since u(z) = o(|z|?) and v(y) = o(|y|?) at infinity, there is a maximizer
(Za, Yo) for the previous problem:

Mo = u(a) = v(ya) = ¢(Ta,Ya)-
Moreover, there is a sequence «a,, — oo such that
(TnsYn) = (TansYa,) — (,9),
and, similar to Step 4 of the proof of Theorem 5.17, we can prove that & = g,

QnlTn — yn|? — 0, and M,, — My, := sup (u —v)(z) —elz[>.  (5.20)
zeRﬂ

Notice that

hgljo%p {u(xn) — v(yn) — G(Tn,yn)} < lirrlnﬂsotip {u(zn) —v(yn))}
< li?%solip w(xn) — linni}igf v(Yn)
< (u—0) (@)

Since u < v on 90, and
M, > 6—¢lz]* >0,

by (5.19), we deduce that (z,,y,) is a local maximizer of u — v — ¢.
2. By the Crandal-Ishii lemma, there exist A,, B, € Sy, such that

(Dxd)(xnvyn)aAn) € j(?—i_u(tnvxn))

Q- 5.21
(=Dy$(@n.ya), Ba) € T vltasyn): (5:21)
and
—(a+ |D2¢(I0ay0)|)12d < < %n —OBn > < D2¢(Inayn) + éD2¢($nayn)2'
(5.22)

In the present situation, we immediately calculate that

Dw¢(xnayn) = a(xn - yn) +ETn, — Dy¢(xnayn) = a(mn - yn> — E&Yn
and

1 —1
D2¢(xn7yn) = CY( 7?61 Idd ) +e 12d7

which reduces the right hand-side of (5.22) to

An 0 Id —Id 52
( 0 -B, > < (3a+2€)( I, I, >+ <E+O( Iq, (5.23)
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while the left land-side of (5.22) implies:

A 0
“3aly < ( o _B, ) (5.24)
3. By (5.21) and the viscosity properties of u and v, we have
F(a:n,u(zn),an(:rn - yn) +533n7An) < 0,
F(yn,U(yn)7Oén($n _yn) _EynaBn) 2 0

Using Assumption 5.15 (i) together with the uniform continuity of H, this im-
plies that:

’y(u(xn) - v(xn)) < F(yna w(p), an(Tn — Yn), Bn)
—F(l‘n, u(xn)v an(xn - yn)7 An) + 6(5)

where ¢(.) is a modulus of continuity of F, and A, := A, — 2¢I,, B, =
B, + 2¢I,,. By (5.23), we have

A, 0 I, -I,

for small . Then, it follows from Assumption 5.15 (ii) that
’Y(U(In) - U(xn)) < W(O‘n|xn — Yul® + |20 — yn|) + c(e).
By sending n to infinity, it follows from (5.20) that:
c(e) > y(Mw + \§3|2) > YMso > y(u(z) — v(z) — E|Z|2),

and we get a contradiction of (5.19) by sending ¢ to zero. &

5.6 Useful applications
We conclude this section by two consequences of the above comparison results,
which are trivial properties in the classical case.

Lemma 5.21. Let O be an open interval of R, and U : O — R be a lower
semicontinuous supersolution of the equation DU > 0 on O. Then U is nonde-
creasing on O.

Proof. For each € > 0, define W(x) := U(z) + ex; x € O. Then W satisfies in
the viscosity sense DW > ¢ in O, i.e. for all (zg, ) € O x C1(O) such that

(W= ¢)wo) = min(W — o)), (5.25)
we have Dp(xg) > €. This proves that ¢ is strictly increasing in a neighborhood

V of xg. Let (x1,22) C V be an open interval containing zy. We intend to prove
that

W(l‘l) < W(l‘g) s (526)
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which provides the required result from the arbitrariness of zy € O.
To prove (5.26), suppose to the contrary that W(zy) > W(zy), and the
consider the function v(x) = W (x2) which solves the equation

Dv =0 on (x1,z2).

together with the boundary conditions v(x1) = v(x2) = W(z2). Observe that
W is a lower semicontinuous viscosity supersolution of the above equation. From
the comparison theorem of Remark 77, this implies that

sup (v—W) = max{(v—W)(z1), (v —W)(z2)} < 0.

[21,2] B

Hence W (z) > v(xz) = W(x2) for all z € [z1,x2]. Applying this inequality at zg
€ (x1,x2), and recalling that the test function ¢ is strictly increasing on [z1, 3],
we get :

(W =@)(xo) > (W —p)(x2),
contradicting (5.25). &

Lemma 5.22. Let O be an open interval of R, and U : O — R be a lower
semicontinuous supersolution of the equation —D?*U > 0 on O. Then U is
concave on O.

Proof. Let a < b be two arbitrary elements in O, and consider some £ > 0
together with the function

VE(b-s) _ VE(s—a) _
v(s) = U@ eﬁi]:nU)(_b)l[e 1 fora<s<b.

Clearly, v solves the equation
(ev — D*v)(t,s) = 0on (a,b).

Since U is lower semicontinuous it is bounded from below on the interval [a, b].
Therefore, by possibly adding a constant to U, we can assume that U > 0, so
that U is a lower semicontinuous viscosity supersolution of the above equation.
It then follows from the comparison theorem 6.6 that :

?ug(va) = max{(v—U)(a),(v-U)b)} < 0.

Hence,

Ula) [eﬁw - 1} +U(b) [eﬁw«w - 1]

Uls) > o(s) = e ,
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for all s € [a,b]. Let A be an arbitrary element of the interval [0,1], and set s
:= Xa+ (1 — A)b. The last inequality takes the form :

UAa+(1=MNb) > AU(a)+ (1 - NU(®) ,

proving the concavity of U. &

5.7 Appendix: proof of the Crandal-Ishii’s lemma



Chapter 6

DYNAMIC PROGRAMMING
EQUATION IN VISCOSITY
SENSE

6.1 DPE for stochastic control problems

We now turn to the stochastic control problem introduced in Section 2.1. The
chief goal of this paragraph is to use the notion of viscosity solutions in order
to relax the smoothness condition on the value function V' in the statement of
Propositions 2.5 and 2.4. Notice that the following proofs are obtained by slight
modification of the corresponding proofs in the smooth case.

Remark 6.1. Recall that the general theory of viscosity applies for nonlinear
partial differential equations on an open domain . This indeed ensures that
the optimizer in the definition of viscosity solutions is an interior point. In the
setting of control problems with finite horizon, the time variable moves forward
so that the zero boundary is not relevant. We shall then write the DPE on the
domain [0,7T) x R™. Although this is not an open domain, the general theory
of viscosity solutions is still valid.

Proposition 6.2. Assume that V is locally bounded on [0,T) x R", and let
the coefficients k(-,-,u) and f(-,-,u) be continuous in (t,z) for all fired u € U.
Then, the value function V' is a (discontinuous) viscosity supersolution of the
equation

~8V(t,x) — H (t,z,V(t,x), DV (t,x), D*V(t,z)) > 0 (6.1)
on [0,T) x R™.
Proof. Let (t,z) € Q :=[0,T) x R™ and ¢ € C2(Q) be such that
0=Vi=9)te) = max(Vi—g) (6.2)

79
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Let (t,,, xn)n be a sequence in @ such that
(tn,xn) — (t,z) and V(t,,z,) — Vi(t, ).
Since ¢ is smooth, notice that
Mn = V(tn, zn) — @(tn, z,) —> 0.

Next, let u € U be fixed, and consider the constant control process v = u. We
shall denote by X" := X?»@n% the associated state process with initial data
X' = xp. Finally, for all n > 0, we define the stopping time :

0, = inf{s>t, : (s—t,, X} —2x,) €[0,h,) x aB},
where a > 0 is some given constant, B denotes the unit ball of R™, and

hn = v 77"1{%750} + nill{"‘lnzo}'

Notice that 6,, — ¢t as n — .
1. From the dynamic programming principle, it follows that:

0 < E

On
V(tnvxn) - ﬁ(tnven)v*(envxgn) - / ﬁ(trwr)f(rv XlLv VT)d";| .
tn

n

Now, in contrast with the proof of Proposition 2.4, the value function is not
known to be smooth, and therefore we can not apply It6’s lemma to V. The
main trick of this proof is to use the inequality V* < ¢ on @, implied by (6.2),
so that we can apply It6’s formula to the smooth test function ¢:

0,
P(tn, Tn) = Bltn, 0n) (0, Xg,) — | Bltn,r)f(r, X?%)drl

tn

0 < nm+E

0

nn_E

n Btn,r)(Oep + L — f)(r, Xfau)drl

tn

On
—E [ B(tn,r)Do(r, Xo(r, Xﬁ,u)dWr] ,

tn

where ;¢ denotes the partial derivative with respect to .

2. We now continue exactly along the lines of the proof of Proposition 2.5.
Observe that S(t,,r)De(r, X )o(r, X*,u) is bounded on the stochastic interval
[tn,0,]. Therefore, the second expectation on the right hand-side of the last
inequality vanishes, and :

0’7l
Zl —-E |]3 5@71770)(8“»0""_‘6‘90_f)(raeru)dT‘| > 0.
n n Jt,

We now send n to infinity. The a.s. convergence of the random value in-
side the expectation is easily obtained by the mean value Theorem; recall
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that for n > N(w) sufficiently large, 0,,(w) = h,. Since the random vari-
able h! fte" Btn, ) (L@ — f)(r, X, u)dr is essentially bounded, uniformly in
n, on the stochastic interval [t,,, 8,], it follows from the dominated convergence
theorem that :

—owp(t,x) — LY(t, z) — f(t,x,u) > 0,

which is the required result, since u € U is arbitrary. &

We next wish to show that V satisfies the nonlinear partial differential equa-
tion (6.1) with equality, in the viscosity sense. This is also obtained by a slight
modification of the proof of Proposition 2.5.

Proposition 6.3. Assume that the value function V is locally bounded on
[0,T) x R™. Let the function H be continuous, and ||k*|e < oco. Then, V
is a (discontinuous) viscosity subsolution of the equation

—9,V(t,x) — H (t,,V(t,z),DV(t,z),D*V(t,z)) < 0 (6.3)
on [0,T) x R™.
Proof. Let (to,z0) € Q :=1[0,T) x R™ and ¢ € C?(Q) be such that
0 = (Vi—p)(to,x0) < (Vi —@)(t,z) for (t,z)e€ Q\ {(to,x0)}. (6.4)
In order to prove the required result, we assume to the contrary that
h(to,z0) = Opp(to, x0) + H (to, o, (to, z0), De(to, o), nga(to,xo)) > 0,

and work towards a contradiction.
1. Since H is continuous, there exists an open neighborhood of (g, xg) :

N, = {(t,z) : (t—to,x —x0) € (—n,n) x nB and h(t,z) > 0} ,
for some 1 > 0. From (6.4), it follows that

3’}/677“k+“°° = glj\lfn (V—-—p)>0. (6.5)
n

Next, let (¢, zn)n be a sequence in A}, such that
(tn,xn) — (to,zo) and V(t,,z,) — Vilto,xo) .

Since (V — ¢)(tn,zn) — 0, we can assume that the sequence (¢,,z,) also
satisfies :

[(V —@)(tn,zn)] < v forall n>1. (6.6)
Finally, we introduce a y—optimal control 7™ for the problem V (¢,,z,), i.e.
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We shall denote by X" and "™ the controlled process and the discount factor
defined by the control 7" and the initial data X;' = @y,
3. Consider the stopping time

0, = inf{s >ty 2 (s, X7) €Nn} ,
and observe that, by continuity of the state process, (6,, Xgn) € ON,), so that :

V=)0, X3) > (Vi =)0, X)) > 3ye Il (6.8)

by (6.5). We now use the inequality V > V,, together with (6.8) and (6.6) to
see that :

Bn(t'ru en)v(ena X(;Ln) - V(tna xn)

971,
= / B (tn, ) (1, X)) + 3yeIF" e B (1,,,60,,) — ~
t

n

0, ~
> / dB" (1, 7)ol XT)) + 27
t

n

By Itd’s lemma, this provides :

bn . ~
V(tw2) < B, [ﬁ”(tmonwwn,m) / (atwﬁ”rso)(r,xz’)dr]zm
t

n

where the stochastic term has zero mean, as its integrand is bounded on the
stochastic interval [t,,, 0,]. Observe also that (9 + L7 @)(r, X))+ f(r, X2, D7)

roPr

> h(r, X") > 0 on the stochastic interval [t,,#,]. We therefore deduce that :

0 _ ~ ~ ~
V(tn,.’tn) S _2’7+Etn,:rn [ ﬁn(tn,'l")f(’l", X'mﬂr) +5n(tn79n)v(0n7Xgn)‘|
tn
< =29+ J(tn, Tn, D)
S V(t’n) xn) -7,
where the last inequality follows by (6.7). This completes the proof. &

As a consequence of Propositions 6.3 and 6.2, we have the main result of
this section :

Theorem 6.4. Let the conditions of Propositions 6.3 and 6.2 hold. Then, the
value function V is a (discontinuous) viscosity solution of the Hamilton-Jacobi-
Bellman equation

—0,V(t,x) — H (t,z,V(t,z),DV(t,z),D*V(t,z)) = 0 (6.9)

on [0,T) x R™.
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The partial differential equation (6.9) has a very simple and specific depen-
dence in the time-derivative term. Because of this, it is usually referred to as a
parabolic equation.

In order to a obtain a characterization of the value function by means of
the dynamic programming equation, the latter viscosity property needs to be
complemented by a uniqueness result. This is usually obtained as a consequence
of a comparison result.

In the present situation, one may verify the conditions of Theorem 5.20. For
completeness, we report a comparison result which is adapted for the class of
equations corresponding to stochastic control problems.

Consider the parabolic equation:

atu—l—G(t,x,Du(t,x),Dzu(tw)) =0 on @ :=[0,T)xR", (6.10)
where G is elliptic and continuous. For v > 0, set

GT(t,x,p, A) = sup{G(s,y,p,A) : (s,y) € Bo(t,z;7)}

G (t,z,p,A) = inf{G(s,y,p,A) : (s,y) € Bo(t,z;7v)} ,

where Bg(t, x;7) is the collection of elements (s,y) in Q such that [t—s|?+|z—y|?
< ~2. We report, without proof, the following result from [?] (Theorem V.8.1
and Remark V.8.1).

Assumption 6.5. The above operators satisfy:

lim SUPeN 0 {G+’Ys (ts> Le, Pes Ae) -G (Ssa Yey De, Bs)}

6.11
< Const (Jto — 50| + |0 — yol) [1 + Ipol + @ ([to — so| + lro —go)] OV

for all sequences (t.,xzc), (Se,y:) € [0,T) X R, p. € R", and . > 0 with :

((t871‘8)7(587y6)ap6a75) — ((toaxo)v(s()vyo)ap()ao) as & \1 07

and symmetric matrices (Ag, Be) with

A, 0 I, -1,
s (8 0) <am(hy R

for some « independent of €.

Theorem 6.6. Let Assumption 6.5 hold true, and let u € USC([0,T] xR™), v €
LSC(]0, T)xR™) be viscosity subsolution and supersolution of (6.10), respectively.
Then

sup(u —v) = sup(u—v)(T,-).
Q Rn
A sufficient condition for (6.11) to hold is that f(-,-,u), k(-,-,u), b(-, -, u),
and o(-,-,u) € C1(Q) with
[bellco + N1b2lloo + [lo¢lloc + llow(leo < o0
[b(t, z,u)| + o(t, z,u)| < Const(l+ |z] + |ul) ;

see [?], Lemma V.8.1.
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6.2 DPE for optimal stopping problems

We first recall the optimal stopping problem considered in Section 3.1. For
0 <t <T < oo, the set Tj; 1) denotes the collection of all F—stopping times
with values in [t, T]. The state process X is defined by the SDE:

dXt = ‘LL(t,Xt)dt+O'(t, Xt)th, (612)

where ;i and o are defined on S := [0,T) x R™, take values in R™ and S,,
respectively, and satisfy the usual Lipschitz and linear growth conditions so
that the above SDE has a unique strong solution satisfying the integrability of
Theorem 1.2.

For a measurable function g : R® — R, satisfying E [supy<, . |9(X:)|] <
00, the gain criterion is given by:

J(t,z,7):=E[g(XL") 1rcoe] forall (t,x) €S, 7€ Tpq. (6.13)

Here, X*? denotes the unique strong solution of (3.1) with initial condition
Xf ¥ = . Then, the optimal stopping problem is defined by:

V(t,x):= sup J(t,z,7) forall (t,z)€S. (6.14)
7€ T, 1]

The next result derives the dynamic programming equation for the latter opti-
mal stopping problem in the sense of viscosity solution, thus relaxing the C1:2
regularity condition in the statement of Theorem 3.4.

Theorem 6.7. Assume that V is locally bounded, and let g : R™ — R be
continuous. Then V is a viscosity solution of the obstacle problem:

min{—(0, + AV ,V—-g} =0 on S. (6.15)

Proof. (i) We first show that V, is a viscosity supersolution. As in the proof of
Theorem 3.13, the inequality V' — g > 0 is obvious, and implies that V, > g.
Let (tg,z0) € S and ¢ € C?(S) be such that

0= (Vi =¢)to,20) = min(Vi = ).

To prove that —(0; + A)p(to, o) > 0, we consider a sequence (ty,Zn)n>1 C
[to — h,to + h] X B, for some small h > 0, such that

(tn,xn) — (to,xz0) and V(tn,x,) — Vi(to,zo).

Let (hy)n be a sequence of positive scalars converging to zero, to be fixed later,
and introduce the stopping times

O =inf {t >t,: (£, X;""") & [to — hn,to + hn) X B}.
Then 0y, € Tj; 1 for sufficiently small &, and it follows from (3.10)that:

Vtn,zn) > E[Vi (05, Xon)].
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Since Vi > ¢, and denoting 1, := (V — ¢)(t,, T, ), this provides
Mo+ p(tn, 2n) > E [cp (HZ,XQQ)} where 7, — 0.
We continue by fixing

hn = ,/nnl{nn#o} +7’L711{7m=0},

as in the proof of Proposition 6.2. Then, the rest of the proof follows exactly the
line of argument of the proof of Theorem 3.4 combined with that of Proposition
6.2.

(ii) We next prove that V* is a viscosity subsolution of of the equation (6.15).
Let (to, 7o) € S and ¢ € C?(S) be such that

0 = (V*—=p)(to,xo) = strict max (V* =),

assume to the contrary that
(V* = g)(to,z0) >0 and —(0; + A)p(to,xo) > 0,
and let us work towards a contradiction of the weak dynamic programming
principle.
Since ¢ is continuous, and V*(to,xz¢) = w(to, o), we may finds constants
h >0 and § > 0 so that
pe>g+dand — (O +A)p >0 on Ny :=[to,to +h| x hB, (6.16)

where B is the unit ball centered at xg. Moreover, since (tg, o) is a strict
maximizer of the difference V* — ¢:

—y = *— . .1
Y max(V* — ) < 0 (6.17)

let (¢, 2,) be a sequence in S such that
(tn,xn) — (to,xo) and V(tn,xn) — V*(to, o).
We next define the stopping times:
0, := inf {t >ty (t,Xf"’m") §ZNh} ,

and we continue as in Step 2 of the proof of Theorem 3.4. We denote 7, :=
V(tn, zn) — @(tn, x,), and we compute by It6’s formula that for an arbitrary
stopping rule 7 € 7'[: Rk

TNO,
¥ (T A ony XT/\HH) - / (at + A)(p(t, Xt)dt s
t

n

M +E
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where diffusion term has zero expectation because the process (t, X/™"") is
confined to the compact subset A}, on the stochastic interval [t,, 7 A 6,]. Since
—(8¢ + A)p > 0 on N}, by (6.16), this provides:

V(tn,xn) M+ E [0(7,X7) Lirco,y + ¢ (00, Xo,) Lr> 0,1+
E[(9(X7)+6)Lirco,y + (V (0n, Xo,) +7) Lio, 57}

YASHE [9(X7) Lirco,y + V" (0n, Xo,) Lo, 2m]

v IV IV

where we used the fact that ¢ > g+ on N}, by (6.16), and ¢ > V* +~ on
ANy, by (6.17). Since 1, := (V — ¢)(tn,n) —> 0 asn — oo, and 7 € 7I£7T] is
arbitrary, this provides the desired contradiction of (3.9).

6.3 A comparison result for obstacle problems



Chapter 7

STOCHASTIC TARGET
PROBLEMS

7.1 Stochastic target problems

In this section, we study a special class of stochastic target problems which
avoids to face some technical difficulties, but reflects in a transparent way the
main ideas and arguments to handle this new class of stochastic control prob-
lems.

All of the applications that we will be presenting fall into the framework of
this section. The interested readers may consult the references at the end of
this chapter for the most general classes of stochastic target problems, and their
geometric formulation.

7.1.1 Formulation

Let T > 0 be the finite time horizon and W = {W;, 0 < t < T} be a d-
dimensional Brownian motion defined on a complete probability space (€2, F, P).
We denote by F = {F;, 0 < t < T} the P-augmentation of the filtration
generated by W.

We assume that the control set U is a convex compact subset of R? with
non-empty interior, and we denote by U the set of all progressively measurable
processes v = {v;, 0 < ¢t < T} with values in U.

The state process is defined as follow: given the initial data z = (z,y) €
R? x R, an initial time ¢ € [0, T], and a control process v € U, let the controlled
process ZH#7 = (Xt®¥ YH2V) he the solution of the stochastic differential
equation :

dXber = (u, Xhav I/u) du+o (u, Xhbov Vu> dW,,
dyl=" = b (u, Zb=v, yu) du+ vy - dW(u), uwe (t,T),
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with initial data

Lo,y _ to,y,v
X, =z, and Y, = y.

)

Here, 1 : SxU — R?% ¢ : SxU — Sz, and b: SxRx U — R are continuous
functions, Lipschitz in (x,y) uniformly in (¢,u). Then, all above processes are
well defined for every admissible control process v € Uy defined by

to = {veus B] [ (ool + nfoora)| + oot v+ o) s .

Throughout this section, we assume that the the function
u — o(t,xz,u)p
has a unique fixed point for every (¢,7) € S x R defined by: be its inverse, i.e.
olt,z,u)p=u < u=1(t, z,Dp). (7.1)

For a measurable function g : R — R, we define the stochastic target problem
by:

V(t,z) ==inf {y e R : Y% > g(Xp™"), P— as. for some v € Uy} .
(7.2)

Remark 7.1. By introducing the subset of control processes:
At,z,y) = {vely: Yo > g (Xth”) , P—as.},
we may re-write the value function of the stochastic target problem into:
V(t,z) = inf Y(t,z), where Y(t,z):={yeR : A(t,z,y) # 0}.
The set Y(t, z) satisfies the following important property :
for all y € R, yeY(t,z) = [y,00) C V(t,x).

This follows from the fact that the state process X*%" is independent of y and
Y25 is nondecreasing in y.

7.1.2 Geometric dynamic programming principle

Similar to the standard class of stochastic control and optimal stopping prob-
lems studied in the previous chapters, the main tool for the characterization of
the value function and the solution of stochastic target problems is the dynamic
programming principle. Although the present problem does not fall into the
class of problems studied in the previous chapters, the idea of dynamic pro-
gramming is the same: allow the time origin to move, and deduce a relation
between the value function at different points in time.

In these notes, we shall only use the easy direction of a more general geo-
metric dynamic programming principle.
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Theorem 7.2. Let (t,r) € [0,T] x R? and y € R such that A(t,z,y) # 0.
Then, for any control process v € A(t,x,y) and stopping time T € Tpy 11,

YTt,x,y,u >V (T7 Xﬁ»%”) , P—a.s. (7.3)

Proof. Let z = (x,y) and v € A(t,z), and denote Z; ,, = (X"%", Yh5V).
Then Y,/*" > g (X;z”) P—a.s. Notice that

Z;ﬂ,z,u — Z;’Zi’z’",lf
Then, by the definition of the set A, it follows that v € A(r, ZL*"), and
therefore V (1, XL®V) < YE5Y P-as. o

In the next subsection, we will prove that the value function V is a viscosity
supersolution of the corresponding dynamic programming equation which will
be obtained as the infinitesimal counterpart of (7.3). The following remark
comments on the full geometric dynamic programming principle in the context
of stochastic target problems.

Remark 7.3. The statement (7.3) in Theorem 7.2 can be strengthened to the
following geometric dynamic programming principle:

V(t,x) = inf {y ER:YWTYY >V (T, Xi’“’) , P —a.s. for some v € Llo}.
(7.4)
Let us provide an intuitive justification of this. Denote g := V (¢, z). In view of
(7.3), it is easily seen that (7.4) is implied by

P[Ypo0=mv >V (1, X0*")] < 1 forall v €Uy andn>0.

In words, there is no control process v which allows to reach the value function
V(r, Xt®") at time 7, with full probability, starting from an initial data stricly
below the value function V (¢, z). To see this, suppose to the contrary that there
exist v € Uy, n > 0, and 7 € T 7} such that:

yhesmny sV (1, XEPY), P —as.

In view of Remark 7.1, this implies that Y,*®9="v € ) (7, X-®¥), and therefore,
there exists a control 7 € U such that

YT 2 Z g(XT: :—T

t,x, v » t,a,y* —n,v
XT’XT N YT,ZT v-n
)

Since the process ( i ) depends on © only through its

realizations in the stochastic interval [¢,6], we may chose ¥ so as ¥ = v on

t,x,j— ~
z,y 7771”1}

[t,7] (this is the difficult part of this proof). Then ZJ”" = Zhedmn?
and therefore § —n € Y(t,x), hence § —n < V(t,z). Recall that by definition
g=V(t,z) and n > 0. &
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7.1.3 The dynamic programming equation

In order to have a simpler statement and proof of the main result, we assume
in this section that

U is a closed convex subset of R? int(U) # 0 and 0 € U. (7.5)

The formulation of the dynamic programming equation involves the notion of
support function from convex analysis.

a- Dual characterization of closed convex sets We first introduce the
support function of the set U:

Su(€) == sup z-£, forall &eR%
zeU

By definition §y; is a convex function R?. Its effective domain
U = dom(dy) = {£€R? : §y(€) < oo}

is a closed convex cone of R?. Since U is closed and convex by (7.5), we have
the following dual characterization:

zeU ifandonlyif 6py(€)—z-£>0forallécU, (7.6)

see e.g. Rockafellar [?]. Morover, since U is a cone, we may normalize the dual
variables £ on the right hand-side:

z € U ifandonlyif dpy(&)—z-£>0forallé el :={(eU:|¢ =T

This normalization will be needed in our analysis in order to obtain a dual
characterization of int(U). Indeed, since U has nonempty interior by (7.5), we
have:

z € int(U) if and only if inf dpy(§) —x-& > 0. (7.8)
£el;

b- Formal derivation of the DPE We start with a formal derivation of the
dynamic programming equation which provides the main intuitions.

To simplify the presentation, we suppose that the value function V' is smooth
and that existence holds, i.e. for all (¢,x) € S, there is a control process v € Uy
such that, with z = (x,V(t,)), we have Y,2*” > g(X4*”), P—a.s. Then it
follows from the geometric dynamic programming of Theorem 7.2 that, P—a.s.

t+h ) t+h R
Y5 =(te) + / b (s, Zy™",05) ds + / By AW, 2 V (¢4 b X5
t t
By Itd’s formula, this implies that

t+h
0 < / (=0 (s, X557) 4 H (s, 2557, DV (s, Xo*7), DV (s, X17), 5,)) ds
t

t+h
+/ NV (5, X0™7, DV (s, X0™7)) - dW, (7.9)
t



7.1. STOCHASTIC TARGET 91

where we introduced the functions:

H(t,z,y,p,A,u) = b(t,z,y,u)— ult,z,u) p— %Tr [a(t,:c,u)zA} (7.10)
N*(t,x,p) = u—o(t,x,u)p. (7.11)

We continue our intuitive derivation of the dynamic programming equation by
assuming that all terms inside the integrals are bounded (we know that this
can be achieved by localization). Then the first integral behaves like Ch, while
the second integral can be viewed as a time changed Brownian motion. By the
properties of the Brownian motion, it follows that the integrand of the stochastic
integral term must be zero at the origin:

Nyt (t,xz, DV (t,xz)) =0 or, equivaently v; = 1/1(t,x,DV(t,x)), (7.12)

where 1) was introduced in (7.1). In particular, this implies that ¥ (¢, z, DV (¢, z)) €
U. By (7.7), this is equivalent to:

Su(€) — € -Y(t,z, DV (t,z)) >0 forall &€ . (7.13)

By taking expected values in (7.9), normalizing by h, and sending h to zero, we
see that:

—0,V(t,x) + H(t,z,V(t,z), DV (t,x), D’V (t,x),¢(t,x, DV (t,x))) > (T014)

Putting (7.13) and (7.14) together, we obtain

min{—&V+H(.,V,DV,DQV,w(.,DV)),gieng (5U(§)—§~w(.,DV))} > 0.

By using the second part of the geometric dynamic programming principle,
see Remark 7.3, we expect to prove that equality holds in the latter dynamic
programming equation.

c- The dynamic programming equation We next turn to a rigorous deriva-
tion of the dynamic programmin equation.

Theorem 7.4. Assume that V is locally bounded, and let the maps H and 1)
be continuous. Then V is a viscosity supersolution of the dynamic programming
equation on S:

min {atv + H(.,V,DV,D*V,%(.,DV)), inf
3

eU;

(G () —¢- ¢<.7DV>)} =0
Assume further that 1 is locally Lipschitz-continuous, and U has non-empty
interior. Then V is a viscosity solution of the above DPE on S.

Proof. As usual, we prove separately the supersolution and the subsolution
properties.
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1. Supersolution: Let (tg,z¢) € S and ¢ € C?(S) be such that
(strict) min(Vi =) = (Vi = 9)(to, 20) = 0,
and assume to the contrary that
=20 = (=0,V + H(.,V,DV,D*V,9(.,DV))) (to,z9) < 0. (7.15)
(1-1) By the continuity of H and 1, we may find ¢ > 0 such that
-0,V (t,z) + H(t,z,y, DV (t,z), D>V (t,z),u) < —n (7.16)
for (t,z) € Be(to, zo), |y — ¢(t,x)| <e,and u € U s.t. [N“(¢,z,p)| < e.
Notice that (7.16) is obviously true if {u € U : |[N“(t,z,p)| < e} = 0, so that

the subsequent argument holds in this case as well.
Since (tg,xo) is a strict minimizer of the difference V, — ¢, we have

= in (V. — > 0. 717
v anr(ltlfx(J)( ®) (7.17)

(1-ii) Let (tn,zn)n C Be(to, o) be a sequence such that
(tn,xn) — (to, o) and V(tn,xn) — Vi(to, o), (7.18)

and set y, := x, +n~ ! and z, = (Zn,Yn). By the definition of the problem
V(tn,xy), there exists a control process 0™ € Uy such that the process Z" :=
Ztn#n?" satisfies Vb > g(X2), P—a.s. Consider the stopping times

0° = inf{t>t,:(t,X]) & B.(to,z0)},

O, = O Ainf{t>t,:|V;" —o(t,X]")| > e}
Then, it follows from the geometric dynamic programming principle that

w2 V(EAO, X]hg,) -

Since V' > V, > ¢, and using (7.17) and the definition of 8,,, this implies that
%) (t A O, Xine,

Yire, =
> @(t/\om me

)+ L=y (VLg.=09) + Lo, <0n))
)+ (YA )1 (=p,)- (7.19)
(1-iii) Denoting ¢, := V (tn, ¥n) — @(tn, Tn) — n~ 1, we write the process Y™ as

t t
Y = cen+ p(tn,zn) —|—/ b(s, Z7, As)ds—i—/ vy - dWs.
t t

n n

Plugging this into (7.19) and applying Itd’s formula, we then see that:

tAO,, A
(eEAY1g=g,y < cn —|—/ oy ds —|—/ NV (s, X3, Dp(s, X)) - dW;
t t

n n

IN

tAO,
M, = e+ / 571 an (5)ds (7.20)
t

n

tAO, .
+/ NVs (s, X3, Dp(s, X2)) - dW;
t

n
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where
51 = —0Opp(s, XI) + H (s, Z7, Dp(s, X1), D*p(s, X1), Us)
and
A" = {s € [tn,tn+0n]: 07 > —n}.
By (7.16), observe that the diffusion term (7 := N¥ (s, X7, Dyp(s, X7)) in
(7.20) satisfies || > n for all s € A™. Then, by introducing the exponential
local martingale L™ defined by
L} =1 and dL} = L7|¢)"| 3¢ - dWy,

we see that the process M™L" is a local martingale wihc is bounded from below
by the constant € A y. Then M™L"™ is a supermartingale, and it follows from
(7.20) that

eny < E[MgLy] < ML} = cp,

which can not happen because ¢,, — 0. Hence, our starting point (7.22) can
not happen, and the proof of the supersolution property is complete.

2. Subsolution: Let (tg,z0) € S and ¢ € C?(S) be such that
(strict) mSaX(V* —¢) = (V*¥=p)(to,x0) = 0, (7.21)
and assume to the contrary that

277 = (_81690 + H(7 2 D% DQSOa ¢(7 @))) (t07 3’30) > 0;
and inf. g, (6u (&) — & ¥(., D)) (to, z0) > 0.

(2-1) By the continuity of H and ), and the characterization of int(U) in (7.8),
it follows from (7.22) that

(—0wp + H(.,y, Dy, D*¢,9(., Dyp))) = n and (., Dy) € U
for (¢t,x) € Be(to,x0) and |y — p(t,z)| < e (7.23)

(7.22)

Also, since (to,xo) is a strict maximizer in (7.21), we have

—( = max (V*— < 0, 7.24

¢ o (to,xo)< ©) (7.24)

where 0, B (to, o) = {to + €} % cl(Be(to,z0)) U [to, to + &) X IB:(x() denotes
the parabolic boundary of B.(to, o).

(2-ii) Let (tn,xn)n be a sequence in S which converges to (tg, 2o) and such that
V(tn, zn) — V*(to,z0). Set y, = V(tn,r,) —n~! and observe that

Yo = Yn — P(tn,zn) —> 0. (7.25)
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Let Z™ := (X™,Y™) denote the controlled state process associated to the Marko-
vian control 77" = 4 (t, X', Do(t, X{*)) and the initial condition Z7 = (2, yn).
Since 1) is locally Lipschitz-continuous, the process Z" is well-defined. We next
define the stopping times

0° inf{s>t, : (s,X7) ¢ B:(to,z0)},
0, = O Ainf{s>t, : |Y"(s)—p(s,X")| >¢}.

By the first line in (7.23), (7.25) and a standard comparison theorem, it follows
that Yy' — (0, X5 ) > e on {|Y;" —p(0,, Xi )| > €} for n large enough. Since
V < V* < ¢, we then deduce from (7.24) and the definition of 6,, that

YGZ -V (Gn; Xg") > 1{0,,L<991} (YOZ - @(Gna Xgn))

Lo, -9y (Vs =V (02, X30) )

L0, <091+ Lio,—az) (Y5} — V" (60, X30) )
elg, <60y + 1, —00} (Yaré +C— W(egangD
> e AC+ 1,003 (Ye’é — (62, ng)).

We continue by using It6’s formula:

% Il

V

n

0n
Yo =V (0n, Xgn) > eN(+ 146,60} <7n +/ a(s,X?,Yf)ds)
t

where the drift term «(-) > 71 is defined in (7.23) and the diffusion coefficient
vanishes by the definition of the function ¢ in (7.1). Since &,¢ > 0 and ~,, — 0,
this implies that

Y"™(0,) > V(6,,X"(0")) for sufficiently large n.

Recalling that the initial position of the process Y™ is y, = V(tn, z,) —n "t <
V(tn,xyn), this is clearly in contradiction with the second part of the geometric
dynamic programming principle discussed in Remark 7.3. &

7.1.4 Application: hedging under portfolio constraints
As an application of the previous results, we now study the problem of super-

hedging under portfolio constraints in the context of the Black-Scholes model.

a- Formulation We consider a financial market consisting of d + 1 assets.
The first asset XY is nonrisky, and is normalized to unity. The d next assets are
risky with price process X = (X1,..., X%)T defined by the Blac-Scholes model:

dXt = Xt*O'th,

where ¢ is a constant symmetric nondegenrate matrix in R?, and z o is the
square matrix in R? with entries (xx0);; = xi04 .
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Remark 7.5. We observe that the normalization of the first asset to unity
does not entail any loss of generality as we can always reduce to this case by
discounting or, in other words, by taking the price process of this asset as a
numeéraire.

Also, the formulation of the above process X as a martingale is not a re-
striction as our subsequent superhedging problem only involves the underlying
probability measure through the corresponding zero-measure sets. Therefore,
under the no-arbitrage condition (or more precisely, no free-lunch with vanish-
ing risk), we can reduce the model to the above martingale case by an equivalent
change of measure. &

Under the self-financing condition, the liquidation value of the portfolio is
defined by the controlled state process:

d}/;ﬂ— = OTt - th,

where 7 is the control process, with 7 representing the amount invested in the
i—th risky asset X at time ¢.

We introduce portfolio constraints by imposing that the portfolio process m
must be valued in a subset U of R?. We shalll assume that

U is closed convex subset of R?, int(U) =0, and 0 € U.  (7.26)

We then define the controls set by U, as in the previous sections, and we defined
the superhedging problem under portfolio constraints by the stochastic target
problem:

V(t,z) = inf{y: YRV > g(X5T), P — as. for some 7 € U}, (7.27)

where g : R‘i — R, is a non-negative LSC function with linear growth.

We shall provide an explicit solution of this problem by only using the su-
persolution claim from Theorem 7.4. This will provide a minorant of the su-
perhedging cost V. To provide that this minorant is indeed the desired value
function, we will use a verification argument.

b- Deriving a minorant of the superhedging cost First, since 0 < g(z) >
C(14]z|) for some constant C' > 0, we deduce that 0 <V > C(1+|z|), the right
hand-side inequality is easily justified by the buy-and-hold strategy suggested
by the linear upper bound. Then, by a direct application of the first part of
Theorem 7.4, we know that the LSC envelope V, of V is a supersolution of the
DPE:

—0,Vi — 3Tr[(z % 0)>D?*V,] > 0 (7.28)
Su(€) — €&+ (xxDV,)) >0 forall £ € U. (7.29)

Notice that (7.29) is equivalent to:

the map A+ h()) := Ay (€) — Vi(t,z x€*¥)  is nondecreasing, (7.30)
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where e*¢ is the vector of R? with entries (e*¢); = e*$:. Then h(1) > h(0)
provides:

Vi(t,z) > supVi (zxet) — oy ().
¢el

We next observe that V,.(T,.) > g (just use the definition of V', and send ¢t & T).
Then, we deuce from the latter inquality that

Vi(T,z) > g(z) :=supg (z x €§> —6p(&) forall zeRy. (7.31)
geU

In other words, in order to superhedge the derivative security with final payoff
g(X7), the constraints on the portfolio require that one hedges the derivative
security with larger payoff §(Xr). The function g is called the face-lifted payoff,
and is the smallest majorant of g which satisfies the gradient constraint x %
Dg(z) € U for all z € RY.

Combining (7.31) with (7.28), it follows from the comparison result for the
linear Black-Scholes PDE that

V(t,x) > Vi(t,z) > v(t,z) :=E[§g(X3")] forall (t,z)eS. (7.32)

c- Explicit solution Our objective is now to prove that V = v. To see this
consider the Black-Scholes hedging strategy 7 of the derivative security (X }I)

T
v(t,m)+/ Fo-adW, = g(XE").
t

Since § has linear growth, it follows that # € H2. We also observe that the
random variable In X% is gaussian, so that the function v can be written in:

1,2 2

1 oy (weatde2(T-0)

v(t,r) = /g(e“’)—e 2( vt ) dw.
V2mo?(T —t)

Under this form, it is clear that v is a smooth function. Then the above hedging
portfolio is given by:

Fe = X" DV(s, X17)

Notice that, for all £ € U,
~ flfe)\g
My (€) = vt 2eX) = E My (€) - g (x5 |

is nondecreasing in A by applying (7.30) to g which, by definition satisfies x *
Dg(z) € U for all z € RL. Then, 2+ Dg(x) € U, and therefore the above
replicating portfolio 7 takes values in U. Since § > g, we deduce from (7.31)
that v > V.
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7.2 Stochastic target problem with controlled
probability of success

In this section, we extend the model presented above to the case where the
target has to be reached only with a given probability p:

V(t,z,p) :==inf {y € Ry : P[Yp"Y" > g(X8™")] > p for some v € Uy }(7.33)
In order to avoid degenerate results, we restrict the analysis to the case where the
Y process takes non-negative values, by simply imposing the following conditions
on the coefficients driving its dynamics:

b(t,x,0,u) >0 for all(t,x) € S,u € U. (7.34)
Notice that the above definition implies that

= V(0 <V < V(1) =V, (7.35)

and

V(,p) =0 for p<0andV(,p)=o00 forp>1, (7.36)

with the usual convention inf ) = co.

7.2.1 Reduction to a stochastic target problem

Our first objective is to convert this problem into a (standard) stochastic target
problem, so as to apply the geometric dynamic programming arguments of the
previous section.

To do this, we introduce an additional controlled state variable:

Pipe = p+/ ay - dW,, for se|[t,T], (7.37)
t

where the additional control « is an F— progrebbively measurable R%—valued
process satisfying the integrability condition E[ fo |os|?ds] < oo. We then set

X = (X,P),S :=[0,T) x R x (0,1), U := U x R%, and denote by U the
corresponding set of admissible controls. Finally, we introduce the function:

G(i,y) = liy>g@n —p for yeR, &:=(x,p) € RY x [0, 1].
Proposition 7.6. For allt € [0,T] and & = (z,p) € R? x [0,1], we have
V(t, &) = inf {y eRy : G (X;$V7 Y%’z’y’") > 0 for some 0 = (v,a) € Z)} .

Proof. We denote by v(t,z,p) the value function apprearing on the right-hand.
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We first show that V > v. For y > V(t, x,p), we can find v € Y such that
po:=P[G (X;ix’”, Y%’w’y’”) > 0] > p. By the stochastic integral representation
theorem, there exists an F-progressively measurable process « such that

T T
Do, 2
1{qu;’m’y‘VZg(X,§;"°’")} =po —l—/t as - dW, = PpP° and ]E[/t |as|®ds] < oo.

(T'), and therefore

Since py > p, it follows that 1{Yt,m,y,u>g(Xt,.7:,u )} > Py,
T = T ? ’

y > v(t,z,p) from the definition of the problem v.
We next show that v > V. For y > v(t, z,p), we have G (X;«z”, Yfiw’y’”) >

0 for some v = (v,a) € U. Since Py, is a martingale, it follows that
PV 2 g (XE™)] = E [Liyromrsy(xpeyy | 2 B [PRP] = b,

which implies that y > V(t, x,p) by the definition of V. &

Remark 7.7. 1. Suppose that the infimum in the definition of V(t,x,p) is
achieved and there exists a control v € U satisfying P [V "% > g (X3™")] =
p, the above argument shows that:

pre B[y s g ()

]-‘s] for all s € [, T).

2. It is easy to show that one can moreover restrict to controls a such that
the process P*P:® takes values in [0, 1]. This is rather natural since this process
should be interpreted as a conditional probability, and this corresponds to the
natural domain [0, 1] of the variable p. We shall however avoid to introduce this
state constraint, and use th efact that the value function V (-, p) is constant for
p <0 and equal oo for p > 1, see (7.36).

7.2.2 The dynamic programming equation

The above reduction of the problem V to a stochastic target problem allows to
apply the geometric dynamic programming principle of the previous section, and
to derive the corresponding dynamic programming equation. For 4 = (u, ) € U
and & = (x,p) € R? x [0, 1], set

e, @) = ( Hl ) ) 5i,0) = ( oz, ) )

For (ya q7A) c R x Rd+1 X Sd—i—l and u = (u, Oé) e U,
Nt &,y,q) ==u—6(t,&,4)g = N"(t,z,q:) — gy for q=(qu,q) € R* xR,
and we assume that

u+— N"(t,x,q,) is one-to-one, with inverse function (¢, z,q,,.)  (7.38)
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Then, by a slight extension of Theorem 7.4, the corresponding dynamic pro-
gramming equation is given by:

0 = —atf/+sup{b(.,V,z/J(.,Dwf/,aDpf/))—u(.,w(.,DxV,aDpV)).DwV

| . . .
ST a(.,q/)(.,DmV,aDpV))zDiV}

1
——a?D

502DV = ao (. (., DV, aDpV))szf/}

7.2.3 Application: quantile hedging in the Black-Scholes
model

The problem of quantile hedging was solved by Follmer and Leukert [?] in the
general model of asset prices process (non-necessarilly Markov), by means of the
Neyman-Pearson lemma from mathematical statistics. The stochastic control
approach developed in the present section allows to solve this type of problems in
a wider generality. The objective of this section is to recover the explicit solution
of [?] in the context of a complete financial market where the underlying risky
assets prices are not affected by the control:

w(xz,u) = p(x) and o(x,u) = o(x) are independent of u, (7.39)

where p and ¢ are Lipschitz-continuous, and o(x) is invertible for all x.
Notice that we will be only using the supersolution property from the results
of the previous sections.

a- The financial market The process X, representing the price process of d
risky assets, is defined by Xf“L =z € (0,00)%, and

dX0" = X" % o(X0") (MXD)ds + dW,)  where X =04

We assume that the coefficients p and o are such that X** € (0,00)¢ P—a.s.
for all initial conditions (¢, ) € [0,T] x (0,00)%. In order to avoid arbitrage, we
also assume that o is invertible and that

sup |A(x)] < oo where . (7.40)
z€(0,00)4

The drift coeflicient of the controlled process Y is given by:
b(t, z,y,u) = u- A(x). (7.41)

The control process v is valued in U = R?, with components v indicating the
dollar investment in the ¢—th security at time s. After the usual reduction of
the interest rates to zero, it follows from the self-financing condition that the
liquidation value of the portfolio is given by

ylear _ y+/ v o (X0P) (NXE)ds +dW,) . s>t
t
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b- The quantile hedging problem The quantile hedging problem of the
derivative security g(X; (7)) is defined by the stochastic target problem with
controlled probability of success:

V(t,x,p) := inf {yeRy : P [Y%’m’y’" > g(X;x)] > p for some v €Uy} .

We shall assume throughout that 0 < g(z) < C(1 + |z|) for all z € R%. By the
usual buy-and-hold hedging strategies, this implies that 0 < V (¢, z) < C(1+]|z|).

Under the above assumptions, the corresponding super-hedging cost V (¢, ) :
V(t,z,1) is continuous and is given by

V(t,r) = E¥7 [g(x5")],

where Q%% is the P-equivalent martingale measure defined by

m@ﬁﬁn_ 1 r t,x\|2 r t,x
P - P <—2/t [A(X )] ds—/75 AMXT) - dWs | .

In particular, V' is a viscosity solution on [0,T) x (0,00)? of the linear PDE:

1
0 = V- T [e*D2V]. (7.42)
For later use, let us denote by

W = W+/ MNXE®)ds, s e |t,T),
t

the Q"*-Brownian motion defined on [¢, T.

c- The viscosity supersolution property By the results of the previous

section, we have V, is a viscosity supersolution on [0,7) x RY x [0,1] of the
equation

N . . 1 )
0< -0 V,—5Tr {aaTDiv*} ~ inf (—oz/\DpV* T [aapwv*] n 2|a|2D§m>

a€ER?
(7.43)
The boundary conditions at p = 0 and p = 1 are immediate:
Vi(,1) =V andVi(-,0) =0 on [0,T] x RZ. (7.44)

We next determine the boundary condition at the terminal time ¢t = T.

Lemma 7.8. For all x € R‘i and p € [0,1], we have V*(T,x,p) > pg(x).

Proof. Let (ty, Tpn,Pn)n be asequence in [0, 7)) xRi x (0, 1) converging to (T, x, p)
with V(tn,xn,pn) — V*(T,x,p), and consider y,, = V(tn,xn,pn) +1/n. By
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definition of the quantile hedging problem, there is a sequence (v, a,) € Uy
such that

1{Y{1”'Z"‘y"“”"‘*Q(X‘T"’”””)ZO} = P%mpman'
This implies that
Ve s Pl (X,
Taking the expectation under Q% *~, this provides:
o 2 BT [yfemmanin] 5 RO [plaetn g
B [L Pl reong (X))

Tn T x T x
where we denotes L™ := exp (— S, AX L) dW — 5 [, [M(X ")|2ds).
Then

Yn

E [Py P g(a)] + B [Pyt (L™ g(Xp®) — g(x))]
png(z) + E [PpPmer (L g(X ™) — g(z))]
png(x) — E [PyrPmen | Ly g(Xpo™) — g(x)]] | (7.45)

Y

where we used the fact that P'»Pn-®n is a nonnegative martingale. Now, since
this process is also bounded by 1, we have

E [Ppfeer [Lp ™ g(Xp™) = g(@)]] < E[|Lp™g(Xg ™) —g(@)|]] —0

as n — oo, by the stability properties of the flow and the dominated conver-
gence theorem. Then, by taking limits in (7.45), we obtain that V.(T,z,p) =
limy, - 00 Yn > pg(x), which is the required inequality. &

d- An explicit minorant of V The key idea is to introduce the Legendre-
Fenchel dual of V, with respect to the p—variable in order to remove the non-
linearity in (7.43):

v(t, z,q) := sup {pq - V*(t,x,p)}, (t,z,q) € [0,T] x (0,00)% x R. (7.46)
peR

By the definition of the function V, we have

v(.,q) = oo for ¢ < 0 and v(.,q) = sup {pq — V*(.,p)} for g > 0. (7.47)
pE[O,l]

Using the above supersolution property of f/*, we shall prove below that v is an
upper-semicontinuous viscosity subsolution on [0,7) x (0, 00)? x (0, 00) of

1 1
—Ow — 5 Tr [0?D2v] — 3 A?¢*D2v — Tr[oADyv] < 0 (7.48)
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with the boundary condition

Since the above equation is linear, we deduce from the comparison result an
explicit upper bound for v given by the Feynman-Kac representation result:

’U(t7$7Q) < @(thv(I) =R [(Q?“w)q - g(X%w))+} ) (750)

on [0, 7] x (0,00)? x (0, 00), where the process Q%% is defined by the dynamics

t,x,
dQy™ 1

t,x,q
S

= AXP) . dW@" and QV™9(t) =q € (0,00).  (7.51)

Given the explicit representation of v, we can now provide a lower bound for

the primal function V by using (7.47). Clearly the function v is convex in ¢ and

there is a unique solution g(¢, z,p) to the equation

9o (t,z,q) =E%= QY™ 1100y } =P[Q%"7 > g(Xp")] =

9g 0 T HQuea(T)2g(X5T)} T Z9\Ar b,
(7.52)

where we have used the fact that dP/dQ%* = er’x’l. This induces the following

lower bound for the value function of the quantile hedging problem V:

V(t,l‘,p) Z V*(thap) Z pQ(thap)_5(taxa6(t7x7p))
_ t,x x,1
= aq(t,z,p) (p—EQ {QtT l{q-<t,x,p>@;z~1zg<x;”>}})

Qt,z t,x
+E [Q(XT )1{§(t7xm)Q%‘”’lZQ(X;’E)}}

t,x

t,x
= B {Q(Xf ﬂ{é(t,m,pm;w'lzg(x;w)}] =:y(t, z,p).

e- The explicit solution We finally show that the above explicit minorant
y(t, z,p) is equal to V(¢,z,p). By the martingale representation theorem, there
exists a control process v € Uy such that

t,z,y(t,x,p),v t,x
Vr 29 (X1") Wanmair 2000}

Since P [q(t,:z:,p)QtT’x’l > g(X;I)} = p, by (7.52), this implies that V (¢, z,p) =
y(t,z,p).

f- Proof of (7.48)-(7.49) First note that the fact that v is upper-semicontinuous
on [0, 7] x (0,00)% x (0, 00) follows from the lower-semicontinuity of V, and the

representation in the right-hand side of (7.47), which allows to reduce the com-

putation of the sup to the compact set [0, 1]. Moreover, the boundary condition

(7.49) is an immediate consequence of the right-hand side inequality in (7.44)

and (7.47) again.
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We now turn to the supersolution property inside the domain. Let ¢ be a
smooth function with bounded derivatives and (to, zg, o) € [0,T) x (0,00)¢ x
(0, 00) be a local maximizer of v — ¢ such that (v — ¢)(to, Zo,q0) = 0.

(i) We first show that we can reduce to the case where the map g — ¢(-, q) is
strictly convex. Indeed, since v is convex, we necessarily have Dyq(to, 2o, q0) >
0. Given e,1 > 0, we now define ¢ ,, by ¢e ,(t, z,q) == p(t,z,q) +elg — qo|* +
nlq — qol*(lg — qo|* + |t — to|* + |z — 20]?). Note that (to, xo,qo) is still a local
maximizer of U — ¢, ,. Since Dgqp(to, zo,qo) > 0, we have Dyqpz n(to, o, q0) >
2e > 0. Since ¢ has bounded derivatives, we can then choose 7 large enough
so that Dyqpe., > 0. We next observe that, if ¢, ,, satisfies (7.48) at (o, xo, qo)
for all € > 0, then (7.48) holds for ¢ at this point too. This is due to the
fact that the derivatives up to order two of ¢, , at (to, o, qo) converge to the
corresponding derivatives of ¢ as ¢ — 0.

(ii) From now on, we thus assume that the map g — ¢(-,q) is strictly convex.
Let ¢ be the Fenchel transform of ¢ with respect to g, i.e.

@(ta xap) = Sup{pq - (ﬂ(t7 Zz, Q)} .
qeR

Since ¢ is strictly convex in ¢ and smooth on its domain, ¢ is strictly convex in
p and smooth on its domain, see e.g. [?]. Moreover, we have

tp(t,x,q) = Sug{pq - (ﬁ(t,l’,p)} = J(t7£L’, q)q - @(tvmv J(ta xaQ))
pe

on (0,7)x(0,00)%x(0,00) C int(dom(p)), where g — J (-, q) denotes the inverse
of p— Dp@(+,p), recall that ¢ is strictly convex in p.

We now deduce from the assumption g > 0 and (7.47) that we can find
po € [0,1] such that v(to, 2o, qo) = pogo — Vi (to, zo, po) which, by using the very
definition of (to, zo, po, go) and v, implies that

0= (Vi — @)(to, zo, po) = (local) min(V, — @) (7.53)
and
o(to, 0, q0) = SUE{MO — @(to, w0, p)} (7.54)
pE

= poqo — P(to, w0, po) with po = J(to, z0,q0),  (7.55)

where the last equality follows from (7.53) and the strict convexity of the map
p — pgo — P(to, o, p) in the domain of @.

We conclude the proof by discussing three alternative cases depending on
the value of pg.

o If pg € (0,1), then (7.53) implies that ¢ satisfies (7.43) at (to, 0, po) and
the required result follows by exploiting the link between the derivatives of
¢ and the derivatives of its p-Fenchel transform ¢, which can be deduced
from (7.53).
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o If po = 1, then the first boundary condition in (7.44) and (7.53) imply

that (to,20) is a local minimizer of V,(-,1) — @¢(-,1) = V — @(-,1) such
that (V — @(+,1))(tg, z0) = 0. This implies that @(-, 1) satisfies (7.42) at
(to,xo) so that @ satisfies (7.43) for « = 0 at (tg,x0,po). We can then
conclude as in 1. above.

If po = 0, then the second boundary condition in (7.44) and (7.53) imply
that (to, o) is a local minimizer of V. (-,0) — @(-,0) = 0 — @(-,0) such that
0 — @(-,0)(to,x0) = 0. In particular, (tg,zo) is a local maximum point
for ¢(+,0) so that (9;@, D) (te, z0,0) = 0 and D, p(to, zo,0) is negative
semi-definite. This implies that ¢(-,0) satisfies (7.42) at (to,xo) so that @
satisfies (7.43) at (to,xo,p0), for « = 0. We can then argue as in the first
case.



Chapter 8

SECOND ORDER STOCHASTIC
TARGET PROBLEMS

In this chapter, we extend the class of stochastic target problems of the previous
section to the case where the quadratic variation of the control process v is
involved in the optimization problem. This new class of problems is motivated
by applications in financial mathematics related.

We first start by studying in details the so-called problem of hedging under
Gamma constraints. This simple example already outlines the main difficulties.
By using the tools from viscosity solutions, we shall first exhibit a minorant for
the superhedging cost in this context. We then argue by verification to prove
that this minorant is indeed the desired value function.

We then turn to a general formulation of second order stochastic target
problems. Of course, in general, there is no hope to use a verification argument
as in the example of the first section. We therefore provide the main tools in
order to show that the value function is a viscosity solution of the corresponding
dynamic programming equation.

Finally, Section 8.3 provides another application to the problem of super-
hedging under illiquidity cost. We will consider the illiquid financial market
introduced by Cetin, Jarrow and Protter [?], and we will show that our sec-
ond order stochastic target framework leads to an illiquidity cost which can be
characterized by means of a nonlinear PDE.

8.1 Superhedging under gamma constraints

In this section, we focus on an alternative constraint on the portfolio 7. For
simplicity, we consider a financial market with a single risky asset. Let Z;(w)
:= S; ' (w) denote the vector of number of shares of the risky assets held at
each time t and w € Q. By definition of the portfolio strategy, the investor has
to adjust his strategy at each time ¢, by passing the number of shares from Z;
to Zi1q:. His demand in risky assets at time ¢ is then given by "dY;”.

105
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In an equilibrium model, the price process of the risky asset would be pushed
upward for a large demand of the investor. We therefore study the hedging
problem with constrained portfolio adjustment.

However, market practitioners only focus on the diffusion component of the
hedge adjustment dZ;, which is given by the so-called Gammea, i.e. the Hessian of
the Black-Scholes prices. The Gamma of the hedging strategy is an important
risk control parameter indicating the size of the rebalacement of the hedging
portfolio indcued by a stress scenario, i.e. a sudden jump of the underlying
asset spot price. A large portfolio gamma leads to two different risks depending
on its sign:

- A large positive gamma requires that the seller of the option adjusts his
hedging portfolio by a large purchase of the underlying asset. This is a typical
risk that traders want to avoid because then the price to be paid for this hedging
adjustment is very high, and sometimes even impossible because of the limited
offer of underlying assets on the financial market.

- A negative gamma induces a risk of different nature. Indeed the hedger
has the choice between two alternative strategies: either adjust the hedge at
the expense of an outrageous market price, or hold the Delta position risk. The
latter buy-and-hold strategy does not violate the hedge thanks to the (local)
concavity of the payoff (negative gamma). There are two ways to understand
this result: the second order term in the Taylor expansion has a sign in favor
of the hedger, or equivalently the option price curve is below its tangent which
represents the buy-and-hold position.

This problem turns out to present serious mathematical difficulties. The
analysis of this section provides a solution of the problem of hedging under
upper bound on the Gamma in a very specific situation. The lower bound on
the Gamma introduces more difficulties due to the fact that the nonlinearity in
the "first guess” equation is not elliptic.

8.1.1 Problem formulation

We consider a financial market which consists of one bank account, with constant
price process S = 1 for all ¢t € [0,T], and one risky asset with price process
evolving according to the Black-Scholes model :

1
Sy = Stexp(—202(t—u)+o’(Wt—Wu)>, t<u<T.

Here W is a standard Brownian motion in R defined on a complete probability
space (9, F, P). We shall denote by F = {F;, 0 <t < T} the P-augmentation
of the filtration generated by W.

Observe that there is no loss of generality in taking S as a martingale, as
one can always reduce the model to this case by judicious change of measure.
On the other hand, the subsequent analysis can be easily extended to the case
of a varying volatility coefficient.

We denote by Z = {Z,, t < u < T} the process of number of shares of
risky asset S held by the agent during the time interval [¢,T]. Then, by the
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self-financing condition, the wealth process induced by some initial capital ¥, at
time ¢, and portfolio strategy Z is given by :

Y, = y+/ Z,dS,, t<u<T.
t

In order to introduce constraints on the variations of the hedging portfolio Z,
we restrict Z to the class of continuous semimartingales with respect to the
filtration F. Since F is the Brownian filtration, we define the controlled portfolio
strategy Z**1 by :

u u
zzol = +/ adr +/ IrodW,, t<u<T, (8.1)
¢ t

where z € R is the time ¢ initial portfolio and the control pair («,I') are bounded
progressively measurable processes. We denote by B; the colection of all such
control processes.

Hence a trading strategy is defined by the triple v := (z,a,T') with z € R
and (a,T") € B;. The associated wealth process, denoted by Y¥" is given by :

t

where y is the time ¢ initial capital. We now formulate the Gamma constraint
in the following way. Let [’ < 0 < I' be two fixed fixed constants. Given some
initial capital y € R, we define the set of y-admissible trading strategies by :

ALT) = {v=(@wal)eRxB : L<I.<T}.

As in the previous sections, We consider the super-replication problem of some
European type contingent claim g(Sr) :

o(t,Sy) :==inf {y : Y} > g(St) as. for some v € A, (L,T)}. (8.3)

Remark 8.1. The above set of admissible strategies seems to be very restrictive.
We will see in the section that one can possibly enlarge, but not so much ! The
fundamental reason behind this can be understood from the following result due
to Bank and Baum, and restated here in the case of the Brownian motion:

Lemma 8.2. Let ¢ be a progressively measurable process with fol |¢|?dt < oo,
P—a.s. Then for all ¢ > 0, there is a process ¢° with d¢; = ajdt for some

progressively measurable o with fol |af|dt < co, P—a.s. such that:

< e

Loo

1 1
sup | [~ [ ozaw,
t<1 1 Jo 0

Given this result, it is clear that without any constraint on the process
« in the strategy v, the superhedging cost would be obviously equal to the
Black-Scholes unconstrained price. Indeed, the previous lemma says that one
can approximate the Black-Scholes hedging strategy by a sequence of hedging
strategies with zero gamma without affecting the liquidation value of the hedging
portfolio by more that e. &



108 CHAPTER 8. SECOND ORDER STOCHASTIC TARGET

8.1.2 Hedging under upper Gamma constraint

In this section, we consider the case
I'=—co and we denote A;(T) := A;(—o00,T).

Our goal is to derive the following explicit solution : wv(¢,S;) is the (uncon-
strained) Black-Scholes price of some convenient face-lifted contingent claim
§(ST), where the function ¢ is defined by

g(s) := hOMC(s) +Tslns with h(s) := g(s) —Tslns,
and A®°NC denotes the concave envelope of h. Observe that this function can
be computed easily. The reason for introducing this function is the following.

Lemma 8.3. § is the smallest function satisfying the conditions
(i) ¢ > g, and (ii)) s— g(s) —Tslns is concave.

The proof of this easy result is omitted.

Theorem 8.4. Let g be a lower semicontinuous mapping on Ry with
s —> §(s) = C slns convex for some constant C. (8.4)
Then the value function (8.3) is given by :
v(t,s) = Eys[g(ST)] forall (t,s)€[0,T) x (0,00) .

Discussion 1. We first make some comments on the model. Intuitively, we
expect the optimal hedging portfolio to satisfy

Zy = US(U,SU),

where v is the minimal superhedging cost. Assuming enough regularity, it fol-
lows from It6’s formula that

dZ, = Audu+ 0S,vg(u,Sy)dW, ,

where A(u) is given in terms of derivatives of v. Compare this equation with
(8.1) to conclude that the associated gamma is

', = Suvss(u,Sy) .

Therefore the bound on the process I' translates to a bound on Ssvss. Notice
that, by changing the definition of the process T' in (8.1), we may bound v
instead of svss. However, we choose to study svss because it is a dimensionless
quantity, i.e., if all the parameters in the problem are increased by the same
factor, svgs still remains unchanged.

2. Intuitively, we expect to obtain a similar type solution to the case of port-
folio constraints. If the Black-Scholes solution happens to satisfy the gamma
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constraint, then it solves the problem with gamma constraint. In this case v
satisfies the PDE —Lv = 0. Since the Black-Scholes solution does not satisfy
the gamma constraint, in general, we expect that the function v solves the
variational inequality :

min {—Lv,T —svss} = 0. (8.5)

3. An important feature of the log-normal Black and Sholes model is that the
variational inequality (8.5) reduces to the Black-Scholes PDE —Lv = 0 as long
as the terminal condition satisfies the gamma constraint (in a weak sense). From
Lemma 8.3, the face-lifted payoff function § is precisely the minimal function
above g which satisfies the gamma constraint (in a weak sense). This explains
the nature of the solution reported in Theorem 8.4, namely v(¢, S) is the Black-
Scholes price of the contingent claim § (St).

Dynamic programming and viscosity property We now turn to the proof
of Theorem 8.4. We shall denote

o(t,s) = Eis(g(S7)] -
It is easy to check that ¢ is a smooth function satisfying
L6 = 0Oand stss < T on [0,7) x (0,00) . (8.6)

1. We start with the inequality v < ©. For ¢t <u < T, we set
z = U4(t,s), au = LOs(u,Sy), Tu := Subss(u, Su),
and we claim that
(a,T') € By and I <T. (8.7)

so that the corresponding control v = (y,,T') € Ay(T). Before verifying this
claim, let us complete the proof of the required inequality. Since g < g, we have

g(St) < g(Sr) = o(T,Sr)

T
- ﬁ(t,St)—i—/ L6(u, Su)du + 05 (t, Su)dSa
t

T
= 6(t,5t)+/ Z7dSy;
t

in the last step we applied It6’s formula to 05. Now, observe that the right hand-
side of the latter inquality is the liquidation value of the portfolio started from
the initila capital ©(t,S;) and using the portfolio strategy v. By the definition
of the superhgedging problem (8.3), we conclude that v < 9.

It remains to prove (8.7). The upper bound on T follows from (8.6). As for
the lower bound, it is obtained as a direct consequence of Condition (8.4). Using
again (8.6) and the smoothness of 9, we see that 0 = (£9)s = Lis + 02505, 50
that @ = —¢?T is also bounded.

2. The proof of the reverse inequality v > 0 requires much more effort. The
main step is the following (half) dynamic programming principle.



110 CHAPTER 8. SECOND ORDER STOCHASTIC TARGET

Lemma 8.5. Let y € R, v € A,(T) be such that Y > g(St) P—a.s. Then
Y)Y > v(0,S), P—as.

for all stopping times 0 valued in [t,T).

The proof of this claim is easy and follows from the same argument than the
corresponding one in the standard stochastic target problems of the previous
section.

We continue by stating two lemmas whose proofs rely heavily on the above
dynamic programming principle, and will be reported later. We denote as usual
by v, the lower semicontinuous envelope of v.

Lemma 8.6. The function v, is a viscosity supersolution of the equation
—Lv, > 0 on [0,T) x (0,00).

Lemma 8.7. The function s — v.(t,s) —I'slns is concave for allt € [0,T].

Before proceeding to the proof of these results, let us show how the remain-
ing inequality v > © follows from it. Given a trading strategy in A;(T), the
associated wealth process is a square integrable martingale, and therefore a su-
permartingale. From this, one easily proves that v.(T,s) > g(s). By Lemma
8.7, v« (T, -) also satisfies requirement (ii) of Lemma 8.3, and therefore

U*(Ta ) Z g

In view of Lemma 8.6, v, is a viscosity supersolution of the equation —Lv, = 0
and v, (T, -) = §. Since © is a viscosity solution of the same equation, it follows
from the classical comparison theorem that v, > 0.

Hence, in order to complete the proof of Theorem 8.4, it remains to prove
Lemmas 8.6 and 8.7.

Proof of Lemmas 8.6 and 8.7 We split the argument in several steps.
3. We first show that the problem can be reduced to the case where the controls
(a,T') are uniformly bounded. For ¢ € (0, 1], set

€

A= {r=@al) e L) [a()|+ () <},

and
ve(t,S;) = inf {y : Y > g(Sr) P —a.s. for some v € Zj} :

Let v¢ be the lower semicontinuous envelope of v°. It is clear that v© also satisfies
the dynamic programming equation of Lemma 8.5.
Since

vi(t,s) = liminf,v°(¢,s) = e—)O,l(itI’I,ls%li(t,s) vi(t',s')
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we shall prove that
—Lv® > 0 in the viscosity sense, (8.8)

and the statement of the lemma follows from the classical stability result of
Proposition 77.

4. We now derive the implications of the dynamic programming principle of
Lemma 8.5 applied to v°. Let ¢ € C*°(R?) and (¢, so) € (0,7) x (0, 00) satisfy

0 = (v5—op)(t — i E )
(vs = ¢)(to, s0) (o,Trfil(%,oo>(”* ®);

in particular, we have v > ¢. Choose a sequence (tn,sn) — (fo,S0) so that
v¢ (tn, Sn) converges to v<(to,sg). For each n, by the definition of v* and the
dynamic programming, there are y, € [v°(tn,Sn), v (tn, Sn) + 1/n], hedging
strategies v, = (2, an,I) € jfn satisfying

Yyt — v (0n, Sp,) > 0
for every stopping time 6,, valued in [t,,T]. Since v® > v > ¢,

On
yn+/ ZYdSy — ¢ (0n,Se,) > 0.
t

n

Observe that
Bn = Yn — @(tn,sn) — 0 asn — co.
By It6’s formula, this provides
Mg < Dg + B, (8.9)

where

t
Mt" = / I:Qos(tn + u, Stn+u) — Y;’:"FU] dStn+'u,
0

t
D? —/ ﬁ(p(tn + u, Stn+u)du .
0

We now choose conveniently the stopping time 6,,. For all A > 0, define the
stopping time
0, = (tn+h)ANinf{u>t, : |In(S./sn)| >1}.

5. By the smoothness of Ly, the integrand in the definition of M™ is bounded
up to the stopping time 6,, and therefore, taking expectation in (8.9) provides :

tAO,
_Etnysn [/ E@(tn + u, Stn+u)du Z _Bn?
0

We now send n to infinity, divide by h and take the limit as A\, 0. The required
result follows by dominated convergence. &
6. It remains to prove Lemma 8.7. The key-point is the following result, which
is a consequence of Theorem 4.5.
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Lemma 8.8. Let ({al}, u>0}), and ({b}}, u > 0}), be two sequences of real-
valued, progressively measurable processes that are uniformly bounded in n. Let
(tn, sn) be a sequence in [0,T) x (0,00) converging to (0,s) for some s > 0.

Suppose that

tn+tATH U u
M, = / <Cn+/ afdr—l—/ b?dSr) ds,
tn t t

< B+ Ctam,

for some real numbers ((n)n, (Bn)n, and stopping times (Tp)n > tn,. Assume
further that, as n tends to infinity,

Bn — 0 and tAT, —tANT9 P—a.s.,

where Ty 18 a strictly positive stopping time. Then :
(i) limp o0 G = 0.
(if) limy, g essinfo<,<y by < 0, where b be a weak limit process of (by)n.
7. We now complete the proof of Lemma 8.7. We start exactly as in the previous
proof by reducing the problem to the case of uniformly bounded controls, and
writing the dynamic programming principle on the value function v=.

By a further application of It6’s lemma, we see that :

t u u
Mn(t) = /0 (Cn +/0 a:,’dr +/0 b:,LdStn+r> dStn+u 5 (810)

where
Cn = st(tn; Sn) — Zn
an(r) = Loty +, Stn+7“) - O‘?n+r
ry ..
by = @ss(tn +7,St,40) — fntr
St,,,—i—r

Observe that the processes a”,, and b, are bounded uniformly in n since
Lo and pgg are smooth functions. Also since L¢ is bounded on the stochastic
interval [t,, 0], it follows from (8.9) that

Mg < CtAO, + Bn
for some positive constant C. We now apply the results of Lemma 8.8 to the

martingales M™. The result is :

. _ . . <o
nh_)rr;o Zn, ws(to,yo) and tlgr(l)essoé%fgt by <0

where b is a weak limit of the sequence (b,). Recalling that I'™(¢) < T, this
provides that :
—Sogass(to, 8()) +T > 0.

Hence v is a viscosity supersolution of the equation —s(v.)ss + I > 0, and the
required result follows by the stability result of Proposition ?7. &
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8.1.3 Including the lower bound on the Gamma

We now turn to our original problem (8.3) of superhedging under upper and
lower bound on the Gamma process.

Following the same intuition as in point 2 of the discussion subsequent to
Theorem 8.4, we guess that the value function v should be characterized by the
PDE:

F(s,0pu, ugs) := min {fﬁu,f — Slgg, Slgs — E} = 0,

where the first item of the minimum expression that the value function should
be dominating the Black-Scholes solution, and the two next ones inforce the
constraint on the second derivative.

This first guess equation is however not elliptic because the third item of the
minimum is increasing in uss. This would of course divert us from the world
of viscosity solutions and the maximum principle. But of course, this is just a
guess, and we should expect, as usual in stochastic control, to obtain an elliptic
dynamic programming equation.

To understand what is happening in the present situation, we have to go
back to the derivation of the DPE from dynamic programming principle in the
previous subsection. In particular, we recall that in the proof of Lemmas 8.6
and 8.7, we arrived at the inequality (8.9):

M(;Ln S ‘Dgn + an
where

t
Dy} = 7/ Lo(ty + u, St, 4q)du,
0

and M, is given by (8.10), after an additional application of It6’s formula,

t u u
Mn(t) = /0 (Cn +/; a:,’dr +A bdetn+r> dStn—Q—u s

with
Cn = @s(tna Sn) — Zn
a"(r) = L (tn + 7,8t 4r) — a?nJrr
| A
bt = pss(tn +7,St,4r) — Szni .

To gain more intuition, let us supresse the sequence index n, set 5, = 0, and
take the processes a and b to be constant. Then, we are reduced to the process

to+t b t
M(t) = C(Stoth_Sto)—’_a/ (U—to)dsu+§ <(St0+t — St0)2 _/ 0'2536111,) .

to to

This decomposition reveals many observations:
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e The second term should play no role as it is negligible in small time com-
pared to the other ones.

e The requirement M(.) < D(.) implies that b < 0 because otherwise the
third term would dominate the other two ones, by the law of iterated
logarithm of the Brownian motion, and would converge to +oo violating
the upper bound D. Since b < 0 and I' < T < T, this provides

T < spss — sby, <T.

e We next observe that, by taking the liminf of the third term, the squared
difference (Sy,++ — Si,)? vanishes. So we may continue as in Step 5 of the
proof of Lemmas 8.6 and 8.7 taking expected values, normalizing by h,
and sending h to zero. Because of the finite variation component of the
third term ftto 0252 du, this leads to

1 b
0 < —0p— =025%pgs — o 5242
2 2
1
= —Owp— *0282(9055 + bio),

2
Collecting the previous inequalities, we arrive at the supersolution property:
F(s,00p,05s) > 0,
where

F(5,000, ps5) = Zup F(s,010, s + B).
>0

A remarkable feature of the nonlinearity £ is that it is elliptic | in fact, it is
easy to show that F is the smallest elliptic majorant of F. For this reason, we
call F' the elliptic majorant of F.

The above discussion says all about the derivation of the supersolution prop-
erty. However, more conditions on the set of admissible strategies need to be
imposed in order to turn it into a rigorous argument. Once the supersolution
property is proved, one also needs to verify the subsolution that the subsolution
property holds true. This also requires to be very careful about the set of ad-
missible strategies. Instead of continuing this example, we shall state without
proof the viscosity property, without specifying the precise set of admissible
strategies. This question will be studied in details in the subsequent paragraph,
where we analyse a general class of second order stochastic target problems.

Theorem 8.9. Under a convenient specification of the set A(L,T), the value
function v is a viscosity solution of the equation

F(s,8,0,055) =0 on [0,T) x R,.
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8.2 Second order target problem

In this section, we introduce the class of second order stochastic target problems
motivated by the hedging problem under Gamma constraints of the previous
section.

8.2.1 Problem formulation

The finite time horizon T € (0,00) will be fixed throughout this section. As
usual, {W}+e(o,7] denotes a d-dimensional Brownian motion on a complete prob-
ability space (2, F, P), and F = (F;).¢[0,] the corresponding augmented filtra-
tion.

State processes We first start from the uncontrolled state process X defined
by the stochastic differential equation

X, =+ /t (Xo)du+ o (Xa)dWa], ¢ € [5,T].

Here, p and o are assumed to satisfy the usual Lipshitz and linear growth
conditions so as to ensure the existence of a unique solution to the above SDE.
We also assume that o(z) is invertible for all x € R%.

The control is defined by the R%valued process {Z:}1eis,1) of the form

t t

Zy = z+/ Ardr—i-/ I.dX:>*, tels,T], (8.11)
St St

I, = 7+/ ardr+/ &dX5", te s, T), (8.12)

where {T'; }1e[5,7] takes values in S%. Notice that both Z and I have continuous
sample paths, a.s.

Before specifying the exact class of admissible control processes Z, we intro-
duce the controlled state process Y defined by

dY, = f(t, X5, Vs, Zo, D) dt + Z, 0 dXS®,  te[s,T), (8.13)

with initial data Y5 = y. Here o denotes the Fisk-Stratonovich integral. Due to
the form of the Z process, this integral can be expressed in terms of standard
Ito integral,

1
ZyodX;® = Z;-dX;"+ ETr[UtoFt]dt.

The function f : [0,7) x R? x R x R? x S¢ — R, appearing in the controlled
state equation (8.13), is assumed to satisfy the following Lipschitz and growth
conditions:
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(A1) For all N > 0, there exists a constant Fy such that
for all (t,z,y,2,7) €[0,T] x R x R x R% x 8¢, 4/ € R satisfying
max{|z|, |y|, |y'], |2], [7[} < N.

(A2) There exist constants F' and p > 0 such that
[f(tzy, 2,7 < F(U+ [ + [yl + |27 + [ [7)
for all (t,z,y,2,7) €[0,T] x R x R x R% x §%.

(A83) There exists a constant co > 0 such that

f(t,x,y',z,’y)ff(t,x,y,z,'y) Zico(yliy) fOT every ylzyv
and (t,z,2,7) € [0,T) x R x R? x S%.

Admissible control processes As outlined in Remark 8.1, the control pro-
cesses must be chosen so as to exclude the possibility of avoiding the impact of
the Gamma process by approximation.

We shall fix two constants B, b > 0 throughout, and we refrain from indexing
all the subsequent classes of processes by these constants. For (s, x) € [0, T]xR%,
we define the norm of an F—progressively measurable process {Hj};c[s, by,

| Hy|
sup

H|B? .= — s
I = | s s

Lb
For all m > 0, we denote by A" be the class of all (control) processes Z of
the form (8.11), where the processes A, a, € are F-progressively measurable and
satisfy:

1ZI5> < m, TS <m, IS <m (8.14)
ANZL <m,  |allZ? < m. (8.15)

The set of admissible portfolio strategies is defined by

A= AN (8.16)

be(0,1] m>0
The stochastic target problem Let ¢ : R? = R be a continuous function

satisfying the linear growth condition,

(A4) g is continuous and there exist constants G and p such that
lg(z)] < GO +|z[P) forallz € RY.
For (s,z) € [0,T] x RY, we define:

V(s,z) := inf {y eR: Y%7 > g(X57),P — as. for some Z € AS’Z} .
(8.17)
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8.2.2 The geometric dynamic programming

As usual, the key-ingredient in order to obtain a PDe satisfied by our value
function V is the derivation of a convenient dynamic prgramming principle
obtained by allowing the time origin to move. In the present context, we have
the following statement which is similar to the case of standard stochastic target
problems.

Theorem 8.10. For any (s,x) € [0,T) x R%, and a stopping time 7 € [s,T],

Vi(s,z)=inf{y e R: V%% >V (1, X57), P— a.s. for some Z € A*"}.
(8.18)

The proof of this result can be consulted in [?]. Because the processes Z
and I' are not allowed to jump, the proof is more involved than in the standard
stochastic target case, and uses crucially the nature of the above defined class
of admissible strategies A%,

To derive the dynamic programming equation, we will split the geometric
dynamic programming principle in the following two claims:

(GDP1) For alle > 0, there exist y. € [V(s,z),V(s,z) +¢| and Z. € A>* s.t.
ypoveds > v (0,X57), P—as. (8.19)

(GDP2) For ally < V(s,z) and every Z € A>7,
P Yy "7 >V (0, X5")| < 1. (8.20)

Notice that (8.18) is equivalent to (GDP1)-(GDP2). We shall prove that (GDP1)
and (GDP2) imply that the value function V is a viscosity supersolution and
subsolution, respectively, of the corresponding dynamic programming equation.

8.2.3 The dynamic programming equation

Similar to the problem of hedging under Gamma constraints, the dynamic pro-
gramming equation corresponding to our second order target problem is ob-
tained as the parabolic envelope of the first guess equation:

0w+ f (,v,Dv,D*) =0 on [0,T)x R?, (8.21)
where
ftry,zy) = sup f(t2,y.27+5) (8.22)
Best

is the smallest majorant of f which is non-increasing in the v argument, and is
called the parabolic envelope of f. In the following result, we denote by V* and
V. the upper- and lower-semicontinuous envelopes of V:

Vi(t,x) == (t’_l m ntfx) V(t',z') and V*(t,z):= limsup V(¢ z’)

imi
z’)—( (t",x")—(t,x)

for (t,x) € [0,T] x R
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Theorem 8.11. Assume that V is locally bounded, and let conditions (A1-A2-
A3-A4) hold true. Then V is a viscosity solution of the dynamic programming
equation (8.21) on [0,T] x R?, i.e. V. and V* are, respectively, viscosity super-
solution and sub-solution of (8.21).

Proof of the viscosity subsolution property Let (tg,xz9) € Q and ¢ €
C* (Q) be such that

0= (V" =)o, x0) > (V" = ¢)(t,z) for Q 3 (t,2) # (to, 20)- (8.23)

In order to show that V* is a sub-solution of (8.21), we assume to the contrary,
i.e., suppose that there is g € Sff satisfying

0
*aff(to,xo) + f (to, o, ¢(to, x0), Dp(to, mo), D*¢(to, z0) + B) > 0.  (8.24)
We will then prove the sub-solution property by contradicting (GDP2).

(1-1) Set

Y(t,x) = pt,z)+ Bz —x0) (¥ — x0),
ht,z) = —%—f(m) + [ (t, 2, 0(t, x), D(t, x), D*p(t, x)) .

In view of (8.24), h(tg, zo) > 0. Since the nonlinearity f is continuous and ¢ is
smooth, the subset

N = {(t,z) € QN By(to,x0) : h(t,z) >0}

is an open bounded neighborhood of (tg, xg). Here Bi(tg, zo) is the unit ball of
Q centered at (to,xo). Since (to,xo) is defined by (8.23) as the point of strict
maximum of the difference (V* — ¢), we conclude that

—n = rgj%[x(v — ) < 0. (8.25)

Next we fix A € (0,1), and choose (£, ) so that

< An. (8.26)
Set X := X®* and define a stopping time by
0 = inf{tzf: (t, X) &N}

Then, 6 > ¢. The path-wise continuity of X implies that (6, Xy) € ON. Then,
by (8.25),
V(6. %) < (6.X0) — 1, (8.27)
(1-ii) Consider the control process

2:=Dy (£,2), Ay = LDP(t, X)) (t) and Ty = D?P(t, Xi) 1 9(2)
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so that, for t € [i, 9},

¢ t
Zy = 2+/ ArdTJr/ Frer = Dy(t, Xy).
t t

Since A is bounded and ¢ is smooth, we directly conclude that Z € AbE,

(1-ii) Set § < V(£,4), ¥; := Y""Z and ¥, := 9(t, X,). Clearly, the
process ¥ is bounded on [, 6]. For later use, we need to show that the process
Y is also bounded. By definition, Y; < ¥;. Consider the stopping times

0 ::inf{th: ‘Ilt:f/t},
and, with N :=n~1,

Tn::inf{th: t:\I/t—N}.
We will show that for a sufficiently large N, both 79 = 7,, = 6. This proves that
as ¥, Y is also bounded on [£, 6].

Set 6 := O Ao A Ty. Since both processes Y and ¥ solve the same stochastic
differential equation, it follows from the definition of A" that for ¢ € [£, 0]:

d(q/t—?;) - [87’”

Cr X0 - 1 (1% Vi 2 )

ot
< [ (R 2t — 1 (K0 ¥ 2t at
<

Fy (o= Y.) dt,
by the local Lipschitz property (A1) of f. Then
N - 1
0< W—Y, < (B-7;) T < BN, (828)

where the last inequality follows from (8.26). This shows that, for A sufficiently
small, 6 < Ty, and therefore the difference ¥—Y is bounded. Since ¥ is bounded,
this implies that Y is also bounded for small 7.

(1-iv) In this step we will show that for any initial data

ZQ € [V(Aa 'j:) - >‘773 V(Aa‘%))a

we have Yy > V(6, Xy). This inequality is in contradiction with (GDP2) as
Y; = § < V(£,%). This contradiction proves the sub-solution property.
Indeed, using § > V(£,#) — Ap and V < V* < ¢ together with (8.25) and
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(8.26), we obtain the following sequence of inequalities,
Yo - V(0,X9) > Yo— (0, %)+,

= [@so(f,fﬂHn]Jr/j [dﬁ*dSﬁ(taXt)}7

(4
> =2+ [ (7 (8 %0V Z0T) dt ot 2o dX - do(t, )
> 77(172)\)+%[3(X97i>'(f(9755)
b (¥ 2t s Zooa— vt X0)
> a0 o0+ [ [ (5K Ve 2Bt 2o i vt X0
t

where the last inequality follows from the nonnegativity of the symmetric matrix
B. We next use It6’s formula and the definition of N to arrive at

0
T~ V(0. %) 2 (12 + [ [£(6. X0 Y2 20T~ (8 X Wi 20T .
t

In the previous step, we prove that Y and U are bounded, say by N. Since the
nonlinearity f is locally bounded, we use the estimate (8.28) to conclude that

. ) 1
YV, —V (0,X9> > (1 —2)) = S|BITFne™ X2 = 0

for all sufficiently small A\. This is in contradiction with (GDP2). Hence, the
proof of the viscosity supersolution property is complete.

Proof of the viscosity supersolution property We first approximate the
value function by

V™ (s,x) :=inf{y € R | 3Z € A%® so that Y,2"¥7 > g(X5"), a.s.}.

Then, similar to (8.20), we can prove the following analogue statement of
(GDP1) for V'™

(GDP1m) For every e > 0 and stopping time 0 € [s,T], there exist Z. € AS*
and y. € [V™(s,x), V™ (s,x) + €] such that Y3 Y7 > V™ (9, X5").

Lemma 8.12. V™ is a viscosity super-solution of (8.21). Consequently, V. is
a viscosity super-solution of (8.21).

Proof. Choose (tg,zo) € [s,T) x R? and ¢ € C>([s,T) x R?) such that

0= (Vs = ¢)(to, x0) = (Vi — o)t ).

min e
(t,z)E€[s,T)xR4 ’
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Let (tn,2n)n>1 be a sequence in [s,T) x R? such that (t,,2,) — (to,zo) and
V™ (tn, 2n) — V% (to, 20). There exist positive numbers &, — 0 such that for
Yn = V™ (tn, Tn) + €n, there exists Z™ € Aln®n with

Yr > g(X7),

where we use the compact notation (X", Y") = (Xtn®n Ytn:Zn¥n:2") and

s T
Zn + /A”du—k/ rdx,,
t’Vl

rr = v+ / "dqu/ EndX) T € [tn, T

n
ZT

Moreover, |zy|, || < m(1 + |z,|P) by assumption (8.14). Hence, by passing to
a subsequence, we can assume that z, — zp € R and v,, — 7 € S¢. Observe
that o, = yn — ©(tn,2,) — 0. We choose a decreasing sequence of numbers
on € (0,T — t,,) such that 4, — 0 and a,,/d, — 0. By (GDP1m),

Yiis, 2V (tn + 00, X7 45,)
and therefore,
Vi i, = Un +an 2 (ta + 00, X7 15 ) — @(tn, @n),

which, after two applications of It0’s formula, becomes

tn+0n
- / [F(r, X2, Y, 20, T7) — oy, X7)]dr
t

n

+ [Zn - D(p(tna xn)]/[XfZ-&-&n - In}

tn+0n r !
+ / (/ [Al — ,CD(p(U,Xf})]dU) odX
tn tn
tn+0n r /
+ / (/ [T7 — D?p(u, X{;)]dx;}) odX!" > 0. (8.29)
tn tn

It is shown in Lemma 8.13 below that the sequence of random vectors
Ot O L, X Y, 2 T — o, X7)dr
-1/21vn
On ¢ [th+5n Tn]

frton ( - £D<p( X")]du)l odX

n tn u, T

tn+6n n 2\ n

o1 [0 (7 I = D2plu, XX ) o dX;

n>1,  (8.30)

converges in distribution to

f(to, zo, ¢(to, o), 20,v0) — @i (to, xo)
O'(Jfo)Wl
0
sWia(zo)'[vo — D*¢(to, z0)lo (o)W1

(8.31)



122 CHAPTER 8. SECOND ORDER STOCHASTIC TARGET

Set nn, = |z2n — Do(tn, 2n)|, and assume (5;1/2% — oo along a subsequence.
Then, along a further subsequence, 1, (2, — Dy(tn, z,)) converges to some
No € R? with

Inol =1. (8.32)

Multiplying inequality (8.29) with &, 1 277’1 and passing to the limit yields

n

néa(xO)Wl Z 0 )

which, since o(xg) is invertible, contradicts (8.32). Hence, the sequence (6, 1 1)
has to be bounded, and therefore, possibly after passing to a subsequence,

67122, — Do(ty, 2,)]  converges to some & € R?.

It follows that zo = Dy(tg, zo). Moreover, we can divide inequality (8.29) by
6, and pass to the limit to get
f(to, o, ¢(to, xo), Dep(to, o), v0) — #e(to, zo)

, 1, , 5 (8.33)
+ &ho (o)W + §W10’($0) [vo — D*p(to, zo)]o(xo) W1 > 0

Since the support of the random vector W; is R%, it follows from (8.33) that

f(to, o, p(to, zo), De(to, x0), v0) — @i (to, To)

1
€0 (w0)w + 5o (o) o — DXelte, )| (wo)w 2 0,

for all w € R?. This shows that

f(to, o, p(to, xo), De(to, 20), ¥0)—¢e(to, z0) >0 and f = yo—D?p(tg,z0) > 0,

and therefore,

—pe(to, zo) + sup f(to, zo, ¢(to, o), Dp(to, o), D*p(to, To) + B) > 0.
Besd

This proves that V™ is a viscosity super-solution.
Since by definition,
V =inf V™,
m

by the classical stability property of viscosity solutions, Vi is also a viscosity
super-solution of the DPE (8.21). In fact, this passage to the limit does not
fall exactly into the stability result of Theorem 5.8, but its justification follows
the lines of the proof of stability, the interested reader can find the detailed
argument in Corollary 5.5 in [?]. &

Lemma 8.13. The sequence of random vectors (8.30), on a subsequence, con-
verges in distribution to (8.31).
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Proof. Define a stopping time by
Tn = 1inf{r > t, : X' ¢ Bi(zo)} A (tn + 0n) ,

where Bj(zg) denotes the open unit ball in R¢ around z. It follows from the
fact that x,, — zo that
Plr, <t,+d,] — 0.

So that in (8.30) we may replace the upper limits of the integrations by 7,
instead of t,, + 0,,.

Therefore, in the interval [t,,T,] the process X™ is bounded. Moreover, in
view of (8.15) so are Z™, I'™ and £™.

Step 1. The convergence of the second component of (8.30) is straightforward
and the details are exactly as in Lemma 4.4 [?].

Step 2. Let B be as in (8.14). To analyze the other components, set

A* sup |AZ|
welty,r] 1+ | X728’

so that, by (8.15),
|| A™* HL(l/'rn)(QJP}) <m. (8.34)

Moreover, since on the interval [t,,7,], X™ is uniformly bounded by a deter-
ministic constant C(zg) depending only on zo,

|AT| < C(zp) A™* < C(z0)m, Y u € [tn, Tnl.

(Here and below, the constant C'(x¢) may change from line to line.) We define
a™* similarly. Then, it also satisfies the above bounds as well. In view of
(8.15), also a™* satisfies (8.34). Moreover, using (8.14), we conclude that £} is
uniformly bounded by m.

Step 3. Recall that dI'}; = ajdu + &;dX}, I'} = y,. Using the notation and

u

the estimates of the previous step, we directly calculate that

[sup }|F? — Y|l < Clzg)dpa™* + / & ptdu| + / &ro(X7)dW,
t€[tn,Tn tn tn

— I
Then,

B3 < E ( / " |£:z|2|o|2du) < 6, m*Clas)’.

n

Hence, I% converges to zero in L2. Therefore, it also converges almost surely on
a subsequence. We prove the convergence of I3 using similar estimates. Since
a™* satisfies (8.34),

E[(Iln)(l/m)] < (C(xo)(;n)(l/m) E“an,*‘(l/m)] < (C(xo)(sn)(l/m) m.
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Therefore, I7" converges to zero in L(/™) and consequently on almost surely on
a subsequence.

Hence, on a subsequence, I'} is uniformly continuous. This together with
standard techniques used in Lemma 4.4 of [?] proves the convergence of the first
component of (8.30).

Step 4. By integration by parts,

/ / ATdudXp = (X2 — X]) / Amduy — / (X? — X7')ATdu.

Therefore,
1 Tn t
— / / Al dud X
On tn Jtn

Also X™ is uniformly continuous and A™* satisfies (8.34). Hence, we can show
that the above terms, on a subsequence, almost surely converge to zero. This
implies the convergence of the third term.

Step 5. To prove the convergence of the final term it suffices to show that

/ / — Y )dX] 0 dX]
5 tn Jtn

converges to zero. Indeed, since v, — 7y, this convergence together with the
standard arguments of Lemma 4.4 of [?] yields the convergence of the fourth
component.

Since on [ty, 7,] X™ is bounded, on this interval |o(X]")| < C(x). Using this
bound, we calculate that

< C(xg) sup |X{"— X[ | A™".
te[tnﬂ'n]

N Clx 4 tn+0n t N
B < Ch [ B 0 10 = ) du
n tn tn
< Clao)'B | swp %= = Clao) B [
t€(tn,Tn)

In step 3, we proved the almost sure convergence of e to zero. Moreover, by
(8.14), |e™| < m. Therefore, by dominated convergence, we conclude that J”
converges to zero in L?. Thus almost everywhere on a subsequence. O

8.3 Superhedging under illiquidity cost

In this section, we analyze the superhedging problem under the more realistic
CJP model. We refer to [?] for all technical details.

Following Cetin, Jarrow and Protter [?] (CJP, hereafter), we account for the
liquidity cost by modeling the price process of this asset as a function of the
exchanged volume. We thus introduce a supply curve

S (St, Z/) 5
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where v € R indicates the volume of the transaction, the process Sy = S (¢, 0) is
the marginal price process defined by some given initial condition S(0) together
with the Black-Scholes dynamics:

5 = odWy, (8.35)
St

where as usual the prices are discounted, i.e. expressed in the numéraire defined
by the nonrisky asset, and the drift is omitted by a change of measure.

The function S : Ry x R — R is assumed to be smooth and increasing in
v. S(s,v) represents the price per share for trading of size v and marginal price
s.

A trading strategy is defined by a pair (Z°, Z) where Z? is the position in
cash and Z; is the number of shares held at each time t in the portfolio. As
in the previous paragraph, we will take the process Z in the set of admissible
strategies A%® defined in (8.16), whenever the problem is started at the time
origin ¢ with the initial spot price s for the underlying asset.

To motivate the continuous-time model, we strat from discrete-time trading
strategies. Let 0 =to < ... < t, = T be a partition of the time interval [0, T],
and denote 0¢(t;) := ¥(t;) — ¥ (t;—1) for any function 1. By the self-financing
condition, it follows that

620 +62,8(S,,62,) = 0, 1<i<n.

Summing up these equalities, it follows from direct manipulations that

n

Z9 + ZpSr = Z + ZoSo — Y _ (02,8 (St,,0Z4,) + (Z0So — Z1Sr)]
=1

= Zy + ZoSo — Z [6Z1,St; + (ZoSo — Z7St)]

=1
- Z 5Zti [S (Stw(Sth‘) - StJ
=1
=Z0+ ZoSo+ > _ Z1, ,0S1, =Y 024, [S(S,,021,) — Su].
i=1 =1

(8.36)

Then, the continuous-time dynamics of the process
Y :=2°+28

are obtained by taking limits in (8.36) as the time step of the partition shrinks
to zero. The last sum term in (8.36) is the term due to the liquidity cost.
Since the function v — S(s,v) is assumed to be smooth, it follows from
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the form of the continuous-time process Y in (?7?) that:

t t
4
Y, = Y+/Zud5u—/7d2u 8.37
! 0 0 0 Su¢(5u) < > ( )
t t 4 9

= Y +/ Z,dSy —4/ ;o (u, Sy)Syudu, 8.38
0 0 0 ¢(Su) ( ) ( )

where £ is the liquidity function defined by

s (0S -

The above liquidation value of the portfolio exhibit a penalization by a linear
term in I'?, with coefficient determined by the slope of the order book at the
origin. This type of dynamics falls into the general problems analyzed in the
previous section.

Remark 8.14. The supply function S(s,v) can be inferred from the data on
order book prices. We refer to [?] for a parametric estimation of this model on
real financial data.

In the context of the CJP model, we ignore the illiquidity cost at the maturity
date T', and we formulate the super-hedging problem by:

V(t,s) := inf {y (VPP > g(ShY), P — as. for some Z € At’s} .(8.40)

Then, the viscosity property for the value function V follows from the results
of the previous section. The next result says more as it provides uniqueness.

Theorem 8.15. Assume that V is locally bounded. Then, the super-hedging
cost V is the unique solution of the PDE problem

—0,V — %J%H((—ﬁ) V(sVis)) =0, V(T,)=g  (8.41)
—C<V(ts) <C(l+s), (t,8) €[0,T] x Ry, for some C >0, (8.42)

where H(7) ==~ + ;7.

We refer to [?] for the proof of uniqueness. We conclude this section by some
comments.

Remark 8.16. 1. The PDE (8.41) is very similar to the PDE obtained in the
problem of hedging under Gamma constraints. We observe here that —¢ plays
the same role as the lower bound I' on the Gamma of the portfolio. Therefore,
the CJP model induces an endogeneous lower bound on the Gamma of the
portfolio.

2. However, there is no counterpart in (8.41) to the upper bound T' which
induced the face-lifting of the payoff in the problem of hedging under Gamma
constraints.



Chapter 9

BACKWARD SDES AND
STOCHASTIC CONTROL

In this chapter, we introduce the notion of backward stochastic differential equa-
tion (BSDE hereafter) which allows to relate standard stochastic control to
stichastic target problems.

More importantly, the general theory in this chapter will be developed in the
non-Markov framework. The Markovian framework of the previous chapters and
the corresponding PDEs will be obtained under a specific construction. From
this viewpoint, BSDEs can be viewed as the counterpart of PDEs in the non-
Markov framework.

However, by their very nature, BSDEs can only cover the subclass of stan-
dard stochastic control problems with uncontrolled diffusion, with corresponding
semilinear DPE. Therefore a further extension is needed in order to cover the
more general class of fully nonlinear PDEs, as those obtained as the DPE of
standard stochastic control problems. This can be achieved by means of the
notion of second order BSDEs which are very connected to second order target
problems. This extension will be discussed in Chapter ?7?.

9.1 Motivation and examples

The first appearance of BSDEs was in the early work of Bismut [?] who was
extensding the Pontryagin maximum principle of optimality to the stochastic
framework. Similar to the deterministic context, this approach developed by
the Russian school introduces the so-called adjoint process defined by a stochas-
tic differential equation combined with a final condition. In the deterministic
framework, the existence of a solution to the adjoint equation follows from the
usual theory by obvious time inversion. The main difficulty in the stochastic
framework is that the adjoint process is required to be adapted to the given
filtration, so that one can not simply solve the existence problem by running
the time clock backward.

127
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A systematic study of BSDEs was started by Pardoux and Peng [?]. It seems
that the motivation is also from optimal control which was an important field
of interest for Shige Peng. However, the natural connections with problems in
financial mathematics was very quickly realized, see Elkaroui, Peng and Quenez
[?]. Therefore, a large development of the theory was achieved in connection
with financial applications and crucially driven by the intuition from finance.

9.1.1 The stochastic Pontryagin maximum principle

Our objective in this section is to see how the notion of BSDE appears naturally
in the context of the Pontryagin maximum principle. Therefore, we are not
intending to develop any general theory about this important question, and we
will not make any effort in weakening the conditions for the main statement.
We will instead considerably simplify the mathematical framework in order for
the main ideas to be as transparent as possible.

Consider the stochastic control problem

Vo := sup Jo(v) where Jo(v):=E[g(X7})],
vEUy
the set of control processes Uy is defined as in Section 2.1, and the controlled
state process is defined by some initial date Xy and the SDE with random
coefficients:

dXy = b(t, Xy, v)dt +o(t, Xy, vi)dW.

Observe that we are not emphasizing on the time origin and the position of
the state variable X at the time origin. This is a major difference between the
dynamic programming approach, developed by the American school, and the
Pontryagin maximul principle approach of the Russian school.

For every u € U, we define:

LY(t,z,y,z) = b(t,z,u) -y+Tr [U(t,x,u)Tz] ,
so that
b(t,x,u) = (W and o(t,x,u) = W
We also introduce the function
t,z,y,z) = supL"(¢t, z,vy,2),
uelU

and we will denote by H? the space of all F—progressively measurable processes
with finite L2 ([0, 7] x €, dt ® dP) —norm.

Theorem 9.1. Let U € Z/g Abe such that:
(i) there is a solution (Y, Z) in H? of the backward stochastic differential equa-
tion:

dYy = =V, L' (t, Xs, Vs, Zy)dt + ZedWy, and Y = Vg(Xr), (9.1)
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where X = X v
(il) D satisfies the mazimum principle:

L7 (t, X, Vi, Z) = 0t X4, Y, Zy). (9.2)

(iii) The functions g and {(t,.,y, z) are concave, for fized t,y, z, and
Vo L7 (t, X, Yy, Zy) = Val(t, Xy, Vi, Zy) (9.3)
Then Vo = Jo(D), i.e. U is an optimal control for the problem Vj.
Proof. For an arbitrary v € Uy, we compute that
Jo(@) = v) = E|g(Xr) - g(xXp)]

> E|(Xr - Xp)- Vg(Xr)]

E [(Xr - X%) - Yz

by the concavity assumption on g. Using the dynamics of X and Y, this pro-
vides:

Jo(P) — Jo(v)

v

T A ~
E Vo A (Xr — X5) - V1)

- E[/OT (b(t, Xy, 1) — b(t, XV, p)) - Vidt
—(X; — XV) -V L7 (t, X, Yy, Z;)dt
+Tr {(U(t,f(t,f/t) — a(t,Xf,Vt))TZt] dt}
= B[ [ KR 2 - X 2
—(Xy — XY) - Vo L7 (t, X4, Y, ZAt))dt}’

where the diffusion terms have zero expectations because the processes Y and
Z are in H2. By Conditions (ii) and (iii), this implies that

Jo(0) = Jo(v) = E[/OT (g(thtaY;hZAt) -, Xtvﬁv Zt)

—(Xy — XV) -V l(t, X, Y, Zt))dt}
> 0

by the concavity assumption on /. &

Let us comment on the conditions of the previous theorem.
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- Condition (ii) provides a feedback definition to ©. In particular, 7y is
a function of (t,Xt,Yt, Zt) As a consequence, the forward SDE defining X
depends on the backward component (Y, A ). This is a situation of forward-
backward stochastic differential equation which will not be discussed in these
notes.

- Condition (9.3) in (iii) is satisfied under natural smoothness conditions. In
the economic literature, this is known as the envelope theorem.

- Condition (i) states the existence of a solution to the BSDE (9.1), which
will be the main focus of the subsequent section.

9.1.2 BSDEs and stochastic target problems

Let us go back to a subclass of the stochastic target problems studied in Chapter
7 defined by taking the state process X independent of the control Z which is
assumed to take values in RY. For simplicity, let X = W. Then the stochastic
target problem is defined by

Vo = inf{Yy: YZ >g(Wr), P—as. for some Z € H*},
where the controlled process Y satisfies the dynamics:
dY? = b(t,W,,Ys, Zy)dt + Z, - AW, (9.4)

If existence holds for the latter problem, then there would exist a pair (Y, Z) in
H? such that

T
Y0+/ [b(t, Wy, Yy, Zy)dt + Zy - dWy] > g(Wr), P—as.
0

If in addition equality holds in the latter inequality then (Y, Z) is a solution of
the BSDE defined by (9.4) and the terminal condition Yy = g(Wr), P—a.s.

9.1.3 BSDEs and finance

In the Black-scholes model, we know that any derivative security can be perfectly
hedged. The corresponding superhedging problem reduces to a hedging problem,
and an optimal hedging portfolio exists and is determined by the martingale
representation theorem:.

In fact, this goes beyond the Markov framework to which the stochastic
target problems are restricted. To see this, consider a financial market with
interest rate process {r¢,t > 0}, and s risky assets with price process defined by

dSt = St *(utdt+atth).

Then, under the self-financing condition, the liquidation value of the portfolio
is defined by

d}/tﬂ' = ’I"t}/twdt + mo¢ (th + )\tdt) 5 (95)
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where the risk premium process A; = o} ' (1 — r¢1) is assumed to be well-
defined, and the control process m; denotes the vector of holdings amounts in
the d risky assets at each point in time.

Now let G be a random variable indicating the random payoff of a contract.
G is called a contingent claim. The hedging problem of G consists in searching
for a portfolio strategy 7 such that

Yi = G, P-as. (9.6)

We are then reduced to a problem of solving the BSDE (9.5)-(9.6). This problem
can be solved very easily if the process A is so that the process {W;+ fot Asds,t >
0} is a Brownian motion under the so-called equivalent probability measure
Q. Under this condition, it suffices to get rid of the linear term in (9.5) by
discounting, then 7 is obtained by the martingale representation theorem in the
present Brownian filtration under the equivalent measure Q.

We finally provide an example where the dependence of Y in the control
variable Z is nonlinear. The easiest example is to consider a financial market
with different lending and borrowing rates r, < 7. Then the dynamics of
liquidation value of the portfolio (9.6) is replaced by the following SDE:

d)/t = T - O't(th + Atdt)(yt — Tt - 1)+£t — (th — Tt - 1)7Ft (97)

As a consequence of the general of the subsequent section, we will obtain the
existence of a hedging process @ such that the corresponding liquidation value
satisfies (9.7) together with the hedging requirement (9.6).

9.2 Wellposedness of BSDEs

Throughout this section, we consider a d—dimensional Brownian motion W on
a complete probability space (2, F,P), and we denote by F = FW the corre-
sponding augmented filtration.

Given two integers n,d € N, we consider the mapping

F0,T] x QxR xR — R,

that we assume to be P@B(R"T"¢) —measurable, where P denotes the c—algebra
generated by predictable processes. In other words, for every fixed (y,z) €
R" x R™*4 the process {fi(y, z),t € [0,T]} is F—predictable.

Our interest is on the BSDE:

dYy = — (Y, Zy)dt + Z,dW,  and Yr =¢&, P—as. (9.8)

where £ is some given Fr—measurable r.v. with values in R™.
We will refer to (9.8) as BSDE(f, ). The map f is called the generator. We
may also re-write the BSDE (9.8) in the integrated form:

T T
Yt:§+/ fS(YS,ZS)ds—/ ZdW,, t<T, ,P—as. (9.9)
t t
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9.2.1 Martingale representation for zero generator

When the generator f = 0, the BSDE problem reduces to the martingale repre-
sentation theorem in the present Brownian filtration. More precisely, for every
¢ € L2(R", Fr), there is a unique pair process (Y, Z) in H?(R" x R"*4) satisfying
(9.8):

Y, = E[e|R] = El¢+ / ZodW,

0
T
g—/ Z.dW,.
t

Here, for a subset E of R¥, k € N, we denoted by H?(E) the collection of all
F—progressively measurable L2([0, T] x Q, Leb ® IP) —processes with values in E.
We shall frequently simply write H? keeping the reference to E implicit.

Let us notice that Y is a uniformly integrable martingale. Moreover, by the
Doob’s maximal inequality, we have:

VB = B s < am(veP] = 41zl @10

Hence, the process Y is in the space of continuous process with finite S?—norm.
For later use, we report the following necessary and sufficient condition for
a martingale to be uniformly integrabile.

Lemma 9.2. Let M = {M;,t € [0,T)} be a scalar local martingale. Then, M
1s uniformly integrable if and only if

lim AP [sup|Mt > /\} = 0.

A—ro0 t<T
Proof. Denote by © the collection of all F—stopping times, and
O(M) := {0€0O: Mugisamartingale}.
1. We first prove that

limy, 00 B[ My, | = sup,,, E[Mj, | = supgeear) E[Ms| = supgee E[ M|
for all (6,)n>1 C O(M) with 6,, — oo, P —a.s.
(9.11)
To see this, let (6,,) be such a sequence, then it follows from Fatou’s lemma that

E|Mp| < liminf E|Mynp, | < liminf E|My,_| for all § € ©,
n—roo n—oo

by the Jensen inequality. Then

IN

limsup E| M, |

n— 00

supE| My, | < sup E|My| < sup E|Mpy]|.
n>1 9ce (M) 0c0

E|M9| S lim infE|M9n|
n—oo

IN
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and the required result follows from the arbitrariness of 6 € ©.
2. For every A > 0, the stopping time T := inf{t : |M;| > A\} € ©(M), and

E[Mzp,| = AP {fgglMtbA}+]E{|Moo|1{supt<T|Mt9} :

Since E|My| < liminf, E|M,| = My < oo, the second term on the right hand-
side convergence to E|My| as A — oo. Since the left hand-side term is non-
decreasing in A\, we deduce that

lim E|Mr,| =p+E|My| where p:= lim AP [sup|Mt > )\} . (9.12)
A—00 A—00 t<T

3. Observe that Ty € O(M) and T — oo a.s. when A — co. Then, it follows
from (9.11) and (9.12) that

)\lim E|My, | =p+E|Ms| for all sequence (6,), satisfying (9.11).
)

Then p = 0 iff My, — M, in L! for all sequence (6,,),, satisfying (9.11), which
is now equivalent to the uniform integrability of M. &

9.2.2 BSDEs with affine generator
We next consider a scalr BSDE (n = 1) with generator
fily,z2) == ar+by+c -z, (9.13)

where a, b, ¢ are F—progressively measurable processes with values in R, R and
R?, respectively. We also assume that b, ¢ are bounded and E| fOT |lat|?dt] < oo.
This case is easily handled by reducing to the zero generator case. How-
ever, it will paly a crucial role for the understanding of BSDEs with generator
quadratic in z. This will be the focus of the next chapter.
First, by introducing the equivalent probability Q ~ P defined by the density

d T 17
d% — exp</0 ct'th_i/o |ct|2dt>,

it follows from the Girsanov theorem that the process By := W; — fot csds defines
a Brownian motion under Q. By formulating the BSDE under Q:

d}/t = —(at + btn)dt + Zt . dBt,

we have reduced to the case where the generator does not depend on z. We
next get rid of the linear term in y by introducing:

Y, = Ytef(;5 bsds o that dY; = —atefot beds gy 4 Ztefot bsdsgp,.
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Finally, defining

t
Y, =Y, + / a,eld b2 du,
0

we arrive at a BSDE with zero generator for Y, which can be solved by the
martingale representation theorem under the equivalent probability measure Q.
Of course, one can also express the solution under P:

Y, = E

T
rtTng/ ansds‘]-}] L<T,
t

where

S 1 S S
Il :=exp (/ bydu — 5/ lcu|2du —|—/ Cu - qu) for 0<t<s<T14)
t t t

9.2.3 The main existence and uniqueness result
The following result was proved by Pardoux and Peng [?].

Theorem 9.3. Assume that {f.(0,0),t € [0,T]} € H? and, for some constant
C >0,

[fely,2) = Sy, ) < Clly =y + 12 =), dt@dP— as.

for allt € [0,T] and (y,2), (y',2") € R* x R"*%. Then, for every & € L2, there
is a unique solution (Y, Z) € 8% x H? to the BSDE(E, f).

Proof. Denote S = (Y, Z), and introduce the equivalent norm in the correspond-
ing H? space:

T
1Sl = El/ e (|Vif? + 12, dt
0

where o will be fixed later. We consider the operator
p:s5=(y,2) EH? +— S°=(Y* 2%

defined by:

T T
}/ts = E"’/ fu(yuvzu)du_/ ZZqu, t<T.
t t

1. First, since |fu(Yu, 2u)| < [fu(0,0)] + C(|yu| + |2u]), we see that the pro-
cess {fu(Yu,2u),u < T} is in H2. Then S*% is well-defined by the martingale
representation theorem and S* = ¢(s) € H2.
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2. Fors,s' € H2, denote ds := s—s', 65 := 55— 55 and 6f := f,(S%)— f:(S*).
Since dYr = 0, it follows from It6’s formula that:

T T
e“t0Y;|? +/ 87, Pdu = / e (25Yu O fu — a\5Yu|2) du
t t
T
-2 / e (6Z,) Yy, - dW,.
t
In the remaining part of this step, we prove that
M = / e (62,)V8Y, - dW, is a uniformly integrable martingale. (9.15)
0

so that we deduce from the previous equality that

T
E e“t|6Yt|2+/ |8 Z,y|*du
t

T
:El/ e (26Yy, - 0 fu — a|6Y,|?) dul .
t

(9.16)
To prove (9.15), we set V' := sup, < [ M;|, and we verify the condition of Lemma
9.2:

APV >N = AE[lpca-vy] < E[Vigysyy)

which converges to zero, provided that V' € L'. To check that the latter condi-
tion hold true, we estimate by the Burkholder-Davis-Gundy inequality that:

r 1/27
EV] < CE </ 62a"|5yu|2|5zu|2du>
0

" 1/27
C'E | sup |6V, ( / |5Zu|2du>
u<T 0

T
/ |5Zu2du]> < 00.
0

3. We now continue estimating (9.16) by using the Lipschitz property of the
generator:

IN

IA

u<T

/
% (E [sup |(5Yu|2] +E

T
E[eaqam? +/ ea“|5Zu\2du]
t
T

IN

B[ [ e (~alsYa + C218Yul (0w + 152.) du]
t

E

IN

T
/ e (—aldYy|* + O (e[0Yul? + e 72(|yul + 1624])%)) d“]
t
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for any £ > 0. Choosing Cs? = «, we obtain:

T
E e“t|6Yt|2—|—/ "0 Z,|? du E
t

IN

T CQ
| e ol + oz
‘ o

IN

02
2—— |ds]3.
o
This provides
C2
|

57112 <2 5s||? d 5Y2dt<2@52
625 < |0sll; and [[0Y][dt < o ldsll5

where we abused notatation by writing ||0Y ||, and ||0Z]|, although these pro-
cesses do not have the dimension required by the definition. Finally, these two

estimates imply that
207
16510 < /2 (14 T))6s]a.

By choosing a > 2(1 + T')C?, it follows that the map ¢ is a contraction on H?,
and that there is a unique fixed point.
4. It remain to prove that Y € S2. This is easily obtained by first estimating:

i)

and then using the Lipschitz property of the generator and the Burkholder-
Davis-Gundy inequality. O

t
+E[sup)/ Zy - dW,
t<T 1 Jo

T
E[Suplytﬂ aS C<|Yo2+E / |fe(Ye, Zy)|*dt
T 0

t<

Remark 9.4. Consider the Picard iterations:
(¥°, 29 = (0,0), and

T T
Y+ :g+/ fu(Yf,Z{j)du+/ ZEL AW,
t t

Then, S* = (Y*, Z¥) — (Y, Z) in H2. Moreover, since
202 g
1. < (2-a+m) |
o
it follows that Y, ||S*||o < oo, and we conclude by the Borel-Cantelli lemma
that the convergence (Y*, Z¥) — (Y, Z) also holds dt @ dP—a.s.

9.3 Comparison and stability

Theorem 9.5. Let n = 1, and let (Y*, Z%) be the solution of BSDE(f*,¢%) for
some pair (€%, f') satisfying the conditions of Theorem 9.3, i = 0,1. Assume
that

§ 20 and FY2.Z0) 2 V0 Z0), dtwdP—as  (9.17)
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Then Y > Y, t € [0,T], P—a.s.
Proof. We denote
Y =Y —Y° 67 :=2' - Z° &of == fL(YY, 2% — fO(Y°, 29,
and we compute that
d(0Y;) = —(udYi+ B -0Z, + dofi)dt +6Z, - AWy, (9.18)

where
o L ftl(y;lvztl)_ftl(y;oaztl) 1
t = 5}/2 {0Y:7#0}>

and, for j =1,...,d,

i R Ztea ZD) - (Y0, 2 @y ZD) 1 v
By = 5707 {627 #0p
t

where §Z%7 denotes the j—th component of §Z, and for every 29 2! € R?,
2t D; 20 = (2171,...7zl’j,zo7j+17...,zo’d) for 0 < j < n, 2! @ 20 = 20,
21 @, 29 = 2L,

Since f! is Lipschitz-continuous, the processes o and 3 are bounded. Solving
the linear BSDE (9.18) as in subsection 9.2.2, we get:

Y, = E

T
TLoYr + / It 5, fudu‘}"t] t<T,
t

where the process I'* is defined as in (9.14) with (o f, o, B) substituted to (a, b, ¢).
Then Condition (9.17) implies that §Y > 0, P—a.s. &

Our next result compares the difference in absolute value between the solu-
tions of the two BSDEs, and provides a bound which depends on the difference
between the corresponding final datum and the genrators. In particular, this
bound provide a transparent information about the nature of conditions needed
to pass to limits with BSDEs.

Theorem 9.6. Let (Y, Z%) be the solution of BSDE(f' V) for some pair

(€4, f1) satisfying the conditions of Theorem 9.3, i = 0,1. Then:
VP =Y 5 + 112 = 2°1%: < C(I€ =€l + I = )Y, Z2°)|fe) .

where C' is a constant depending only on T and the Lipschitz constant of f1.

Proof. We denote 0¢ := ¢ —¢0, 6V := Y1 —YO 6f := fH (YL, ZY) - fO(Y0, 29),
and Af := f1 — f9. Given a constant 3 to be fixed later, we compute by It&’s
formula that:

T
Poy, 2 = eBT|5g|2+/ e (20Yy - 0fu — |0Zu|* — BI6Yu|?) du
t

T
+2 / P52y, - dW,.
t
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By the same argument as in the proof of Theorem 9.3, we see that the stochastic
integral term has zero expectation. Then

T
eP|oY, 2 = E, eﬁT|5g|2+/ P (20Yy, - 6 fu — |0Zu|* — BIOYa|?) dul , (9.19)
t

where E; := E[.|F;]. We now estimate that, for any € > 0:

20Y, - 0fy < e 20Yul? + %0 fu]?
e2(0Y,,[% + &2 (C(16Yal + 16 Zu]) + [A£u(Y2, 20)])°

<
< YL + 327 (CP(|6Yul® + [6Zu %) + | A fu (Y, ZD)]?) -

We then choose €2 := C?/6 and 3 := =2 +1/2, and plug the latter estimate in
(9.19). This provides:

T
/ 16 Z,|du
t

which implies the required inequality by taking the supremum over ¢t € [0, 7] and
using the Doob’s maximal inequality for the martingale {E;[eT[6¢|?],t < T'}.
¢

c? (T
ePHoY,? + Ey < By eﬂT\5£IQ+7/ S fu (Y, Z0) Pdu
0

9.4 BSDEs and stochastic control

We now turn to the question of controlling the solution of a family of BSDEs
in the scalr case n = 1. Let (£, fu)veuw be a family of coefficients, where U is
some given set of controls. We assume that the coefficients (&,, f,),cy satisfy
the conditions of the existence and uniqueness theorem 9.3, and we consider the
following stochastic control problem:

W = supYy, (9.20)
veld
where (Y, Z") is the solution of BSDE(¢”, f¥).

The above stochastic control problem boils down to the standard control
problems of Section 2.1 when the generators f are all zero. When the gen-
erators f¥ are affine in (y, z), the problem (9.20) can also be recasted in the
standard framework, by discounting and change of measure.

The following easy result shows that the above maximization problem can
be solved by maximizing the coefficients (£, f%):

fily, 2) = esssup f1 (y,2), € = esssup €. (9.21)

veu veld
The notion of essential supremum is recalled in the Appendix of this chapter.
We will asume that the coefficients (f, &) satisfy the conditions of the existence
result of Theorem 9.3, and we will denote by (Y, Z) the corresponding solution.
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A careful examination of the statement below shows a great similarity with
the verification result in stochastic control. In the present non-Markov frame-
work, this remarkable observation shows that the notion of BSDEs allows to
mimic the stochastic control methods developed previous chapters in the Markov
case.

Proposition 9.7. Assume that the coefficients (&, f) and (&, f,) satisfy the
conditions of Theorem 9.3, for allv € U. Assume further that there exists some
U €U such that

ft(y,Z):fﬁ(y,Z) and 5:517
Then Vo = Y{ and Yy = esssup, o, Y, t € [0,T], P—a.s.

Proof. The P—a.s. inequality Y < YV, for all v € U, is a direct consequence
of the comparison result of Theorem 9.5. Hence Y; < sup, o, Yy, P—a.s. To
conclude, we notice that Y and Y” are two solutions of the same BSDE, and
therefore must coincide, by uniqueness. &

The next result characterizes the solution of a standard stochastic control
problem in terms of a BSDE. Here, again, we emphasize that, in the present non-
Markov framework, the BSDE is playing the role of the dynamic programming
equation whose scope is restricted to the Markov case.

Let
. T
Uy := infEF lﬁngu / BZTéu(uu)du],
veld ’ 0 ’
where
APV MW [T NGO g gy o [T R,
dP |-, ,

We assume that all coefficients involved in the above expression satisfy the
required conditions for the problem to be well-defined.
We first notice that for every v € U, defining

T
Y;V = [EP [BZT§V+/ ﬁq’;Tgu(Vu)du‘]:t
t

is the first component of the solution (Y”, Z") of the affine BSDE:

ayy = —ff(Y), z;)dt + Z{dWy,  Yp =¢”
with f/(y,2) = l(v) — ke(ve)y + Ae(v)z. In view of this observation, the
following result is a direct application of Proposition 9.7.

Proposition 9.8. Assume that the coefficients

&:=esssup&” and fi(y,z):=esssup f{ (y, 2)
veu veu

satisfy the conditions of Theorem 9.3, and let (Y, Z) be the corresponding solu-
tion. Then Uy =Y.
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9.5 BSDEs and semilinear PDEs

In this section, we specialize the discussion to the so-called Markov BSDEs in
the one-dimensional case n = 1. This class of BSDEs corresponds to the case
where

ft(y7z) :F(thtasz) and gzg(XT)a

where F': [0,T] x R x R x RY — R and g : R? — R are measurable, and X
is a Markov diffusion process defined by some initial data X, and the SDE:

dXt = /L(t,Xt)dt+U(t, Xt)th (922)

Here p and o are continuous and satisfy the usual Lipschitz and linear growth
condtions on order to ensure existence and uniqueness of a strong solution to
the SDE SDE-MarkovBSDE, and

f, g have polynomial growth in x

and f is uniformly Lipschitz in (y, 2).

Then, it follows from Theorem 9.3 that the above Markov BSDE has a unique
solution.

We next move the time origin by considering the solution {X%* s > t} of
(9.22) with initial data X}"* = z. The corresponding solution of the BSDE

dY, = —F(s,X'"Ys, Zs)ds + ZsdWs, Yr =g (X3") (9.23)
will be denote by (Y% Z1:2).

Proposition 9.9. The process {(Y}®, Zt%) s € [t,T]} is adapted to the filtra-
tion

Fl o= o(W,—Wyu€lts]), seltT).
In particular, u(t,z) := th is adeterministic function and

yhe = yoxXT =y (5,X07), foralls € [t,T], P— a.s.

Proof. The first claim is obvious, and the second one follows from the fact that
Xibr = X% &

Proposition 9.10. Let u be the function defined in Proposition 9.9, and assume
that v € C*2([0,T),R%). Alors
—0wu — Au — f(,u,0TDu) = 0 on[0,T) x R%

Proof. This an easy application of It6’s lemma together with the usual localiza-
tion technique. %

CONCLUDE WITH NONLINEAR FEYNMAC-KAC
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9.6 Appendix: essential supremum

The notion of essential supremum has been introduced in probability in order to
face maximization problem over an infinite family Z. The problem arises when
Z is not countable because then the supremum is not measurable, in general.

Theorem 9.11. Let Z be a family of rv. Z : Q@ — R U {oc} on a probability
space (Q, F,P). Then there exists a unique (a.s.) r.v. Z : Q — RU{oo} such
that:

(a) Z>Z, as. foral Z € Z,

(b)  For all r.v. Z' satisfying (a), we have Z < Z', a.s.

Moreover, there exists a sequence (Zy)nen C Z such that Z = sup,,ey Zn.-

The rv. Z is called the essential supremum of the family Z, and denoted by
esssup Z.

Proof. The uniqueness of Z is an immediate consequence of (b). To prove
existence, we consider the set D of all countable subsets of Z. For all D € D,
we define Zp :=sup{Z : Z € D}, and we introduce the r.v. ¢ := sup{E[Zp] :
D e D}.

1. We first prove that there exists D* € D such that { = E[Zp+]. To see this, let
(Dy,)n C D be a maximizing sequence, i.e. E[Zp, | — ¢, then D* := U, D,, € D
satisfies E[Zp~] = (. We denote Z := Zp-.

2. It is clear that the r.v. Z satisfies (b). To prove that property (a) holods
true, we consider an arbitrary Z € Z together with the countable family D :=
D*U{Z} CD. Then Zp = ZV Z, and ( = E[Z] < E[ZV Z] < (. Consequently,
ZNVZ=1~Z,and Z < Z, as. &
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Chapter 10

(QUADRATIC BACKWARD SDES

In this chapter, we consider an extension of the notion of BSDEs to the case
where the dependence of the generator in the variable z has quadratic growth.
In the Markovian case, this corresponds to a problem of second order semi-
linear PDE with quadratic growth in the gradient term. The first existence
and uniqueness result in this context was established by M. Kobylanski in her
PhD thesis by adapting the PDE technique to the non-Markov BSDE frame-
work. In this chapter, we present an alternative argument introduced recently
by Tevzadze.

Qadratic BSDEs turn out to play an important role in the applications,
and the extension of this section is needed in order to analyze the problem of
portfolio optimization under portfolio constraints.

We shall consider thoughout this chapter the BSDE

T T
Y, = g+/t fS(ZS)dsf/t Z, - dW, (10.1)

where ¢ is a bounded Fr—measurable r.v. and f : [0,7] x Q x R — R is
P ® B(R?)—measurable, and satisfies a quadratic growth condition:

[€]loe < 00 and |fi(2)| < C(1+ |2|?) for some constant C' > 0. (10.2)

We could have included a Lipschitz dependence of the generator on the variable
y without altering the results of this chapter. However, for exposition clarity
and transparency, we drop this dependence in order to concentrate on the main
difficulty, namely the quadratic growth in z.

10.1 A priori estimates and uniqueness

In this section, we prove two easy results. First, we show the connection between
the boundedness of the component Y of the solution, and the BMO (Bouded
Mean Oscillation) property for the martingale part fo Zy - dWy. Then, we prove
uniquenss in this class.

143
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10.1.1 A priori estimates for bounded Y

We denote by M? the collection of all P—square integrable martingales on time
interval [0, T]. We first introduce the so-called class of martingales with bounded
mean oscillations:

BMO := {M S M2 : ||MHBMO < OO},
where
[M|lpyo = sup [E[(M)7 — (M)-|F-]|| -
TETT

Here, 74 is the collection of all stopping times, and (M) denotes the quadratic
variation process of M. We will be essentially working with square integrable
martingales of the form M = [; ¢sdW,. The following definition introduces an
abuse of notation which will be convenient for our presentation.

Definition 10.1. A process ¢ € H? is said to be a BMO martingale generator

if
||¢||H]23MO =] fo b dW@HBMo < 00
We denote by H2,,, = {¢ e H2: ||¢HH%MO < oo}.

For this class of martingales, we can re-write the BMO norm by the It6

isometry into:
T
B [ 1o.ds|7]

The following result shows why this notion is important in the context of
quadratic BSDEs.

Lemma 10.2. Let (Y, Z) be a solution of the quadratic BSDE (10.1) (in par-
ticular, Z € HZ ), and assume that the process Y is bounded and f satisfies

loc

(10.2). Then Z € H2,0-

2 o
19l it

o0

Proof. Let (1n)n>1 C Tyt be a localizing sequence of the local martingale fo L
dWs. By Itd’s formula together with the boundedness of Y, we have for any

7‘67sz

Tn 1
e'BHYHOO > ePYrn — ePYr = / 566Y5 ((2ﬁZs|2 - fs(Zs))dS +Zs- dWs) .

]

(14 peT)ef¥l= 1 BCE U " Yo7, 2 ds

T

By the Doob’s optional sampling theorem, this provides:

2 Tn
ol

IN

Zs|2ds‘]-}} Y= 4 gE [/ " PV £,(Z,)ds

IN

7|
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Then, setting 5 = 4C, it follows that

T T
e AVl / |2, |2ds le < E l/ eBYS|Z52ds‘}'T]

— lim 1E U Ve Zs|2ds’]-}]

n—oo T
2

1+4C°T sy

- 4C? ’

which provides the required result by the arbitrariness of 7 € 7! . &

10.1.2 Some propeties of BMO martingales

In this section, we list without proof some properties of the space BMO. We
refer to the book of Kazamaki [?] for a complete presentation on this topic.

1. The set BMO is a Banach space.

2. M € BMO if and only if [ HdM € BMO for all bounded progressively
measurable process H.

3. If M € BMO, then

(a) the process (M) := eM~2M) i5 a uniformly integrable martingale,

(b) the process M — (M) is a BMO martingale under the equivalent
measure E(M) - P

(¢c) E(M) € L7 for some r > 1.

4. For ¢ € H3,,,, we have

T
245)"| < 2p! 2 ' >
E [(/0 |s] ds) 1 < 2p! <4H¢||H]23MO) forall p>1.

In our subsequent analysis, we shall only make use of the properties 1 and
3a.

10.1.3 Uniqueness

We now introduce the main condition for the derivation of the existence and
uniqueness result.

Assumption 10.3. the quadratic genrator f is C? in z, and there is a constant
0 such that

|D.fi(2)] < 01(1 4+ |2|), |D2 fi(2)| <0y forall (t,w,z)€0,T]x QxR
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Lemma 10.4. Let Assumption 10.3 hold true. Then, there exists a bounded
progressively measurable process ¢ such that for all t € [0,T], z, 2" € RY

[fe(2) = i) = e (2= 2)| < Oalz=2[(J2] +12']), P— as. (10.3)

Proof. Since f is C? in z, we introduce the process ¢ := D, f;(0) which is
bounded by 6, according to Assumption 10.3. By the mean value theorem, we
compute that, for some constant A = A\(w) € [0, 1]:

1fi(2) = fi(Z) = @0 - (2 = 2] = [DofrQAz + (1= N)2) = & |2 — 7|
Oa| Az + (1 = N)2'| |z = 2],

N

by the bound on D?, f;(z) in Assumption 10.3. The required result follows from
the trivial inequality [Az + (1 — A)2'| < |z] + |Z/]. O

We are now ready for the proof of the uniqueness result. As for the Lipschitz
case, we have the following comparison result which implies uniqueness.

Theorem 10.5. Let f°, f! be two quadratic generators satisfying (10.2). As-
sume further that f1 satisfies Assumption (10.3). Let (Y*, Z%), i = 0,1, be two
solutions of (10.1) with coefficients (f*,&%).

& >¢ and fH(Z)) > F(ZD), t€]0,T], P— as.
Assume further that YO Y1 are bounded. Then Y >Y?, P—a.s.
Proof. We denote 6¢ := ¢' — €0, Y :==Y! — Y0 67 := Z' — Z° and §f :=
fHZY) — f°(Z°). Then, it follows from Lemma 10.4 that:

T T
5Y, = 55—/ 6Zs-dW5+/ 5 fods
t t

T T
> 55—/ 6Zs~dws+/ (ff = 1)(Z)ds
Tt t
+ / (F1(2Y) - F1(29))ds
t
T T
> 55—/ 5Zs~dWs+/ (ff = 1)(Z)ds

T
[ (00 (22 20) - iz} - 22022+ 122) ) s
i

T T
. / 57, - (AW, — Auds) + / (F' = 10)(20)ds,

where ¢ is the bounded process introduced in Lemma 10.4, and the process A
is defined by:

23] + 125

Ay = -
C T T

(Zy — ZD1 (71 z040y, s € [t,T].
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Since Y and Y! are bounded, and both generators f0, f! satisfy Condition
(10.2), it follows from Lemma 10.2 that Z° and Z! are in HZ,,,. Hence A €
H2,,0, and by property 3a of BMO martingales, we deduce that the process
W, — fo Asds is a Brownian motion under an equivalent probability measure Q.
Taking conditional expectations under Q then provivides:

8y, > EC© , a.s.

T
5+ / (' — f9)(20)ds

which implies the required comparison result. &

10.2 Existence

In this section, we prove existence of a solution to the quadratic BSDE in two
steps. We first prove existence (and uniqueness) by a fixed point argument when
the final data £ is bounded by some constant depending on the generator f and
the maturity 7'. In the second step, we decompose the final dataas £ =" | &
with &; is sufficiently small so that the existence result of the first step applies.
Then, we construct a solution of the quadratic BSDE with final data £ by adding
these solutions.

10.2.1 Existence for small final condition

In this subsection, we prove an existence and uniqueness result for the quadratic
BSDE (10.1) under Condition (10.3) with ¢ = 0.

Theorem 10.6. Assume that the generator f satisfies:
f1(0)=0 and |fi(z) — fi(2)| < O2)z = 2| (|z] +|7']), P — a.s. (10.4)

Then, for every Fr—measurable r.v. & with ||€||Le < ﬁ, there exists a unique
solution (Y, Z) to the quadratic BSDE (10.1) with

2
V5= + 121, < (1662)°.

Proof. Consider the map ® : (y,2) € 8™ x H2,,, — S = (Y, Z) defined by:

T T
Yt:§—|—/ fs(zs)ds—/ Zs-dWs, t€]0,T], P—aus.
t t

The existence of the pair (Y, Z) = ®(y,z) € H? is justified by the martingale
representation theorem together with Property 4 of BMO martingales which
ensures that the process f(Z) is in HZ2.

To obtain the required result, we will prove that ® is a contracting mapping
on 8 x HZ,,, when ¢ has a small L°—norm as in the statement of the theorem.
1. In this step, prove that

(Y, Z) = ®(y,2) € S™ x H2.
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First, we estimate that:

vl = Et[u/tTfs(zs)ds}

IN

€lloe + € (T + l2llsg, ) -

proving that the process Y is bounded. We next calculate by It6’s formula that,
for every stopping time 7 € T :
T
[ 2vsgaas

T
/ |Z4|?ds
T

Y2 |? + E, €° +E,

A

< €l + 20V | s=E- [/ fs(zs)|ds] :

where E;[.] = E[.|F;] and, similar to the proof of Theorem 9.3, the expectation
of the stochastic integral vanishes by Lemma 9.2 together with Property 4 of
BMO martingales.

By the trivial inequality 2ab < ia2 + 4b2, it follows from the last inequality

that:
T T 2
/ |Zs|2ds / |fs(zs)|ds]>
- 2
/ 92|zs|2ds]>

by Condition (10.4). Taking the supremum over all stopping times 7 € 7, this
provides:

Y2 ? +E,

IN

1
el + SV + 4 (IE

IN

1
el + SV + 4 (B

Y 15 + 1213

1
2 1 2 2,114
1 A g [ A

and therefore:

Y1 11208 <

< 2 20,014,
o S AlEIRe 1663 202y

The power 4 on the right hand-side is problematic because it may cause the
explosion of the norms on the right hand-side which are only raised to the
power 2 ! This is precisely the reason why we need to restrict ||{]jL~ to be
small. For instance, assuming that

1 2 2 2 . 2
€l < grg and Mol + sl < B2 = 4l

it follows from the previous estimates that

2 4
1 1
2OO 2 < . 2 2.
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Denoting by Bpg the ball of radius R in S x HZ,,,, we have then proved that
(I)(BR) C Bg.

2. Fori = 0,1 and (y*, 2) € Bg, we denote (Y, Z) := ®(y', %), §y := y' —3°,
0z =21 =29 0Y :=Y1-Y0 67 :=Z' - Z% and §f := f(z')— f(2°). We argue
as in the previous step: apply Ité’s formula for each stopping time 7 € 7!, take
conditional expectations, and maximize over 7 € 7. This leads to:

2
T
10Y (|2 + 162122 < 16 sup <ET l/ |5fs|dsD . (10.5)
BMO TGTOT r

We next estimate that

2

T T 2
<1ET / |5fs|dsD < 63 (ET V |5z|(|22|+2i|)d8D
T T
< 62E, / |5282ds] E, / (|zg+|z;|)2d51
T
< 4R*03E, / |525|2ds].

Then, it follows from (10.5) that

—_

2 2 202 2 2
16V 3 + 15202, < 16x 4R 52]Z, < 7 [=l2

- 4 BMO

Hence @ is a contraction, and there is a unique fixed point. &

10.2.2 Existence for bounded final condition

We now use the existence result of Theorem 10.6 to build a solution for a
quadratic BSDE with general bounded final. Let us already observe that, in
contrast with Theorem 10.6, the following construction will only provide exis-
tence (and not uniqueness) of a solution (Y,Z) with bounded Y component.
However, this is all we need to prove in this section as the uniqueness is a
consequence of Theorem 10.5.

We first observe that, under Condition (10.2), we may assume without loss
of generality that f;(0) = 0. This is an immediate consequence of the obvious
equivalence:

(Y, Z) solution of BSDE(f,¢) iff (Y, Z) solution of BSDE(/,£),

where V; := Y, — fot fs(0)ds, 0 <t <T,and € :=¢ — fOT fs(0)ds.
We then continue assuming that f;(0) = 0.
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Consider an arbitrary decomposition of the final data £ as

= 1
€= ;g where [|&;[|L < T (10.6)
For instance, one may simply take & := %5 and n sufficiently large so that

(10.6) holds true.
We will then construct solutions (Y%, Z%) to quadratic BSDEs with final data
&; as follows:

Step 1 Let f' := f, and define (Y, Z') as the unique solution of the quadratic
BSDE

T T
vi—a+ [ gizhas- [ ziaw, e (o)
t t

Under Condition (10.2) and Assumption 10.3, it will be shown in Lemma
10.8 below that there is a unique solution (Y1, Z!) with bounded Y'! and
Z' € H2,,,. This is achieved by applying Theorem 10.6 under a measure
Q defined by the density E([; Df(Z7) - dW;) where Z° := 0 and D f,(0)
is bounded.

Step 2 Given (Y7, 27);<;_1, we define the generator
, —i-1 —i-1 —ill e
fi(z) == fe (Zt —|—z) — fi (Z; ) where Z, = ZZg.(lO.B)
j=1

We will justify in Lemma 10.8 below that there is a unique solution (Y%, Z%)
to the BSDE

T T
Vi [ rizhas- [ ziaw, e, (09
t t

with bounded Y and such that Z' = Zl+ ...+ ZF € HEyo

Step 3 We finally observe that by setting Y ;=Y +...+Y" and Z := Z", and
by summing the BSDEs (10.9), we directly obtain:

n T n T
S+ [ S fizdis- [ zoaw.
i=1 =1 t

§+/tT fo(Z0)ds — /tT Z.-dw,,

Y,

which means that (Y, Z) is a solution of our quadratic BSDE of interest.
Moreover, Y inherits the boundedness of the Y’s, and Z € HZ,,, by
Lemma 10.2. Finally, as mentioned before, uniqueness is a consequence of
Theorem 10.5.
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By the above argument, we have the following existence and uniqueness
result.

Theorem 10.7. Let [ be a quadratic generator satisfying (10.2) and Assump-
tion 10.3. Then, for any & € L>°(Fr), there is a unique solution (Y,Z) €
8% x HZ,,, to the quadratic BSDE (10.1).

For the proof of this theorem, it only remains to show the existence claim in
the above Step 2.

Lemma 10.8. Fori = 1,...,n, let the final data £ be bounded as in (10.6).
Then there exists a unique solution (Y',Z")1<;<n of the BSDEs (10.9) with

bounded Y*’s. Moreover, the process 7' =20+, . +7Z € H2,o for all i =
1,...,n.

Proof. we shall argue by induction. That the claim is true for ¢ = 1 was justified
in Step 1 above. We next assume that the claim is true for all j < i — 1, and
extend it to i.

1- We first prove a convenient estimate for the generator. Set

¢, = DFfi(0) = DF(Z ). (10.10)

Then, it follows from the mean value theorem there exists a radom A = A(w €
[0, 1] such that

|fi(2) = fi(2)) = 6; - (2 = &)

|Dff(Az+ (1= N)2') = DfH0)]| |z — 2|
Oa| Az + (1 = N)2'| |z — 2|
O]z — 2'|(|2] + |Z'])- (10.11)

INIA

2. We rewrite the BSDE (10.9) into
. T . . T . . . . .
Y =¢& +/ h(Z%)ds —/ Z% - (dWg — ¢lds), where hl(2) := fi(z) — ¢% - 2.
t t

By the definition of the process #" in (10.10), it follows from Assumption 10.3
that |¢ < 61(1 + |72_1|). Then ¢¢ € H2,,, is inherited from the induction

hypothesis which garantees that Z7 € H3,,, for j < i — 1, and therefore 7 e
HZ2,,0- By Property 3a of BMO martingales, we then conclude that

B:=W — / ¢'ds is a Brownian motion under Q := & (/ ¢ -dWS> -P.
0 0 T

We now view the latter BSDE as formulated under the equivalent probability
measure Q by:

) T ) ) T )
vi=g+ [ m@zyis- [ zidb., @-as
t t
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where, by (10.11), the quadratic generator h’ satisfies the conditions of Theo-
rem 10.6 with the same parameter 65, and the existence of a unique solution
(Y",Z") € 8 x Hiy0(Q) follows.

3. It remains to prove that Z = Z' 4+ ...+ Zi € H2,0- To see this, we define

v =v! +...4+ Y and observe that the pair process (?l, Zi) solves the BSDE
i : T T i
Vo= Yo+ [ Sp@has- [ Ziaw,

j=1 toj=1 t

i T T
Z§j+/ fj,(Zs)ds—/ 7' aw..
= t t

Since 22:1 &; is bounded and f? satisfies (10.2), it follows from Lemma 10.2
that Z' € HZyq0- &

Remark 10.9. The conditions of Assumption 10.3 can be weakened by es-
sentially removing the smoothness conditions. Indeed and existence result was
established by Kobylansky [?] and Morlais [?] under weaker assumptions.

10.3 Portfolio optimization under constraints

10.3.1 Problem formulation

In this section, we consider a financial market consisting of a non-risky asset,
normalized to unity, and d risky assets S = (S*,...,5%) defined by some initial
condition Sy and the dynamics:

dSt = St * O¢ (th + etdt) s

where 6 and o are bounded progressively measurable processes with values in
R? and R?*?_ respectively. We also assume that o, is invertible with bounded
inverse process o 1.

In financial words, 6 is the risk premium process, and o is the volatility
(matrix) process.

Given a maturity 7" > 0, a portfolio strategy is a progressively measurable
process {m;,t < T} with values in R? and such that fOT |7 |2dt < oo, P—a.s.

For each i = 1,...,d and t € [0,T], 7} denotes the Dollar amount invested
in the i—th risky asset at time ¢. Then, the liquidation value of a self-financing
portfolio defined by the portfolio strategy 7 and the initial capital 7 is given by:

t
ng:X0+/ T - 0 (AW, + O,dr), ¢ € [0,T). (10.12)
0

We shall impose more conditions later on the set of portfolio strategies. In
particular, we will consider the case where the portfolio strategy is restricted to
some

K closed convex subset of R
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The objective of the portfolio manager is to maximize the expected utility of
the final liquidation value of the portfolio, where the utility function is defined
by

Ulz) := —e~®/" forall zeR, (10.13)

for some parameter 1 > 0 representing the risk tholerance of the investor, i.e.
n~1 is the risk aversion.

Definition 10.10. A portfolio strategy w is said to be admissible if it takes
values in K, E [fOT |7rt|2dt} < o0, and

the family {e=*+/", € T} s uniformly integrable. (10.14)

We denote by A the collection of all admissible portfolio strategies.

We are now ready for the formulation of the portfolio manager problem.
Let ¢ be some bounded Fr—measurable r.v. representing the liability at the
maturity 7. The portfolio manager problem is defined by the stochastic control
problem:

Vo = supE[U(XT]—¢)]. (10.15)
TeA

Our main objective in the subsequent subsections is to provide a characterization
of the value function and the solution of this problem in terms of a BSDE.

Remark 10.11. The restriction to the exponential utility case (10.13) is crucial
to obtain a connection of this problem to BSDEs.

e In the Markovian framework, we may characterize the value function V'
by means of the corresponding dynamic programming equation. Then,
extending the definition in a natural way to allow for a changing time
origin, the dynamic programming equation of this problem is

1
-0 — Z {7‘(‘ -00D v + §|O'T7T|2szv + (UTT[‘) . (S*UDwSU)} = 0.

(10.16)
Notice that the above PDE is fully nonlinear, while BSDEs are connected
to semilinear PDEs. So, in general, there is no reason for the portfolio
optimization problem to be related to BSDEs.

e Let us continue the discussion of the Markovian framework in the context
of an exponential utility. Due to the expression of the liquidation value
process (10.13), it follows that U(X ™) = e~ Xo/1U(X2™), where we
emphasized the dependence of the liqudation value on the initial capital
Xo. Then, by definition of the value function V', we have

V(t,z,s) = e~V (,0, s),
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i.e. the dependence of the value function V in the variable x is perfectly
determined. By plugging this information into the dynamic programming
equation (10.16), it turns out that the resulting PDE for the function
U(t,s) := V(t,0,s) is semilinear, thus explaining the connection to BS-
DEs.

e A similar argument holds true in the case of power utility function U(z) =
aP /p for p < 1. In this case, due to the domain restriction of this utility
function, one defines the wealth process X in a multiplicative way, by tak-
ing as control 7; := m;/X;, the proportion of wealth invested in the risky
assets. Then, it follows that X%{“’ﬁ = XOX:(,)J%, V(t,z,s) = 2PV (t,0,s)
and the PDE satisfied by V (¢,0, s) turns out to be semilinear.

10.3.2 BSDE characterization

The main result of this section provides a characterization of the portfolio man-
ager problem in terms of the BSDE:

T T
Yt:§+/ fr(Zr)drf/ Zy-dW,, t<T, (10.17)
t t

where the generator f is given by

n 1. 2
fi(z) = —z-&t—5\9t|2+%;22’03w—(2+n9t)’

1
= —z-0;— g\9t|2 + %dist(z + 10, 0:A)?, (10.18)

where for z € R?, dist(x, 0, A) denotes the Euclidean distance from x to the set
oA, the image of A by the matrix oy.

Example 10.12. (Complete market) Consider the case A = R, i.e. no port-
folio constraints. Then f;(z) = —z - 0 — 2|6;|? is an affine generator in z, and
the above BSDE can be solved explicitly:

T
Y; :E(t@ lf_ g/ |9r2dr‘| , te [OvT]v
t

where Q is the so-called risk-neutral probability measure which turns the process
W + [, 0-dr into a Brownian motion. o

Notice that, except for the complete market case A = R? of the previous
example, the above generator is always quadratic in z. Since the risk premium
process is assumed to be bounded, the above generator satisfies Condition (10.2).
As for Assumption 10.3, its verification depends on the geometry of the set
A. Finally, the final condition represented by the liability £ is assumed to be
bounded.
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Theorem 10.13. Let A be a closed convex set, and suppose that f satisfies
Assumption 10.3. Then the value function of the portfolio management problem
and the corresponding optimal portfolio are given by

Vo= —e nXo=Y0) g gy = Argmig lot T — (Zs + b)),
(S

where Xg is the initial capital of the investor, and (Y, Z) is the unique solution
of the quadratic BSDE (10.17).

Proof. For every m € A, we define the process
Vr = —e XTI e 0, 7).

1. We first compute by It6’s formula that

avyr

1 T ™ 1 s s
_Evt (dXto’ —dYt>+ﬁVt d(XOT ~Y),

2 [(0) = ) e+ (0T~ 70) - i)

where we denoted:

1
oz, m) = —atT7r -0, + %|0';F7Tt — z:|2

2

)

1
= —z-60;— g|9t|2 + 2 lof T — (2 + nby)

so that fi(z) = infreca pi(z, 7). Consequently, the process V™ is a local su-
permartingale. Now recall from Theorem 10.7 that the solution (Y, Z) of the
quadratic BSDE has a bounded component Y. Then, it follows from admissibil-
ity condition (10.14) of Definition 10.10 that the process V7™ is a supermartin-
gale. In particular, this implies that —e~(Xo=Y0)/7 > E[VZ], and it then follows
from the arbitrariness of 7 € A that

Vo < —e XoYo)/m (10.19)

2. To prove the reverse inequality, we notice that the portfolio strategy @
introduced in the statement of the theorem satisfies

vyt = —%Vf(a?ﬁt—Zt)~th.

Then V/™ is a local martingale. We continue by estimating its diffusion part:

O';Pﬁ't—Zt| S n|9t|+|atT7Art—(Zt+77t9t)|

= a0+ 520 + 20+ Lo
C1+ 1)

IN
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for some constant C. Since Z € HZ,, by Theorem 10.7, this implies that
ofwy — Zy € H2yo and of 7t € H2Z,,,. Then, it follows from Property 3a of
BMO martingales that 7 € A4 and V7™ is a martingale. Hence

#cA and E _e—(X?—YT)/n} = —e—(Xo=Yo)/n

which, together with (10.19) shows that Vy = —e~(X0=Y0)/7 and # is an optimal
portfolio strategy. O

Remark 10.14. The condition that A is convex in Theorem 10.13 can be
dropped by defining the optimal portfolio process 7 as a measurable selection
in the set of minimizers of the norm |of 7 — (Z; + n6;)| over m € A. See [?].

10.4 Interacting investors with performance con-
cern

10.4.1 The Nash equilibrium problem

In this section, we consider N portfolio managers ¢ = 1,..., N whose prefer-
ences are characterized by expected exponential utility functions with tholerance
parameters 7);:

Ul(x) := —e "/ zeR. (10.20)

In addition, we assume that each investor is concerned about the average per-
formance of his peers. Given the portfolio strategies w*, i = 1,..., N, of the
managers, we introduce the average performance viewed by agent i as:

-1, 1 e
X7 = s ;XT . (10.21)
JF

The portfolio optimization problem of the i—th agent is then defined by:
Vi (7)) := Vi = swp B|U (1= X)XF + N (XF - X7)], 10 <N,

mieA?
(10.22)
where A\! € [0, 1] measures the sensitivity of agent i to the performance of his
peers, and the set of admissible portfolios A’ is defined as follows.

Definition 10.15. A progressively measurable process m with values in R is

said to be admissible for agent i, and we denote 7 € A* if

o 7' takes values in A;, a given closed convex subset of RY,

o B[ |7i|2dt] < oo,

o the family {e;XTr /771,7' € ’T} is uniformly bounded in ILP for some p > 1.
Our main interest is to find a Nash equilibrium, i.e. a situation where all

portfolio managers are happy with the portfolio given those of their peers.
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Definition 10.16. A Nash equilibrium for the N portfolio managers is an
N—uple (7%,...,#N) € A' x ... AN such that, for everyi = 1,...,N, given
(77)j£i, the portfolio strategy #* is a solution of the portfolio optimization prob-
lem Vg ((77)j2i).-

10.4.2 The individual optimization problem

In this section, we provide a formal argument which helps to understand the
contruction of Nash equilibrium of the subsequent section.
For fixed i = 1,..., N, we rewrite (10.22) as:

Vi:= sup E [Ui (X% - éz)} ., where £ := )\iyiT’ﬂ. (10.23)
mie Al

Then, from the example of the previous section, we expect that value function
Vy and the corresponding optimal solution be given by:

Vi = —eXoNEo-Y) /' (10.24)
and
ofal = al({l4n'0,) = Argurtneigi lofu— (& +1°6,)],  (10.25)

where (Y7, () is the solution of the quadratic BSDE:
~ . ~. T ~. "71 ~ o~ . T ~.
Y = «£Z+/ (—C:-Hr—5\9t|2+fi(<:+n‘9t))dr—/ CredW,, t < T, (10.26)
t t
and the generator fi is given by:

iz = %mdist(zi,ot/li)z, 2t e R (10.27)

This suggests that one can search for a Nash equilibrium by solving the
BSDEs (10.26) for alli = 1,..., N. However, this raises the following difficulties.

The first concern that one would have is that the final data £ does not have
to be bounded as it is defined in (10.23) through the performance of the other
portfolio managers.

But in fact, the situation is even worse because the final data &' induces a
coupling of the BSDEs (10.26) for ¢ = 1,..., N. To express this coupling in a
more transparent way, we substitute the expressions of ¢¢ and rewrite (10.26)
for t = 0 into:

7=+ | iy - /OT (6 =2 ;*ﬁ@”) B
.

where \§; := ~—7 the process

t
Bt = Wt +/ 97-d’l", t S T,
0
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is the Brownian motion under the risk-neutral probaility measure, the final data
involves the bounded r.v.

T 1 T
¢ = /er-dBT—f/ |0;|%dt.
0 2 0

Then Y, = Yj, where (Y, () is defined by the BSDE
vi=uer [ Rghar- [ (G- Y aih) aB. 102s)
¢ k i

In order to sketch (10.28) into the BSDEs framework, we further introduce the
mapping ¢; : RV4 — RN? defined by the components:

B¢t YY) = =AY DY al(¢) forall ¢ Y € R (10.29)
J#i
It turns out that the mapping ¢; is invertible under fairly general conditions.

We shall prove this result in Lemma 10.17 below in the case where the A’s are
linear supspaces of R%. Then one can rewrite (10.28) as:

i T T
vi=Te+ [ fuzi- [ zi-a, (10.30
t t

where the generator f? is now given by:
fi(z) = fﬁ({gzﬁ;l(z)}’) for all z=(z',...,2Y) e RY? ~ (10.31)

and {¢; '(2)}" indicates the i-th block component of size d of ¢; *(2).

10.4.3 The case of linear constraints
We now focus on the case where the constraints sets are such that
A® is a linear subspace of RY, i=1,... N. (10.32)

Then, denoting by P} the orthogonal projection operator on ;A% (i.e. the image
of A* by the matrix g;), we immediately compute that

ay(¢") = P/(¢) (10.33)
and

WS CN) = =AY Y P, for i=1,...,N.  (10.34)
i
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Lemma 10.17. Let (A")1<;<n be linear subspaces of RY. Then, for all t €
[0,T]:
(i) the linear mapping ¢: of (10.34) is invertible if and only if

N N
[[Y¥ <1 or ()4 ={0}. (10.35)
=1 =1

(ii) this condition is equivalent to the invertibility of the matrices Iy — Qi,
t=1,..., N, where

. N . o
Qi = Y P (La+ AE),
2 L A

1) under .39), the 1—th component of ¢, = is given by:
der (10.35), the i—th f ¢ ! is given b

1 i (\i o] i i
1+>\th]( NZJ*Ag\/Z)
N

(o' ()Y = Ta— Q) [+

i

Proof. We omit all t subscripts, and we denote p* := 4. For arbitrary ¢!,..., ¢V
in R%, we want to find a unique solution to the system

(—p' > PRF = 2 1<i<N. (10.36)
ki

1. Since P’ is a projection, we immediately compute that (Iy + pu/P7)~t =
I, — L
d 1+Mj
see that

PJ. Then, substracting equations i and j from the above system, we

PP = P+ P (ﬂj(fd +u' PG+ 'z - ujzi)

ik (1 (L + W PG+ 2 = i 27).

Then it follows from (10.36) that

i % 1 j j R s AV i j ot
Ve

and we can rewrite (10.36) equivalently as:

1
1+p

/Jj j i pi i i
lo= 5P/ Tat WP | ¢ —z+Z
J#i VE)

v Pi(uiz? —pd 2%, (10.37)

so that the invertibility of ¢ is now equivalent to the invertibility of the matrices
I;— Q' i=1,...,N, where Q" is introduced in statement of the lemma.
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2. We now prove that I; — Q% is invertible for every i = 1,..., N iff (10.35)
holds true.

2a. First, assume to the contrary that A’ = 1 for all 4 and N}, A? contains
a nonzero element x°. Then, it follows that 3° := o720 satisfies Piy® = 3° for
alli=1,..., N, and therefore Q*y° = y°. Hence I; — Q* is not invertible.

2b. Conversely, we consider separately two cases.

o If Ao < 1 for some ig € {1,..., N}, we estimate that

1 ; 1

p'e N—1 u' N—1 .,
— < and - < for 7 # ig.
T4pio 1+ gy T ST L A

Then for all i # ig and x # 0, it follows that |Q‘x| < |z| proving that
I — @ is invertible.

e If X' =1foralli=1,...,N, then for all z € Ker(Q?), we have x = Q'z
and therefore

2| = ’ZH JP(Id—HLPZ)’
J#Z
- ’ZPJIH—P)‘
J#i
< 30+ lel = el
J#i

where we used the fact that the spectrum of the P%’s is reduced to {0, 1}.
Then equality holds in the above inequalities, which can only happen if
Pix =g forall i = 1,...,N. We can then conclude that NY Ker(I; —
P?) = {0} implies that I; — Q' is invertible. This completes the proof as
NN Ker(I; — PY) = {0} is equivalent to NY_; A* = {0}.

O

10.4.4 Nash equilibrium under deterministic coefficients

The discussion of Section 10.4.2 shows that the question of finding a Nash equi-
librium for our problem reduces to the vector BSDE with quadratic generator
(10.30), that we rewrite here for convenience:

i T T
Y = %§+/ fﬁ(Zr)dr—/ Z!-dB,, (10.38)
t t

where ¢ := fOT 0, -dB, — 3 fOT |6,-|?dr, and the generator f? is given by:

fiz):=ft ({6 ' (2)}) forall z=(z',....2Y)e RN (10.39)
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Unfortunately, the problem of solving vector BSDEs with quadratic generator is
still not understood... therefore, we will not continue in the generality assumed
so far, and we will focus in the sequel on the case where

the A¥’s are vector subspaces of R?, and

ot = o(t) and 8; = 0(¢) are deterministic functions. (10.40)

Then, the vector BSDE reduces to:

T

| = Pepew @)~ [ zi-as,. 1041

t

v =L
t 2§+

2n°

where P} = P(t) is deterministic, {¢; *(2)}’ = {6(t)~(2)}’ is deterministic
and given explicitly by (10.17) (iii).
In this case, an explicit solution of the vector BSDE is given by:

z; = niﬁ(t)T t
) i 1 X . 10.42
vi - _%/ |9(t)|2dt+2—ni/ (1= PyiowPa, (1042
0 0
where
—1
Mi(t) = Id_ZH gvpf(t)(ldﬂgvpl(t) X
i

. 1 . P .
NI+ T L O =)
i N

By (10.25), the candidate for Agent i—th optimal portfolio is also deterministic
and given by:

iti=0c 'P'M9, i=1,...,N. (10.43)

Proposition 10.18. In the context of the financial market with determinis-
tic coefficients (10.40), the N—uple (#1,...,#N) defined by (10.43) is a Nash
equilibrium.

Proof. The above explicit solution of the vector BSDE induce an explicit solu-
tion (Y, (%) of the coupled system of BSDEs (10.26), 1 < i < N with determin-
istic Q:i. In order to prove the required result, we have to argue by verification
following the lines of the proof of Theorem 10.13 for every fixed i in {1,...,n}.
1. First for an arbitrary 7%, we define the process

V= _e—(X?i—/\iXS—W)/ni’ t e [0,7).

By Ito’s formula, it is immediately seen that this process is a local supermartin-
gale (the generator has been defined precisely to satisfy this property !). By the
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admissibility condition of Definition 10.15 together with the fact that Y has
a gaussian distribution (as a diffusion process with deterministic coefficients),
it follows that the family {V/',7 € T} is uniformly bounded in L'*¢ for some
€ > 0. Then the process V™ s a supermartingale. By the arbitrariness of
" € A", this provides the first inequality

e (XNKTH/ 5y ((77)4) -

2. We next prove that equality holds by verifying that #* € A, and the pro-
cess V™' is a martingale. This will provide the value function of Agent 4’s
portfolio optimization problem, and the fact that & is optimal for the problem
ViVi ((39)). ,

That #* € A* is immediate; recall again that 7* is deterministic. As in
the previous step, direct application of Itd’s formula shows that V7' is a local
martingale, and the martingale property follows from the fact that X and Y
have deterministic coefficients. &

We conclude this section with an simple example which show the effect of
the interaction between managers.

Example 10.19. (N = 3 investors, d = 3 assets)Consider a financial mar-
ket with N = d = 3. Denoting by (e, e2,e3) the canonical basis of R3, the
constraints set for the agents are

A1 = Res +Req, A =Reg + Rey, Az = Res,

i.e. Agent 1 is allowed to trade without constraints the first two assets, Agent 2
is allowed to trade without constraints the last two assets, and Agent 3 is only
allowed to trade the third assets without constraints.

We take, 0 = I3. In the present context of deterministic coefficients, this
means that the price processes of the assets are independent. Therefore, if there
were no interaction between the investors, their optimal investment strategies
would not be affected by the assets that they are not allowed to trade.

In this simples examples, all calculations can be performed explicitely. The
Nash equilibrium of Propostion 10.18 is given by:

. 2+ A
’/Ttl = n@l(t)el + 2_7>\1>1\27702(t)€2,
2
S 2 ‘|‘ AQ 2 —|— )\2
7= 27W7792(75)€2 + WW?}@)@?’,
2 2
. 24 A3
73 = an?’(t)eg.
2

This shows that, whenever two investors have access to the same asset, their
interaction induces an aver-investment in this asset characterized by a dilation
factor related to the their sensitivity to the performance of the other investor.

O



Chapter 11

PROBABILISTIC NUMERICAL
METHODS FOR NONLINEAR
PDES

In this chapter, we introduce a backward probabilistic scheme for the numerical
approximation of the solution of a nonlinear partial differential equation. The
scheme is decomposed into three steps:

(i) The Monte Carlo step consists in isolating the linear generator of some
underlying diffusion process, so as to split the PDE into this linear part and a
remaining nonlinear one.

(ii) Evaluating the PDE along the underlying diffusion process, we obtain a
natural discrete-time approximation by using finite differences approximation
in the remaining nonlinear part of the equation.

Our main concern will be to prove the convergence of this discrete-time
approximation. In particular, the above scheme involves the calculation of con-
ditional expectations, that should be replaced by some approximation for any
practical implementation. The error analysis of this approximation will not be
addresses here.

We then concentrate on the particular case of semilinear PDEs. By exploit-
ing the connection with BSDEs, we can improve the convergence results by
proving an estimate of the rate of convergence.

11.1 Probabilistic algorithm for nonlinear PDEs

Let ;1 and o be two maps from R, x R? to R? and Sy, respectively. Let a := o2,

and define the linear operator:

dy 1
LXp = E—i—/ngp—i—iwDQap.

163
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Given a map
F:(t,z,r,p,7) €Ry x RIXRXxRYx §g — F(z,r,p,7) €R
we consider the Cauchy problem:
—LXv—F (-,v,Dv,D*v) =0, on[0,T) x RY, (11.1)
v(T,) =g, on €R% (11.2)
Consider an R%valued Brownian motion W on a filtered probability space

(Q, F,FP).

11.1.1 Discretization

For a positive integer n, let h := T'/n, t; = ith, i = 0,...,n, and consider the
one step ahead Euler discretization

X;I =ax 4 p(t,z)h + o(t, ) Wiy, — W), (11.3)

of the diffusion X corresponding to the linear operator £X. Our analysis does
not require any existence and uniqueness result for the underlying diffusion X.
However, the subsequent formal discussion assumes it in order to provides a
natural justification of our numerical scheme.

Assuming that the PDE (11.1) has a classical solution, it follows from It6’s
formula that

tity
Bie [0 (ti1, Xo)] = 0t o)+ Bops [/ /:Xvu,xadt}
t;

where we ignored the difficulties related to local martingale part, and E, , :=
E[|X:, = x] denotes the expectation operator conditional on {X;, = x}. Since
v solves the PDE (11.1), this provides

tit1
o(ti,z) = By [v(tivn, X)) + B {/ F(-,v,Dv,D%)(t,Xt)dt} .

t;

By approximating the Riemann integral, and replacing the process X by its
Euler discretization, this suggest the following approximation:

VM(T,.) =g and v"(t;,z):= Ry, [V (tis1, )](2), (11.4)
where we denoted for a function ¢ : R — R with exponential growth:

R[v](@) := E [(X}7)] +hF (£, Dav) (), (11.5)
with Dy := (DY, Diep, D2) ", and:

Dfep(z) == E[D*p(X}")] for k=0,1,2,
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and D* is the k—th order partial differential operator with respect to the space
variable z. The differentiations in the above scheme are to be understood in the
sense of distributions. This algorithm is well-defined whenever g has exponential
growth and F' is a Lipschitz map. To see this, observe that any function with
exponential growth has weak gradient and Hessian, and the exponential growth
is inherited at each time step from the Lipschitz property of F'.

At this stage, the above backward algorithm presents the serious drawback
of involving the gradient Dv"(t;41,.) and the Hessian D?v"(t;,1,.) in order to
compute v"(t;,.). The following result avoids this difficulty by an easy integra-
tion by parts argument.

Lemma 11.1. Let f : RY = R be a function with exponential growth. Then:
E[D'f(X},"")] = E[f (X3 ") H] (ti,x)] for i=1.2,
where

1 1
Hh = Ea—lwh and HY = ﬁa_l(WhW,;r — hlg)o . (11.6)
Proof. We only provide the argument in the one-dimensional case; the extension
to any dimension d is immediate. Let G be a one dimensional Gaussian random
variable with men m and variance v. Then, for any function f with exponential
growth, it follows from an integration by parts that:

BF(G) = [floet st N
= [remerst i gl @),

v

where the bracket term is zero by the exponential growth of f. This implies the
required result for i = 1.

To obtain the result for ¢ = 2, we continue by integrating by parts once
more:

;A 8—m _16-m2 ds
s ez v
/f( ) v V2mv

[ (-4 ) et
E[f(G)(G_my_“]

V2

¢

In the sequel, we shall denote Hy, := (1, H, H})T. In view of the last lemma,
we may rewrite the discretization scheme (11.4) into:

v"(T,.) = g and v"(t;,z) = Ry, [vh(tiH, )] (@), (11.7)
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where
Ri[W@) = E[v(X0")]+hF (¢ D) (@),
and
Dht(e) == E [$(X;")HE(t2)| for k=0,1,2 (11.8)

Observe that the choice of the drift and the diffusion coefficients p and o in
the nonlinear PDE (11.1) is arbitrary. So far, it has been only used in order to
define the underlying diffusion X. Our convergence result will however place
some restrictions on the choice of the diffusion coefficient, see Remark 11.6.

Once the linear operator £X is chosen in the nonlinear PDE, the above
algorithm handles the remaining nonlinearity by the classical finite differences
approximation. This connection with finite differences is motivated by the fol-
lowing formal interpretation of Lemma 11.1, where for ease of presentation, we
setd=1, u=0, and o(x) = 1:

e Consider the binomial random walk approximation of the Brownian mo-
tion Wy, = 2521 wj, ty := kh, k > 1, where {w;, j > 1} are independent
random variables distributed as % (6 vEto_ \/ﬁ) Then, this induces the
following approximation:

¢(z +Vh) = (x — vh)
2Vh ’

which is the centered finite differences approximation of the gradient.

Dy(x) =K [p(X, ") H}] =~

e Similarly, consider the trinomial random walk approximation Wtk =
Zle wj, ty == kh, k > 1, where {w;,j > 1} are independent random

variables distributed as & (6{\/@} + 4040y + 5{—@}) , so that E[w]] =
E[W}?] for all integers n < 4. Then, this induces the following approxima-

tion:
Dr(a) = E[p(X;")Hy]
o Y@+ VBh) — 20(2) + ¢z — V3h)
3h ’

which is the centered finite differences approximation of the Hessian.

In view of the above interpretation, the numerical scheme (11.7) can be viewed
as a mixed Monte Carlo-Finite Differences algorithm. The Monte Carlo compo-
nent of the scheme consists in the choice of an underlying diffusion process X.
The finite differences component of the scheme consists in approximating the
remaining nonlinearity by means of the integration-by-parts formula of Lemma
11.1.
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11.1.2 Convergence of the discrete-time approximation
The main convergence result of this section requires the following assumptions.

Assumption 11.2. The PDE (11.1) has comparison for bounded functions,
i.e. for any bounded upper semicontinuous subsolution u and any bounded lower
semicontinuous supersolution v on [0,T) x R?, satisfying

U(T7 ) < U(Tv ')7
we have u < v.

For our next assumption, we denote by F;., I}, and F, the partial gradients
of I with respect to r, p and v, respectively. We also denote by F_~ the pseudo-
inverse of the non-negative symmetric matrix F,. We recall that any Lipschitz
function is differentiable a.e.

Assumption 11.3. (i) The nonlinearity F' is Lipschitz-continuous with re-
spect to (z,r,p,7y) uniformly in t, and |F(-,-,0,0,0)|c < 00.
(ii) F is elliptic and dominated by the diffusion of the linear operator LX | i.e.

F,<a on RYxRxR?xS§,. (11.9)
(iii) F, € Image(F,) and |FJF; F,| < +oo.
Before commenting this assumption, we state our main convergence result.

Theorem 11.4. Let Assumptions 11.2 and 11.8 hold true, and assume that p, o
are Lipschitz-continuous and o is invertible. Then for every bounded Lipschitz
function g, there exists a bounded function v so that

rp— locally uniformly.

In addition, v is the unique bounded viscosity solution of problem (11.1)-(11.2).

The proof of this result is reported in the subsection 11.1.4. We conclude by
some remarks.

Remark 11.5. Assumption 11.3 (iii) is equivalent to

mpleo < 00 where mp := miﬂ& {F, - w+w'Fw}. (11.10)
we

This is immediately seen by recalling that, by the symmetric feature of F.,, any
w € R? has an orthogonal decomposition w = w; +ws € Ker(F,) ® Image(F, ),
and by the nonnegativity of F,:

Ey-w+wFow = F,-w+ F,-ws 4wy Fyws

1 1
—EVE o By + |S(F)Y2 - Fy = B} Pw|.
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Remark 11.6. Assumption 11.3 (ii) places some restrictions on the choice of
the linear operator £X in the nonlinear PDE (11.1). First, F is required to
be uniformly elliptic, implying an upper bound on the choice of the diffusion
matrix o. Since 02 € Sj, this implies in particular that our main results do not
apply to general degenerate nonlinear parabolic PDEs. Second, the diffusion of
the linear operator o is required to dominate the nonlinearity F' which places
implicitly a lower bound on the choice of the diffusion o.

Example 11.7. Let us consider the nonlinear PDE in the one-dimensional
case 7% - % (a%jr - bzvgr) where 0 < b < a are given constants. Then if we
restrict the choice of the diffusion to be constant, it follows from Condition F
that %a2 < 2 < b?, which implies that a? < 3b2. If the parameters a and b
do not satisfy the latter condition, then the diffusion ¢ has to be chosen to be

state and time dependent.

Remark 11.8. Under the boundedness condition on the coefficients p and
o, the restriction to a bounded terminal data g in the above Theorem 11.4
can be relaxed by an immediate change of variable. Let g be a function with
a—exponential growth for some o« > 0. Fix some M > 0, and let p be an
arbitrary smooth positive function with:

plz) = el for |z| > M,

so that both p(z)~1Vp(x) and p(x)~tV?2p(z) are bounded. Let
u(t,z) == p(z) tv(t,z) for (t,x)e[0,T] x R

Then, the nonlinear PDE problem (11.1)-(11.2) satisfied by v converts into the
following nonlinear PDE for u:

on [0,T) x R? (11.11)

where

_ 1 _ _
F(t,wrpy) = ru@) p ' Vp+ 5T [a(z) (o™ V2p+ 2pp~ ' Vph)]
+p 'F (t,2,7p,7Vp + pp, 7V p + 2pVp" + p).

Recall that the coefficients p and o are assumed to be bounded. Then, it is
easy to see that F satisfies the same conditions as F'. Since § is bounded, the
convergence Theorem 11.4 applies to the nonlinear PDE (11.11). O

11.1.3 Consistency, monotonicity and stability

The proof of Theorem 11.4 is based on the monotone schemes method of Barles
and Souganidis [?] which exploits the stability properties of viscosity solutions.
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The monotone schemes method requires three conditions: consistency, mono-
tonicity and stability that we now state in the context of backward scheme
(11.7).

To emphasize on the dependence on the small parameter h in this section,
we will use the notation:

Thlol(t, z) == Ryt + h,)](z) forall ¢:R; xR?— R,

Lemma 11.9 (Consistency). Let ¢ be a smooth function with bounded deriva-
tives. Then for all (t,x) € [0,T] x RY:

by Lot @l a) — Tule+ (', 2")

(t', 2"y = (t, x) h
(h,e) = (0,0)
t! +h<T

= —(L%p+ F(, ¢, Do, D*p)) (t, ).

The proof is a straightforward application of 1t6’s formula, and is omitted.
Lemma 11.10 (Monotonicity). Let ¢,% : [0,T] x R — R be two Lipschitz
functions. Then:
<y = Tulel(t,z) < TR[Y](t,z) + ChE[(W — @)(t + h, X}")] for some C >0
where C' depends only on constant K in (11.10).

Proof. By Lemma 11.1 the operator T}, can be written as:

Tulglte) = E[(X7)] +hF (Lo ER L) it 2)])

Let f := 1 — ¢ > 0 where ¢ and 9 are as in the statement of the lemma. Let
F; denote the partial gradient with respect to 7 = (r, p,~y). By the mean value
Theorem:

Tu[¢](t, x) — T[] (t, )

E[f(X0)] + hE:(60) - Duf(£17)
= E|f(X57) 1+ hF,(0) - Ha(t,2))
for some 6 = (¢,,7, p, 7). By the definition of Hy(t, z):
Th[]—Thlyg] = E [f(f(ff”) (14 hE, + Fpo W, + b F, - o (W W, — hI)(Fl)} ,

where the dependence on 6 and x has been omitted for notational simplicity.
Since F, < a by Assumption 11.3, we have 1 —a~' - F, > 0 and therefore:

Th[¢] — Thlg]

\%

E [f(Xff) (hF. + F,.0' W), + h™'F, - a*lwhw,?afl)}

. 4% W,w,
E [f(Xff) (hFT + th.a_lTh +hF, - %2 h o—l)] :
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Let my := max{—mp, 0}, where the function mp is defined in (11.10). Under

Assumption F, we have K := |mp|s < 00, then
4% wwt
F, —17}‘ +hE, o7} *;12 ho™l> K

one can write,
TalY] = Talyl > E|f(X}7) (hF, - hK)| > ~C'hE [f(X57)]

for some constant C' > 0, where the last inequality follows from (11.10). &

Lemma 11.11 (Stability). Let ¢,v : [0,T] x R — R be two L>®°—bounded
functions. Then there exists a constant C > 0 such that

Tale] = Tal¥]loo < | = ¥loc(1+ Ch)

In particular, if g is L —bounded, the family (v");, defined in (11.7) is L°°—bounded,
uniformly in h.

Proof. Let f:= ¢ — 1. Then, arguing as in the previous proof,

X h
Tule] — Th[y] = E [f(Xh) (1 —a ' F,+ h|Ap)* + hF, — 1 EF;FPH .
where
1 W
A= 5 (F, )2E, — F}?0 17".

Since 1 —Trla ' F,] > 0, |Fr|oo < 00, and |Ff F Fp|os < 00 by Assumption ?7?,
it follows that

ITalel = Tallle < [floo (1—a™" - Fy + hE[| A4 ] + Ch)
But, E[|A4,]?] = %FPTFV_FP +a~!- F,. Therefore, by Assumption F

Tl ~Talolle < [fle (14 5ETE; B+ OB) < 1]l OB
To prove that the family (v");, is bounded, we proceed by backward induction.
By the assumption of the lemma v"(T,.) = g is L —bounded. We next fix
some i < n and we assume that [v/(¢;,.)]c < C; for every i +1 < j <n—1.
Proceeding as in the proof of Lemma 11.10 with ¢ = v"(t;11,.) and ¢ = 0, we
see that

[v"(t:, )| < h|F(t,2,0,0,0)] + Ciy1(1+ Ch).

Since F'(t,x,0,0,0) is bounded by Assumption 11.3, it follows from the discrete
Gronwall inequality that |[v"(;,.)]c < Ce®T for some constant C' independent

of h. o
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11.1.4 Barles-Souganidis monotone scheme method

This section is dedicated to the proof of Theorem 11.4. We emphasize on the fact
that the subsequent argument applies to any numerical scheme which satisfies
the considetency, monotonicity and stability properties. In the present situation,
we also need to prove a technical result concerning the limiting behavior of the
boundary condition at T'. This will be needed in order to use the comparison
result which is assumed to hold for the equation. The statement and its proof
are collected in Lemma 11.12.

Proof of Theorem 11.4 1. By the stability property of Lemma ?7, it follows
that the relaxed semicontinious envelopes

v(t,z):= liminf  o"(¢,2') and T(t,z):= limsup o"(¢,2)
(h,t",z")—(0,t,x) (h,t!,2’)—(0,t,a)

are bounded. We shall prove in Step 2 below that v and v are viscosity superso-
lution and subsolution, respectively. The final ingredient is reported in Lemma
11.12 below which states that v(7T,.) = 9(7,.). Then, the proof is completed by
appealing to the comparison result of Assumption 11.2.

2. We only prove that v is a viscosity supersolution of (11.1). The proof of the
viscosity subsolution property of v follows exactly the same line of argument.
Let (to, o) € [0,T) x R and ¢ € C? ([0,T] x R?) be such that

0 = (v—)(to, — (strict) mi — ). 11.12
(v — ) (to, 7o) (stric )[O’I;l]gle(ﬂ ) (11.12)
Since v" is uniformly bounded in h, we may assume without loss of generality

that ¢ is bounded. Let (hy,t,, T, )n be a sequence such that
hp =0, (tn,z,) — (to,z0), and vhn (tn,xn) — v(to,zp). (11.13)

For a positive scalar r with 2r < T — tg, we denote by B,.(t,,x,) the ball of
radius r centered at (t,, T, ), and we introduce:

6n = (W —@)(tn,2n) =  min (v — o), (11.14)
By (tn,Tn)
where v/'» is the lower-semicontinuous envelope of v"». We claim that

6n — 0 and (fy,&,) — (to,70). (11.15)

hn

*

This claim is proved in Step 3 below. By the definition of v
sequence (t],, 2} )n>1 converging to (fg, o), such that:

we may find a

0" (£, 87,) = v (En, @n)| < B3 and [@(f,,27) — @(n, &) < A7 (11.16)

no
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By (11.14), (11.16), and the definition of the functions v" in (11.7), we have

202 46, + @(t,,2) > h2 40, + p(tn, @)
= h2+vh"(in,;ﬁn)
> ol (i, #,)
= Th[ (it 27,)
> T, [o" + 6,)(,,47,)

FORE (o — o — b, (Xf )]

where the last inequality follows from (11.14) and the monotonicity property of
Lemma 11.10. Dividing by h,,, the extremes of this inequality provide:

On +p(fh, &7,) — T};[so a8 L g [(uhn_(p_(sn) (X;lz)}

We now send n to infinity. The right hand-side converges to zero by (11.13),
(11.15), and the dominated convergence theorem. For the left hand-side term,
we use the consistency result of Lemma 11.9. This leads to

(_‘CX@_F(7¢7D§07D2§0))(t03m0) > Oa

as required.
3. We now prove Claim (11.15). Since (£,, %, ), is a bounded sequence, we may
extract a subsequence, still named (£, 2y, ), converging to some (£,2). Then:

0 = (v—)(to,zo)
= nILH;O(Uhn —@©)(tn,7n)

> limsup(vf" —©)(tn, xn)

n— oo

> limsup(vf" — @)(£n7jn)
n— oo

> liminf(v™ — @) (£, &)
n— oo

> (v—o)(t, ).

Since (to,xo) is a strict minimize of the difference (v — ¢), this implies (11.15).

¢

The following result is needed in order to use the comparison result of As-
sumption 11.2. We shall not report its long technical proof, see [?].

Lemma 11.12. The function v" is Lipschtiz in x, 1/2—Hélder continuous in
t, uniformly in h, and for all z € R?, we have

0" (t,2) —g(x)] < O(T—1)=.

N
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11.2 BSDE convergence results in the semilin-
ear case

In this section, we consider the case of a semilinear PDE:
—LXv—F (.,v,aTDv) =0 and o(T,.) =y,

and we take the BSDE point of view by considering the corresponding BSDE:
T T
Y, = g(XT)+/ F(s,Xs,Ys,Zs)ds—/ Zs - dWs, (11.17)
t t

where the process X is the Markov diffucion defined by the stochastic differential
equation:

As in Theorem 11.4, we assume p and ¢ to be continuous and Lipschitz in z.
Similarly, we assume that F' is continuous and Lipschitz in (z,y, z) uniformly
in t.

We denote by X™ the Euler discretization of the process X. Using the
notations of the previous section, X" is defined by

~ ti,X{;

Xy :=Xo and X =X,

tit1
Under the above conditions, the following standard estimate holds true:
ni|2 c 2
max E[|X, — X]'?)] < (1+1Xol%), (11.19)

0<i<n—1 n

for some constant C, see e.g. [?], Theorem 10.2.2. The PDE discretization
introduced in (11.7) can now be viewed as a time-discretization of the BSDE
(11.17). To see this, we recall the operator R; := Ry, introduced in the previous
section:

Rig(z) = Eya [g (XZ§+1)] (11.20)
nlf (ti, 2,Et, 0 [g (ngﬂ)} nEe, » [g (XZH) AWiHD .

In particular, R,,_19(z) = Th[v"](tn_1,7). We next introduce the composition
of these operators:

Ri...R;for 0<i<j<n,
Ri; = { glorfstsy=mn (11.21)

1 for ¢ > j,

where 1 denotes the identity operator. Then, the discrete-time approximation
of Y is defined by: defined recursively by:

o= g (X)) (11.22)

n
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and for 0 <17 < n:

i

V= Rinag (X1), 20 =By [V, AWin],  (1123)
where AW,y := Wy, ., — Wy,. The main objective of this section is to prove
the following estimate.

Theorem 11.13. Assume that u, o are uniformly Lipschitz in x, F is uniformly
Lipschitz in (x,y,z), and let g be a Lipschitz function. Then:

Loy \Zti—zgﬂ?} < .

0<i<n

limsupnE| max |Y;, — Y
n—00 0<i<n ‘

Let us observe that R;g can be defined in the same manner for a larger class
of functions, for example for every function g : R* — R with polynomial growth.
However, we are only concerned with the definition of the operators R; on the
set Crip(R?). Indeed, by Proposition 2 of [?] or the proof of Theorem 6.1 of [?]
for any g € Cp;,(R?) we have that

|Rin-19(z) — Ri n-19(y)|

max  sup < 00, (11.24)
0<i<n—1, . Cpd |z — gy
TFy

i.e., the composition of the family of operators {R;,i = 0,...,n — 1} applied to a
Lipschitz function, produces a sequence of uniformly (in ¢) Lipschitz functions.
Moreover, for any p > 1 and for sufficiently small |7| (such that |7| < 1/K),
the following Lipschitz-type property of the operators R; is crucially used in [?],
although not outlined in a clear statement:

14+ CA,y
|Rig1 — Riga| (x) < T- KA, l91 = g2lluo ey . ) (11.25)

where C' is a constant depending on d, p, and K, the Lipschitz constant of f,
and

- 1/p
I lloes, , ) = (BISXE)PIXE =al)

For completeness, we report in Appendix the proof of (11.25). By direct iteration
of (11.25), we see that

1+1 1—|—CA
<177,

|Ro.ig — Ro,ih| (x = hlpp s y, forall 0<i<n.
0. tit1

(11.26)
Let (Y™, Z™) be the pair of processes



