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Abstract We consider a singular with state constraints version of the stochas-
tic target problems studied in [22], [23] and more recently [6], among others.
This provides a general framework for the pricing of contingent claims under
risk constraints. Our extended version perfectly suits to market models with
proportional transaction costs and to order book liquidation issues. Our main
result is a direct PDE characterization of the associated pricing function. As
an example of application, we discuss the evaluation of VWAP-guaranteed
type book liquidation contracts, for a general class of risk functions.
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1 Introduction

Stochastic target technics have been originally introduced in mathematical
finance by Soner and Touzi [21] in order to provide a PDE characterization of
the super-hedging price of an European claim under gamma constraints.

The classical super-hedging problem takes the general form: find the minimal
Y?(0) such that there exists a control ¢, in a suitable admissibility set A,
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satisfying Y#(T) > g(X?(T)) P — a.s., where g is the payoff function of an
European claim, ¢ stands for the financial strategy, Y'¢ for the wealth process
and X? for the stock price process, which may be influenced by the financial
strategy, as in large investor models for instance. In general, such a problem
is treated in mathematical finance via the dual formulation approach which
allows one to relate the minimal Y?(0) to a stochastic control problem in
standard form. However, this approach heavily relies on the fact that the
wealth dynamics is linear in the control and that the stocks prices are not
influenced by the trading strategy. In particular, it does not apply to large
investor models or to more general dynamics or constraints, such as gamma
constraints. This was the motivation of Soner and Touzi for introducing the
so-called stochastic target approach.

Their main discovery is a dynamic programming principle which is directly
written on the associated stochastic target problem, and therefore does not
appeal to any form of dual formulation, see Theorem 1 below. It turns out
to be sufficient to provide a PDE characterization for the associated value
function. This approach led to a series of papers providing a direct way to
characterize super-hedging prices, see e.g. [8], [11], [24] and [25].

Up to the recent work of Bouchard, Elie and Touzi [6], this approach was
however limited to super-hedging problems which in turn typically lead to high
prices which are not reasonable in practice, see e.g. [13] and [12]. Apart from
technical improvements, the main result of Bouchard, Elie and Touzi [6] is that
pricing problems under risk constraints of the form: find the minimal Y%(0)
such that there exists a control ¢ € A satisfying E [¢(Y *(T) — g(X?(T)))] > p,
for some “loss function” ¢ and a threshold p, can actually be treated via
the stochastic target approach of Soner and Touzi [21] and [22]. For ¢ of the
form ¢(r) = 1,50 and p € (0,1), one retrieves the quantile hedging prob-
lem of Follmer and Leukert [15]. When ¢ stands for a utility function and

= sup{E [((Y*(T))] : Y?(0) = yo, ¢ € A}, this corresponds to a util-
ity indifference pricing problem. More generally, one can treat risk constraints
of the form E [W(X?(T),Y?(T))] > p, for a general class of “risk functions”
—¥. The success ratio hedging problem of Follmer and Leukert [15] enters
into this framework. Finally, American type constraints can be introduced,
see Bouchard and Vu [9]. This provides a general framework for a direct char-
acterization of risk based prices of contingent contracts.

In Bouchard, Elie and Touzi [6], the authors restrict to dynamics given
by Brownian SDEs in which only the drift and the volatility coefficients are
controlled. In this paper, we show how their results can be extended to the case
where the dynamics are controlled by processes with bounded variations and
state constraints have to be satisfied. This extension is mainly motivated by
the pricing of a VWAP-type! book liquidation contract, however the domain of
application is vast, in particular it perfectly suits to partial hedging problems
under proportional transaction costs, see Example 3 below.

1 VWAP means Volume Weighted Average Price, see Sect. 4 for a detailed presentation.
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We therefore first consider a general abstract formulation that could be
used in many different practical situations/models. It is presented in Sect. 2
together with examples of application. The associated general PDE charac-
terization is provided in Sect. 3. The pricing problem of a VWAP-type book
liquidation contract is fully discussed in Sect. 4. The proofs of our abstract
results are collected in Sect. 5.

Notations: We denote by z* the i-th component of a vector z € R?, which
will always be viewed as a column vector, with transposed vectorA:ET, and
Euclidean norm |z|. The element e; € R? is the i-th unit vector: e = 1,_;,
i,j < d. The set M? is the collection of d-dimensional square matrices M
with coordinates M%, and norm |M| defined by viewing M as an element
of R™4 We denote by S? the subset of elements of M that are symmetric.
For a subset O of R%, we denote by O its closure, by int(O) its interior, by
00 its boundary, and by dist(z, O) the Euclidean distance from z to O with
the convention dist(z,()) = co. We denote by B,.(z) the open ball of radius
r > 0 centered at * € R%. If B = [s,t] x O for s <t and O C R?, we write
9B = ([s,t) x 0) U ({t} x O) for its parabolic boundary. Given a smooth
function ¢ : (t,21,...,7x) € Ry x R* — R, we denote by 0;¢p its derivative
with respect to its first variable, we write Dy and D%y for the Jacobian and
Hessian matrix with respect to (z1,...,2x), and Dy, and Dgicp the Jacobian
and Hessian matrix with respect to z;, ¢ > 1. Any inequality or inclusion
involving random variables has to be taken in the a.s. sense. For a process L
with bounded variations, we write |L|. to denote its total variation.

2 Abstract formulation and dynamic programming
2.1 The general singular stochastic target problem with state constraints

We first describe the abstract model. We refer to Sect. 2.2 for examples of
typical dynamics in finance, and to Sect. 4 for a full discussion of its application
to the pricing of VWAP-type book liquidation contracts.

From now on, we let ({2, F,P) be a probability space supporting a d-
dimensional Brownian motion W, d > 1, F := (F;)i>0 denote the right-
continuous completed filtration generated by W, and T > 0 be a finite time
horizon.

The abstract stochastic target problem is defined as follows.

Our set of controls is U x L, where U stands for the set of all progressively
measurable process v in L2([0,T] x §2) taking values in a given closed subset
U of R4, and £ denotes the set of continuous R%valued adapted processes L
which are non-decreasing (component by component) and such that E [|L[3.] <
00.

For t € [0,7T], z := (z,y) € R xR and ¢ := (1, L) € A :=U x L, the

Y2 ) is defined as the R% x R-valued unique

controlled process foz = (X? A

t,x»
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strong solution of the stochastic differential equation
S s
Xfo) =t [ ux (X vdr+ [ ax(XE ()L,
t t
+ / ox (X7, (r), ve)dW,
t

e, (s) =y + / sy (22, (), vr)dr + / By (28, ,(r)TdL,
t

t
+ / oy (Z{y,(r),v) TdW,
t

where (ux,ox): (r,u) € R x U = R4 x M?, (uy,0y) : (2,u) € R x U s
RxRe By € C2(RY M?) and By € C?(R4HL R?) are assumed to be Lipschitz
continuous.

Given a family of non-empty Borel subsets (O(t));<r of R¥1, the stochas-
tic target problem consists in characterizing the value function

(t,) € [0,T] x R = v(t,z) :=inf {y €eR : (x,y) € V(t)} , (2)
where the set valued map V is defined as
te[0,T]— V(t):={z € R . At # 0}, (3)
and
Ar. = {¢p€A: ZP.(s)€0(s) Vs € [t,T| P —as.} . (4)

In order to fully characterize the set valued map V in terms of the value
function v, we shall assume all over this paper the following:

Standing Assumption 1: For all (t,z) € [0,T] x R% (z,y) € O(t) and
y' Zy = (z,y) € O®).

Remark 1 Tt follows from Standing Assumption 1 and standard comparison
arguments for stochastic differential equations that A, ,» C As 4, for y' > y.
In particular, (z,y") € V(t) whenever (z,y) € V(t) and y' > y, so that V (t)
can be (at least when the infimum in the definition of v is achieved) identified
to {(z,y) € R xR : y > wv(t,x)}. More precisely, the following holds:

(z,y) e V(t) =y >v(t,x) and y > v(t,z) = (x,y) € V(¢)).
In order to give a sense to the following discussions, we also assume that:
Standing Assumption 2: v is locally bounded on Dy where
Dy :={(t,z) €[0,T) xR? : FyeRs.t. (z,y) € Ot)}.

Remark 2 Obviously, the fact that all the relevant quantities take values in
R? is used to save notations. One could without difficulty restrict to the case
where some components of X only take positive values, which is typically the
case for prices of stocks or bonds. By putting to 0 part of the coefficients, one
can also retrieve situations where W, L and X do not have the same effective
dimension. One could similarly add a time dependence in the coefficients, e.g.
by considering the first component of X as a time parameter.
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2.2 Examples of application

Before to go further in the general treatment, let us immediately discuss some
typical examples of application that motivate this work (see also Sect. 4 for
an application to optimal book liquidation that will be studied in details).

Ezample 1 Let us first consider the case where (8x,fy) =0,
jux (. u) = diaglelp , ox(2,u) = diag[a]o
and
Hy (33', Y, U’) = qulag[m]u y OY (Iv Y, u) = quiag[a:]U

where diag[z] stands for the diagonal matrix with z° as the i-th diagonal
element, € R? and o € M?. The dynamics (1) then read, for s € [t, T:

Xiao(s) =z + / diag [ Xy . (r)] pdr + ( diag [X; . (r)] odW,
t t

S
Y2, (5) =y + / v dX, . (r)
t

where we only write X for X*% and Y” for Y*** because X is not affected by
the control and Y depends on (v, L) only through v.

Restricting to initial condition x € (0,00)¢, this corresponds to the d-
dimensional Black and Scholes model: X* models the dynamics of a financial
asset, the risk free interest rate is 0, v§ stands for the number of units of X*
held in a financial portfolio at time ¢, and Y is the associated wealth process
starting from the initial endowment y.

If we now take O of the form:

O(t) = (Oﬂoo)d X Ith<T + 1t:T {(l‘,y) € (0,00)d xR : Y > g(x)} ) t< T )
for some measurable map g : R* — R, the value function can be written as
o(t,z) :=inf{y eR : Y}, (T) > g(X:o(T)) for some v e U} .

This corresponds to the usual definition of the super-hedging price of an Eu-
ropean option of payoff function g.
For O of the form

O(t) = {(z,y) € (0,00)" xR : y > g(2)}, t<T,
this corresponds to the super-hedging price of an American option.

Ezample 2 Let us now consider a two-dimensional model d = 2 with the fol-
lowing parameters

px(@u) =y, pk(tu) =2, ox (v,u) =a'o, 0¥ (z,u) = 2’0

and
) =-1, @) =1, By(z,y) = (1 -\, —-1-)),
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where p € R, 0 > 0 and A € (0,1), and the other parameters are equal to 0.
The dynamics (1) then read, for s € [t,T]:

Xl (s)== +/X pdr+/X r)odW}
X (r
XPE(s) = X} ( / L+ / L
t,x (S) l’ + . Xl (’I" d d d

S
Vi (s) =y +/ (1—N\)dL} — / (1+\)dL? .
t t
This corresponds to the one-dimensional model with proportional transaction
costs studied in [13]. More precisely, there is only one risky asset, X!, with
a Black and Scholes type dynamics. When buying or selling this risky asset,
the investor pays a proportional transaction costs A € (0,1). The process
L := L? — L' stands for the cumulative net amount of money invested in the
risky asset from time 0, i.e. L? (resp. L!) is the cumulated value of bought
(resp. sold) shares of X!. Each time a buying or selling operation dL is done,
the investor pays, in money, a proportional transaction cost Ad|L|. The wealth
process is described by the two dimensional process (Y, X?) where ¥ models
the evolution of the cash account, and X2 corresponds to the value of the part
of the portfolio invested in X!, when taking into account the transaction costs.
For O defined for ¢t < T as

O(t) = (Oa OO) X R21t<T + 1t:T {(xvy) € (0,00) X R2 : A(y,l’) Z g(x)} ’

where
Ay, z) ==y + 2% — \|z?

provides the value in cash of a terminal position (y, 22) if the value of the stock
is 2!, one retrieves the notion of super-hedging price of an European option
with cash delivery, in the financial market model with proportional transaction
costs. Obviously, one can consider similarly markets with more than one risky

asset, see e.g. [8].

Ezample 3 As shown in [13] and [8], the super-hedging criteria is much too
strict in markets with proportional transaction, as it leads to degenerate strate-
gies of buy-and-hold type which do not reflect the market behavior. It follows
that it should be relaxed by using, for instance, quantile or expected loss ap-
proaches as studied in [15], [16], for frictionless markets.

The loss function pricing approach consists in choosing a non-decreasing
(typically concave) function £ : R — R and defining the price at time ¢ of an
European option of payoff (say with cash delivery) g (thm(T)) as 0(t, 2%, 0; p)
with (¢, x; p) defined as

inf {y eR:3 L e Lst. E[(AY(T), X} (T) - g(X/.(]))] =p},

where p is a given threshold in R, and A is defined as in the previous example.
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Assuming that ZF,  (T) := £ (A(YL/(T), XE,(T)) — g (X},(T))) € L? for
all initial conditions and control L, the arguments of Proposition 3.1 in [6]
then show that

0(t, z;p) = inf {y erR : 5L (T)> X,;o”’p”(T) for some (L,v) € L x L{} ,

—tx,y

with U = R? and .
X :=p—|—/ vidW}.
t
Indeed, if ZF,  (T) > X2 5 (T) then taking expectation leads to E [_t . y(T)]
> p, while, if pg := E [Htwy(T)] > p, then the martmgale representation
theorem implies that we can find v € U such that ZF, (T) = Xf;:)(T) >
3,v
X, (T).
Hence, this last example enters into our general framework with the dy-
namics given in Example 2 and an additional controlled process X3 defined
as above.

Example 4 Influence of the trading strategies can be incorporated in the pre-
vious example without much difficulties. It suffices to consider more general
models in which the dynamics of X! depends on L. It can for instance take
the form

X\ Hs) == +/X udr+/X YodW}!

/ XlL /8 dLl / XlL /8+dL2

with S_, 54 > 0. In this case, a buying order drives the price up, while a
selling order pushes the price down. Note that constraints on the liquidation
value of the portfolio (X2, Y%) could also be incorporated by playing with
the definition of O. For instance,

O(t) = {(z,y) € (0,00) x R* : A(y,z) > —c} Licr
+{(z,y) € (0,00) x R* : A(y,z) > g(2)} Liep ,t < T,

means that the liquidation value of the portfolio should never be less than —c.

2.3 Dynamic programming

We now come back to the abstract problem (2).

In order to provide a PDE characterization of the value function v, we
shall appeal to the geometric dynamic programming principle introduced in
[22] and [23] in the case O(t) = R¥*! for ¢+ < T, and extended in [9] in the
general case.

It expresses the fact that z € V (¢) if and only if one is able to find a control
¢ such that Zﬁz € O(-)NV(:) on [t,T], ie. foz(s) lies in the domain O(s),
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which is our constraint, and Zlff .(s) is such that, starting from this point at
time s, one can find a control on [s,T] such that the state process remains in
the domains O(-) on [s, T}, i.e. Z¢_(s) € V(s) by definition of V.

)

This heuristic reasoning can be made rigorous under the following right-
continuity assumption:

Standing Assumption 3. [Right-continuity of the target] For all sequence
(tns 2n)n of [0, T] x R4 such that (t,,2,) — (t, z), we have

ty > tpy1 and 2, € O(t,)Vn>1= 2€ O(t) .

This also requires an extra technical condition that seems to be missing in
[6]*:

Standing Assumption 4: Fix (¢,z) € [0,7] x R¥*1. Assume that there
exists a P — a.s. square integrable progressively measurable process v with

values in U and a continuous and non-decreasing R%valued adapted process
L such that ZZ’ZL(S) € O(s) for all s € [t,T] P — a.s. Then, A; , # 0.

Remark 3 Note that the Standing Assumption 4 concerns the integrability
condition on (v, L). As stated, (v, L) may not belong to A because the square
integrability condition is not satisfied a-priori. However, the Standing Assump-
tion 4 asserts that it should be a-posteriori, after possibly modifying the con-
trols. This may not be the case for the original formulation, but will often
be so for an equivalent formulation (i.e. leading to the same set-valued map
V). We can then apply the Geometric Dynamic Programming Principle stated
below to the equivalent formulation and then deduce it for the original one.

This applies to Example 1 if U is bounded (in which case the assump-
tion is satisfied for the original problem), or if, for instance, g is bounded and
0 belongs to U (in this last case, we can reduce to the situation where Y”
lies in between fixed bounds, and the It6 isometry implies automatically the
square integrability of v). The same holds in Example 2 under an appropriate
change of measure, whenever g has polynomial growth, see e.g. the arguments
in Lemma 3.3 in [17]. Cases like in Example 3 in which an additional con-
trolled martingale has to be added will be discussed in the context of our
main example in Section 4. See Remark 6 below.

In the statement below, we denote by 7j; 7} the set of stopping times with
values in [¢, T, for t < T, and use the notation

7,0
O@ V= O(T) 17—§9 + V(9) 1l.~¢ for 6,7 € ’T[OaT] .

Theorem 1 (Geometric Dynamic Programming Principle) For allt <
T and all family {0°, ¢ € A} C Tpr)-

7,0

Vt)=SzeR™ : Jpe A st. {Z0.(0°rT)cOPV, V7€ T}

2 We would like to thank the referee for pointing out to us this technical issue.
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Proof See the Appendix. |

Under our Standing Assumption 1, recall Remark 1, Theorem 1 translates
in terms of the value function v as follows:

Corollary 1 Fiz (t,z,y) € [0,T] x R™? and a family {0%, ¢ € A} C Ty 1.
(GDP1): Ify > v(t,z) then there exists ¢ € A such that

Y2, ,(0%) > v(0?, X7, (0°)) and Z;’

tay (S ANO?) € O(s NOP)Y s € [t,T] P — a.s.

(GDP2): Ify <wv(t,z), then V¢ € A

i [Yﬁw,y(eﬂ > v(69, X7, (6°)) and Z¢

t,x,y

(3A9¢)60(3A9¢)vse[t,ﬂ] <1.

Proof If y > v(t,z) then (z,y) € V(¢), by Remark 1. Applying Theorem 1,
this implies that there exists ¢ € A such that

0%

zZl, 00 NT)EOEPV Ve Thm.
Recalling that (2/,y") € V(¢') implies that 3y’ > v(t’,2’), Remark 1, the above
combined with Standing Assumption 3 implies (GDP1).

If y < v(t,x) then (z,y) ¢ V(¢), by Remark 1. In particular, Theorem 1
implies that we can not find ¢ € A such that

7,0

Zy, (0°NT) EOEPV V7€ T,
This implies that we can not find ¢ € A such that

5,0%

Z?x,y(e(b /\3) S O@VVS S [t,T] P — a.s.

Again we conclude by using Remark 1. a

3 PDE characterization in the abstract model

Our main result is a direct PDE characterization of the risk constraint based
pricing function v.

3.1 Heuristic derivation

Before to state our main result rigorously, let us first explain heuristically how
it can be deduced from Corollary 1.
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8.1.1 Interior of the domain

In the case where O(t) = R¥*! for all t < T and Bx = By = 0, it is shown in
[6] and [23] that v should (in a suitable sense) solve on [0,7) x R?

sup {F“ (-,v,@tv,Dv,DQU) , U E J\fo(~,v7Dv)} =0 (5)
where, for © = (z,y,7,p,Q) ERI x Rx R x R? x §¢ v € U, and € > 0,

FY(0) := py(z,y,u) —r —p' px(x,u) — %Tr [JXJ;((LU)Q} ,
N(O):={uelU : |N“(z,y,p)| < ¢}
with N%(z,y,p) := oy (x,y,u) — ox(z,u) p. (6)
The reasoning behind the above result is the following. If y = v(¢, x), if the
infimum in the definition of v is achieved, and if v is smooth, then Theorem
1 implies that there exists v € U such that, with ¢ = (v,0), dYt‘ﬁzy(t) >
dv(t,XZ’ (t)). Formally, this implies that v; should thus be such that the
volatility terms equal oy (X[, (t), Y%, , (1), 1) = ox (X7, (t), 1) T Do(t, X{, ()
and the drift terms satisfy py (X7, (t), Y%, , (), 1) > L5%v(t, X[, (t)) where,
for a smooth function ¢ and u € U,

1
LY%p:= 0o+ Do ux(-,u) + QTr [oxox (-, u)D?] .

Since (Xf?z(t), Yt‘ﬁxy(t)) = (z,y) = (z,v(t,x)), this imposes that the left-hand

side of (5) is non-negative. On the other hand, the “optimality” of v should
lead to equality in (5).

In our situation where Bx, Sy # 0, one can also use the bounded variation

process L in the dynamics (1) to insure that d}ﬁ‘bmy(t) > do(t, Xf’z(t)) It suf-

fices to find a direction £ € Ay := [0,00)?N By (0) such that G¢(x, y, Dv(t,x)) >
0, where

Ge(xv yap) = (BY ({L‘7 y)T - pTBX ({L‘)) 14 )
and to “push in this direction”. This corresponds to reflecting the process
(s,X(s),Y(s))s on the boundary of the set {(t',2',y') : ¢ > v(t/,2’)}.
Assuming v smooth enough, it is possible only if such a ¢ exists.

It thus follows that v should satisfy either (5) or G*(z,v(t, ), Dv(t,z)) > 0
for some ¢ € A, , i.e., at least,

Ho(x,v(t, ), 0(t, x), Du(t, x), D*v(t,x)) > 0 (7)
where, for © = (z,y,7,p,Q) € R x R x R x R% x §¢, and £ > 0,
H.(0) := max{F.(0), G(O)}
with
F.(©) :=sup{F"“(O), ue N.(O)}
G(6) := max {(By (z,y)" —p' Bx(x)) €, L€ AL} .
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8.1.2 Space boundary

We also have to take care of the state constraint (X,Y) € O. To this purpose,
we shall assume that the set

D :={(t,z,y) € [0,T] x R . (z,y) € Ot)} . (8)

is smooth enough:

Standing Assumption 5: There exists a locally C1:? function 6 on [0, T") x
R such that § > 0 in int(D), § = 0 on dyD := dD N ([0,T) x R¥*1), and
§<0on ([0,T) x R\ D.

For (t,x) such that (t,z,y) = (t,z,v(t,z)) € 0yD, we can then follow the
same reasoning as above, taking into account the fact that now, the control
¢ = (v, L) should be such that, at the same time, dé(t,Xf?gc(t),Y‘zb t)=>0

t,z,y
and deLy(t) > dv(t,ijw(t)). As above, this can be achieved either through

the drift parts, once the Brownian parts are cancelled, or through the bounded

variation process, in the case where a suitable inward direction is available.
This leads to

HM(x,v(t, ), 0v(t, ), Du(t, ), D*v(t,x)) > 0 (9)

where, for © = (t,2,y,7,p,Q) € [0,T] x RY x R x R x RY x §¢, u € U, and
e >0,

H™(O) := maX{FEi“(@) , Gin(@)}
with
an(@) = sup min{F“(O), LY0(t,x,y)}

ueENIn(O)
G"(O) = Imax min { (By (z,y) " —p' Bx(t,2)) £, Ds(t,z,y)" Bz (z,y)l} .

and

NE(6) = {u e N(O) : |DS T o7 (2,y.u)| < e}
1
L0 =0+ Do puz(-,u) + 5T lo020(-,u)D?¢]
wz = (N}TmMY)T y 07 7= [U)T( JY]T y Bz = [B)T( »BY]T

for ¢ smooth.
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3.1.8 Terminal condition

In order to fully characterize the value function v, it remains to define appro-
priate boundary conditions.
We first note that (z,v(T—,z)) € O(T) can be expressed as

v(T—,z) >w(z)=inf{yeR : (z,y) € O(T)} .

It follows that v(T—, ) should formally satisfy v(T—,-) > w.

On the other hand, the fact that v satisfies (7) imposes a constraint on
v and its gradient through A" and G: Ny(z,v(t,z), Du(t,x)) = 0 or G(t,z,
v(t,x), Du(t,x)) > 0. As usual it should propagate up to the boundary. In
order to take care of this constraint, we follow [6] and introduce the set valued
map

N(z,y,p) == {r e R*: r = N“(z,y,p) for some u € U} , (10)

together with the signed distance function from its complement set N€ to the
origin:

R := dist (0,N°) —dist (0,N) . (11)
Then,
0 € int (N(z,y,p)) iff R(x,y,p) >0. (12)
With these notations, the terminal condition formally reads:
min {v(T—,z) — w(z) , M(z,v(T,x), Dv(T,z))} =0, (13)
where

:=max{R(z,v(T—, z), Dv(T—,z)) , G(z,v(T—,x), Dv(T—,x))} .
However, the above expression does not incorporate the part of the state con-

straint that may be imposed on (¢, ). In order to take care of this, we shall
make the following assumption.

Standing Assumption 6: The function § admits a locally C12? extension
on [0, 7] x R4+,

Under the above additional condition, we shall show that v(T—, ) indeed
satisfies the constrained boundary condition

min {v(T—, z) — w(z) , Mi“(T,x,v(Tf,x),Dv(Tf,x))} =0, (14)
when

(T,z,0(T—,2)) €dDr ={T}tx | (| | 90T -¢e)|., (15)

0<r<T 0<elr
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where
M™ = max{R™ , G}
with R™™ defined as R with N in place of N and

Nin(t7 x’ y7p)
= {reR?:r = N%a,y,p) and DS(t,z,y) " oz(x,y,u) = 0 for some u € U} .

For later use, we set

int(D)r == ({T} x O(T)) \ 8D . (16)

3.2 Main results

As in [6], the operators F' and F'™ are in general neither upper-semicontinuous
nor lower-semicontinuous and need to be relaxed, i.e. we have to consider their
semi-relaxed upper- and lower-semicontinuous envelopes.

F*(©) := limsup F.(@'),F,(O):= liminf F.(6’
(€)= limswp_ FL(6),F.(6) = Lyl F.(6)

H* := max{F*,G}, H, := max{F,, G}

and we define similarly Fi"*, Fin | gin qin from Fin {0 as well as R*, R,
R»* Rin ppine - M  M* M, For ease of notations, we shall simply write
H.p for H,(-,p, 00, Dp, D*p), and use similar notations for all the above
defined operators. We shall also write w, and w* for the lower- and upper-
semicontinuous envelopes of w.

Remark 4 (i) It follows from the convention sup ) = —oo that F.(0) = —oc0
whenever N;(z,y,q) = 0.

(ii) Since F_ is non-decreasing in € > 0, we have H,(0) = liminfg o Ho(O').
In particular, F,(©) > —oo implies that there exists a neighborhood of © on
which Ny # 0.

(iii) The same reasoning holds for F".

Since the value function v may not be continuous, we also introduce the
corresponding semicontinuous envelopes:

vty ) = w li,nflin(g o o(t',a'), v (t,x) == lliI/nsup o(t',2') , (t,xz) € Dy ,
(t',a"y € Dy (t(t;:)/)z (E:)
(17)

where Dy is defined as in Standing Assumption 2 and Dy denotes its closure.

Before to state our main results, we need to introduce the following conti-
nuity assumption, compare with Assumption 2.1 in [6], which will be used to
prove the sub-solution property.
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Assumption 1 Let (tg,z0,qo0) be an element of D x R,

(i) If No # 0 on a neighborhood B of (z0,qo0), then for every ¢ > 0 and
uo € No(20, qo) there exists a locally Lipschitz map v defined on a neighborhood
of B' of (20,q0) such that |0(z0,q0) — uo| < & and v € Ny on B’.

(ii) If Ni* # 0 on a neighborhood B of (to,z0,qo), then for every e > 0
and ug € N§*(to, 20,q0) there exists a locally Lipschitz map v defined on a
neighborhood of B’ of (to, 20,q0) such that |(to, 20,q0) — uo| < & and ¥ € Ni»
on B’.

Under the above assumption, we shall show that v is a discontinuous vis-
cosity solution of (7)-(9)-(13)-(14) in the following sense.
Theorem 2 v, is a viscosity super-solution on Dy of
{ H*p>0 on Dy N ([0,T) x R%)
min { (¢ — w.)1{prpcoo,Gocor » M 0} >0 on Dy N({T} x RY)
If Assumption 1 holds, then v* is a viscosity sub-solution on Dy N ([0, T] x R?)

of

(18)

H,o <0 if (-,¢) € int(D)
H o <0 if () €dD
min{y —w* , M.} <0 if (-,¢) € int(D)p
min{y —w* , Mo} <0 if (-,¢) €9Dr
Note that, as usual, the state constraints appear only on the sub-solution
property, see e.g. [19] and [20]. The proof of this result is reported in Sect. 5.

on Dy N ([0,T) x RY)
(19)
on Dy N ({T} x RY)

4 Application in optimal book liquidation

In this section, we study an application of our general model to the pricing of
a book liquidation contract under a VWAP (Volume Weighted Average Price)
constraint.

For sake of simplicity, we shall restrict to the case where W is a one-
dimensional Brownian motion although d # 2, which amounts to set part of
the coefficients equal to 0. We shall also consider time-dependent coefficients,
which corresponds to adding a component interpreted as time in the process
X and can always be done by suitably choosing the drift parameter.

Moreover, the dynamics will be only controlled by a real valued non-
decreasing process L. We shall therefore only write X* and Y, and now
consider £ as the set of continuous real-valued non-decreasing adapted pro-
cesses L satisfying E [L%] < oo. Still, similar arguments as those used in
Example 3 will lead to the introduction of an additional control in U, see
Proposition 1 below.

The reader interested by optimal liquidation problems can consult the pa-
pers [1], [2], [3], [5], [7] and [18], and the references therein. All of them deal
with optimal liquidation strategies, but none of them is concerned by the pric-
ing of related derivatives.
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4.1 Description of the model

The optimal book liquidation problem is the following. A financial agent asks
a broker to sell on the market a total of K > 0 stocks on a time interval [0, 7.
The broker takes the engagement that he will guarantee to his client a mean
selling price which corresponds to (at least) v € (0,1) times the mean price
of the market, i.e. the observed selling prices weighted by the volume of the
corresponding transactions initiated by all the traders that are acting on the
market on [0,7]. Such contracts are referred to as VWAP guaranteed. The
financial agent pays to the broker a premium y at time 0.

The cumulated number of stocks sold by the broker on the market since
time 0 is described by a continuous real-valued non-decreasing adapted process
L. Given L € L, the dynamic of the broker’s portfolio Y is given by

dyt(t)y = xbY(t)dL, , Y*(0) =0

where X1 represents the stock’s selling price dynamics and is assumed to
solve

dXDl(t) = XEY ) p(t, XB1(t)dt + XY (4o (t, XL (t)dw,
— XY pt, xB(t)dL,

where p, 0,8 :[0,T] x R — R are continuous functions satisfying

x € [0,00) = z (u(t,z),o(t,z), B(t,z)) is uniformly Lipschitz,
uniformly in ¢ € [0, 77, (20)
and £ :[0,T] x R — R, is C? in space, uniformly in time.

Note that we allow the trading strategy of the broker to have an impact
on the price dynamics if 8 # 0.

For sake of simplicity, we model the intensity of all the transactions on the
market (more precisely, of aggressive orders initiated by sellers) by a deter-
ministic non-negative continuous process 1, so that

o) = /O 9(s)ds

denotes the cumulated number of stocks sold on the market since time 0. Then,
the cumulated amount associated to selling orders in the market, denoted by
X%2 has the dynamics

dxB2(t) = xBY)ot)dt , X220)=0.

To sum up, the liquidation gain of the broker augmented by the premium
y paid at time 0 is then given by y + YZ(T). On the other hand, he has
to deliver to his client at least - times the mean selling price of the market
(XL:2(T)/O(T)) multiplied by the number of stocks that have to be sold K.
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In order to accept the contract, a highly risk adverse broker should then ask
for an initial premium y such that

y+ (YHT)/K —4X"*(T)/O(T)) K > 0 for some L € £ s.t. Ly — Lo = K,

i.e. which a.s. compensates the loss made if the mean selling price of the market
is not matched.

In practice, it is clear that the above problem does not make sense and
needs to be relaxed. We shall therefore consider problems of the form

Find the minimal y s.t., for some L € £ with Ly =0,
Ly =K and E[¢(y+ [YH(T)/K —~vX22(T)/0(T)| K)] > p,

for p € R and ¢ : R — R non-decreasing.

Moreover, practitioners typically impose bounds on the cumulated number
of sold stocks X3 := L — Ly. We shall therefore restrict to strategies L € £
such that

XL3(s) € [A(s),A(s)] forall s < T,

where A and A are assumed here to be C' deterministic functions such that
A< Aon[0,7).

Remark 5 Up to an obvious change of variables, the initial premium y can
be incorporated in the initial condition Y (0) of Y. Similarly, the constant
~K/O(T) can be simply written v > 0 up to a change of variable. It follows
that the above problem could be alternatively written as

Find the minimal Y£(0) s.t., for some L € £ with Ly =0,
XE? = K, XV3(s) € [A(s), A(s)] forall s <T,
and E [0 (YE(T) —+X522(T))] > p,

with v > 0.

4.2 Value function and problem reduction

In order to define the associated value function, we now extend the above dy-
namics to arbitrary initial conditions. Given L € £, we set X := (X1 X2
X13). We write Zf, , = (X{,,Y/, ) the corresponding processes satisfying
the initial condition ZF, , (t) = (z,y).

In the following, we restrict to initial conditions y > 0 and z = (x!,22,23) €
(0,00) x [0,00)? to be consistent with the fact that the above quantities should
be non-negative and that the process X! takes positive values if X£1(0) > 0.

In order to simplify our analysis, we make the following assumption:

A(T)=A(T) =K and DA,DA € (0, M] on [0,T] for some M > 0. (21)
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The first condition allows us to impose the constraint X3 (T) = K via the
simpler one X*% € [A, A], while the assumption on the right-hand side will
be used in the proof of Proposition 5 below in order to provide boundary
conditions which will turn easier to handle.

In view of Remark 5 and the left-hand side of (21), the value function
associated to the above stochastic target problem can then be written as

v(t,z,p) :=inf{y >0 : IL € L s.t. th”fTL € (A, 4] and E [W(ZtLuy(T))] > p},

with ¥(z,y) = (y — y2?) and v > 0.

In order to convert the above problem into a stochastic target problem in
the form of the one studied in the previous sections, we use the key argument
of [6] as explained in Example 3. In the following we set A := U x L, where
U denotes the set of all progressively measurable process v in L2([0,T] x {2)
taking values in R.

Proposition 1 Assume that ¢ has polynomial growth. Then, for all (t,z,p) €
[0,T] x (0,00) x [0,00)? x R,

v(t,z,p) :=inf{y >0 : Ay gy, # 0},

where Ay ., p denotes the set of processes (v, L) € A such that (ZE, ,,, P/

t,x,y’ t,p) €
O on [t,T] with

O := {(m,y,p) € (0,00) x [0,00)2 xR? : 3 ¢e [A,Z}} 10,1
+{(,9,) € (0,00) X [0,00% x B : 2 = K and £y — %) > p} 1y |

and

Py, :=p—|—/ vedWsy .
t

Proof If £ has polynomial growth, then it is clear that E(YfLTy(T)f’thZIL(T)) €
L? for all L € L such that XE;EL(T) < K. It then suffices to reproduce the
arguments used in Example 3 or in the proof of Proposition 3.1 in [6]. a

In the following, we set
Dy = {(t,z,p) € [0,T) x (0,00) x [0,00)? x R : 2% € [A(t), A(t)]} ,

which is the natural domain on which our problem is stated. It satisfies the
Standing Assumption 2 under the additional condition (23) below, see Propo-
sition 3 below. In the following, v, and v* are defined as in (17) for Dy as
above.

We conclude this section by showing that one can use an equivalent for-
mulation for which the Standing Assumption 4 is satisfied.
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Remark 6 In this remark, We assume that ¢ has polynomial growth. Fix (v, L) €
A; ., and first note that (ZZ iy Plp) € O implies Ly — Ly = K — 23, so that
the control L has to be P — a.s. bounded by K. Second, the polynomial growth
condition on ¢, the uniform bound on L and the fact P/, is a martingale imply
that Py, <E [W (2}, ,(D)|F] < @(Zf,,) on [t,T] with ¢(z) := C(1 + |2|%)
for some C > 0. It follows that

At,zyy,p = At’r,y,p ’

where Ay ., denotes the set of processes (v, L) € A such that (2}, . PY,) €

O on [t,T] with

t,x,y’

0:=0n{(z,y,p) € (0,00) x [0,00)* x R? : op(,y) > p}.

The stochastic target problem defined with O now satisfies Standing Assump-
tion 4. Indeed, if L is an adapted continuous and non-decreasing process and
v is a P — a.s. square integrable progressively measurable process such that
(Zth P € O, then L is bounded and the local martingale Py, is bounded
from above by the process ¢(Zk "+.y) that is easily seen to be unlformly inte-
grable. It is therefore a Submartmgale Then, ¥(ZE, ,(T)) > PY,(T) implies
that E [¥(Zf, ,(T))] > p. Since w(Zt, ,(T)) € L?, the martingale represen-

tation theorem implies that (Z} Py,) € O for some predictable and square

t,x,y’ =
integrable process 7. The new control (y L) belongs to Ay sy p-

Since the problems defined with O and O are equivalent, the validity of the
Geometric Dynamic Programming Principle for the latter implies its validity

for the former.

4.3 Additional assumptions and a-priori estimates

In the context of the above problem, the sets (N;). reads

Nep = {u €R : [uDpp+2'oDyp| < E}

and
Fuo=F'p=Fupif Dyp #0, (22)
where
Fup = —Lxp = C2 (1D, Dol D2 — ADsip/ Do) D20
with

1
Lxg:=0wp+a uDyp+ 19D, 20 + 5(1:10)2D§1<p .

In order to provide a PDE characterization in terms of the continuous
operator F rather than in terms of F* and F, we need to ensure that D, # 0
for any test function for v, or v*. Moreover, the proof of a comparison principle
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will require a control of the ratio D i1¢/D,p which appears in Fyp. In order
to control the last term, we shall assume from now on that:

£ admits right- and left-derivatives,

there exists e > 0s.t. e < D¢, DT/ <e ! (23)
and lim DT4(r) = lim D= ¢(r) =: Df(c0) , (24)
T—>00 T—>00

where DV and D~ denote the right- and left-derivatives respectively.

The above conditions indeed induce the following controls on v, in which
we use the notation e; := (1,0,0).

Proposition 2 For all (t,z,p) € Dy and h € (—(z' A1),1)
v(t, x, p) > max{v(t,x,p — e h|) + ||, v(t,x + her,p — C(x)|h])},
where
C :[0,00)* = Ry is a continuous map. (25)

Proof a. We start with the first inequality v(t, z,p) > v(t, z,p — e_1|h\) + |h].

Fix y > v(t, 2, p). Then, there exists ¢ = (v, L) € Asuch that (2, ,,P¥,) €V
on [t,T]. Since, by (23), £(r — |h|) > £(r) — e 1|h|, we have

E|¢ (Ytzy< ) = bl =¥ X[2(1)| 2 p— el
Since Y%, , — |h| = ty—|n) And XL does not depend on the initial value of

Y, this implies the requlred result by arbitrariness of y > v(¢,z,p) and the
definition of the value function v.

b. Before to prove the second inequality, let us observe that standard com-
putations based on Burkholder-Davis-Gundy’s inequality, Gronwall’s Lemma
and the Lipschitz continuity assumption on our coefficients imply that there
exists a continuous map C : [0,00)® — R, such that, for all h € [-1,1] and
L € £ such that |L|r < K,

E (|9 (Zf s ine y(T)) =¥ (Zi0,(T))[] < C@)IN] -

c. We now turn to the second inequality v(t, z,p) > v(t, z+her,p—C
Fix y > v(t,z,p) and consider ¢ = (v, L) € A such that (2}, ,, P/,)
[t,T]. It follows from b. above that

E [W(Z s ine, y(T))] 2 E[W(Z], ,(T)] = C(a)|h] = p— C(x)|h] .

)Ihl)

(x
eV

As above, the required result then follows from the arbitrariness y > v(¢, z, p).
O

The immediate consequence of the above estimates is a control on D1/ Dy
for test functions of v* or v,.
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Corollary 2 The function v, is a viscosity super-solution of

min { D¢ — €, (D — C(2)Dpp) 14150, —Dyip + C(x) Dy} = 0 on Dy
(26)
and v* is a viscosity sub-solution of

max{—Dpp +¢€, (Do — C(xz)Dpp)lyisg, —Dyrp + Cx)Dpe} =0 on Dy .
(27)

We now provide additional estimates that will be used later on to establish
a comparison principle on the PDE associated to v. We first show that the
conditions (21)-(23) allows us to deduce a classical growth condition on v.

Proposition 3 There exists n > 0 such that
0<o(t,z,p) <€ tp—LO)| +yn(l+al) for all (t,z,p) € Dy . (28)

Proof Define L := max{x3, A}, which belongs to £ by (21). Then, it follows
from (21) again that Xff(T) = K and Xff € [A,A] on [t,T). Moreover,
standard estimates imply

E [|XE(T)]? < n(1 + |2])

for some 1 > 0 which does not depend on (¢, ). In particular, for y > 0, the
above inequality combined with our assumption (23) leads to

E [ (v, (@) - vx22D)] 2 B[t (y - 2X2(1)]
> e(y =+ |z])) + £0) .
By choosing y equal to the right-hand side of (28), we obtain the inequality
E [é (Ythy(T) - fthIj f(T))} > p. The required result follows from the defi-
nition of v. O
We finally provide suitable boundary conditions for v.
Proposition 4 Fiz (t,z,p) € Dy. Then,
U*(t7 07 x27 ',1:37p) = U*(t7 07 x27 m37p) = W_1(07 m27 x37p) ) (29)
where
vz, p) = inf{y >0 @ ¥(z,y) >p}.
Moreover, for all sequence (t,, Tn,pn)n C Dy such that (t,,z,) — (t,z) €

[0,7] x [0,00)3,

Hm v (tn, Tn, pn) = lim v*(tn, n,pn) =0 if p, = —0 , (30)
n—oo

n— o0

li_>m Vi(tns Try Pn) /D = li_>m V" (tn, Tny Dn) /P = 1/DL(0) if pp, — 00 . (31)
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Proof a. We start with the first assertion. Let (¢, Z,, pn)n be a sequence in Dy
that converges to (t,0,2%,23,p) and fix y > ¥~ 1(z, p) with z = (0,22, 23).
Then, the Lipschitz continuity of the coefficients implies that X7 . (T) —
(0,22,23) P — a.s. and in LY for any ¢ > 2. Since ¥ is Lipschitz continuous, it
follows that lim,,_,oc E [W(Z?nxy (T))] =¥(z,y) > p. Hence, E [W(Z?mxmy)] >
pn, for n large enough, and therefore v(t,,z,,pn) < y. The arbitrariness of
y thus implies that limsup,, . v(tn,Tn,pn) < U1 (2, p). We next deduce

from the Lipschitz continuity of the coefficients again that, for any L™ € L

such that L7 < K and (y,),> such that E [W(ZtLy:xmyn (T))] = pn, we have

Zt:zn,yn (T) — (0,22, 2%,y) P — a.s. and in LY for any ¢ > 2, whenever y,, — y.

Hence, lim,,_,» E [W(ijlmy(T))] = U(xz,y) > p so that y > ¥~ 1(x,p). Tak-

ing y, = v(tn,Tn,pn) + 1/n with (t,,zn,pn)n such that v(t,,x,,pn) —

v.(t,0,22, 23, p) then shows that v.(¢,0, 22,23, p) > ¥~ (z, p).

b. We now turn to the second assertion. It follows from the following easy
observation. Fix (t,x) € [0,T) x (0,00) x [0,00)? such that 23 € [A(t), A(t)].
Then, for L defined by L = A+ 23 — A(t), one obtains Xff €[4, 4] on [t,T],
recall (21), and p(t, z) := E [¥ (Z}, o(T))] > —o0. It follows that v(t,z,p) =0
for p < p(t, z), where the function p is clearly locally bounded.

c. We finally prove the last assertion. Since p,, — oo and, for any strategy
L™ € £ such that L}, < K, Zt,’:jsz(T) is uniformly bounded in any L%, ¢ > 2,

n

one has y,, — oo whenever E [W(Z[",  (T))] > p, for all n. Using (24), one
deduces that, for all € > 0, 3 r. € R such that

n

W(ZE (1) S Ure) + (DUo0) +2) (o + Yy o(T) = A X7 (T) = 7.
for n large P — a.s. It follows that

1 <limsupE LT/(ZtLﬁ%’yn (T))] /Pn < (Dl(00) + €) lim sup ¥, /pn, -

n—oo n— oo

This implies that liminf,, oo Vi (tn, Tn, Pn)/Pn > 1/ (DE(o0) + €). Choosing &

arbitrarily small leads to the required result. On the other hand, for y, :=
pn(Dl(c0) — )~ with € € (0, D¢(0)), we have, by similar arguments,

U(Z), gy (T))/Pn — DL(00)(Dl(o0) —) ™' > 1
so that
. . 0
hnrr_1>1£f]E [W(Ztm:rmyn (T))] /pn > 1

and therefore v(t,,, T, pn) < pn(DE(00) —e) ! for n large enough. This implies
that imsup,,_, .. v*(tn, Tn,Pn)/Pn < (DE(c0) —e) ™1, which yields the required
result by arbitrariness of € > 0. a
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4.4 PDE characterization

We can now provide the main results of this section. We first report the PDE
characterization of v.

Proposition 5 The functions v, is a viscosity supersolution on Dy of
max {Fop , 2" + 2" 8D — Dysp} = 0. (32)
The function v* is a sub-solution on Dy of

min{gp , maX{Fogo , ol + 2 BDp — Dwsgp}} =0 if A<z®< A
min {¢ , ' + BD,10 — Dyap} =0 if A= xj’ (33)
min{y , Fop} =0 if 3=A.

Moreover,
vo(T,z,p) = v*(T,x,p) = ¥ (2,p) ¥ (z,p) € [0,00)* x {K} xR. (34)

Proof a. We first discuss the PDE characterization. In view of Theorem 2, we
already know that v, is a supersolution on Dy of

max {F*(p , o'+ 21 BDp — Dwsgo} =0
and that v* is a sub-solution on Dy N {v* > 0} of

max {F*ga , ot 2 BD i — Dx:s(p} =0ifA<a®< A
max {min{F*ga , —DA} , min{z* + 218D, — D, 1}} =0if A=2a3
max {min{F,p , DA} , min{z' + 2'8D,1¢ — Dysp, —1}} =0if 23 = 4.

Note that the boundary 22 = 0 does not play any role here since the process
X?21 is non-decreasing.

Since, by Proposition 2, v is strictly increasing in its p variable, any test
function ¢ such that (¢, zo, po) achieves a local maximum (resp. minimum) of
v* — ¢ (resp. vy — @) must then satisty Dp,p(to, zo,po) > 0. It follows that F*
and F, can be replaced by Fy, see (22).

In order to simplify the sub-solution property for ¢ < T, it then suffices to
use the fact that DA > 0 and DA > 0 by assumption (21).

b. It remains to prove the boundary condition at T'.

b.1. We first discuss the supersolution property at T'. Let (¢, Zp, Pn)n>1 be
a sequence in Dy, with ¢, < T for all n, such that (t,,xn,pn) — (T, 20,p0) €
Dy and v(t,, Tn, pn) — (T, 20, P0)- Set yn := v(tn, Tn,pn) + 1/n and let L™
be such that E [¥(Z"(T))] > p, where Z" = (X", V") := (X" VL .
Since X™?(T) = K, we have L"(T) — L"(t,) = K — z3. Since L™ is non-
decreasing, this shows that sup, << L"(t)—L"(t,) — 0 in L>. This implies
that Z™(T) — zy := (w0,%0) in any L%, ¢ > 2. It then follows from the
dominated convergence theorem that

¥(z0) —po = lim E[¥(Z™(T))] —pn =2 0.

n— oo
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This shows that v, (T, zo,po) > ¥~ (20, po)- )
b.2. We finally prove the sub-solution property. Let (T, zq,p9) € Dy and ¢
be a smooth function such that

(T, xo,po) achieves a strict local maximum of v* — ¢ such that
(’U* - SO)(Ta IOapo) =0 and QO(T7 IOapo) > wil(x07p0) . (35)

Let (tn,Zn,Pn)n>1 be a sequence in Dy, with ¢, < T for all n, which con-
verges to (T, xo,po) and such that v(t,,zn,pn) — v*(T,20,p0). Set yn =
V(tn, Tn,Pn) — 1/n. Since A and A are C*, there exists L™ such that Xthan is

reflected on the boundary of [4, A]. It takes the form
dL} = apdt (36)
where o™ is a predictable process satisfying, recall (21),

sup |af| <sup sup (DA(t)V DA(t)) <M. (37)
t€[tn.T] n>1¢€[t,T]

Since ¢ is smooth, we can also define the control

n

L1 L1
voi= _U('v th,zn)(Dzl @/D;D(p)(" th,wn)’

recall from the above discussion that we must have D, > 0 on a neigh-
borhood of (T,xg,pp). For ease of notations, we write Z" = (X™,Y™) :=
(Xt Y, ,.)and P =Py .

tn,@n? T tn,Tn,Yn

Let ¢ be defined by ¢(t, z,p) := ¢(t,z,p) ++v1T —t + t—+/¢ for some ¢ > 0.
It follows from the identity v(7),-) = ¥ ~! and (35) that

B max (v —9):=—(<0,
({T} x Be(z0,p0))U([T—¢,T]x8Be (0,p0))

for £ > 0 small enough. Moreover, for £,¢ > 0 small enough, one has

‘ ilng (xla + Fo@ 4 B(zhaDy1 ¢ — aDrsgb) >0on [T —e,T] x 0B(z0,p0) ,
i (38)
since 0yp — —oo as t — T and ¢ — 0. We next define the stopping times
00 :=inf{s >t, : (s,X"(s),P"(s)) ¢ [T —¢,T] X Be(x0,p0)},
O :=1inf{s >t, : [Y"(s) — (s, X"(s), P"(s))| > e} N O} .
Using (36)-(37)-(38), the same arguments as in the proof of Proposition 9
below show that
Y™(0,) — v (0n, X"(0,),P"(0,)) >0
-1

for n large enough. Recalling that y, = v(tn, Tn,Dn) — 01 < V(tn, Tn, Pn),
this is in contradiction with (GDP2) of Corollary 1. O
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4.5 Heuristic description of the optimal strategy

The rigorous statement of a verification result is beyond the scope of this
paper. Still we explain here how an optimal strategy could be constructed.

Let us assume that there exists a positive smooth function © which is a
strong solution of (33) on Dy and satisfies (34). Set

R :={(t,z,p) € Dy : Fyo(t,z,p) = 0}.

Fix (0,20,p0) € Dy, yo := 9(0,20,po). Assume that we can find (v,L) € A
such that

v=—XL1Z52 (. X PY) Leb x dP on [0,T] (39)
T

0= Jy Lyxz.prerydLs (40)

(XL, Py € R C Dy Lebx dP on [0,T] (41)

where (XE, YE PY) = (XOL@oa Yo%wo,yo, F§ ,,)- It then follows from It6’s Lemma,

the fact that © > 0 solves (33) and (39)-(40)-(41) that
t T
YE —a(t, X, PY) = / Foo(s, XL, P")ds +/ XEblar,
0 0
t
+ / (XEYBD,10) (s, XE PY) — Dysto(s, XL, PY))dL,
0

t

- / (vaDyis(s, XL, PY) + X2 (0 Dy ) (s, X, PY))dW,
0

=0,te0,1].

Since (34) holds for 9, this implies that ¥(YE, X£) > PX. By taking expec-
tation, we obtain E [¥ (Y}, X£)| > p. Since X5? = K by (21)-(41), this
shows that L is optimal, whenever v(0,zg,po) = 9(0,zo, po). The latter can
be deduced from a comparison principle, see the next section.

Note that solving (39)-(40)-(41) reduces to prove existence to a multidi-
mensional stochastic differential equation reflected on the boundary of R. This
comes from the fact that the control v can be identified to a Markovian con-
trol by (39). Existence of a solution requires a minimum of smoothness on the
boundary of the domain, see e.g. [14] and the references therein. The same
argument is actually used in the proof of Proposition 9, see the “Second case”.

Again, a rigorous statement is beyond the scope of this paper. The approx-
imation of the optimal strategy when the system is only observed at discrete
times is also left for further research. Note however that, if ¢ is strictly increas-
ing in its p-variable and satisfies ©(t, z, 00) = oo and 0(t, z, —o0) = 0, compare
with (30)-(31) and Corollary 2, then the process P¥ can be recovered from
the observation of Y* and X”. Indeed, the above argument shows that we
should have Y = &(-, XI' P"). Hence, it suffices to invert the latter function:
Py =971, XL YE).
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A formal “optimal” strategy in discrete time can be inferred from the
above discussion. At the observation time ¢, compute P, := 6~ 1(¢t, X2, V,L).
Then, find the minimal AL; > 0 such that (assuming it is possible) X/* €
[A(t),A(t)] and (t, XL, P,) € R where XLt = (XF'(1 — B(t, X1 ALy),
X2 X% + ALY). Update Y2 := Y2 + XE AL,

This requires the computation of the function ¢. Note that the comparison
results stated in the following section open the door to the study of determinis-
tic numerical schemes. However, the construction of a monotone and consistent
scheme is made difficult by the presence of a ratio in the operator Fj. We also
leave this point for further research.

4.6 Comparison principle and uniqueness

In order to complete the characterization of Proposition 5, it remains to pro-
vide a comparison theorem for (32)-(33).

Note that the term D,1¢/D,e which appears in the definition of Fj can be
shown to be bounded because viscosity super- and sub-solution of (32)-(33)
have to satisfy Dy > € and |D,1¢/D,p| < C in the viscosity sense. Still
obtaining a general comparison theorem for the above PDE in an unbounded
domain remains an open question.

In what follows, we shall therefore reduce to a bounded domain by adding
the following condition:

Fa' > 0st. pu(,2h) =o(,2')=0. (42)

This implies that &' is an absorbing point for X!, In particular, it remains
bounded as well as X 12 which is bounded by ©(T)z!. In particular, we can
then restrict to the bounded domain

Dy = Dy N ([0,T) x (0,23") x [0,20(T)3") x [0, K] x R).

For z' > 2!, the value function v can be easily computed explicitly, since the
problem becomes deterministic, and is continuous:

T
v(t,z,p) =1 (xl,'y(xQ —|—/ xlﬁ(s)ds> — 2! (K - x3),x37p> for 2! > 2.
¢

(43)

L can be

Note that it is not a real limitation for practical applications, since &
arbitrary large.

Proposition 6 Assume that (42) holds. Let U (resp. V') be a non-negative
lower-semicontinuous §upersolution of (32) (resp. upper-semicontinuous sub-
solution of (33)) on Dy, such that U and V are continuous in x°. Assume
that

U(t,z,p) > V(t,z,p) ift="T or b e {0, 2331}, (44)
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and that there exists c; > 0 and c— € R such that

lim sup V(o) /p <ep < lim inf Uiy, p)/p, (45)

',z ,p’)—(t,x,00) "y ,p")—(t,y,00)
lim sup V(t o' p)<e- < lim inf Uy, p') (46)
('@ ,p")—(t,x,—00) "y’ ,p’)—(t,y,—o0)

V (t,x) € [0,T) x [0,00)%. If either U is a viscosity supersolution of (26) on
Dy which is continuous in p, or that V' is a viscosity sub-solution of (27) on
Dy which is continuous in p, then

Uu>VvV OTlDy.

Before to provide the proof of the above result, we state the following
immediate corollary which shows that the characterization of v in Proposition
5 is indeed sharp.

Corollary 3 Assume that (42) holds. Then, v is continuous on the closure of
Dy . Moreover, it is the unique non-negative viscosity solution of (32) in the
class of continuous functions that are either super-solutions of (26) or sub-
solutions of (27), and satisfy the boundary conditions (29)-(30)-(31)-(34)-(43).

This follows from Proposition 4, Corollary 2, Proposition 5, Proposition 6
and the following continuity result.

Proposition 7 The function v is continuous in its p and x> variables, and,
therefore, so are v, and v*.

Proof Since { is non-decreasing, so is v, in the p-variable. It thus suffices to
show that lim supy, v(t,x,p+ |h|) < v(t,z,p). To see this fix y > v(t, x,p)
and L € L such that Z}, , € V and E [¥(Zf, ,(T))] > p, which is possible
since £ is strictly increasing and y > v(t, x, p). It follows that y > v(¢, z, p+|h|)
for h small enough. Sending |h| — 0 and then y — v(t,z,p) leads to the
required result.

We now turn to the continuity with respect to z>. Fix h € R such that
|| < min{z3 — A(t), A(t) —23}. Denote e3 := (0,0,1), and let L € £ and y > 0

be such that ZF, , € V. Then, Ly — Ly < K and sup,< .1 | ZE, | < ¢ for some

¢> 0. Set L" := 1y 7y (L — Ly + ® + h) AA) V A. Then, ZF, ... . €V and
h
SUD;< e | ZF0 0 — Z£I+h5370| < c|h| where ¢ > 0 does not depend on (¢, z,p).
This implies that v(t, z+hes, p) < v(t, x, p)+c|h|. Similarly, v(t, z,p) < v(t, z+
hes, p) + c|hl. 0
We conclude with the proof of Proposition 6.

Proof of Proposition 6. We assume that U is a viscosity supersolution
of (26) which is continuous in p. The case where V is a viscosity sub-solution
of (27) which is continuous in p is treated similarly. As usual, we argue by
contradiction and assume that there exists (to, zo, po) € Dy such that

(V — U)(to,xo,po) =: 4770 >0.
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Given £ > 0 and ¢ > 1, we define UC and V by UC(L x,p) = e”(t+‘”3)U(t, x,pC)
and f/(t, z,p) = e”(t“‘IS)V(t, x,p). Since U is continuous in its p-variable, one
has

sup(V — Uc) =: 21 > 2 > 0, (47)
Dy

for kK > 0 and ¢ > 1 small enough.
1. Note that n < co and that

20 = sup(V — U¢) = (V = Uc) (¢, &¢, i) (48)
Dy

for some 2¢ := (f¢,2¢,P¢) in the closure of Dy. Indeed, if (tks Tk, P E>1 18
a maximizing sequence, then (ty,zx)r>1 is bounded and therefore converges
along a subsequence. If p, — —oo, we obtain a contradiction by appeal-
ing to (46). If pp — oo, then limsupy_, . V(tk, zr, pk) /P < ¢t < ¢4 <
¢limsupy,_, o Ul(tk, x, prC)/(prC), which also leads to a contradiction. The
fact that the supremum is achieved then follows from the upper-semicontinuity
of V — U;. From now on, we assume that

= A(fc) (49)

for all ¢ > 1 small enough. The case where :%g = A(t¢) (resp. :ﬁ? € (A(te), A(te)))
can be treated similarly by replacing |23 —y> —§|? in the definition of A,, below
by |y3 — 2% — 6| (resp. 0).

2. For n > 1, we now set
@n : (tax7y7pa Q) — V(thap) - ﬁ((t7yaQ) - An(taxay7p7 q)
where

An(t,2,9,0,q) lp—ql* + 2" —y'* + |2° — ¢ — 6]%)

=5 (
2

1 - .
b (=il + 2 — a21)
for some § > 0. Note that, by continuity of V in 23 and (48),

Jim inf O, (f¢ @ + des, @¢, e, be) = 21

with ez := (0,0,1). It follows that

supO, >nforalln>1, (50)
D3

for § > 0 small enough, where

1512/ ={(t,z,y,p,q) € [0,T] x [O,oo)6><IR2 :(t,x,p), (t,y,q9) € Dy , 22 = y2} .
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Moreover, the same arguments as in step 1. above show that there exists
Zn = (tn, Tny Yn, Pn, ¢n) in the closure of Dy satisfying

O,(z,) =sup O, >nforaln>1. (51)
Dy
It then follows from standard arguments, combined with the ones used in step
1. above, see e.g. [10], that

Zn = Zes = (te,5,%¢.6,Ye,5,P¢.5, 4c,s) in the closure of ﬁ% asn — oo (52)

where

lim n|z), —yp|* +nlpn — ¢ul® +nla), =y — 8> =0
n—oo

nli_{go(v —U)(Zn) = (V = U)(2¢c.0) (53)
1 3 — (1 73 1 ¥ — J 2 = [/ — J % =
and lim(tcs, 2 5) = (¢, @) , W (V = U¢)(Z¢5) = (V = Uc)(Z¢) = 20 > mo -

Note that, combined with (49), this implies that

Tls=Yis Tes=Yes Des=dcs and Ates) <yl s+0=al s < Alte5),(54)

for § > 0 small enough. 3 5

3. a. Clearly, we cannot have V(t¢s,2¢,5,pc,6) = 0 since Us > 0 by as-
sumption.

b. We can neither have t; s = T since this would imply xzé = yg’,é by

definition of Dy and (21), a contradiction to (54).

c. We can also not have z/ 5 € {0,22'} for all § > 0 small enough. To see
this assume the contrary and note that the fact that U is a supersolution of
(26) implies that it is non-decreasing in p. First assume that g. s > 0 for all
¢ > 1 small enough. Since ¢ > 1, it then follows from the upper-semicontinuity
of V,=U and from (54) that V(t¢s,2¢s,0c.5) — Ulte,s ves,Cacs) < (V —

U)(tes,x¢,6,pc,6)+0(9). Recalling (44) and the definition of (V, U¢), we obtain
‘7(7275, 33475,]7(,5) — 0((25@5, Y¢85 qg,g) < O(6) < no for ¢ small enough whenever
a} 5 € {0,23'}, a contradiction to (53).

Now assume that pcs < 0 for all ¢ > 1 small enough. Then (46), the
fact that (t¢,5,2¢,5) takes values in a compact set and the definition of n >
no > 0 imply that |pcs| < & for some £ > 0 which does not depend on ¢
or ¢. In particular, as ¢ — 1, (t¢.5,2¢,5,Yc,6,Dc,654¢,6)¢c>1 converges to some
(t1,5, 21,5, Y1,6, P15, q1,6) such that z} 5 € {0,22'}, (54) holds at the limit ¢ = 1,

and limsupgﬁl(f/(tg,zs,w(,aapg,s) — Ue(tes,Ye.s,0c5) < V(tis, 21.6,D1,6) —
Ul(tw,:z:l,(; — des,p1,5) < O(6) by upper-semicontinuity of V, —U, and (44).
This shows that V(tcs, 7.6, pc.s) — Uc(te,s:Yc,s:9c,6) < mo < 2n for ¢ suffi-
ciently close to 1 and § > 0 small enough, a contradiction to (53).

4. Now observe that, by assumption, U, ¢ and V are super and sub-solutions
on Dy of

max {mp + Fop, kp+at + a2t BDyp — Dwsgo} >0 (55)
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and

max{mp—kﬁ’ocp, mp—i—xl—i—xlﬂDmup—Dwsgp}SOifA<x3<Z & V>0

(56)
respectively, with
Fop = —0ip — 2 puDyip — 229(t) Do o
(z'0)? 2 212 2
——5 (Dmmp + | D1/ Dpp|* Dy — 2(Dx1<p/DpsD)D(x1,p><p) ,

and that UC is a viscosity supersolution of

min {Qilego —€, Dy — C’(x)C*lew , —Dgip+ C’(x)C*lego} =0.
3 . ) ~(57)
Let PV and ’P‘UC denote the super- and subjets of V' and U, with
(t,22,23) taken as a first order term. It then follows from Ishii’s Lemma, see
e.g. [10], that we can find 2-dimensional symmetric matrices (X,,Y,) € S?
such that
(Dt/ln; (D:EA’I’L7 DpAn)7 Xn)(tn) $n7 ympm Qn) e 75+‘7(tn7 :L'n7pn)

(_DtAn7 _(DyA'ru DqAn)a Yn)(tna TnsYnyPn,s q”) € ﬁiUC(tna Yns QH)a

where the super- and subjets are defined with (¢, 22, 23) viewed as a first order

term, that satisfy
X, 0 I —-I
<0 —Yn>§3”(—1 I) (58)

where I denotes the 2-dimensional identity matrix.

We now study two cases:
Case 1. We first assume that

along a subsequence. Then, by (51), (52), (54), (56), step 3. and the Lipschitz
of z — x8(t, x),

—Kn > K(Uc(tn,qun) = V(tn, Tn,pn))
> ,(yrll _ x;) + yiﬂ(tn,y;)DylAn(zn) + x;ﬂ(tmx;)DﬂAn(zn)
—Dy3/1n(zn) — Dgg3/1n (Zn)
> Onlay, =yl + oy = wal) + Ol — 2 -

It then follows from (52)-(53) that
—kn >0

which leads to a contradiction since n > 0.
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Case 2. We now assume that
KU{(tn, Yn,s Qn) + yrll - yiﬂ(tn» yylz)DylAn(Zn) + Dy3An(zn) <0 P

along a subsequence. Then, using (52), (54), (55), (56), step 3. again, we deduce
that

0< (HUC + DA, + y,llu(tn, yi)Dyl A, + y}tﬁ(tn)DyzAn) (Zn)

_ (y}la(t;,y;)f (Ynu + ALY - 2Anynl2) (59)
and
0> (Hf/ — DAy — 2t 2 )Dyi A,y — x}bﬂ(tn)DgEzAn> (20)
_ (miL;’ 7)) (XA + 40P X2 - 24,X02) (60)
where
A - ~Dy Ay (2n) Dy Ay(Zn)

—DyA(2,)  DpAn(z,)

Moreover, the continuity of C, recall (25), and the viscosity supersolution
properties of U, in (57), together with (52), imply that

[An] < ¢ Clycs) +1 (61)

for n large. We now use (58), the Lipschitz continuity of the coefficients and
(61) to obtain

“(V - ﬁ()(zn) < n|w}“u(tn,x;) - y}zu(tﬂ7yrlz)||w:1 - y'rlzl + O(|2¢ = (tn; Tns pn)l)
+ O (L + Ao (tn, ) = yno(tn. ) ?)
< O(nlzy, = ynl*) + O(|2¢ = (tns @n, pa)l) -

Recalling (52)-(53) and sending n — oo and then § — 0 then leads to a

contradiction since n > 0. a

5 Proof of the viscosity property in the abstract model

We now provide the proof of Theorem 2. It is divided in several subsections.
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5.1 Viscosity solution property on [0, 7T)
5.1.1 Super-solution property on [0,T)

We first consider the case (tg,zo) € Dy with ¢y < T. The proof follows from
almost exactly the same arguments as in [6]. The only difference comes from
the part of the control with bounded variations, however it is easily handled.
We provide it for completeness.

Proposition 8 Let (tg,z9) € Dy, withto < T, and let © be a smooth function
such that

(strict) [Oﬁlgl]iilw(v* —¢) = (vx —)(to,z0) =0. (62)

Then, H*p(to,xo) > 0.
Proof We assume to the contrary that
H*p(tg, z0) < —27 (63)

for some n > 0, and work towards a contradiction. It follows from (63) and
the definition of H* that we may find € > 0 such that

Josx [By (x,9) " = De(t, )" Bx ()] € < —n
py (z,y,u) — LY (t,x) < —n Vu€ N(z,y, Do(t,z)) (64)

v (taxay) € [OvT] X Rd+1 s.t. (t,l’) € Bs(t()vx()) N DYv ‘y - cp(t,x)| <e.
For later use, observe that, by (62) and the definition of ¢,

= min Vi — >0, 65
¢ apBg(tm)( ) (65)

where 0, B (to, o) denotes the parabolic boundary of B.(t¢, o).
Let (tn,Zn)n>1 be a sequence in Dy which converges to (¢o,zo) and such
that v(t,, ) — v«(to, o). Set yn = v(tn, z,) +n~! and observe that

Tn = Yn — @(tnaxn) —0. (66)

For each n > 1, we have y, > v(t,,zy). It thus follows from (GDP1) of
Corollary 1, that there exists some ¢" = (v™, L™) € A such that

Y™t A0,) > vt Ay, XM (tAO,)) fort>t,, (67)
where
2= (XYY = (XYY, ) and 0= 05 A0}
with

6° := inf {s >t (5, X0, (5) ¢ Bg(to,xo)}
0 = inf {s >, [V, () = (s, X0 ()] = ¢} -

n
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Let us define
Ay i= {5 € [tasO0] 5 py (27(),02) = £ 0 (5, X"(5)) > =n} . (68)
and observe that (64) implies that the process
Yn = NV" (Z", Dg(s, XT)) satisfies [ > ¢ for s € A, (69)

recall (6). Since L™ € L is continuous, so is the path of Z". Using (67), the
definition of ¢ in (65) and the definition of 6,,, thus leads to

Yn(t N 0n) > (t A8y, Xn(t AN en)) + (Cl{ggzgn} + 51{95’1>9n}) 1{,5:9”}
Z @t NOn, XM (EAOR)) + (CNE) Li=g,y > t 2 tn
Since ¢ is smooth, it then follows from It6’s Lemma, (64), (66) and the defi-
nition of ¥™ that
tAB,,

— (C A E) 1{t<9,,,} < KZI + b?lA% (S)ds

[2%

tAO,
+ / [BY(27(s)) — Deols, X™(5))T B (X" (s))] dL”

n

< K[, (70)

where

tAO, tAO,
Kp == @re+ [ o ds+ [ ram,,
t t

n n

and
b2 o= [y (27(),0) = £ 0 (5, X7(s))| -

Let M™ be the exponential local martingale defined by M;® = 1 and, for
52 tn,

dM7 = —M (7072 (7)) La, (s)dWs,
which is well defined by (69), the Lipschitz continuity of the coefficients and
our definition of the set of admissible controls ¢. By It6’s formula and (70),
we see that M™ K™ is a local martingale which is bounded from below by the

submartingale — (¢ A €) M™. Then, M™ K™ is a supermartingale, and it follows
from (70) that

0=E[~(CNe)1p,<o,y] SE[MG KG ] <7 —(CAe) <0,

for n large enough, recall (66), which leads to a contradiction. ad
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5.1.2 Sub-solution property on [0,T)

We first consider the case where (to, zo, v*(to, zo)) € int(D). The first part of
the proof is similar to those provided in [6]. The novelty comes from the second
part where we play with the part of the control with bounded variations to
obtain a contradiction.

Proposition 9 Let (tg,z0) € Dy, with to < T, and ¢ be a smooth function
such that

(strict) max(v* — ) = (v* — ¢)(to,20) = 0. (71)

Dy
Assume that (to, zo,v*(tg, zo)) € int(D). Then, H.p(to, xo) < 0.
Proof We assume to the contrary that
(to, xo, v*(to, zo)) € int(D) and H.p(to,zo) > 21 (72)

for some 1 > 0, and work towards a contradiction. For later use note that (72)
implies that, for € > 0 small enough,

{(t.2.9) € [0.7) x R st (t,2) € Bo(to, x0), [y — o(t, )] <&} C int(DI73)
Also observe that, by (71) and the definition of ¢,

—(:= max (" —¢)<0. 74
¢ é)ZDBE(tMO)( ®) (74)

Moreover, we can find a sequence (t,,, T,)n>1 in Dy which converges to (¢, zo)
and such that v(t,,z,) — v*(to,z0). Set yn = v(tn,z,) — n~! and observe
that

Tn = Yn — @(tmxn) —0. (75)

‘We now consider two cases.
First case. We first assume that

F.o(to, o) > 27 . (76)

Then it follows from Assumption 1 and Remark 4 that may find € > 0 such
that

py (-, 0) = L@ > (77)
YV (t,z,y) € [0,T] x Rd+1st (t,z) € Be(to,z0), ly — o(t,2)| < e,

where 7 is a locally Lipschitz map satisfying

v(z,y, Do(t,x)) € No(z,y, Dp(t,x)) if (t,x) € B:(to, xo) and |y—(t, )] (S 5).
78
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We now fix n large enough so that (t,,2,) € B:(to,2zo) and let Z" :=
(X™,Y™) denote the solution of (1) associated to the Markovian control ¢"
and the initial condition Z"™(t,) = (zn, yn), where

o = (", L") == (9(-, X", Y™),0) .
We next define the stopping times

00 :=inf{s >t, : (s,X"(s)) ¢ B:(to,z0)},
O, :=1inf{s >t, : [Y"(s) — (s, X"(s))| > e} AN O, .

Note that, by definition of ¢" and (77), Y™ — (-, X™) is non-decreasing on
[tn, 6n], sO that

Yn(en) - ‘P(enaXn(en)) 2 Yn — @(tn; mn) = Tn > _(5 A C)/Q (79)
for n large enough, recall (75). Since ¢ > v* > v, it follows that

Y"™(0n) — v (0n, X" (0r)) > 1{9"L<9$7.} {Y™(0n) — ¢ (0n, X" (0))}
+1i,=053 {Y"(07) — 0" (6, X"(07))}
=¢elgg, <00y + L9, =003 1Y"(05) — 0" (0, X"(67))}
> elgg, <00y + Lo, =023 {Y"(05) +C— 0 (07, X™(67))}
> eNC+ 1,003 {Y"(0) — 0 (07, X"(67))} -

In view of (79), this leads to
Y™ (0n) — v (On, X" (0n)) = (€ A C)/2

for n large enough. Recalling (73) and the fact that y, = v(t,,z,) —n~t <
v(ty, ), this is clearly in contradiction with (GDP2) of Corollary 1.

Second case. If (76) does not hold, then it follows from (72) that we can
find ¢ € A, such that, for € > 0 small enough,

(8 — D" x| £ > (80)
Y (t,z,y) € [0,T] x R st. (t,2) € Be(to, z0), |y — p(t,x)| <e. (81)

Set O" = {(tvxay) : (tv'r) € BZE(t07IO) ) ‘y - @(tvx” <2 y Y — @(tam) >
—|vn|}- It follows from (80) that we can find r > 0 such that

U By ((t,z,y) — M(t,x,y)) C Oy, for all (t,z,y) € 00, satisfying (81) ,
0<A<r

where 4(t,2,9)T := (0, Bx (2), By (z,y)){. Given u € U, we thus deduce from
Theorem 4.8 of [14] and the assumption made on our coefficients, that there ex-
ists an adapted process Z" = (X™,Y™) and a continuous real-valued adapted
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non-decreasing process M" satisfying

S

X"(s) = @ + / (X wdr + [ Bx(X7(r)E dMP

tn tn

—|—/S ox (X™(r),u)dW,
Y”(s) = Yn + /ts uy(Z"(T),u)dT —+ /;8 By(zn(r))—ré dM:L

+/( Uy(Zn(T),U>TdWT ,
t

n

Y™(sNO,) > p(s A0y, X" (sANOp)) — 2|yn| forall s > ¢, , (82)
where

00 :=inf{s >1t, : (s,X"(s)) & Be(to, o)},
O, :=1inf{s >t, : [Y"(s) — (s, X"(s))| > e} N O, .

Observe that Z™ coincides with the solution of (1) for the control (u, /M™).

In view of (75) and (82), we have Y"™(0,) — (0, X™(0,)) > —2|vn| > —¢ for

n large enough. Following the arguments after (79) above then leads to the

required contradiction. a
We now turn to the case where (tg, zg, v*(t0, zo)) € 0D.

Proposition 10 Let (tg,z0) € Dy, with to < T, and ¢ be a smooth function
such that

(strict) I%E::X(U* —¢) =" —p)(to,z9) =0. (83)

Assume that (to, zo,v*(to, o)) € OD. Then, H™p(tg,z0) < 0

Proof The fact that
(to, 2o, v* (to, 20)) € D and H™p(ty,xo) > 21 (84)

for some 1 > 0, leads to a contradiction to (GDP2) of Corollary 1 follows
exactly from the same arguments as in the proof of Proposition 9. We therefore
only sketch the case where F"p(tg,x9) > 2n. In this case, it follows from the
definition of F!* and (ii) of Assumption 1, see also Remark 4, that we may
find € > 0 such that

min{py (-, 2) = L%, L35} > 1 (85)
Y (t,x,y) € [0,T] x RI*L s.t. (t,2) € B-(to,x0), |y — p(t,z)| < e,

where U is a locally Lipschitz map satisfying

ﬁ(t,.’l)/y) € Noln<t,$,y,D(p(t7$)) for (t,l‘) € BE(tO7xO) and |y - (p(twr)‘ S €.
(86)
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Let (tn, Zn)n>1 be a sequence in Dy which converges to (tg, zo) and such that
V(tn, Tn) = v*(to, 20). Set yn = v(tn, x,) —n~! and observe that

Tn = Yn — @(tmxn) —0. (87)

Let Z™ := (X™,Y™) denote the solution of (1) associated to the Markovian
control (#",0) and the initial condition Z"(¢,) = (zn, yn), Where

Pt=0(, XM Y").
We next define the stopping times
00 :=inf{s >t, : (s,X"(s)) ¢ B:(to,z0)},
O, :=inf{s >t, : [Y"(s) — (s, X"(s))| =} NOS .
The same arguments as in the proof of Proposition 9 show that
Y™(0,) —v(0,,X"(0,)) >0
for n large enough. Moreover, it follows from (85), (86) and It6’s Lemma that
5, X™MY™) >0 on [ty,0,] .
—1

Recalling that y, = v(t,, 2n) — 11 < v(tn,Zy,), this is in contradiction with
(GDP2) of Corollary 1. O

5.2 Viscosity solution property at T’

In this part we follow standard arguments which consist in propagating the
boundary condition backward on some small time [T — ¢,T] so as to be in
position to repeat the arguments used to derive the viscosity solution property
on [0,T). The arguments being standard, see e.g. [6] or [23], we only sketch
them.

We begin with the super-solution property.
Proposition 11 Fiz (T, o) € Dy, and let ¢ be a smooth function such that

(strict) rnixn (v — ) = (Vs — @) (T, 29) = 0. (88)

[0, 7] x R4

Then, M*o(T,x¢) > 0. If moreover F*¢(T, z) < 0o and Go(T,z) < 0, then
o(T, z9) — wi(xg) > 0.

Proof The fact that M*o(T,xz9) > 0 is deduced from Proposition 8 and
the upper-semicontinuity of M* by standard arguments, see e.g. the proof
of Lemma 5.2 in [22]. We now prove the second assertion. Assume that

F*o(T,z9) < 00, Gp(T,z0) < 0 and p(T, z9) = v (T, x0) < w«(x0),

and let us work towards a contradiction. Since v(T,.) = w by the defini-
tion of the problem, there is a constant n > 0 such that ¢ — v(T,:) <
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© —ws < —n on B(xg) for some ¢ > 0. Since z( is a strict minimizer,
2¢ 1= mingepp_ (zo) (V«(T,7) — (T, x)) > 0 and it follows that there exists
r > 0 such that v(t,x) — p(t,z) > ¢ > 0 for all (¢,2) € [T — r,T| x 0B(x).
Hence,

v(t, ) —p(t,x) > CAn >0 for (t,x) € ([T—r,T]x 0B (x0))U({T'} x Be(0)) -

(89)
Since F*p(T,x9) < oo and Gp(T,xo) < 0, we can assume, after possibly
changing € > 0, that

Go(t,z) <0 and py (z,y,u) — L%o(t,x) < C for all u € N(x,y, Dp(t,x))
and (¢, z,y) € [0,T] x R4*TL st. (t,2) € Bo(T,z0) and |y — p(z)| < e

for some constant C' > 0. Let ¢(¢,z) := p(x) — VT —t+ e + /e. Then, for
sufficiently small € > 0, we have

v—¢>5(CAN) >0 on ([T —e,T] x dB:(w0)) U({T} x Be(wo))

and

Go(t,z) <0 and py(z,y,u) — L%P(t,x) <0 for all we N(z,y, Dp(t,z))
(t,z,y) € [T — &, T] x R st. o€ Bo(wg) and |y — (L, )| < e.

By following the arguments in the proof of Proposition 8, the latter inequalities
lead to a contradiction of (GDP1) of Corollary 1. O

We now turn to the sub-solution property. As in the previous section, we
first consider the case where (to, zo, v*(to,zo)) € int(D)r.

Proposition 12 Let (tg, z0) € Dy, with to =T, and ¢ be a smooth function
such that

(strict) max(v* — ) = (v — ¢)(to,20) = 0. (90)

Dy
Assume that (T, xo,v*(T, z9)) € int(D)r. Then,
min {p(T, z¢) — w*(zg) , Mup(T,z0)} < 0.
Proof Assume to the contrary that
min {p(T, zg) — w*(zg) , Mup(T,z0)} =:2n>0.

Let ¢ be defined by ¢(t,z) := ¢(t,z) + VT —t+¢e — /e for ¢ > 0 small.
Clearly, (T, z() achieves a strict maximum of v* — @, and it follows from the
identity v(T,-) = w(xo), the fact that ¢(T, z¢) — w*(z) > 0 and (90) that

max v —@):=—-(<0.
({T}Xés(zo))u([T_svT]XaBE(IO))( ?) ¢

Also observe that, the fact that M.p(T,xo) > 0, means that

max{R.3(T,xo) , GP(T,20)} > 0.
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Since 0yp — —oo ast — T and € — 0, we can find € > 0 small enough such
that
max{F,o(T,zq) , Gp(T,z9)} > 0.

Moreover, the assumption (T, zq, §(T, zo)) = (T, xo,v*(T,x0)) € int(D)r, re-
call (15)-(16), implies that, for € > 0 small enough,

{(t,z,y) €[0,T) x R st (t,x) € B(T, x), |y — @(t,z)| < e} Cint(D) .

Following line by line the arguments of Proposition 9 then leads to a contra-
diction to (GDP2) of Corollary 1. O
We finally consider the case (T, zq,v*(T,x¢)) € 0Dr.

Proposition 13 Let (tg,z0) € Dy, with to =T, and ¢ be a smooth function
such that

(strict) r%zix(v* —¢) =" —p)(to,z0) =0. (91)

Assume that (T, xo,v* (T, x0)) € ODp. Then,
min{gp(T, xo) — w*(xo) , Mi“cp(T, xg)} <0.

Proof The result follows from an obvious combination of the arguments used
in the proofs of Proposition 12 and Proposition 10 above. a

Appendix: Proof of Theorem 1

For the reader’s convenience, we provide here the main elements of the proof
of Theorem 1. It follows line by line the arguments in [9], which in turn are
based on [23]. One difference is that we formulate our result in terms of a
family of stopping times {#?, ¢ € A} C T} 7] and not in terms of a fixed one
0. This does not change anything, except at the level of notations. Another
one is that their assumption A1 (pasting property) is not “formally” satisfied
by elements of £. This is however easily handled.

Let t € [0,T] be fixed. We must show that V(t) = V(t) where

7,0

V(t):={zeR"™ :3pc Ast {Z) (1 70°) e OV for all 7 € Ty 1}} -

In the following, we work on the d-dimensional canonical space endowed
with the Wiener measure P. The filtration is given by the augmentation
of the rough filtration generated by W. The canonical path is denoted by
w = (Wi)tefo,r]- We use the notations w® := (wins)iejo,r) and dsw = (Wpys —
ws)t€[07T]7 ERS [O,T}.

We split the proof in several Lemmas.

Lemma 1 V(t) C V(t).
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Proof. Fix z € V(¢) and ¢ € A such that ijz(s) € O(s) for all s € [t,T]

P — a.s. By the flow property, we have Z;; g(s\/@‘i’) € O(sVv0?) for all s € [t,T)
P — a.s., where & := ijz(9¢). Hence,

~P |z

go (8V 6%) € O(s v 6%) | .7-'94 for all s € [t,T] P — a.s.

It follows that, for P-a.e. w € 2,

1=P [zeg(w) e (5V 07()) € O(s v 9¢(w))} for all s € [t,T] ,

where ¢,, is the map @ € 2 — (;5( 0(w) 09(w)@), with ¢ viewed as map on (2.

Using the right-continuity of Z94> (@),£() and Standing Assumption 3, we then

deduce that, for P-a.e. w € 2, Zt9¢(w) 5(w)(s V% (w)) (@) € O(s V §?(w)) for all
s € [0?(w), T] for P-a.e. @ € §2. This shows that & = Zf?z(é'd’) e V(%) P —as.

Since we already know that Zfz( ) € O(7) for all 7 € Ty 7y, this shows that
z € V(t). O

It remains to prove the opposite inclusion. In the following we equip A =
U x L with the distance

[N

T
d((v,L),(v',L")) :=E l/ lve — V.|2ds + sup |Ls — L |?
0 s<T

and denote by B4 the induced Borel tribe.
Lemma 2 V(t) C V(¢).
Proof. We now fix z € V(t) and ¢ = (v, L) € A such that, for all 7 € T 1),

7,09
Z . (rno*) e OEPV . (92)

1. We first work on the event set {#¢ < 7}. On this set, we have Zf?z (09) €
V(6%) and therefore

(07,27.(0%)) € D :={(t,2) € [0,T] x R : 2 € V(t)}.

Let Bp denote the collection of Borel subsets of D. Applying Lemma 3 below
to the measure induced by (6%, foz(eqb)) on [0, 7] x R¥*! we can construct a
measurable map ¢ : (D, Bp) — (A, B4) such that

$(07,27 .(67))

Z
0,27 _(6%)

(9) € O9) for all 9 € Tigs 1) -
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Because A is a separable metric space, we can then find a progressively measur-
able process ¢1 = (v!, L') such that ¢; = ¢ (62, Z;fz(evf’)) on [#%, T| LebxP-a.e.,
see Lemma 2.1 in [23]. We then define

¢ = Pliggey + (W', L' — Lpy + Lgo) g0 7 -
Since the dynamics of Z;’; 2z (6%) only depends on the increments of L' on
[09,T), the above defined control satisfies

Z(ib,zgfz(eq&)(ﬂ €O(r) on {6? < 7}.

2. Let ¢ be defined as above and note that, by (92), we also have

T,0%

Z;%Z(T) = foz(T) € O@V =0(1) on{r < 9¢} .

3. Combining the two above steps and recalling our Standing Assumption
4, this shows that z € V(¢). O

It remains to prove the following result which was used in the previous
proof.

Lemma 3 For any probability measure pu on [0, T xR there exists a Borel
measurable function ¢ : (D, Bp) — (A, Ba) such that

o(t,z) € Ay, for p—ae. (t,2)€D.

Proof. Set B := {(t,2,¢) € [0,T] x R x A: ¢ € A, .}. It follows from
our Lipschitz continuity assumptions that the map (¢, z,¢) € [0,T] x R4+ x
A — Zf (1) € L*(£2) is continuous, and therefore Borel measurable, for any
7 < T. Then, for any bounded continuous function f, the map ¢} : (¢,2,¢) €

[0, 7] x R x A - E [f(ZfZ(r))} is Borel measurable. Since O(r) is a Borel

set, the map 1o, is the limit of a sequence of bounded continuous functions
(f™)n>1. Therefore, o, = limn oo ¥fn is a Borel function. This implies
that

B = {(t,2,¢) € [0,T] x R™ x A:y]_(t,z,¢) > 1}
= {(t,z¢) € [0,T] x R x A: 20 (r) € O(r)}

is a Borel set. Appealing to the Standing Assumption 3 and the right-continuity
of ijz, we then deduce that B =,y ,cq B". This shows that B is a Borel
set and therefore an analytic subset of [0, 7] x R x A, see [4].

Applying the Jankov-von Neumann Theorem (see [4] Proposition 7.49), we
then deduce that there exists an analytically measurable function ¢ : D — A
such that

o(t,z) € Ay, forall (t,2) € D.

Since an analytically measurable map is also universally measurable, the re-
quired result follows from Lemma 7.27 in [4]. O
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