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Abstract

We introduce a new class of Backward Stochastic Differential Equations in which
the T-terminal value Y7 of the solution (Y, Z) is not fixed as a random variable, but
only satisfies a weak constraint of the form E[¥(Y7)] > m, for some (possibly ran-
dom) non-decreasing map ¥ and some threshold m. We name them BSDFEs with weak
terminal condition and obtain a representation of the minimal time t-values Y; such
that (Y, Z) is a supersolution of the BSDE with weak terminal condition. It provides
a non-Markovian BSDE formulation of the PDE characterization obtained for Marko-
vian stochastic target problems under controlled loss in Bouchard, Elie and Touzi [2].
We then study the main properties of this minimal value. In particular, we analyze
its continuity and convexity with respect to the m-parameter appearing in the weak
terminal condition, and show how it can be related to a dual optimal control problem in
Meyer form. These last properties generalize to a non Markovian framework previous
results on quantile hedging and hedging under loss constraints obtained in Féllmer and
Leukert [6, 7], and in Bouchard, Elie and Touzi [2].
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1 Introduction

Solving a backward stochastic differential equation (hereafter BSDE), with terminal data
¢ € Lo(Fr) and driver g, consists in finding a pair of predictable processes (Y, Z), with
certain integrability properties, such that the dynamics of Y satisfies dY; = —g(¢,Y;, Zy)dt+
ZydWy and Yr = £ (where W denotes a standard Brownian motion). It can be rephrased in:
find an initial data Yy and a control process Z such that the solution YZ of the controlled

stochastic differential equation
t t
YtZ:Yo—/ g(s,Y;,Z,ZS)dS—i—/ ZgdWy | 0<t<T, (1.1)
0 0

satisfies YTZ = £. In cases where the previous problem does not admit a solution, a weaker
formulation is to find an initial data Y{; and a control Z such that

Y >¢P—as. (1.2)

In most applications, one is interested in the minimal initial condition Y; and in the as-
sociated control Z. This is for instance the case in the financial literature in which Y{
represents the cost of the cheapest super-replication strategy for the contingent claim &,
and Z provides the associated hedging strategy, see e.g. [5].

Motivated by situations where this minimal value Y} is too large for practical applications,
it was suggested to relax the strong constraint (1.2) into a weaker one of the form

E[(Yf -&]>m, (1.3)

where m is a given threshold and / is a non-decreasing map. For £(z) = 1g,>0y, this
corresponds to matching the criteria YTZ > ¢ at least with probability m. In financial
terms, this is the so-called quantile hedging problem, see [6]' . More generally, ¢ is viewed
as a loss function, one typical example being ¢(z) := —(z7)? with ¢ > 1, see [7] for
general non-Markovian but linear dynamics. Such problems were coined “stochastic target
problems with controlled loss” by [2] who consider a non-linear Markovian formulation in
a Brownian diffusion setting, see also [8] for the jump diffusions setting.

The aim of this paper is to study the non-linear non-Markovian setting in which the
terminal constraint is of the form

E[¥(Y7)] = m. (1.4)

In the above, m € R and V¥ is a (possibly random) non-decreasing real-valued map. Our
problem can then be written as

Find the minimal Y such that (1.1) and (1.4) hold for some Z. (1.5)

This leads to the introduction of a new class of BSDEs which we call BSDEs with weak
terminal condition. More precisely, we refer to this problem by saying that we want to solve

'In fact, their original formulation also imposes a budget constraint constraint Y,Z > 0 P — a.s., which
can be taken into account by imposing a criteria of the form (1.4) with ¥(Y#) := vz e0p =Ly zoy-



the BSDE with driver g and weak terminal condition (¥, m) to insist on the fact that the
terminal condition YTZ is not fixed as a random variable, but only has to satisfy the weak
constraint (1.4).

The first step in our analysis lies in a reformulation based on the martingale representation
theorem, as suggested in [2]. More precisely, if Yy and Z are such that (1.4) holds, then the
martingale representation Theorem implies that we can find an element « in the set Ay, of

predictable square integrable processes, such that
T
U(YF) > ME :=m +/ s dWs.
0

On the other hand, since ¥ is non-decreasing, one can introduce its left-continuous inverse
® and note that the solution (Y%, Z%) of the BSDE

Yo = &(MS) + /T g(s, Y2, Z%)ds — /T Zo4W,, 0<t<T, (1.6)
t ¢
actually solves (1.1) and (1.4). We indeed show that the solution of (1.5) is given by
inf{Yy", o € Ag}. (1.7)
This leads to study its dynamical counterpart
ye = essinf{YTO‘/, adeApst. @ =aon[0,7]}, 0<7<T. (1.8)

We verify that the family {V, a € Ay} satisfies a dynamic programming principle which
can be seen as a counterpart of the geometric dynamic programming principle of [15] used in
[2]. In particular, this implies that {Y“, a € Ay} is a g-submartingale family to which we
can apply the non-linear Doob-Meyer decomposition of [11]. This provides a representation
of the family {J*, a € Ap} in terms of minimal supersolutions to a family of BSDEs with
driver g and (strong) terminal conditions {® (M), o € Ap}. This representation allows in
particular to characterize the family {V*, a € Ay} uniquely. Under additional convexity
assumptions on the coefficients g and ®, we observe that the essential infimum in (1.8) is
attained. Hence, there exists an optimal & € Ay such that solving the BSDE with weak
terminal condition (¥, m) boils down to solving the BSDE with dynamics (1.6) and strong
terminal condition @(M%) In a Markovian framework, our approach provides in particular
a BSDE formulation for the PDEs derived in [2].

We then study in details important properties of this family and focus in particular on
the regularity of Y with respect to the threshold parameter m. We exhibit, under weak
conditions, a stability property of the solution with respect to the variations of the param-
eter m. We also observe that Y is convex with respect to the threshold parameter. This
observation allows us in particular to conclude that ® (whenever it is deterministic) can
be replaced by its more regular convex envelope in order to compute Y* on [0,7"). This
was already observed in the restrictive Markovian setting of [2], in which it is proved by
using PDE technics. We provide here a pure probabilistic argument. Similarly, it was also
observed in [6], [7] and [2] that (1.5) admits a dual linear problem when g is linear. We
extend this result via probabilistic arguments to the semi-linear setting, for which the dual



formulation takes the form of a stochastic control problem in Meyer form.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we provide a precise formulation
for (1.5) and relate this problem to a g-submartingale family satisfying a dynamic program-
ming principle. Attainability of the optimal control & € Ay is also discussed. Section 3
collects the continuity and convexity properties as well as the dual formulation of the prob-
lem. Finally, Section 4 contains the proof of the BSDE representation for {Y*, a € Ag}.

We close this introduction with a series of notations that will be used all over this paper.
Let d > 1 and T' > 0 be fixed. We denote by W := (Wy)c(o,7] @ d-dimensional Brownian
motion defined on a probability space (2, F,P) with P-augmented natural filtration F =
(Ft)iefo,r)- The components of W will be denoted by W = (W1, .. , W) and F will stand
for the expectation with respect to P. For simplicity, we assume that F = Fp. Throughout
the paper we will make use of the following spaces.

- Lp(U, G) denotes the set of p-integrable G-measurable random variables with values
in U, p>0, U a Borel set of R” for some n > 1 and G C F. When U and G can be
clearly identified by the context, we omit them. This will be in particular the case

when G = F.

- T denotes the set of F-stopping times in [0,7]. For 7 € T, T, is the set of stopping
times 75 in 7 such that 79 > 71 P — a.s. The notation E[-] stands for the conditional

expectation given F,, 7 € T.

- S, denotes the set of R-valued, cadlag? and F-adapted stochastic processes X =
(Xt)iejo,r) such that || X|[s, := E[Supte[O,T} X212 < oo

- Hy denotes the set of R"-valued, F-predictable stochastic processes X = (X¢)e(o,7]

1/2
such that || X||g, := F {fOT ]thzdt} < oo. In the following, the dimension n will
be given by the context.

- K5 denotes the set of non-decreasing R-valued and F-adapted stochastic processes
X = (Xi)sejo,r) such that || X|[s, < oo.

Inequalities between random variables are understood in the P — a.s.-sense.

2 BSDE with weak terminal condition

2.1 Definitions and problem reformulation

We first define the main object of this paper.

Definition 2.1 (Solution to a BSDE with weak terminal condition). Given a measurable
map ¥ : Rx Q — U, with U C RU{—o0}, 7 € T and p € Lo(U,F;), we say that

2right-continuous with left limits



(Y,Z) € Sy x Hy is a supersolution of the BSDE with generator g : @ x [0,T] x R xR — R
and weak terminal condition (V,u,7), in short BSDE(g, W, u, 1), if for any 0 < s <t < T,

t t
Y, > Y}—i—/ g(r, Y., Z,)dr —/ Z.dW,,  and (2.1)

E, [U(¥7)] > (2.2)

Before discussing the well-posedness of Equation (2.1)-(2.2), let us emphasize that the

difference with classical BSDEs lies in the fact that we do not prescribe a terminal condition

to Y in the classical P — a.s.-sense but only impose a weak condition in expectation form

(which justifies the terminology of BSDE with weak terminal condition). Even if we were

asking for equalities in (2.1)-(2.2), this would obviously be too weak to expect uniqueness,

as any random variable { satisfying E, [¥(£)] = p could serve as a terminal condition.
However, when W is non-decreasing, the set

D(r,p) :==A{Y;: (Y, Z) € S x Hy is a supersolution of BSDE(g, ¥, 1, 7)} , (2.3)

defined for any 7 € T and p € Lo(U, F;), can be characterized by its lower-bound, when-
ever it is achieved.

Throughout the paper, we shall restrict to the case where g is Lipschitz continuous with
linear growth, U* is bounded, and the domain of ¥ is bounded from below, in order to

avoid un-necessary technicalities.

Standing Assumption (Hg): For P —ae. w € Q, the map y € R — ¥U(w,y) is non-
decreasing, right-continuous, valued in [0, 1]U{—o00}, and its left-continuous inverse ®(w, -)
satisfies @ : Q x [0, 1] — [0, 1] is measurable.

By left-continuous inverse we mean the left-continuous map defined for w fixed by
O(w,z) :=inf{y e R, ¥(w,y) > z},

which satisfies
PoU <Id< Pod. (2.4)

The left-hand side follows from the definition of ®, the right-hand side holds by right-
continuity of U. Note that the above assumption implies ¥(w,-) = —oo on (—00,0) and
U(w,-) = 1 on [1,00). In particular, the constraint in expectation (2.2) implies Y7 > 0
P — a.s. Obviously the set [0, 1] is chosen for ease of notations and can be replaced by any
closed interval.

Standing Assumption (H,) g is a measurable map from Q x [0,7] x R x R? to R and
g(-,y,2) is F-predictable, for each (y,z) € R x R%. There exists a constant K, >0 and a
random variable x, € Lo(R), such that

l9(t,0,0)] < xg P—aus.

l9(t,y1,21) — g(ty2, 22)| < Kg(lyr — vl + |21 — 22|) P —aus.
V(t,yi,2z) € [0,T] x R x R%, i =1,2.



Let A, denote the set elements o € Hy such that
TV-
M=y, +/ asdWs takes values in [0, 1]. (2.5)
T

Then, (2.2) is equivalent to ¥(Y7p) > M}T’“)’a for some o € A, ;. In view of (2.4), this
is equivalent to Yp > @(M:(FT’“)’Q) for some o € A, ,. This implies that supersolutions of
BSDE(g, ¥, u, 7) can be characterized in terms of g-expectations whose definition is recalled
below.

Definition 2.2 (g-expectation). Given 12 € T and & € La(R, F5,), let (Y,Z) € Sy x Hy
denote the solution of

T2 T2
Y =¢£6+ / 9(s,Ys, Zs)ds — / ZdWs.

NT2 ‘AT2

Then, we define the (conditional) g-expectation of & at the stopping time 71 < 7o as
&L €] =Y. When 7o =T, we only write £ [€], and say that (Y, Z) solves BSDE(g, €).

Note that existence and uniqueness hold under Assumption (Hy). In the following, we
shall adopt the terminology of Peng [12] and call g-martingale (resp. g-submartingale) a
process Y such that &/ [Yy] =Y; (vesp. &/([Yi] > Y}), forall t <s < T

Proposition 2.1. Fix 7 € T, u € Lo([0,1], F;). Then, (Y,Z) € Sy x Hy is a supersolution
of BSDE(g, ¥, u, 1) if and only if (Y, Z) satisfies (2.1) and there exists o € A, such that
Y > 5?[@(M¥’“)’a)] fort€[0,T] P— a.s.

Proof. Let (Y, Z) be a super solution of BSDE(g, ¥, 44, 7). Then there exists some element
p in Lo([0,1], F;) with p > u, P — a.s. and & in A, , such that U(Yy) = M:(FT’p)’d. Set
6% := inf{s > 7, M 0}. It is clear that 6% belongs to 7 and that a := aljg gay
belongs to A, and satisfies M}T’p)’d > M:(FT’“)’O‘, P — a.s., since M:(FT”))’& > 0 by definition
of A;,. The monotonicity of ® and (2.4) imply that

Yi > (B0 U)(Yy) > B(MITH),

By comparison for Lipschitz BSDEs, we obtain Y; > Ef[Q)(MQ(qT’“)’a)] for t € [0,T]. Conver-
sly, let « € A, be such that Y; > Ef[q)(M}T’“)’a)] for ¢ € [0, 7] and assume that (Y, Z)
satisfies (2.1). Then, (2.4) implies

T(Yy) > (Vo @) (M) > M,

Taking the conditional expectation on both sides leads to (2.2). O
In view of Proposition 2.1, the lower bound of I'(7, ) (which we recall, has been defined

in (2.3)) can be expressed in terms of

V(u) :=ess inf &Y [@(M}W“)} T EeT, pe Ly([0,1], Fr). (2.6)

acAr

This is the statement of the next corollary.



Corollary 2.1. essinf I'(1, ) = YV (), V7 € T, u € Lo([0, 1], ;).

Proof. The fact that Y, € T'(r, u) implies Y; > V. (u) follows from Proposition 2.1. On the
other hand, the same proposition implies that each 5$[®(M¥’”)’a)] with a € A, belongs
to I'(7, ). O

Remark 2.1. For later use, note that the assumptions (H,;) and (Hy) ensure that we
can find n € Sy such that |E7[®(M)]| V [Ve(u)| < my, for all ¢ < T and p € Lo([0,1], F),
M € Ly(]0,1]). See (i) of Proposition 5.2 in the Appendix.

Remark 2.2. Note that YV (1) = Vr(p1)1a + Yr(p2)1ae whenever p = pu1lg + polge
for A € Fr, p1,p2 € Lo([0,1],F;), and 7 € T. Indeed, a := 1;;py(a1la + aglac) €
Ary for all a; € Aqy, with i = 1,2, Since & [o(M{T*)| = &7 [@(MT"*)| 14 +
&g {@(M:(FT’“Q)’QQ)} 1 4c, this implies V- (1) < V- (p1)1a+ Y- (p2)14c. The converse inequality
follows from the previous identity applied with oy := a1 4 and ag := al 4c for any o € A, ,
so that o; € A, for i = 1,2.

Remark 2.3. Before going on with the study of the set I', let us notice that a similar
analysis can be carried out for weak constraints of the form &£ [U(Y7)] > u in place of
E, [U(Yr)] > pin (2.2), with " defined as the h-expectation associated to some random
map h satisfying similar conditions as g. In finance, the latter condition interprets as a
risk-measure constraints, see e.g. [12], while our condition is more related to expected loss
constraints, see [7]. Again, we try to avoid un-necessary additional technicalities and stick
to the case h = 0.

2.2 BSDE characterization of the minimal initial condition

The main result of this section is a BSDE characterization for the lower bound of the set
(7, ) of time-7 initial conditions of supersolutions of BSDE(g, ¥, i, 7). In particular, this
extends to a non Markovian framework the PDE characterization of [2].

For ease of notations, we now fix m, € [0,1] and set

Mp = Mt(o’m")’a A ={d € Ar e o/ =adt xdP on [0,7]},
Ay = Ay, and Y7 := Y (Mf) for o € Ay, t € [0,T7,
where we recall that M (™)@ and Ag,,, are given in (2.5).

Theorem 2.1. For any o € Ag, Y is a g-submartingale, it is ladlag 3 on countable sets,
and the following dynamic programming principle holds:

(i) Y2 =ess inf & ,[V2], for each 71 €T, 12 € Tr,.
acA2
Under the additional assumption that
m € [0,1] = ®(w, m) is continuous for P-a.e. w € Q, (2.7)

the following holds:

3left and right-limited according to the french celebrated acronym



(i) V< is indistinguishable from a cadlag g-submartingale, for each o € Ay.
(iii) There exists a family (2%, K*)aca, C Ha x Ko satisfying

Sup H(ya7zavlca)HSQ><H2><K2 < 00, (2'8)
aEAg

and such that, for all o« € Ag, we have

T T
v —op)+ [ gz - [ Ztawirkt kg (29)
K = essiér}&f E[K2|Frn] . VT, 12 € Tn, (2.10)
acA
and
(yo‘,ZO‘,ICO‘)l[[OJﬂ = (y@,Z&,IC&)l[[O,T]], V1TeT, aeA?. (2.11)

(iv) (Y Z% K acA, is the unique family of So x Ha x Ko satisfying (2.8)-(2.9)-(2.10)-
(2.11) for all a € Ay.

The proof of this theorem is reported in Section 4.

Remark 2.4. (i) The precise continuity assumption needed in the proof is : ®(M7")
converges in Ly to ®(M§) whenever ||[M7" — Mg ||, tends to 0, for any sequence (o), C
Ay. However, this condition implies that ® is continuous, as soon as random variables with
non-absolutely continuous law with respect to the Lebesgue measure might be considered
(which is the case here).

(ii) We shall see in Proposition 3.3 below that ® can be replaced by its m-convex envelope,
under mild assumptions. In this case, the continuity assumption of the second part of
Theorem 2.1 is not required anymore because the convex envelope of ® is continuous, see
Remark 3.1 below.

2.3 Representation as a BSDE with strong terminal condition

The previous section raises in particular one natural question: Does there exist an admis-
sible control & on the whole time interval [0,7’] allowing to match all time ¢-values of the
minimal solution of a BSDE with weak terminal condition? Rephrasing, we wonder about
the existence of a control & in Ay such that

VE = Etg[@(M;‘?)], 0<t<T.

Hereby, solving the BSDE with weak terminal condition (¥, m,,0) boils down to solving
the classical BSDE with the optimal strong terminal one ®(M2): along the optimal path
@, the compensator K of the BSDE (2.9) must degenerate to 0.

Not surprisingly, the existence of an optimal control requires the addition of convexity
assumptions on the coefficients of the BSDE. We shall therefore assume that:



(Heony) For all (X, m1, ma, t,y1, 2, 21, 22) € [0,1]x[0,1]2 x [0, T] x R? x [R4)2, the following
holds P — a.s.:

O(Amy 4+ (1 =XN)ma) < A®(mq) + (1 — A)P(m2)
g(ta Ayr + (1 - )‘)y27 Az1 + (1 - )‘)22) < )‘g(t7y17 21) + (1 - )‘)g(t7y27 22)
Remark 2.5. We recall the following result which is based on standard comparison argu-
ments, see e.g. [14, Proposition 7]: For any 7 € T, the map EZ[®(-)] : Lo([0,1]) — Lo is
convex under Assumption (Hcopy).

Proposition 2.2. Assume that Assumptions (Heony) and (2.7) hold. Then, for any
(r,a) € T x Hy, there exists ™% € AY such that

ye =gz omg™)| =g, [y v e T
Remark 2.6. As detailed in Remark 3.2 below, the convexity assumption on the terminal

map P can be avoided in some cases. In particular, if ® is deterministic then it can be
replaced by its convex envelope. Then, only the convexity assumption on g has to hold.

Proof. Lemma 4.1 below provides a sequence (a™),, valued in A¢ such that

Y= lim | & [@(MF)], P—as. (2.12)

Since the sequence (M2"),, is bounded in [0, 1], we can find sequences of non-negative real
numbers (A!);>, with Y .o A" = 1, such that only a finite number of A do not vanish, for
each n, and such that the sequence of convex combinations (Mj@)n given by

My o= o arMg (2.13)
>n
converges P — a.s. to some My € Lo([0,1]). By dominated convergence, the convergence
holds in Ly, in particular E,[M7] = M, and the martingale representation Theorem
implies that we can find & € A% such that Myp = M% . Using the convexity of ® and g, see
Remark 2.5, we deduce that

Ve =S ares [@(M;r")] > &9 [@(M;;)] .
>n

By (2.12), Y — Y P—a.s. On the other hand, the convergence M}t — M$ in Ly combined

with the boundedness and a.s. continuity of ® implies that ®(MJ) — ®(M$) in L, after

possibly passing to a subsequence. Therefore the convergence &7 [CP(M%)] — &7 [@(MF)]

P — a.s. follows by Proposition 5.1 below. This gives Y > &7 [®(M£)], while the converse
holds by definition of V2.

It remains to show that Y& = 53,7/ D)f,], for 7/ € T-. To see this, first note that the above
implies that Y& = Ef_’ﬁ, (&9 [@(MP)]] > Ef_’ﬁ, (V5] by standard comparison arguments and
the fact that £7[®(ME)] > V& by definition. As above, we can find a sequence (") € A%,
such that &Y, [@(M%n)} — y;?, P — a.s. In view of Remark 2.1, the convergence holds in Lo
and Proposition 5.1 below implies

v <el [en[oouh]] - e 2],

where we used the fact that &" € A% C A2 to obtain the left hand-side. O



3 Main properties of the minimal initial condition process

In this section, we emphasize remarkable properties of the map )y : p € Lo([0, 1], F;) —
Vi(u), for t € [0,T). We first derive the continuity of this map under a weak continuity
assumption on E9[P(-)]. Then, we verify that this map (or more precisely its l.s.c. envelope)
is convex, and discuss the propagation of the convexity property to the time boundary 7'—.
Finally, we retrieve, in this non-Markovian setting, a dual representation of the map ),

using solely probabilistic arguments.

3.1 Continuity
Our continuity result is stated in terms of the quantities
Erry(n) = esssup {R¢(M,M') + M,M' € Lo([0,1]), E[|M — M'|*] <n},
defined for n € Ly([0, 1]), in which
Re(M, M) = |EF[@(M)] — & [2(M")]].

Observe that classical a priori estimates on BSDEs ensure that Erry(n,) — 0 as 1, — 0
P — a.s. with (9,)n C Lo([0,1]), whenever ® is a deterministic Lipschitz map, see e.g.
Proposition 5.1 below. This observation remains valid when @ is simply continuous, via a
classical convolution density argument for Lipschitz maps on bounded domains. The next
result indicates that this property ensures the regularity of the map: u— Y(p).

Proposition 3.1. Let t < T, uy,ps € Lo([0,1], ;). Then,

Ve(p1) = Vi(p2)| < Erre(A(ps, p2)) + Erre(A(pz, p1)),

where
i fti — J; -
A(:uiwuj) =(1- %)1{ﬂi<ﬂj} + %1@»;@}’ i, =12
K — Hy
Moreover,
(Ve(p1) = Ve(p2) L =0y < Re(p2,0)
and

Ve(p1) — Ve(p2) 1 =1y
<esssup {R(1, M) : M € Lo([0,1]) , Ey[|1 — M <1-— p2} -

In particular, if Erry(n,) — 0P —a.s. as g, = 0 P — a.s., for all (n,)n C Lo([0,1]), then
€ Lo((0,1), F) — Vi(u) is continuous for the sequential P — a.s. convergence and the

strong La convergence.
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Proof. Step 1. Fix p1, p2 € Lo([0,1], 7). Given ap € Ay, we define

A= 721{#2@1} + %1{u1<u2} T 1=y
which is by construction valued in [0,1]. Since M ®#2):22 takes values in [0, 1],
MDA — Xy AMEH2)02 e [y — Ao, g + A1 — p2)] < [0,1]
In particular, Ao € Ay ;. Thus, (2.6) leads to
Yelpur) < EL@MFH )] 4 (E][@(My )] — Ef[@(M ")) (3.0)

Besides,
Mf](fv“l)vAC‘Q _ M[](fuu'Q)vCQ _ ,U1 _ AM2 + ()\ _ 1)M,1(f7“2)7a2

so that, since Mj(f””)m belongs to [0, 1], we have
= T A1 = pg) < MR e <y,
In addition,
pr—Apz = 0, if g1 < po, and
pr— 1+ A1 —p2) =0, if 1 > po .
This directly leads to
By[| M2 — (0D < A, )

Since these two processes belong to [0, 1], we get
B[ My = MEP 02 P) < A, o).
Hence, the arbitrariness of as € Ay, together with (2.6) and (3.1) provides
Ve(pr) < Vi(po) + Erre(Alpa, p2)) -
Interchanging the roles of p; and po leads to
Velpz) < Velpr) + Erry(A(pz, pa)) -

Step 2.  We next consider the case where P[u; = 0] > 0. Without loss of generality,
we can assume that ¢ = 0. Fix o € Ay ,. Since Ay, = {0}, Mr}t’w)’a > 0 and @ is

non-decreasing, comparison implies that
Yi(0) = E/[2(0)] < &/ [(M "))
In particular, Y,(0) = &7 [®(0)] < V() < E[@(MH )] = £7(®(112)).

Step 3. We now consider the case where P[u; = 1] > 0. Again, we can assume that
p1 =1 so that A, ,, = {0}. By comparison as above, one has

Yi(1) = E[@(1)] = Vi(pa)-
On the other hand, since M(¢:#2):® is a martingale taking values in [0, 1], we have
Byl = My" P < BL = Mp" ) = 1= a0 € Aty

from which the result follows. O
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3.2 Convexity

In [2] and [8], it is shown that the map m € [0,1] — Yy(m) is convex. This is done in
a Markovian framework using PDE arguments. In this section, we provide a probabilistic
proof of this result which hereby extends to our setting. The result is stated for the lower-
semicontinuous envelope Yy, of )y defined as

Veu(p) = lim essinf{Q (1) + " = p| <&, p" € Lo([0, 1], 7o)}, (3.2)

for any t € [0,T]. We refer to Proposition 3.1, the discussion before it and to (ii) of Remark
2.4 for conditions ensuring that ), = ).

We first make precise the notion of convexity adapted to our non-Markovian setting. Fix
a time t € [0, 7.

Definition 3.1 (F;-convexity).

(i) In the following, we say that a subset D C Loo(R, Fy) is Fy-convex if A+ (1 — A €
D, for all py,ue € D and X € Ly([0, 1], F7).

(ii) Let D be an Fi-convex subset of Loo(R, Ft). A map J : D — La(R,F) is said to be
Fi-convex if
Epi(7) :={(n,Y) € D x Lo(R, Fi) : ¥V > T (u)}

is JFi-conver.

(iii) Let Epi®()y) be the set of elements of the form anN An (s Yo) with (pin, Yo, Ap)n<n C
Epi(Vr) x Lo([0, 1], 7¢) such that 3, oy An =1, for some N > 1. We then denote by
E—pic(yt) its closure in Lo. Finally, the F;-convex envelope of Y, is defined as

VE(p) = essinf{Y € Lo(R, F;) : (u,Y) € Epi (M)} (3.3)

We can now state the convexity property. It requires a right continuity property in time,
which holds under the conditions of Theorem 2.1(ii), also recall (ii) of Remark 2.4.

Proposition 3.2. Assume that Yi(p) = Vit (1) for any p € Lo([0,1], F;) and t <T. Then,
the map p € Lo([0,1], F) — Ve (p) is Fi-convex, for all t < T.

Proof. Fix t € [0,T) and set D := Ly([0, 1], ;) for ease of notations. The proof is divided
in several steps.

Step 1. (1, Vi (1)) € Epi (W), for all p € D.

Indeed, the family F := {Y € Lo(R,F;) : (1, Y) € Epi (J4)} is directed downward (for
every fixed element p in D) since Yll{yl§y2} + Y21{Y1>y2} € F, by Fi-convexity of
Epi‘ (), for all Y, Y2 € F. It then follows from [9, Proposition VI.1.1] that there exists
a sequence (Y"),>1 C F such that Y™ | Vf(u) P — a.s. Since Y! and V§(u) € Lo, the
monotone convergence Theorem implies that Y™ — V¢ (u) in La, as n goes to infinity. The
set Epi () being closed in Ly, this proves our claim.
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Step 2. Let n € Sy be as in Remark 2.1. Then, |Y§(u)| < mn, for allt <T and p € D.

We first observe that ) > Y° by construction. Remark 2.1 thus implies that V() < ;.
On the other hand, let (Y),,>1 be as in the step above. We claim that it satisfies Y > —n,
for each n > 1. Then, the lower bound Yf(p) > —mn; is obtained by passing to the limit. To
see this, it suffices to prove this property for any Y € Lo (R, ;) such that (11,Y) € Epi ()}).
But, such an element (u,Y’) is obtained by taking the Ly limit of elements of the form

> <N An(ns Yo) with (pin, Yo, An)n<n C Epi(Vr) x Lo([0,1], F¢), such that >, - An = 1.
Each Y,, of the latter family is bounded from below by —n; by Remark 2.1, and hence so is

Y.
Step 3. The map p € D — Y5 (u) is Fy-convex.

Fix p!, > € D and X € Lo([0,1], F;). Step 1 implies that (u*, V¢ (u')) € Epi (Y;) for i =
1,2. Clearly, Epi () is Fi-convex. It follows that (Au'+(1—=X)p?, AVE(pt) +(1=N)Ve(1?))
€ Epi’())), so that AVE(pt) +(1 = NYe(u?) > Ve + (1 — M\)p?). Now, for any Y7 such
that (uf,Y?) € Epi()f), one has Y* > Y¢(u'), i = 1,2. This fact combined with the
previous inequality thus implies AY! +(1 — \)Y?2 > YV¢(Au! + (1 — X\)p?). This means that
Epi()y) is Fi-convex.

Step 4. Vu(u) > Yi(u), for all p € D.

Fix ¢ > 0 and set Df, := {y’ € Lo([0,1], 7), [/ — p| < e}. Tt follows from Remark 2.2
that the family {V;(¢') : 1’ € Dy} is directed downward. Then, we can find a sequence
(15, )n>1 C Dy, such that

Vilps,) = Ze(p) == essinf{Yy (1) : p' € D} P—as.

Since (Ze(p1))eo0 is non-decreasing, limy o0 Z1/n (1) = Vix(t), recall (3.2). Note that
Remark 2.1 implies that (yt(,u}/N))nzl —n Z1n(p) in L? and define

ky = min{n > 1: [ Ve(u/™N) = Zyyn ()2 < 1/N},

Then, (:“kN ,yt(u,iva)) — (1, V() in L2 as N — oo. Since Epi()ﬂC Epi ()) and the
latter is closed under L2-convergence, this implies that (1, Vi (1)) € Epi (). We conclude
by appealing to the definition of YV in (3.3).

Step 5. V() > Vis(p), for all p € D.

In view of Steps 3 and 4, the result of Step 5 actually proves that V.. = Vf is Fi-convex.
We now proceed to the proof of Step 5 which is itself divided in two parts.
Step 5.a It follows from Step 1, that there exists a sequence

(ks Yo, AN s 1351 C Epi(Y) x Lo([0,1], F¢) (3.4)

such that >, - AN =1, for all N, and

(v, YN) o= ) AN (i, Y) = (1, V5 () in Ly, (3.5)
n<N
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Fix N > 1 and ¢ > 0. Let &V € Hy be such that oN = my + fo déVdWs. Since the

family (AN),<n is composed of Fj-measurable random variables summing to 1, one can

find o € Hy and a random variable £5 € Lo(F;-) such that
t+e
fin +/ oNdw, = €5 and P[5 = un|Fi] =AY, for n < N. (3.6)
t

Without loss of generality, we can assume that oY = & dt x dP on [0,¢]. Then, (i) of
Theorem 2.1 and Remark 2.2 yield

Vi(pn) = ytééN < 5gt+5(yfé+]\;) = 5gt+e(yt+a(§}€v))

= Efite Z Leg,=pun Vite(bn) | (3.7)
n<N
We claim that
lminf &7y | Y Legmu Ve (tn) | < D7 A Vi(an). (3.8)
n<N n<N

Then, (3.7), (3.8), (3.4) and (3.5) lead to
Vilfn) <Y A Velpn) <) AV =Yy,

n<N n<N

Appealing to (3.5), we deduce that
liminf Yy (an) < Vi (p)-
N—o00
Since iy — p P — a.s., this together with Remark 2.2 implies that
Ze(p) < N inf Y () =l inf (Ve(iin)1jn —pi<e) + V() Ljjn—pi>e))
< Vi (W),
for all € > 0, where
AN 1= N Ly —pl<e} 01 ay—pl>e} € D,

see Step 4 for the definitions of Z.(u) and D5, Since Z.(p) T Vix(p) as € goes to 0 by (3.2),
this shows the required result.

Step 5.b It finally remains to prove the claim (3.8).
Remark 2.1 and (ii) of Proposition 5.2 in the Appendix imply that

gzgtJre Zlfi\,:unyt%(/‘n) < LB Zlfi\,:unyﬂre(/‘n) + 7

n<N _nSN
< FE Z Leg,=pn V(i) | + 1e

| n<N
+ Z Ey [|Vive(pin) — Ve(un)|]

n<N
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where . — 0 P — a.s. as ¢ — 0. The right-hand side of (3.6) then leads to

5§t+e Z 1£%=unyt+a(,un) < Z )‘nNyt(Mn) + N

n<N n<N

+ Z E; [‘yt+5(un) - yt(ﬂn)” :

n<N

Recall that Vi (pn) = Vi(un) by assumption, and that (Y(uy))n is bounded by some
7 € So, see Remark 2.1. Sending ¢ — 0 in the above inequality and appealing to the
Lebesgue dominated convergence Theorem proves (3.8). O

In the context of PDEs, convexity in the domain propagates up to the boundary, which
leads to a boundary layer phenomenon. In [2] and [8] this translates in the fact that the
natural T-time boundary condition should be stated in terms of the m-convex envelope of
®. We observe hereafter that this property extends to our non-Markovian setting, whenever
® is deterministic.

We recall from Theorem 2.1 (i) that ) is ladlag on countable sets. Under the following
condition, it will actually be cadlag up to undistinguishability. As opposed to Proposition
3.2, we shall not need to impose any right-continuity for the following.

Proposition 3.3. Assume that ¢ is deterministic and let d denote its convex envelope.
Then,

: a_ & o a : g | & o
ngIF}l Vi =o(MF) and Y& = ess /mia &I {@(MT )} ,

a’'cAT

forallaa e Ay and 7 € T such that 7 < T.
Before proving this result, let us make some observations.

Remark 3.1. Since ¢ is non-decreasing, its convex envelope is continuous on [0, 1). More-
over, ® is left-continuous, so that d has to be continuous at 1 as well.

Remark 3.2. In Section 2.3, we observed that the essential infimum in the dynamic pro-
gramming principle is attained whenever ® and g are convex. Hence, the previous propo-
sition allows straightforwardly to avoid the convexity requirement on ®, whenever it is
deterministic.

Remark 3.3. The proof below can easily be adapted to the case where ®(w, m) = ¢(m)&(w)
for some non-negative random variable £ and a deterministic map ¢. This is due to the
fact that the m-convex envelope of ® is fully characterized by the convex envelope qAS of
¢: D(w,m) = d(m)&(w). This allows one to follow the construction used in our proof. In
particular, in the quantile hedging problem of Folmer and Leukert [6], one has ®(w,m) =
1ns01é(w) (m € [0,1]), with £ taking non-negative values, so that d(w, m) = mé(w), see
also [2].

Proof of Proposition 3.3. We prove each assertion separately.
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Step 1. By definition of the convex envelope, we can find a measurable map m € [0

(p(m). 5(m). e(m) € [0, 1% such that p(m) < m < G(m), e(m)p(m)+ (1—<(m))5(m)
and

1] —

& (m) = e(m)®(p(m)) + (1 — (m))2(p(m)) ,
for any m € [0,1]. Let ¢, T T. Then, one can find o™ € Af and £" € Lo([0,1])
such that ME" = M + f;:a?dWs = &", where P [¢" = p(M)|F,| = (M) and
P[&" =p(MP)|F,] = 1 —e(M2). It follows from the above and (iii) of Proposition
5.2 in the Appendix that

Y B, [B(EM)] + 0 = (M) + 11,

n =

where 7, — 0 as n — oo. Since ) is ladlag on countable sets (by Proposition 4.2), passing
to the limit implies that

lim Y < d(ML). (3.9)

We now prove the converse inequality. We use (iii) in Proposition 5.2 in the Appendix and
Jensen’s inequality to deduce that

v = &

n tn, T

(M) = By, [®(Mg)] — 70 > S(ME) — i1, o € AL,

where 7, — 0 as n — co. Combining the arbitrariness of o/ € A¢ with the ladlag property
of ) on countable sets, we get that

lim Y > liminfess inf Y; > d(MF) .

n—00 n—00 o' EA &

Step 2. It follows from Theorem 2.1 (i) that

YV =ess inf ET tan[yg/vT] , neN.
a’eAY

The process yév; being ladlag on the set {t,,n > 1}, lim, yf:: vy is well-defined and

coincides with lim,, oo ygn’ . Moreover, it follows from the bound in Remark 2.1 that the

convergence holds in Ls. In view of the stability result of Proposition 5.1 and Step 1. above,

passing to the limit as n — oo leads to

V7 <ess inf Eg[hm Ve | =ess inf EI[D(ME)).

a’€eAY n—00 a’€AY

Since ® > @, the reverse inequality holds by definition of Y in (2.6). Since @ is continuous
by Remark 3.1, we can now appeal to the second statement of Proposition 4.2 to assert
that, up to indistinguishability, Y* is cadlag, so that limyur Vi* = limy, 00 Vi - O
3.3 Dual representation

In this section, we provide a dual formulation for the minimal initial condition at time 0,
m — Yo(m). It requires the introduction of the Fenchel transforms of g and ®.
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We therefore define

D (W) €EQUXR— sup (ml—d(w,m))
me|[0,1]

and

g : (w,t,u,v)eQx[O,T]xRder—) sup (yu+va—g(w,t,y,z)).
(y,2)ERXR?

Remark 3.4. It follows from the assumption (H,) that the domain of §(w, t,-), dom(g(w, t,-)),
is contained in [~ K, K,]?*! for P—a.e. w € Qand allt < T. The assumption (Hy) ensures
that the domain of ®(w, ) is the all real line, P — a.s..

In the following, we denote by A the set of predictable processes A with values in R x R¢
such that A\ (w) € dom(g(w,t,-)) for Leb x P-a.e. (w,t) € Q x [0,T].
To A = (v,9) € A, we associate the process L* defined by

t t
L§:1+/ Lgusder/ LM AW, | t €[0,T).
0 0

Our dual formulation for ) is stated in terms of

Xo(l) := Aiggxg& >0,

where

T
Xpr = F [/ Lﬁg(s,)\s)ds%—L%@(l/L%)] ., AEA, [>0.
0

The fact that the Fenchel transform of X} provides a lower bound for ) is straightfor-
ward, and detailed in Proposition 3.4 below for the convenience of the reader. For ease of
notations, we now write A, for Ag ,,, M™ for M©Om).a and denote by (Y Zm®) the
solution of the BSDE(g, ®(M/"")), a € A,,.

Proposition 3.4. Vy(m) > sup;~q (Im — Xy(1)), for all m € [0,1].

Proof. Fix o € A,, and A\ = (v,9) € A. Then, it follows from the definition of ® and §
that

B[y ry] = vy

T
eu | [0 (e ol zre < glo v 20 )
0

T
<Y/ "+ E [/ L2§(s, )\s)ds} ,
0
and
YLy = ®(M )Ly > IMp»® — Lpd(1/ 1Y),

for [ > 0. Note that, in the above, we have cancelled the expectation of the local martingale
part fOT(Li‘Zgn’O‘ + YL ) dW although LA Z™@ might not belong to Ha. If not, one

17



may use a localization argument since all other terms belongs to L' uniformly in time.
Combining the above and using the martingale property of M™% yields

T
Y™ > Im - E [/ L2G(s, Ao)ds + L3® (/L) | = Im — X
0

The result follows from the arbitrariness of [ >0, A € A, and o € A,,. O

We now show that equality is satisfied in Proposition 3.4 whenever existence holds in
the dual problem. This is proved under the following assumptions. Let Cl} be the set of

continuously differentiable maps with bounded first derivatives.

Assumption (H}) The following holds for Leb x P-a.e. (t,w) € [0,T] x £
(a) the maps ®(w,-) and §(w,-) are C} on their domain, and dom(g(w,t,-)) is closed;

(b) |V‘i>(w, )| + |V§(w’ta )| < Xi)@(w)’ for some Xci>7g € L2(R)a

(¢) ®(w,m) = sup (lm - i)(w,l)), for all m € [0, 1];
>0

(d) g(w,t,y,z) = max (yu+ 2Ty — §(w,t,u,v)), for all (y,2) € R x R,
(u,v)edom(g(w,t,-))

In the above, V® and V§ stands for the gradient with respect to [ and (u,v) respectively.

Note that (a) and (b) are of technical nature, while (c) and (d) mean that ® and g are
convex, i.e. coincide with their bi-dual. The latter is a minimal requirement if one wants
the duality to hold.

Proposition 3.5. Let Assumption (HY) hold. Assume further that there exists [>0 and
A € A such that

sup (Im — Xo(1)) = Im — Xy(1) = Im — Xé’j‘. (3.10)
>0

Then, there exists & € A,,, such that
Yo(m) = Y% = Im — Xo(1).
It satisfies

&~
M

- T—@(i/L:}). (3.11)

g(-, Y™ zmay = \T(yme zmay _ g X)), @(MmY) =

Before to provide the proof, let us make the following observation which pertains for the
case of a linear driver g.

Remark 3.5. Assume that ¢ is linear, i.e. there exist bounded predictable processes
AY and AZ such that g : (w,t,y,2) = g(w,t,0,0) + AY (w)y + AZ (w)z. In this case,
A = {(AY, A%)} and therefore
T ~
Xom:E[ | mts AT 425 + Ledyan)|
0
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with L given by

t t
L= 1+/ LSA;”der/ L AZdW, | t €0, 7).
0 0

Then, the dual formulation of Proposition 3.5 above drops down to finding [ which max-
imizes Im — Xy(l). This generalizes the result of [6] and [2] obtained for quantile hedging
problems in linear models of financial markets.

Proof of Proposition 3.5. We split the proof in two steps.
Step 1. For ease of notations, we set L= L By optimality of Z, one has

Im—E {ZALT@(ZA/ZALT)} > m(i+ 1) —FE [zT(i)((i‘i‘ L)/ﬁT)] )

for all © > —I. Since ® is by construction P — a.s. convex, this implies that ¢, := V®((I +
1)/ Lr) satisfies me < E[(]e, for all ¢ > —I, recall (H}) (a) and (b). Taking ¢ of the form
—1/n and then 1/n, for n — oo, and using (H}) (a) and (b) then leads to

m = E[¢] where ¢:=V®(I/Ly). (3.12)
We now appeal to (HJ) (c) to deduce that
®(¢) = ¢(I/Lr) - ®(I/Lr). (3.13)

By construction, ® is P — a.s. 1-Lipschitz and non-decreasing, i.e. ¢ € Lo([0,1]). In view
of (3.12), the martingale representation Theorem then implies that we can find & € A,
such that My = M}”’d = (.

Step 2. We now write (2,4) := X and fix A = (1,6) € A to be chosen later on. Clearly, A
is convex. Hence, X* := (1—&)(0,9)+e(v,) € A, € € [0,1]. Moreover, direct computations
show that

%Lﬁezo = LR where R;:/(5us—5z931§s)ds+/ 895dWs,
0 0

in which we use the notations A := (dv, 09) := (v — 0,9 — V).
Recalling that elements of A take bounded values, see Remark 3.4, and arguing as in Step

1, one easily checks that the optimality condition Xf)’)‘E > Xf)’)‘, for all € € [0, 1], implies that

7 := Vj(-, \) satisfies
0 <[ [ Lo (Rl ) + 0700 ) s+ Ry B/ )|
+ B [~(i/Lr)Ve(i/Lr))|
—E [ /0 'L (Rsg(s, As) + 0702, ) ds - RTquwT)} , (3.14)

in which we used (3.12), (3.13) and the relation ¢ = My to deduce the second equality. Let
(Y, Z) be defined by

T
Y=L 'E [ﬁTQ)(MT) —/ IA/SQ(S,)\S)ds} and Z:=27-Y40, (3.15)
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where Z € Hy is implicitly given by

T T
LYy, = Ly®(My) — / Lg(s, As)ds — / LZdW,, 0<t<T. (3.16)
t t

The above combined with (3.14) implies

~

T
0 < E [/ Ly (Rugls, A) + 01 0A,) ds — RTLTYT] .
0
Recalling the definition of R and 7 and applying [t0’s Lemma, this leads to
T W A NT
0< B [ / Ly (s = (V2. 24)) 6Asds}
0
., . W A NT
-y [/ L (vg(s, ) — (Vs Zs)> 5)\sds} . (3.17)
0

By Assumption (HY) (a), Remark 3.4 and [1, Theorem 18.19, p. 605], one can choose A € A
such that

A = argmin {f(-,u,v), (u,v) € dom(g(-))} Leb x P—a.e.

where

~

“ N T
J i (wrs,u,0) o (Vw0 (@) = (V) Zo(@))) (1= 25(w), v = D),

Considering now Relation (3.17) with A chosen to be equal to A1 {f(-2)<0}> We see that, for
Leb x P-ae. (w,t) € Q x [0,7], the gradient A(w) at Ai(w) of the convex map

(’LL, U) S dom(g(w, t, )) = F(w7 t,u, U) = g(w7 t,u, U) - UY/}(W) - UTZt(w)
satisfies
Ap(w) (b= M(w)) >0,  forall b e dom(j(w,t,)).

This implies that A;(w) minimizes F(w,t,-) for Leb x P-a.e. (w,t) € Q x [0,T] and therefore
we compute

G =AT(Y,2) —g(-,Y,Z) Leb x P —a.e.
by (H}) (d). Combining the above identity with (3.16) leads to (V,Z) = (Y™%, Zzm%),
Then, by using (3.12), (3.13) and (3.15), in which Ly = 1, we obtain

~ -~ A T A A
Yy,** = FE {LTCD(MT) — / Lsg(s, )\S)ds}
0

A ~ A ~ A~ A T A ~

= |k (¢i/Ln - 6(0/20) - [ Lats. )]
0
~ A ~ ~ A T A ~
= Im—FE [LTq)(l/LT) —i—/ Lsg(s,)\s)ds] .
0
In view of Proposition 3.4, this concludes the proof. O

We now state the reciprocal statement: existence in the primal problem provides existence
in the dual one. Here again, we need to impose some additional technical conditions.

Assumption (H2%) The following holds for Leb x P-a.e. (t,w) € [0,T] x
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(a) the maps ®(w,-) and g(w,t,-) are Cf on [0,1] and R x R? respectively;

(b) [V@(w, )| < xa(w), for some x¢ € La(R).

Proposition 3.6. Let Assumption (H3) hold. Let 1 > 0 be fized and assume that there
exists € [0,1] and & € Ay, such that

sup sup (ml— Yo(m)) =l — Yom’d. (3.18)
mel0,1] a€Ay,

Then, there exists A € A such that

Volin) = 1l — Xo(1) = 1l — X5 |

and X satisfies (3.11) with m =1 and [ = 1.

Proof. Given ¢ € [0,1], a martingale M with values in [0,1], m := My, we set m. :=
m 4+ e(m — m), M := M + e(M — M), where M := M™%, For ease of notation, we set
(YV,Z) := (Y™% Z™%) and denote by (Y¢, Z¢) the solution of BSDE(g, ®(M%)), dm :=
m —n, (6M,6Y<,625) := (M — M,Y* - Y, Z¢ — 7).

Step 1. We first show that e~ 1(§YS,6Z5) converges in So x Hy as e — 0 to the solution
(VY,VZ) of

T T
VY, = VO®(Mr)d My —l—/ Vy(s,Ys, ZS)T(VYS, VZs)ds — / VZsdWs. (3.19)
t t
First note that existence and uniqueness of the solution to the above BSDE in guaranteed

by Assumption (H2).
Letting £° := e~} (®(M5) — ®(Mr)), one easily checks that e~ (§Y,622) solves

€ T € T € €

€ €
where
1 . . 1 .
AYE = / Oyg(r, Yy +00Y, Z,)df and AZF = / 0.9(r, Y7, Zy + 0525 )db.
0 0
In the above, dyg and 0,g denotes respectively the partial gradients of g with respect to y
and z, recall (H2). The Assumption (H,) implies |AY¢| 4 |A%¢] < K.

We now set U¢ := ¢~ 10YE — VY, V¢ := 71625 — VZ and (¢ := £ — V&(Mp)dM. The
pair (U®,V¢) is an element of Sy x Hy and solves

T T
Uizca—/ Vder+/ (AVSUs + APSVE+ Rp)dr, 0<s<T,

with

R: ==V Z,(AZF = 0.9(r, Yy, Z,)) + VY (AYS — 0,9(r, Yy, Z,)), 0<r<T.
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Hence, by stability for Lipschitz BSDEs (see Proposition 5.1 in the Appendix) there exists
a constant C' > 0 (which does not depend on ¢) such that

IUZ1I8, + 1VEllE, < C (ICIL, + 1B k) - (3.20)

The result of Step 1. will follow if we prove that the right-hand side of the inequality (3.20)
vanishes as ¢ tends to zero. The convergence of ||R[|f, to 0 follows from Assumption
(H2) and the convergence of M5 to M. As for the second term, it suffices to prove that
(Y#,Z°). converges in So x Hy to (Y, 7), and to appeal to (H,) and (H2). The latter is
obtained by standard stability results, see Proposition 5.1 below, which imply the existence
of a constant C' > 0 (which does not depend on ¢) such that

Y2 = YIS, + 127 — ZIIfy, < Cll®(MF) - ®(Mr)|F, —>ems0 0.

In the latter, the convergence follows from Lebesgue’s dominated convergence Theorem and
assumption (H3).
Step 2. By optimality of (11, &), Y5 —mel — Yo 4 il > 0, for any € > 0. In view of Step
1, dividing by € > 0 and sending € — 0 leads to
. T o T
0 < VO (Mp)oMp — lom +/ Vy(s,Ys, Zs) (VY,,VZ)ds — / VZsdWy
0 0
= VYO — ldm,
after possibly passing to a subsequence.

Set L := L* where \ := Va(, Y, Z) Observe that the latter belongs to A. For later use,
also notice that

A ~

g, Y, Z2) = (0,9)"(Y,Z) — (-, 0,0), (3.21)

see e.g. [13]. Then, it follows from (3.19) that LVY is a martingale. The previous inequality
thus implies that

0< LoVYy—lom=E [ﬁTVYT] —lbm=E [ﬁT(SMT <V<I>(MT) 1 /ﬁT>] ,

in which we used the fact that Ly = 1 and E[6Mr] = 0m. Since M7 can be any arbitrary
random variable with values in [0,1], this shows that, P — a.s., My(w) minimizes m €
[0,1] = ®(w,m) — ml/Ly(w). Hence,

Myl — Lp®(My) = Lr®(1/Lr),

see e.g. [13]. Combining the above identity together with (3.21) and using It6’s Lemma
leads to I — Yy = Xé]’)‘. One concludes by appealing to Proposition 3.4. O

4 Proof of Theorem 2.1

In all this section, we use the notations introduced at the beginning of Section 2.2. The first
main result provides a dynamic programming principle for the family {}%, 7 € T,a € Ag}.
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Proposition 4.1. For all (11, m2,) € T x T X Ag such that 71 < 19, we have

T1,72
a’'eA ’

Vi = ess inf &7 [y;;’] .
1
Proof. We prove the two corresponding inequalities separately.
Step 1. V2 >ess inf &, [yg;}
oz’eA,?f1

It follows from Lemma 4.1 below that there exists (a"), in A% such that the sequence
(2 p[®(ME")]), is non-increasing and

lim &7 ,[® (ME)] = Yo, P-—as. (4.1)

n—oo ’ T

Since o € A?_‘; for every n > 1, we deduce that
y%n < ETQ T[q)(MT )] :

By comparison for BSDEs with Lipschitz continuous drivers on the time interval [y, 73],
this implies

& LVl < &Ll pl@ME)]] = € p[@(MF)],

leading to

ess 1nf 59 [3}%’} < EIT[‘I)(MT )]s

o/ €A 71,72 T
Letting n go to infinity in the above inequality, (4.1) provides directly

g ' «
s inf, &8, (9] < n

Step 2. V7 < ess mf 571 - { a’}.

T2

Fix o/ in A%. Lemma 4.1 below ensures the existence of a sequence (a;,), in ASQI such
that (5227T[<I>(M%m)])n is non-increasing and

lim &7 .[® (M;f/”)] =YY P-—as.

7
n—00 T2

In view of Remark 2.1, the convergence holds in Ly as well. Thus the stability result
of Proposition 5.1 below indicates that &7 ,[®(Mp")] converges to &7, -, DJ%’] in Ly. In
addition, o}, € A%/ C A by construction. Combining the above leads to

Tl,Tg[y%] = lim 579-17T[ (M,;‘n)] Z ygl .

n—0o0

The arbitrariness of o’ € A2 allows one to conclude

ess inf &1 (VY] > Y.

Q’EA T1,7T2 _
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Lemma 4.1. Fiz 0,7 € T, with® > 7, n € Lo([0,1], F+) and o € A+ ;. Then, there exists a
sequence (al,) C Aif{ :={d' € A; ., /1)) = alg)tsuch that lim,, | EgT[q)(Mr;’“’%)] =

Vg (M) P — a.s.
Proof. It suffices to show that the family {J (/) := SgT[Q(M;’“’a,)], o € Aﬁﬁ} is directed
downward, see e.g. [9]. Fix o, in Aﬁ;,‘f and set

& = alpg) + 1[9,T](o/11,4 + a1 4¢)
where A := {J (o)) < J(ah)} € Fpy, so that & € Aﬁ;ﬁ and
J(@) = £ 7 [@(M" )14 + (M7 )1 4e] = min{J(a}), J (a)}.

d

We now observe that the family (V%)q,cm, is ladlag on countable sets. If in addition ®

is assumed to be continuous, the process (Y%),cH, is even indistinguishable from a cadlag
process.

Proposition 4.2. Fiz o € Ay. Then, Y% is ladlag on countable sets. Besides, if m €
[0,1] — ®(w, m) is continuous for P-a.e. w € Q, then Y* is indistinguishable from a cadlag

process.

Proof. Fix a € Aj. Proposition 4.1 and Remark 2.1 imply that —Y* is a —g(—-)-
supermartingale in the sense of [3] (a g-submartingale in the sense of [11]). It follows from
the non-linear up-crossing Lemma, see [3, Theorem 6], that the following limits

(8}
S

(e}

and lim <

s€DN[0,t) 1t

lim
seDN(t,T) |t

are well-defined for every ¢ in [0,7], P — a.s., and for all countable set D. So is the process

Go .

= e tel0,T].

lim P
s€QN(t, Tt
Besides, Y is by definition cad. Assuming that ® is continuous, we will prove that, for

every stopping time 7, it holds that:
Ve =ess inf €2, [@(M%’)] (=)%) P-as. (4.2)

By [4, Chapter IV. (86), p. 220], the relation (4.2) entails that Y and )® are undistin-
guishable showing that Y is undistinguishable from a cadlag process. The rest of the proof
is devoted to prove (4.2).

“Note that [3, Theorem 6] restricts to positive g-supermartingales. However, the proof can be reproduced
without difficulty under the integrability condition of Remark 2.1. In addition, [3, Theorem 6] implies that
EYDL (Y™, n)] < V5 Ab < b, where D5 (Y, n) denotes the number of down crossing of Y* from an interval
[a, b] on a discrete time-grid 0 =ty < t; <--- <t, =T and Q is a particular measure absolutely continuous
with respect to P. To conclude, it is enough to reproduce the proof of [4, Chapter VI Theorem (2) point

1)].
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For this purpose, let us introduce (7,),, a decreasing sequence of stopping times with
values in [0,7] N Q such that 7 < 7, <7+ n"!and Y& = lim, ye.

Step 1. Y& <ess inf &%, [@(M%/)]
OCIEA?,‘ )

a. Fix o/ € A% and set

Tn A — T") 1{M3n¢{0’1}} S [0, 1],

with the convention a/0 = oo for a > 0. Using the fact that MTO‘T: —|—f3; oldWy = M$ € [0,1],
direct computations lead to

T
0< M — N\ MY < M2 +)\n/ aldWy < M2 + X\, (1 — M) < 1.
Tn

We set a, = aljo )+ And'1f, 7). The above implies that aj, belongs to A% .

b. Now we prove that M;'f/” converges M:j’fl in Lo as n goes to infinity, possibly up to
a subsequence. Since both have norms bounded by 1, it suffices to show the P — a.s.
convergence, possibly up to a subsequence. To see this, first note that

/ ’ ’ T
Mgm — Mg = M& — M2 +/ (An — DdWy,
Tn

from which we deduce that

/ ’ / T
M;jn — M% = Mﬁ; — Mﬁ; + ()\n — 1{M3n¢{071}}) / OéldeS

T
— 1{M3n€{0,1}} / aldes.

Since 7, — 7 P—a.s. and o/ = avon [0, 7], the above construction implies that lim,, MZ —
Mf‘n/ =0 P—-a.s. and lim,,_,so \;, = lim,, o 1iase ¢1o1)} P—a.s. It thus only remains to prove
that 1ipze cf0,1}) fri o dWs — 0 P — a.s. First note that /1, 77 = 0 on {ij: € {0,1}}.
This follows from the martingale property of this process with values in [0, 1]. Hence, it
suffices to consider 1{M$;#M$ne{0,1}} fTi ol dW,. But, since M® = M2,

PIMS # M2 € {0,1}] < P[MY # M| :IP’[

/ n(as —al)dWy

> 0]
—n—oo 0.

c. Now, since @ is continuous and M;f;l € Lo([0,1]), we get that @(M;gl) — ®(Mg') in Ly,
after possibly passing to a subsequence. The stability property for Lipschitz BSDEs given

in Proposition 5.1 implies that

|tz [ein)] - ety [ei)] | —nmec0. (4.3)
2
On the other hand, the bound of Remark 2.1 implies that
‘Efan ()| - &2 oz ( L Tnoe 0, (4.4)
2
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by Lebesgue’s dominated convergence Theorem and by continuity of the process 9. [@(M%/ )] .
Combining (4.3) and (4.4) leads to

Ve = lim Y2 < lim & [@(M7)] = &2, [o(mg)]

n—oo
We conclude by arbitrariness of o/ € A2.
Step 2. Y2 > ess inf €7, ().
Applying on [r,7"] the stability result of Proposition 5.1 for the BSDEs with parameters
(¥2,0) and (Y&, gl ), we get

n

c (uw — Y|y, + E [/ |g<s,ys,o>\2d5D

\ ) le% C
Cly2-¥aly,+=.  neN,

192 = €8 [Viu]lly,

IN

IN

for some C' > 0, since the bound of Remark 2.1 holds for Y2, recall that Assumption
(H,) is in force. Therefore, £J

T,
4.1 implies &7 .

Ve = essa,iélia & r {CD(M%/)} O

[V2.] converges to YV as n goes to infinity. Proposition

Tn

[V&] > V2. Passing to the limit leads to the required inequality: J& >

In the rest of this section, we complete the proof of Theorem 2.1.

Proof of Theorem 2.1. Items (i) and (ii) are already proved in Proposition 4.1 and
Proposition 4.2, it remains to prove (iii) and (iv). For a € Ay, it follows from Proposition
4.1, Proposition 4.2 and standard comparison results for BSDEs that Y is a cadlag strong
g-submartingale in the sense of [11]. Hence, the existence of a process (Z%,K%) € Hy x Ko
such that (2.9) holds follows from [11, Theorem 3.3]. We now verify successively that the
family (Y%, 2% KY)qch, satisfies (2.8), (2.10), (2.11) and the uniqueness of solution for
(2.8)-(2.9)-(2.10)-(2.11).

The bound (2.8) follows directly from Remark 2.1 and the representation Theorem 3.3 in
[11], note that the driver function g does not depend on « € Ay,.

Step 1. The irrelevance of future property (2.11)

For (a,7) € Ag x T, observe that A = A® on [0,7] when o/ € A%. The definition of Y
thus implies that Y1y ) = ya’l[O,T] for o/ € A2. Hence (2.11) follows from the uniqueness
of the representation provided in [11, Theorem 3.3].

Step 2. The minimality property (2.10)

We follow the arguments in the proof [16, Theorem 4.6]. We fix (o, 71,72) € Ho x T x T
such that 71 < 7. For any o/ € A2, we denote by (Y, Z%) the solution of the classical
BSDE

T T
v = @(M%’H/ g(s,Y;a/,Zﬁdds—/ Z¢dw,,  0<t<T.
t t
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Let L be the process whose dynamics is given by

, t t |Az|2
LY = exp (/ AdeS—i—/ <A?§—Ts> ds> , n<t<T,
T1 T1

where (AY, A?) is the linearization process given by

Ao IV EY) eV 2

Vi =Y ey
z . g(Ytsa,’Zgl)_g(Y;al’Z?,) o o
b B iR e

. . . . . . /! / .
This linearization procedure implies that Y7 — V2 rewrites as

! ! ! ! ! 2 ! ’
YY -y = E, [L% Y5 =5, )] +E,, [ / LS d’C?]
T1

> B (s - ) nt 2 (45)

[T1,72]

where we used the fact that Y — Y* > 0. Using Hoélder inequality, this implies
! ! 3
By, |(K3 - k2|

sup (1/L)

[T1,72]

By, |(K5 - K22

[T1,72]

< Er [(K%l - IC%I) inf La,} Er

<C By [y — K8 (v - V)

for some C' > 0 that depends on the uniform bounds on (AY, A%), recall (H,). Hence, the
estimate (2.8) together with the monotonicity of K implies

0 < By (kK| < comy (v -y, deAn, (46)
where
5 5 \211/3
0., = ess sup Er, (K8 —K2)? 3
acAg

By the same arguments as in Lemma 4.1, we can find a sequence (a},),, C A2 such that
m, = lim 1E, [(’C?‘;" —’C?‘f")ﬂ v
The monotone convergence Theorem together with Jensen’s inequality and Relation (2.8)
imply that
, ) o ol \2 1/3
Eln;,] = lim 1 E [(ICTQ” - K3r) ] < 00

n— o0

Since 7, is in addition non-negative, it is a.s. bounded. Hence, combining (2.11) and (4.6),
we obtain for o/ € Ag
o< 5, [k - ke
< C (8 VS - Y23

= C (&4 [@(MF)] - Vi)',
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Taking the essential infimum in the above inequality and appealing to (2.6) leads to (2.10).

Step 3. The uniqueness property for (2.8)-(2.9)-(2.10)-(2.11)

Let us now consider a family (?Q,ZQ,KO‘)QEAO of Sy x Hy x Ky satisfying (2.8)-(2.9)-
(2.10)-(2.11). Then, (2.6) together with (2.9)-(2.11) applied to (Y, Z% K)4ca, imply
via a direct comparison argument that

Vi = ess inf END(MEN >V, aeAy, 0<t<T. (4.7)

o/ €AY

On the other hand, following the exact same line of arguments as the one developed in Step
2 in order to derive (4.5), one easily shows that there exists a Sg-uniformly bounded family

of processes (L%)nea, such that

g Y ey = - ~a2] /2
o) -¥e — 5| [ L3aks| < cn[Rs - Ref]

for all @« € Ag, 0 <t < T, for some C > 0.

Now observe that (2.10), applied to K, and the same arguments as in Lemma 4.1 provide
the existence of (&™), C A% such that Ey[K$%" — K] — 0, P—a.s. Hence, (2.8) ensures that
Ei|K$" — Kf|?] — 0. Since (2.11) implies (V;*", K{") = (Y2, K§) for n € N, we deduce

n - - 1/2
EOOME) -V < CE[EY ~ KPP i 0.

Combined with (4.7), this shows that

Yo = ess inf EOM)) = V&, acHy, 0<t<T.
o’€AY

The fact that (Z% K%)aea, = (2% K*)aca, then follows from the uniqueness of the
non-linear Doob-Meyer decomposition of [11, Theorem 3.3]. O

5 Appendix

We report here some standard results for Lipschitz BSDEs. The first one can be found in,
e.g., Theorem 1.5 in [10]. The second one is proved for completeness, and by lack of a good
reference.

Proposition 5.1. (Stability for Lipschitz BSDEs) Let (Y1, Z') and (Y2, Z?) in Sg x Hy be
solutions on [0,T] of Lipschitz BSDEs associated to parameters (€', g') ad (€2, ). Then
the following stability result holds:

=¥, 12 - 20
T
<c (e -, + [ Bl - 0 zha)

for some constant C > 0 depending only on T and on the Lipschitz constants of g' and g°.
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Proposition 5.2. Let the conditions (Hy) hold. Then:

(i) There exists C > 0 which only depends on K, and T such that

NI

esssuPeer, (o, |EF (€] < C(L+ By [Ixg[!]?),  0<t<T.

(ii) For some & € L and t € [0,T], consider a family (£%)e>0 C Lo(RY) satisfying |€°] < &
and &° € LO(]:(HE),\T), for any € > 0. Then, there exists a family (n:)es0 C Lo(R)
which converges to 0 P — a.s. as € — 0 such that

€71 1[6°] — B [€°]] < me, Ve €[0,T —t].

(iii) Let (£%)es0 and t € [0,T] be as in (ii). Then, there exists a family (n:)e>0 C Lo(R)
which converges to 0 P — a.s. as € — 0 such that

7 €] — B [€°]] < mey, Ve €[0,1].

Proof. a. We first prove (ii) (property (iii) being similar) using the standard linearization
argument. Fix t € [0,7] and set Y* := £, [€°]. Assumption (H,) implies that we can
find a family of predictable processes (p,7%) with values in [— K, K,;]*"! such that

LFY* + / L:g(r,0,0)dr
t
is a martingale on [t,t + ¢, with
S S
L = 1+/ pﬁLidr+/ VeLidW,, t <s<t+e.
t t

In particular,
t+e
fuel€] =107 = B Lh 4 [ Lialn0.00r).
¢

Condition (Hy) and the assumption on (£%).-0 thus leads to

€714 [€F] — B [€°]] < e,

in which

t+e
ne == E; [§|L§+€ - Li| + Xg/ Lidr| .
t

We have:

el < BIEPI 2 BILE - — LiPP]? + Ellxg ) Ee

t+e 271/2
/ L:dr ]
t

1/2
< B PRILE . - TP + Bl PE | sw 1. G
<s<t+e
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In addition,
t+e
E|L%,. - LiP] < CE, [ / |Li|2dr}
t

< eCE; [ sup ]Lﬂ2] .
t<r<tte

Hence,

Bl - 1P < o0 (1 B[ swp 125~ 1P ).
t<r<t+e

Since ¢ and p° are bounded, the quantity sup;<, <, . E-[|L§, . — L|?] is uniformly bounded.
Plugging back this estimate in (5.1) and recalling that sup,c(o 71 Et [€2] is finite P — a.s. we
get that Ey[|¢|?)V2E| L5, . — L§]|?]"/? tends to 0 uniformly in ¢, P — a.s. as € goes to 0. The
second term of (5.1) can be estimated in the same way.

b. We now prove (i). Pick any t € [0,7] and £ € Lg([0,1]). The same arguments as
above yield

£l < < E;

T
E, [L£T£+ / Lég(r,o,o)dr]
t

| LS| + Txg| sup ILfldT] :
r<T

where L¢ solves s s
L§:1—|—/t pﬁLﬁerr/t NELEAW,, t < s < T,

for some predictable processes (p¢,~¢) with values in [~ g, K, g]dH. Hence,

EE]l < B

|L§~|—|—T|Xg| sup |L§|dr] )
t<r<T

Since (p,~%) are valued in [~ K, K,]9*1, standard estimates imply that we can find C > 0,
which only depends on K, such that E; {SUPtgrgT |L,§»|2] < C? P — as. The above leads to

1
2

E71€]] < (C + TCE, [|x4*]%)

and the arbitrariness of £ € Lo ([0,1]) concludes the proof. ]
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