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We study an optimal liquidation problem under the ambiguity with re-
spect to price impact parameters. Our main results show that the value func-
tion and the optimal trading strategy can be characterized by the solution
to a semilinear PDE with superlinear gradient, monotone generator and sin-
gular terminal value. We also establish an asymptotic analysis of the robust
model for small amounts of uncertainty and analyze the effect of robustness
on optimal trading strategies and liquidation costs. In particular, in our model
ambiguity aversion is observationally equivalent to increased risk aversion.
This suggests that ambiguity aversion increases liquidation rates.

1. Introduction. Starting with the work of Almgren and Chriss [1] optimal portfolio
liquidation strategies under various market regimes and price impact functions have been an-
alyzed by many authors. Single player models have been analyzed by [3, 7, 25-27, 31, 39]
among many others; multiplayer models were analyzed in, for example, [6, 22, 30]. From a
mathematical perspective, the main characteristic of optimal liquidation models is the singu-
lar terminal condition of the value function that is induced by the liquidation constraint. The
singularity becomes a major challenge when determining the value function and applying
verification arguments.

In this paper, we study a class of Markovian single-player portfolio liquidation problems
where the investor is uncertain about the factor dynamics driving trading costs. The liquida-
tion problem leads to a stochastic control problem of the form

T
(L.1) inf sup (EQ[/ n(Ys)|ss|P+>»(Ys>|xs|f’ds}—T(Q))
E QEQ 0

subject to the state dynamics
dY,=b(Y,)dt +o(Y,)dW,, Yo=1y,

(1.2)
dXt:—étdl’, X():X

and the terminal state constraint
(1.3) Xr =0,

where & denotes the trading rate, X denotes the portfolio process, Y denotes a factor process
that drives trading costs and Q is a set of probability measures that are absolutely continuous
with respect to a benchmark measure P. The functions n and A specify the instantaneous
market impact from trading and the market risk of a portfolio holding, respectively. Instead
of restricting the set of probability measures ex ante, we add a penalty term Y (Q) to the

Received November 2020.

MSC2020 subject classifications. 93E20, 91B70, 60H30.

Key words and phrases. Stochastic control, uncertainty, portfolio liquidation, singular terminal value, super-
linear growth gradient.

80


https://imstat.org/journals-and-publications/annals-of-applied-probability/
https://doi.org/10.1214/21-AAP1672
http://www.imstat.org
mailto:horst@math.hu-berlin.de
mailto:xiaonyu.xia@gmail.com
mailto:chaozhou@cityu.edu.hk
https://mathscinet.ams.org/mathscinet/msc/msc2020.html

PORTFOLIO LIQUIDATION UNDER FACTOR UNCERTAINTY 81

objective function. This approach was first introduced by Hansen and Sargent [28] and has
since become a popular approach in both the economics and financial mathematics literature
when analyzing optimal decision problems under model uncertainty.

The benchmark case where Q contains a single element has been analyzed in [27, 29]. In
this case, the value function can be described in terms of the unique nonnegative viscosity
solution of polynomial growth of a semilinear PDE with singular terminal value. The proof
is based on an asymptotic expansion of the solution around the terminal time that shows that
the value function converges to the instantaneous impact factor at the terminal time when
properly rescaled.

If Q contains more than one element, then the investor is uncertain about the dynamics of
the factor process. For instance, the process 1(Y;) may be viewed as describing the inverse
market depth, whose dynamics the investor may not be able to specify correctly. The market
risk factor A(Y;), on the other hand, can be linked to the volatility of the reference price
process. If the price dynamics follows a stochastic volatility model, then factor uncertainty
amounts to uncertainty about the volatility of the reference price.

Under factor uncertainty, additional regularity assumptions on the penalty function Y (Q)
are required to guarantee that the optimization problem is tractable analytically. In order
to guarantee analytical tractability, we follow an approach that had first been introduced
by Maenhout [35] when analyzing a class of portfolio allocation models for Merton-type
investors under model uncertainty.! Specifically, we consider penalty functions with state-
dependent ambiguity aversion parameters that satisfy a scaling property corresponding to ho-
mothetic preferences. The assumption of homothetic preferences does not only facilitate the
mathematical analysis but it also has a clear economic implication. Our model with ambiguity
aversion is observationally equivalent to a model without ambiguity aversion but increased
risk aversion. An approach that is similar in spirit to the ones in [35] and in this paper has
been followed by Bjork et al. [9]. They studied an equilibrium model with mean-variance
preferences and a (state-dependent) dynamic risk aversion parameter that is inversely propor-
tional to wealth. For their choice of risk aversion, the equilibrium monetary amount invested
in the risky asset is proportional to current wealth.

Under our scaling property on the penalty function, we prove that the value function to our
control problem can be characterized by the solution to a semilinear PDE with superlinear
gradient, monotone generator and singular terminal value. Our first main result is to show
that this PDE admits a unique nonnegative viscosity solution of polynomial growth under
standard assumptions on the factor process and the cost coefficients. Many authors including
[4, 5, 13] studied the Lipschitz and Holder regularity of viscosity solutions. In our setting,
Holder continuity and even C!-regularity of the value function is not sufficient to guarantee
admissibility of our martingale measure control. A particular asymptotic behavior of both the
value function and its gradient at the terminal time is key to carry out the verification argu-
ment. Our second main result guarantees that, under an additional assumption on the penalty
function and an additional boundedness condition on the market impact term, the viscosity
solution to the HIB equation is of class C%! and that both the solution and its derivative have
the desired asymptotic behavior at the terminal time. The proof is based on an asymptotic
expansion of the solution near the terminal time as in [27, 29]. The difficulty is that now not
only the value function but also its derivative needs to converge to the market impact term,
respectively its derivative when properly rescaled. The precise asymptotic behavior of the
solution allows us to obtain not only the optimal trading strategy but also the least favor-
able martingale measure in feedback form. It also allows us to establish our third main result,

IThe approach has been adapted by many authors, including [11, 18, 21, 36, 43], partly due to its analytical
tractability but also due to the “embedded” equivalence between ambiguity and risk aversion.
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namely a first order approximation of both the value function and the optimal trading strategy
in terms of the solution to the benchmark model without uncertainty. The result shows that we
can approximate the optimal strategy in a model with small uncertainty parameter in terms of
the optimal strategy of the benchmark model and the first-order approximation of the value
function. As a byproduct, we show that our model with factor uncertainty is observationally
equivalent to a model without factor uncertainty but increased market risk. This suggests that
factor uncertainty increases the rate of liquidation.

To the best of our knowledge, only few papers have studied the optimal liquidation problem
under model uncertainty. Nystrom et al. [37] and Cartea et al. [14, 15] considered problems
of optimal liquidation with limit orders for a CARA, respectively a risk-neutral investor.
In [37] it is assumed that the investor is uncertain about both the drift and the volatility of
the underlying reference price process. They show that uncertainty may increase the bid-
ask spread and hence reduce liquidity. In [14, 15], the investor is uncertain about the arrival
rate of market orders, the fill probability of limit orders and the dynamics of the asset price.
They show that ambiguity aversion with respect to each model factor has a similar effect on
the optimal strategy, but the magnitude of the effect depends on time and inventory position
in different ways depending on the source of uncertainty. In both papers, strict liquidation
is not required; instead open positions at the terminal time are penalized. This avoids the
mathematical challenges resulting from the singular terminal value.

Lorenz and Schied [33] studied the drift dependence of optimal trade execution strate-
gies under transient price impact with exponential resilience and strict liquidation constraint.
They find an explicit solution to the problem of minimizing the expected liquidation costs
when the unaffected price process is a square-integrable semimartingale. Later, Schied [42]
analyzed the impact on optimal trading strategies with respect to misspecification of the law
of the unaffected price process in a model, which only allows instantaneous price impact.
Both papers studied the dependence of optimal liquidation strategies on model dynamics but
did not consider the resulting robust control problem. Bismuth et al. [8] considered a portfo-
lio liquidation model for a CARA investor that is uncertain about the drift of the reference
price process but did not require a strict liquidation constraint. They do not consider a robust
optimization problem either but dealt with the uncertainty by a general Bayesian prior for
the drift, which allows them to solve the problem by dynamic programming techniques. All
three papers focused on misspecification of the reference price process and assumed that the
market impact parameters are known. Our model is different; we analyze the effect of uncer-
tainty about the model parameters, for example, the market depth that we consider the most
important impact factor.

In a recent paper, Popier and Zhou [40] analyzed the optimal liquidation problem under
drift and volatility uncertainty in a non-Markovian setting and characterized the value func-
tion by the solution of a second-order BSDE with monotone generator and singular terminal
condition. In contrast to [40], we focus on the drift uncertainty about the factor model and add
a penalty function in the spirit of convex risk measure theory. We also obtain much stronger
regularity properties of the value function, which allows us to study the effect of uncertainty
on optimal trading strategies and costs in greater detail.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we describe the mod-
elling set-up, introduce the stochastic control problem and state our main results. The exis-
tence of viscosity solution to the HIBI equation is established in Section 3; the regularity
of the viscosity solution is proved in Section 4. The verification argument is carried out in
Section 5. Finally, Section 6 is devoted to an asymptotic analysis of the value function as well
as the optimal trading strategy for small amounts of uncertainty.

Notation and notational conventions. We put

() = (1+ [y]2) 2.
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Let I be a compact subset of R. We denote by Cj, (R?), Cp(I x RY) the spaces of bounded
continuous functions on R9, respectively, I x RY. Fora given n > 0, we define C,, (Rd ) (resp.,
C,(I x R%)) to be the set of functions ¢ € C(RY) (resp., C(I x R?)) such that

Y= 1?_(');3'” € Cp(RY) (resp. Y= . € Cp(I x Rd)>.

A function ¢ belongs to USC,, (I x RY) (or LSC,(I x R%)) if it has at most polynomial
growth of order 7 in the second variable uniformly with respect to ¢ € I and is upper (lower)
semicontinuous on / x R¢. We denote by C ,1 (R?) the set of all functions ¢ : RY - R
which are bounded, continuous and continuously differentiable with bounded first deriva-
tive. C%1(I x R?) denotes the set of all functions ¢ : I x R¢ — R, which are continuous and
continuously differentiable with respect to the second variable on I x R?.

We denote by LF (0, T; RY) the set of progressively measurable R?-valued processes that
are essentially bounded. The spaces L?:(O, T; Rd), H;(O, T; ]Rd) denote the sets of all pro-
gressively measurable R9-valued processes (Z;):c[o,1] satisfying that E[ fOT |Z:|7dt] < o0,
E[( fOT |Z;?d1)?/?] < o0, respectively; the subset of processes with continuous paths satis-
fying E[sup,¢[o 7y |Z:]] < oo is denoted by S;’:(Q; C([0, T1; R?)). Whenever the notation
T~ appears in the definition of a function space, we mean the set of all functions whose
restrictions satisfy the respective property when 7'~ is replaced by any s < T', for example,

Co([0. T7] x RY) ={u:[0, T) x R > R uypq g1 € Ca([0, 5] x RY) for all s € [0, T)}.

Throughout, all equations and inequalities are to be understood in the a.s. sense. We adopt
the convention that C is a constant that may vary from line to line and the operator D denotes
the gradient with respect to the space variable.

2. Problem formulation and main results. Let T € (0, co) and let (2, F, (F1)ie[0, 7]
P) be a filtered probability space that satisfies the usual conditions and carries an d-
dimensional standard Brownian motion W and an independent one-dimensional standard
Brownian motion B.

In this paper, we consider the problem of a large investor that needs to liquidate a given
portfolio x € R within the time horizon [0, T]. Let ¢t € [0, T) be a given point in time and
x € R be the portfolio position of the trader at time . We denote by & € R the rate at which
the agent trades at time s € [#, 7). Given a trading strategy &, the portfolio position at time
s €[t, T) is given by

N
X,=x —/ &dr, selt,T]
t
and the liquidation constraint is
(2.1) Xr=0.

In what follows, we assume that all trading costs are driven by a factor process given by the
d-dimensional Itd diffusion
{dY;’y =b(Y!)ds +o (YY) dW,, selt, Tl
ty
Y, =y.

Our goal is to analyze the impact of uncertainty about the factor dynamics on optimal
liquidation strategies and trading costs.
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2.1. The benchmark model. In this section, we briefly recall the liquidation model with-
out factor uncertainty analyzed by Graewe et al. [27] against which our results shall be
benchmarked. Following [27], we assume that the investor’s transaction price Py € R at time
s € [t, T] can additively decomposed into a fundamental asset price I5s and an instantaneous
price impact term f(&s) as

Ps = jss - f(é-v),

where the fundamental asset price process P is given by a one-dimensional square-integrable
Brownian martingale, which we assume to be of the form?

dP;=6(Y!"Y)dB;

for some function &. The investor aims at minimizing the difference between the book value
of the portfolio and the expected proceeds from trading plus risk cost. We assume that the
instantaneous impact factor is given by f(&;) = n(YeY)|g P! sgn(&;) for some p > 1 and
some bounded function » that describes the inverse market depth and that the risk is measured
by the integral of the pth power of the value at risk of an open position over the trading period.
We assume furthermore that any admissible trading strategy & belongs to L%_f’(t, T;R). The
resulting cost functional is then given by

J(t,y,x,&) =book value — expected proceeds from trading + risk costs
ro T i roo
(2.2) :EP[_/; n(Ys’y)|§s|pdS+/t XSdPS+f; )‘(Ys’y)|Xs|pdSi|

=EP[fIT(77(YsZ’y)|§s|p +A(Y;*y)|XS|P)ds]

where the last equality follows from the facts that X € S%_(Q; C([t, T]; R)) and that Pisa
square-integrable martingale under PP.

For each initial state (, y, x) € [0, T) x R? x R, the value function of the investor’s control
problem is defined by

23 Vo(t,v,x):= inf J(,y,x,§&),
(2.3) o, y,x) Eegl(t’x)(yXS)

where the infimum is taken over the set A(z, x) of all admissible controls, that is, over all
the controls £ that belong to Léf’ (t, T; R) and that satisfy the liquidation constraint (2.1).
Under suitable assumptions on the model parameters it was shown in [27, 29] that the
value function is given by Vp = vg|x|? and that the optimal trading strategy is given by
Ey(t,y,x) = %x where 8 = ﬁ and where v is the unique nonnegative viscosity so-
lution of polynomial growth to the following PDE:

—0v(t,y) = Lu(t,y) = F(y,v(t, ) =0, (1, €[0,T) xR,

24 lirr% v(t,y) =400 locally uniformly on R?
t—

where
|v|ﬂ+l

i . —
L.—Etr(aa D?) + (b, D), FG,v)=20) = Bn(»)F’

2See Example 2.3 below for a stochastic volatility model with uncertainty about the driver of the volatility
process.
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2.2. The liquidation model under uncertainty. In order to analyze the impact of factor
uncertainty on optimal liquidation strategies, we introduce the class Q of all probability mea-
sures Q « [P whose density with respect to the benchmark measure P is given by

cj{g _S</19 dW)T, Q-a.s.

for some progressively measurable process ¢ satisfying that ftT |95|?ds < oo, Q-a.s. Here,
E(M); =exp(M; — %) denotes the Doléans—Dade exponential of a continuous semimartin-
gale M.

Since our focus is on the impact of uncertainty about the factor dynamics on the optimal
trading rules, we assume that the Brownian motions B and W are independent. In this case,
the unaffected price process is still a square-integrable martingale under every probability
0 € Q. In view of (2.2), we thus obtain the same form for the cost function for every given
probability Q in the set Q:

ot vox.&) =B [ (Y& + 21X, s |

Following a standard approach in optimal decision making under model uncertainty in-
troduced by Hansen and Sargent [28], we do not restrict the set of measures a priori but
add a penalty term to the objective function. Specifically, every probability measure Q € Q

receives a penalty
T 1
T(Q) = EQU Loy ds]
r O

The nonnegative process 6 = (6;) measures the degree of confidence in the reference model:
the larger the process, the less deviations from the reference model are penalized. The case
6, =0 corresponds to the benchmark model without factor uncertainty. The case 6, =6 and
m = 2 corresponds to the entropic penalty function; see, for example, [2, 10].

To the best of our knowledge, Maenhout [35] was the first to propose a state-dependent
parameter 6 when considering the robust portfolio optimization problem of a power-utility
investor. He considered an uncertainty-tolerance parameter of the 6, = # where 6 is a

positive constant, VW denotes the wealth of the investor at time s and r € (b 1) denotes the
exponent in the power utility function. This choice of 6 essentially corresponds to scaling the
uncertainty-tolerance parameter by the value function. In his model, this leads to a solution
that is invariant to the scale of wealth and is amenable to a rigorous mathematical analysis.
Among other things, he found that for this choice of homothetic preferences the optimal
solution under model uncertainty is observationally equivalent to the optimal solution without
model uncertainty but increased risk aversion.
In our context, the approach of Maenhout [35] corresponds to the choice

A 0
0, = £
alX;|P

and thus to the penalty functional’

T '=]E Tl ﬁng’:pd
(Q):=Eg t 90|s||s| s s

3we may have Y (Q) = +oo since Q is not equivalent but merely absolutely continuous with respect to P.
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—_1ym-1 . . . .
where m > 2,0 > 0. The constant a := % is chosen for analytical convenience; this

will become more clear in the following section. We thus model the costs associated with an
admissible trading strategy & and probability measure Q € O by

. T 1
J(t,y,x;€,0) = EQUt <n(Y;’y)|§s|P + A(Y;’Y){Xﬂp — 5a|ﬁ5|m|Xf|p> ds].

We define the value function of the stochastic control problem for each initial state (¢, y, x) €
[0,7) x R? x R as

(2.5) V(t,y,x):= inf sup J(r,y,x:&,0).
SEA(Z‘,X)QEQ

We assume throughout that p > 1, m > 2. Before presenting the main results, we first list
our assumptions on the factor process in terms of some positive constants ¢, C.

ASSUMPTION 2.1 (On the factor process).

(L.1) The drift function b : R — R¥ is Lipschitz continuous and of linear growth, that is,
for each y, y’ e RY,

b)) —b()| <Cly=y|. b =CA+1y]).

(L.2) The volatility function o : R — R4 xd i Lipschitz continuous and of linear growth,
that is, for each y, y' € R?,

lo(y) —a ()| <Cly -]

(L.3) The volatility function o is uniformly bounded by C.
(L.4) The drift and volatility functions b, o belong to C! and o'o* is uniformly positive
definite.

Next, we list conditions on the cost coefficients. Conditions (F.1) and (F.2) are required to
prove the existence of a viscosity solution to the HIB equation; the stronger condition (F.3)
is required to establish differentiability of the viscosity solution and the verification result.

ASSUMPTION 2.2 (On the cost coefficients).

(F.1) The coefficients 7, A, 1/5 : R — [0, 0o) are continuous. Moreover, there exists a
constant kg € (0, 1] such that for y € R,

A(y) = Cy)t=fom
and
c(y) 7P < n(y) = C(y o,

Letm := (1 — kg)m.

- a+1 -
(F.2) The function 7 is twice continuously differentiable, and II%H <C, II%H <C

where o ;= —1—.
m—1

(F.3) The function  belongs to C} (RY) and 0 <¢ <y < C.

The assumptions on the diffusion coefficients are standard. Assumption (F.1) states that
A is of polynomial growth and that 1 can be bounded from below and above by polyno-
mial growth functions, whose order may be negative. Under this assumption, we have that
(yy™B+D /B is of polynomial growth of order m. Conditions similar to (F.2) and (F.3) have
also been made in [29] and [27], respectively.
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EXAMPLE 2.3. The assumptions on the diffusion coefficients are satisfied for the two-
dimensional diffusion process ¥ = (Y, Y?) given by

dY!=-Y'dt +dw! and dY}=pdt+odW}.

The Ornstein—Uhlenbeck process Y'! drives the market impact term while the arithmetic
Brownian motion Y2 drives the market risk. Specifically, if we choose n = tanh(—Y') + 2,
then this process can be viewed as describing a stochastic liquidity process that fluctuates
around a stationary level. Moreover, for the stochastic volatility model

dﬁ[ =5’(Y12)dB;

for the reference price process the instantaneous variance of the portfolio process is given by
52(Y12) | Xy |2. Hence, if ¢ is bounded and continuously differentiable with bounded derivative,
then A := &2 satisfies the preceding assumptions.

2.3. The main results. 1If all the processes ¥+ take values in a compact set ®, then all
probability measures Q in Q are equivalent to IP. In this case, the dynamic programming
principle suggests that the value function satisfies the following Hamilton—Jacobi—Bellman—
Isaacs equation; cf. [20], Theorem 2.6,

—0/V(t,y,x)—LV(t,y,x)— inf sup H(¢, y,x,&,0,V)=0,
§€Ryeo
(2.6)
(t,y,x)€[0,T) x R x R,

where H is given by

1
H(t,y, x,&,09,V):=(00,0,V(t,y,x)) =, V(t,y,x)+c(y,x,§) — 5a|19|mIXI”,
and

c(y,x, &) :i=n(MIENF 4+ A(y)|x]P.

In our case, the set of probability measures is not restricted a priori. This suggests to
characterize the value function (2.5) in terms of the solution to the modified HIBI equation

_al‘v(ta y»-x) _'CV(I7 y’x) - lnf Sup H(t’ y5-xa§’ 199 V) =Oa
(2.7) R yerd
(t,y,x)€[0,T) x R x R.

Since the function H separates additively into two terms that depend on ¥ only and into two
terms that depend & only,
1
inf sup H(t,y,x,&,0,V)= sup {(m‘}, WVt y, x))— —a|z9|m|x|p}
SER 5 eri 9 eRd 0
inf{—&0,V(t, y, , X, .
+€1€R{ EdV(t,y,x) +c(y,x,6))

The structure of cost function suggests an ansatz of the form V (¢, y, x) = v(¢, y)|x|?. In this
case,

1
B, y) = argmax{(al‘}, Du(t, y)) — —a|1‘)|m}
(2.8) peRd 0

= 6%(1 + )|o* (y)Dv(t, y)|* o™ () Du(t, y),
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and
EX(t,y) = arégﬁiﬂ{—l?év(h IxP~ sgn(x) +n(y)I&|7)
S
(2.9)
eyl
nyf
where o = ﬁ, B = ﬁ Thus,
inf sup H(t,y,x,&,0,V)=(H(y, Dv(t,y)) + F(y, v, y)))lx|",
5ER yepd
where
o |v|ﬂ+l o nal| % a+1
(2.10) F(y,v):=2) = o, H(y,q)=6%c*(nq|*"".
Bn(y)

Similar to the discussion in [27], Section 2.2, we expect the value function to be charac-
terized by the following terminal value problem:

_8lv(tay) —ﬁv(t,)’) _H(%DU(I’)’)) - F(yvv(tvy)) :0
(t.y) €[0,T) x RY,
t—

locally uniformly on RY.

The problem reduces to the terminal value problem (2.4) in the absence of model uncertainty
(H=0).

The following theorem guarantees the existence of a unique nonnegative viscosity solution
to this singular problem under conditions (L.1)—(L.3), (F.1), (F.2) and § > «, which corre-
sponds to m > p. The additional assumption 8 > « can also be found in [24] where the
authors study the entire solutions of a similar kind of elliptic equation. The proof is given in
Section 3.

THEOREM 2.4. Letm > p. Under Assumptions (L.1)—(L.3), (F.1) and (F.2), the singular
terminal value problem (2.11) admits a unique nonnegative viscosity solution v in
Cin([0, T7] x RY),

where m is introduced in condition (F.1).

Since the maximizer 9* in (2.8) depends on Dv, we expect the verification theorem to
require the candidate value function v to be of class C%!. As it turns out, the verification
argument does not only require C*!-regularity of v but also requires the gradient to have a
particular asymptotic behavior near the terminal time. In fact, we prove that uniformly in y
as t — T the function v satisfies

(T =)o, y) =n(3) + O((T —n)'~*/F)
and
(T =02 Du(t, y) = Dn(y) + O((T —1)2~*/F),

Thus, under the additional assumption that 8 > 2«, which corresponds to m > 2p — 1, we
obtain that
lim (T — ) Po(e, y) =n(y),
—
(2.12)
lim, (7 — HYPDu(t, y) = Dn(y)  uniformly on RY.
r—

The proof of the following theorem is given in Section 4.
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THEOREM 2.5. Letm > 2p — 1. Under Assumptions (L.1)—(L.4), (F2)—(F.3), the unique
nonnegative viscosity solution v to the singular terminal value problem (2.11) belongs to
C%1([0, 771 x R?) and satisfies the asymptotics (2.12).

The previously established regularity of the candidate value function is enough to carry
out the verification argument, which is proven in Section 5.

THEOREM 2.6. Let m > 2p — 1. Under Assumptions (L.1)—~(L.4), (F.2)—(F.3), let v €
C%1([0, T~1 x RY) be the nonnegative viscosity solution to the singular terminal value prob-
lem (2.11). Then the value function of the control problem (2.5) is given by V(t,y,x) =
v(t, y)|x|P, and the optimal control (§*, 0*) is given in feedback form by

_ U(S, Y;’y)ﬂ *

N

*

(2.13) S IO
97 =0%(L+a)|o* (YY) Du(s, Y1) "~ o* (YY) Du(s, Y1)

and

In particular, the resulting optimal portfolio process (X7)se[:, 1] is given by

N Yt’y B
(2.14) X;“=xexp(—/ %d;ﬁ).
¥’ )ﬁ

REMARK 2.7. The preceding results show that—as in [35]—the model with factor un-
certainty is equivalent to the benchmark model (2.2) when the market risk factor A is replaced

A= x4+ H(y, Dv(t,y)).

In particular, under model uncertainty the investor liquidates the asset at a faster rate.

We close this section with first-order approximations of the value function and the opti-
mal trading strategy for the model with uncertainty in terms of the solutions to the bench-
mark model without uncertainty. These results allow us to obtain the value function and op-
timal trading strategy based only on the benchmark model in the case of a small uncertainty-
tolerance parameter. We first state our approximation result for the value function. The proof
is given in Section 6.

THEOREM 2.8. Letm >2p —1.Let w = (T — DYy and wy = (T — 1)'/Pvg where vg
denotes the value function of the benchmark model. Under Assumptions (L.1)—(L.4), (F.2)—
(F.3), we have that

w — wy
=wi,

2.15 li
( ) egr}) o«

on [0, T] x RY, where w1 is a unique nonnegative solution to the PDE,

_atv(t5y) —LU(I,)’) - fl(t7 y7v(t’ )’)) =07 (t’ Y) € [0’ T) X R,

2.16
(210) u(T,y) =0, yeR?,

whose driver
B+ vl L
BnP B (T —1)

depends on the solution to the benchmark model without factor uncertainty.

fit, y,v) =|o*Duo|"T(T — )P -
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FIG. 1. Relative error of the first-order approximation: value function.

Theorem 2.8 allows us to derive a first order approximation of the optimal trading strategy
under model uncertainty in terms of the solution to the benchmark model and the first-order
approximation to the value function.

COROLLARY 2.9. Letm >2p — 1. Let v| = (TL"W and let vy and £%* be the value

function and the optimal strategy in the benchmark model, respectively. Under Assumptions

(L.1)—~(L4), (F2)-(F.3),

At S .
(2.17) ng‘% TN =&, locally uniformly on [t, T),

where & € L¥(t, T; R) is defined by

vils, %)
vo(s, ¥sY)

(2.18) £, = ﬁgf’*( /S vo(r, YN P oy (r, Y,”y)dr>, selt,T).
t

The dependence of the relative error || %_9”1 lloo Of the first-order approximation for
the value function is shown in Figure 1. Parameters are chosen as

)
b(y)=—y, o=1, n(y) =tanh(—y) +2, o(y)=e, p=2,
m=>5, x=1, y=1, T=1.

x_ 0% paf
Figure 2 displays the expected relative error E[max;c[o,r] |%H for the trading
13

strategy where T = 0.9. The simulations suggest that both the value function and the optimal
strategy are well approximated, even for relatively large uncertainty tolerance parameters
with the relative errors staying within a 5% range for 6 < 0.5. The reason we consider the
relative error for the trading strategy only away from the terminal time is the singularity that
arises in the absolute error and leads to the locally uniform convergence.

3. Viscosity solution. In this section, we prove Theorem 2.4. The proof uses modifi-
cations of arguments given in [29]. In a first step, we establish a comparison principle for
semicontinuous viscosity solutions to (2.11). Due to the terminal state constraint, we cannot
follow the usual approach of showing that if a l.s.c. supersolution dominates an u.s.c. subso-
lution at the boundary, then it also dominates the subsolution on the entire domain. Instead,
we prove that if some form of asymptotic dominance holds at the terminal time, then it holds
near the terminal time.
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FI1G. 2. Relative error of the first-order approximation: trading strategy.

In a second step, we construct a smooth sub and a supersolution to (2.11) satisfying the
required assumptions. Using Perron’s method, we can then establish the existence of an upper
semicontinuous subsolution and of a lower semicontinuous supersolution, which are bounded
by the respective smooth solutions. In particular, the semicontinuous solutions can be applied
to the comparison principle. This establishes the existence of the desired continuous solution.

We start with the following comparison principle. The proof is given in Appendix B. We
emphasize that the comparison principle will only be used to prove the existence of a viscosity
solution. This justifies the rather strong assumptions (3.1) and (3.2) below.

PROPOSITION 3.1. Assume that Assumptions (L.1)-(L.3), (F.1) and (F2) hold. Let
m be as in condition (F.1). Fix § € (0,T]. Let u € LSC;([T — 5§, T7] x R and u €
USC;(IT — 8, T~] x R?) be a nonnegative viscosity super- and a viscosity subsolution to
(2.11), respectively. If, uniformly on R?,

ut, Y)(T — )" —n(y) u(t, y)(T —t)'/F —n(y)

3.1 lim su <0 <liminf ’
t—>T <y>m i <y>m
and
1
3B+1
(3.2) ’ zﬂTU(y)Sg(t,y)(T_t)l/ﬂ,

w(t, (T =P <Ci)™, 1ellT =8,T),
for a constant C, then

u<u on[T—S,T)de.

We are now going to construct smooth sub and supersolutions to (2.11) that satisfy the
conditions (3.1) and (3.2) of the above proposition. The supersolution will be defined in
terms of the function

(3.3) h(t,y):=L(T — t){y)™,

where m is introduced in condition (F.1), and where the constant L will be determined later.
Using the condition (F.1), we can find a constant Co > 0 such that

o —d,h(t, y) — Lh(t,y) —2°6%C*H | Dh(t, y)|* T — A(y)

> L(y)™ — CoL(T — 1)(y)"™ — CoL*T (T — )* T (y)™ — Co(y)™.
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Choosing L > 3Cq and then 7 = %, we get that
(3.5) —dh(t.y)— Lh(t, y) =22 CH Dh(t, )[*T' = 1(3) 20, (t,y) €[T—1,T)xR".

LEMMA 3.2. Suppose that Assumptions (L.1)—-(L.3), (F.1) and (F.2) hold. Let € := 1 —
a/B. There exist constants K > 0, 6§ € (0, T'] such that

n(y) = nWIELIT = 1)
(T —1)V/B

(3.6) (t, y) =

and

_ n(y) +n(MK(T — 1)

T = 1F +h(,y)

(3.7) 0(t, y) :

are a nonnegative classical sub and supersolution to (2.11) on [T — 8, T) x R?, respectively.
Furthermore, v, 0 satisfy the conditions (3.1) and (3.2).

PROOF. In view of (F.2), the quantity ||%|| is well defined and finite; hence g :=

L/ % | > 0. It has been shown in [29] that v is a subsolution to (2.11) on [T — 8y, T) x R4
when H = 0. Since H is nonnegative, we know that v is still a subsolution on [T —
80, T) x R, We now verify that ¥ is a nonnegative classical supersolution to (2.11) on
[T — 81, T) x R? for small §;. To this end, we first obtain by a direct computation that

_ W+ KA =BT =) + LT — (A + K(T — 1))
- B(T —t)B+D/B

— 3h(t,y) — Lh(t,y).

Assuming that K6] <1 and é; < 1, we see that K(T — )¢ <1 and (T — H=€ <1 for
te[T —6;,T). Thus,

. n n(y) + K (1 — BT — )¢ +2BCn(y)(T — 1)
Gy ey TEEn=s B(T — 1)+D/P

— 9:h(t, y) = Lh(t, ).
Recalling the definition of H and F in (2.10),
—H(y, Db(t,y))

éot-i—l |Dn|a+1[1 + K(T _ t)e]a+1
(T —t)(1+a)/B

|Dy|+! ( )[1+K<T—z)€]“+1
Y Z (/B

> —2%9* —2%9*C** Dh(1, y)|* !

(3.9)
> _0epY (_:vOH-l

_ 20{90{6(1—&-1 |D}Al(l, y)|a+1

_n2a+lpga ~a+2 n(y) __ napa o+l r a+1
> -2 o“C T —n+ais 2°0“CYT  Dh(t, y)|*T.
Applying Bernoulli’s inequality in the form (u 4+ v 4+ w)?*! > uf*+! + (B + DuPv for
u, v, w > 0 to the term |0(z, y)|#*! in F, we obtain

NP+ B+ Dn)Pn(K(T —1)¢

(3.10) —F(y,0(t,y)) = =A(y) + Bn()P(T — 1) B+D/P
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Hence, adding (3.8), (3.9) and (3.10) and using (3.5) yields

_al‘i)(t? y) _ﬁﬁ(tv y) - H()’» Di)(t’ y)) - F()’, f)(t,}’))

(1 + E)K _ 26 _ 22a+19aéa+2

(3.11) R . B .
—d,h(t,y) = Lh(t,y) = 2%0°C*T | Dh(t, y)| ™' = A(y)
(1 + E)K _ 26 _ 22a+19aéa+2

zn0) (T —1)(1+a)/B

. 26+22a+|9ac_'0{+2
Choosing K > e

— 3,0, y) — L, y) — H(y, Dd(t,y)) — F(y,0(,)) =0, (t,y) [T —8,T) x R”.

1

and then §; = min{1, I V %}, we conclude that

Next, we prove that v, v satisfy the asymptotic behavior (3.1) and (3.2). Recalling the defini-
tion of v, 0 and using the condition (F.1), we have

(T — t)l/ﬂf)(t, y)=n)+ (y)’hO(T —1t), uniformlyinyast— T,
(3.12) )
(T =05, y) =n(y) + (»)"O((T —1)¢), uniformlyinyast— T.

From this, we see that

i U(t, (T =P —q(y)
1m =
t—>T (yym

i 26T =0 = ()
= 1um =
t—T (y)ym

(3.13)

=0 uniformly on RY,

which verifies the condition (3.1). The upper bound in (3.2) can be obtained using the
condition (F.1) again. Moreover, for the lower bound in (3.2), choosing é := min{do(1 —

1
,ﬁ/ %ﬁ:l), 81}, we have that for all (r, y) € [T — 8, T) x R¢,

N . L
0, V)T =Y > n(y) = 0t y(T — )P =n(y) —n(y) H%’H(T —1)

1
g 3B +1
> —ﬂ+1n(y)- 0

REMARK 3.3. Due to the presence of the gradient term H, an additional term (3.9) needs
to be dominated, and thus we make the choice that e =1 — o/B. If H =0, we can choose
e=1asin [29].

We are now ready to prove the existence result.

PROOF OF THEOREM 2.4. In order to apply Perron’s method, we set
S = {u|u is a subsolution of (2.11) on [T — 8, T) x R? and u < b}.
Since v € S, the set S is nonempty. Thus, the function

v(t, y) =suplu(t, y):u €S}
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is well defined and satisfies that ¥ < v. Classical arguments* show that the upper semicontin-
uous envelope v* of v is a viscosity subsolution to (2.11). From [44], Lemma A.2, the lower
semicontinuous envelope v, of v is a viscosity supersolution to (2.11). Since ¥ < v, < v* <,
we have for all (z,y) € [T —45,T) x R4 that

+ ~
’ ZﬂﬁH N(y) < vi(t, V)T — VB v (1, y)(T — )/ < C(y)™,

0T =0V —n(y) _ vt )T =0 —n(y) _v* . )T =P —n(y)
nm B (nm B (nm
- O, (T =)/ — n(y).
B (nm
Hence, it follows from (3.13) that

g U ENT =0V =) v DT =DV ()
im - = lim -
t—>T (y)ym t—T (y)ym

and

=0 uniformly on RY.

From our comparison principle [Proposition 3.1], we can thus conclude that v* <
veon [T — 8, T) x R?, which shows that v is the desired viscosity solution to (2.11) that
belongs to C;; ([T — 6§, T ] x R9).

Next, we find a sub and supersolution to (2.11) on [0, T — §] x R? with terminal value
v(T —6,-)att =T —§. Obviously, Ois a subsolutlon of (2.11). We now conjecture that there
exists a constant L > 0 such that w := L(y)™ is a viscosity supersolution to (2.11). In fact,
sincev <vatt=T — §, we see that

~ ~2
oT =5, = son0) + 007 = (5 +1) 7y ek

Let A(y) := (y)™. In view of the condition (F.1), we have that
=0, (t,y) — Lw(t,y) — H(y, DW) — F(y, w(1, y))

a+1 Lﬂ+1 (y)ﬂ+1

—LLh gt
> ) — B ()P

|DRI* — A(y) +

p+1 —a+1
>h (—L —CoL —CoL"™" - C ),
() 5CF 0 0 0
where the constants Co and C are chosen as in (3.4) and (F.1), respectively. Choosing L large
enough, we have that

—dw(t,y) — Lw(t,y) — H(y, Dw) — F(y, w(t,y)) > 0.

Furthermore, w#*! /n# is of polynomial growth of order m. Combining the general com-
parison principle [Proposition A.1] with Perron’s method, we obtain a viscosity solution
v e C;([0, T — 8] x RY). From the comparison principle for continuous viscosity solutions
[Lemma A.3], we get a unique global viscosity solution v € Cy; ([0, T~ ] % RY. O

4The standard Perron method of finding viscosity solutions for elliptic PDEs can be found in [16]. We refer to
[44], Appendix A, for the proof of this method for parabolic equations.
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4. Regularity of the viscosity solution. This section is devoted to the proof of Theo-
rem 2.5. We assume throughout that Assumptions (L.1)—(L.4) and (F.2)—(E.3) are satisfied
and that 8 > 2«. In this case, m = 0 and the viscosity solution v obtained in the previous
section belongs to Cp ([0, 7] x R%).

Unlike in [29], continuity is not enough to carry out our verification argument. We need
to prove that v is of class C%! and satisfies (2.12). The desired regularity of the viscosity
solution away from the terminal time can be established using classical PDE results or the
standard link between viscosity solutions and forward—backward SDEs once the desired reg-
ularity near the terminal time has been established. The key challenge is thus to prove that
there exists some & > O such that for (¢, y) € [T —§,T) x R4 the gradient Dv(¢, y) exists
and satisfies

C
’Dv(t,y)’ =< m

4.1. Regularity near the terminal time. In view of the definition of € in Lemma 3.2, we
know that e =1 — % € (%, 1). Recalling the asymptotic behavior (3.12) of the super and
subsolution, the viscosity solution v constructed in the previous section is of the form

_ny) +u,y)
“4.1) U(T—l,y)—T,
for some function # that satisfies
u(t,y)=0(t¢) uniformly in y asz — 0.
We choose the following equivalent ansatz:

_n(y) | ult,y)
42) ol —t,y)= P IREESVIE
It is worth pointing out that if H = 0, we can choose € = 1 in (4.1) and (4.2). Plugging
the asymptotic ansatz into (2.11) results in a semilinear parabolic equation for u with finite
initial condition. The proof of the following lemma is similar to [27], Lemma 4.1, and hence
omitted.

u(t,y)=0(t'*¢) uniformly in y as r — 0.

LEMMA 4.1. If, for some § > 0,> a function u satisfies
4.3) u@e, | <), @) €081 xR,
and solves the equation

du(t,y) = Lu(t,y) + Fo(t,y,u(t,y), Du(t,y)), (t,y)€ (0,81 xR?,

4.4
) u(0,y) =0, yeR?,

where

() = (B+1 u \F
Fo(t.v.u. Du) =tL Pa(yy — 1Y ( )
o, y,u, Duy=1tLn(y) +1t"A(y) 5 k:2< P ) o)

a+1
4 6%€

’

" Du
o™ (y) - + Dn
then a local solution v € COV([T =8, T~] x RY) to problem (2.11) is given by

n(y) u(T —t,y)
(T —)VB (T —p)1+1/B’

v(t,y) =

SFor convenience, we use here the same symbol as in Section 3. We can always choose the smaller one to define
8.
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The case H = 0 has been solved under additional regularity assumptions in [27] using an
analytic semigroup approach. Due to the presence of H in our case, we need to choose € < 1,
which renders the analysis more complex. In particular, the locally Lipschitz continuity in
[27], Lemma 4.5, no longer holds in our case. Instead, we solve equation (4.4) using the weak
continuous semigroup approach introduced in [19], Section 4, in order to obtain a solution in
a space of functions with the desired asymptotic behavior near the initial time.

In a first step, we introduce the transition semigroup. Under Assumptions (L.1) and (L.2),
the operator

P lol(0) =E[p(Y!?)], ¢eCp(RY),0<r<s

is well defined and satisfies the Markov property P; , = P; P, for 0 <t <s <r. Since b
and o are independent of the time variable,

Py s[@l(y) = Pos—[@1(y).
For convenience, we denote
0,
Plpl) =E[p(Y;")], ¢ € Cp(RY).
For every ¢ € Cp,(R?),
(4.5) |PAeI| < llgll, (¢, y) €10, T] x R
Furthermore, from [19], Theorem 4.65, we have the following proposition.
PROPOSITION 4.2. Suppose that Assumptions (L.1)—(L.4) hold and let ¢ € Cp(RY).

Then for every 0 <t < T, the function y — P;[@](y) is continuously differentiable on R?.
Moreover, there exists a constant M > 0 such that for every ¢ € Cp(R?) and for0<t <T,

M d
(4.6) IDPIpIO)| = 3 llell, vy eRe
Next, we introduce the notion of a mild solution of our modified PDE.
DEFINITION 4.3. We say that a function u : [0, 8] x R? — R is a mild solution of the
PDE (4.4) if the following conditions are satisfied:
(i) ueCyl([0,8] x RY).
(ii) foreveryt e€[0,T]and y € R4,

t
4.7) u(t,y) = /0 P,_[Fo(s, -, u(s,-), Du(s,-))](y)ds.

We prove the existence of a mild solution to (4.4) by a contraction argument. To this
end, we need to choose an appropriate weighted norm on C 2’1 ([0, 8] x R?) to cope with the
singularity in Fp. Recalling the ansatz (4.2) and the property (4.6), we consider the space

“.8)  T:={ueCy (0,81 xRY): |ut, )| + "> Dut, )| = O(t'*) as 1 — 0}
endowed with the weighted norm

lu(z, y)| | [Du(t, y)l

Ul = su + )
Jul (z,y)e(oﬂw( O o

It is easy to verify that the vector space X endowed with the norm || - ||z is a Banach space.
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LEMMA 4.4. Suppose that B > 2« and that Assumptions (L.1)—(L.4) and (F2)—(F.3)
hold. Let R > 0 and é € (0, €’gl/g/R A 11. Define the closed ball Bx,(R) :=={u € ¥ : ||lul|x <
R}. For every u € By (R), the function

fo(t,y) == Fo(t, y,u(t,y), Du(t, y))

is continuous on [0, 8] x R4.

PROOF. For u € By (R), we may decompose fy(t, y) in the following way:

4.9) fot,y) =tLn(y) +1P1(y) — (p — Dn(y)go(t, y) +6%t°g1(t, y),
where
o (BT (ul, ) | s Du,y) ot
go(t,y)—k;( . )(m(y)) and  g1(ty) = o (y)(fﬂm(y))

The assumption § < e*gl/g /R A 1 guarantees that the series converges since

u(t.y)| _ t1+€R _5R -1

d
tm(y) tc c (r,y) €10, 8] x R”.

Moreover,

(4.10) <8T2R<¢, (1,y)€[0,8] x RY

t t

‘Du(t,y) 3 12+ R

In view of (4.9), it is sufficient to prove that gyp and g; are continuous in ¢, uniformly with
respect to y on every compact subset of R?. In fact, by the mean value theorem, we have for
0<r<s<8,yeR?that

lg1t,y) — g1 (s, )|

a+1
a*(y)(L‘(t’ )

a+1

S ‘
t

(Du(s, y)
S

+ Dn(y))

+ Dn(y)) o™ (y)

Du(t,y) Du(s,y)‘
t s '

<(a+ DC(c+ )

In order to establish the continuity of gg, notice that forevery k >2and0 <t <s <§,y € R4

k—1

5 ik u(t,y) u(s,y) ) u(t, y) || uts, y) <1
c t s b 1 s
R¥=1 u(t, u(s, y) |4
K (t.y)  u( y)'ztezse(k—l—n
c t S oo
kR*11u(t, y) _u(s, y) (k=De
— gk t S

ut,y) u(s,y)‘
t s |

k Rse k—1
< —
_C< c )
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Using the identity k (’8 : 1) =B+1) <k E 1>, we get that

u,y) uls,y)
t s |

lgo(t, ) — go(s, y)| < (B + 1)max|2f — 1 ﬁ}

u(t y) Du(t Du(t,y)

The claim now follows from the fact that the maps (¢, y) — are continuous on

[0,8] x RY. O
The following lemma can be established using similar arguments as above.

LEMMA 4.5. Suppose that > 2a and that Assumptions (L.1)—(L.4) and (F2)—(F.3)
hold. For every R > 0, there exists a constant L > 0 independent of § € (0, E‘gl/g/ R] such
that

|Fo(t, y,u(t,y), Du(t, y)) — Fo(t, y, v(t, y), Dv(t, y))|

Lt5<|u(tvy):v(tvy)| + |Du(t,y);DU(t’Y)|>

’

u,v € Bx(R), (t.y) €[0,8] x R”.
We are now ready to carry out the fixed-point argument.

THEOREM 4.6. Let 8 > 2a. Under Assumptions (L.1)—(L.4) and (F.2)—(F.3), there exists
a constant § > 0 such that equation (4.4) admits a mild solution u in the space X defined in
(4.8).

PROOF. Let us define the operator
t
4.11) Clul(t, y) ::/0 Pi_s[Fo(s, -, u(s,-), Du(s,-))](y)ds

STEP 1: THE MAP I" IS WELL DEFINED ON THE CLOSED BALL Bx(R). Let u € Bx(R).
By Lemma 4.4 and [19], Proposition 4.67, 6 we see that I'[u] € Cp([0, 8] x Rd) and DI'[u] €
Cp((0, 8] x R9). In order to see the continuity of DI'[u] at t = 0, we differentiate (4.11) to
obtain that

t
(4.12) DT'[ul(t,y) :fo DPi_[Fo(s, -, u(s,-), Du(s,))](y)ds, (t,y)€[0,8] x R,

By Proposition 4.2,

t
priue )| < [ M A0 as =2viu ol

s)

From this, we conclude that the map (¢, y) DI'[u](, y) belongs to Cp([0, 8] x RY).
STEP 2: CONTRACTION PROPERTY OF I ON Byx(R) FOR A SUITABLE CHOICE OF R, §.
Let

1
B(a, b) :2/ rta=rbtar
0

be the Beta function with a, b > 0. We choose

R=2(1+ MBo)(ILnll + 1]l + 6% * Dn|*TY),

6The strong continuity in this proposition is equivalent to the standard continuity in finite-dimensional space.
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and

5= min{ “Ye/R, “Y1/(LA + MBy). 1},
where L > 0 is the Lipschitz constant given by Lemma 4.5 and

1 11
Byo:=B|(1 , =, Bi:=B|(2
0 (+62> 1 (e—|—22)

Let u, v € Bx(R). By Lemma 4.5, we have for (¢, y) € [0, 8] x R? that
IC[ul(z, y) — T[v](, y)|

t
= ‘/0 Pi_s[Fo(s, -, u(s,-), Du(s,-)) — Fo(s, -, v(s, ), Dv(s, ))](y)ds

t
< ./0 | Fo(s, y,u(s,), Du(s,-)) — Fo(s, -, v(s, ), Dv(s, )| ds

Du(s, ')“)ds

</I (llu(s ) —vs )l n [Du(s, -) —
N

N

_/ (ZGIIM(S ) — (s, )|| 26— 1/2 IDu(s, ) — Dv(s, )II)

1+e s1/2+€

< [2eH1)2

lu—vlx.
Similarly,

|DT[u](t, y) — DT[v](t, y)|

t
= ‘/(; DP;_s[Fo(s, -, u(s,-), Du(s,-)) — Fo(s, -, v(s, ), Dv(s, )] (y) ds

1 1
EM/O Gy 1Fols . u(s. ), Duts, ) = Fols. -, v(s. ), Duts. ) ds

< M P vt

sMLBltzfnu—vnz.

Hence
1
IT[] — T[]y < Ellu —vls.

STEP 3: [ MAPS By (R) INTO ITSELF. Note that s¥ < 1 for all k > 0 and s € [0, 8] since
8 < 1. Hence, it holds for every ¢ € [0, §] that

t
P01 = | [ P [Fots. - 0.0]0)ds
t
< / s + 573+ 6%<|o* D"+ | ds
0

< "L + 1M + o D)

and

t
IDTI0](, v)| = ‘ /0 DP,_y[Fols, - 0,0)](») ds
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! ! +1
5/0 M IsLn 746570 Duf** ! ds
< "EV2MBy(I1Lnl| + 1A + 6% o * Dy | * ).
Thus,
|C[]|y, < |Tlu] = T0]|y + T[0]] < R.

Hence, I is a contraction from B (R) to itself and has a unique fixed point « in By (R). [

4.2. Regularity away from the terminal time. In this section, we complete the proof of
Theorem 2.5. We also provide a standard link between our viscosity solution and a class of
singular FBSDEs that will be useful for proving the verification argument.

PROOF OF THEOREM 2.5. Combining Lemma 4.1 with Theorem 4.6, we know that there
exists a mild solution w € C,?’l([T -6, T7]x Rd) defined by
. ny) u(T —1,y)
w(t,y):= T — 1)1/ + (T —1)1+1/P
to the equation (2.11). By [12], Theorem 15, this implies the existence of a solution w in the
space Cp'' ([0, T — 8] x R9) to the PDE

—d;v(t,y) — Lv(t, y) — H(y, Dv(t,y)) — F(y,v(t,y)) =0,
(t,y) €10, T —8) x RY,

v(T —38,y)=w(T —3,y),
yeRd.

on[T —68,T) x R?

(4.13)

Altogether, this yields a solution w € Cl?’l([O, 771 x R?) to the PDE (2.11). Since u be-
longs to the space X defined in (4.8), it follows from the boundedness of Dn derived from
(F.2) and (F.3) and the fact that € — 3 = 1 — «/p > 0 that w satisfies (2.12). Since v is a
viscosity solution to the PDE (2.11), we deduce from Lemma A.3 that v =w on [0, T') x R4,
Hence v satisfies the desired regularity properties. [J

REMARK 4.7. Our global regularity result uses [12], Theorem 15, whose proof is based
on probabilistic arguments. Alternatively, one can use PDE arguments to obtain the existence
of a global smooth solution. Classical a priori estimates in [32] show that the gradient of v is
bounded if it exists. Under the additional assumption that the diffusion operator £ generates
an analytic semigroup in C(R?) (which excludes Ornstein—Uhlenbeck processes), one can
then use results established in [34], Chapter 7, to show that the solution to our HIB equation
is a classical solution away from the terminal time; see [27], Proof of Theorem 2.9, for details.

Since the gradient of the terminal condition of the PDE (4.13) is bounded, classical PDE
results show that the gradient of the solution is uniformly bounded on the entire domain
[0, T — 8] x R?. The same result follows from the classical link between viscosity solutions to
PDEs and FBSDEs. The next result is standard, see [12], Theorem 15, and [41], Theorem 3.6,
for details. Both the FBSDE representation of our viscosity solution and the global gradient
bound will be very useful when proving the verification argument.

COROLLARY 4.8. Suppose that > 2« and that Assumptions (L.l)—(L.4) and (F.2)-
(F:3) hold. There exist processes (U, Z""Y) € S¥(t, T™;R) x H(t, T™; R4 forall g >
2 satisfying

(4.14) U =v(s, YY), ZpY=Du(s, Y] Y)o (s, YY)
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andforanyt <r <s<T,
. ’ N ’ . ) 1+ N )
(4.15) U,’y=U§y+/r (F(Yy», UyY) +6%|Z}] a)dp—/r Z5 dw,,.

Furthermore, there exists a constant C > 0 such that

C
(4.16) |zt < (@ =B
C, reft,T —8].

rellT —4,T);

5. Verification. This section is devoted to the verification argument. We first prove ad-
missibility of the strategy £&* by using the estimates of the nonnegative viscosity solution
v derived from the proof of Theorem 2.4. Subsequently, we show that (§*, ¥*) is a saddle
point of the cost function and is indeed optimal. The proof uses a change of measure argu-
ment. Since the viscosity solution belongs to Cg’ ! ([0, T~] x RY) and satisfies the asymptotics
(2.12), the optimal density ©* has sufficient integrability for the corresponding stochastic ex-
ponential to be a true martingale.

LEMMA 5.1. The feedback control £* given by (2.13) is admissible, and the portfolio
process (X)se[r, 1] is monotone.

PROOF. From the construction of the viscosity solution in the proof of Theorem 2.4,
we have that v < v < 0 on [T — 8, T) where v and v were introduced in (3.6) and (3.7),
respectively. Moreover, under condition (F.3) the function h introduced in (3.3) reduces to
h(r, y) = L(T — r) because i = 0. Hence, for r € [T —§, T),

1= | £2|(T —r) 1+ K(T —r)¢ .
(Tn_ /B (YY) <v(r, ¥;?) < WU(Y?” +h(r, YY).
Fors e [T —45,T),
" v(r Yt y)/3
|Xs| S |x|exp( T)(Yt y)ﬂ d}")
B Sl vy (St 2V
_|x|eXp( f (T —1) r)
1= =T = )P s 1
=l eXp(/T atn ) e[ )

T—s s>T
-

< Clx| 0.

. . : 11— £2)|(T—r))? c
The last inequality holds because lim,_, 7 (T"_r) = B Tn . As aresult, X7 =0.

For controls £* given by (2.13), the process (X} )sc[;, 7] is obviously monotone. It remains
to establish the integrability of £*. In fact, since 1/7, v are bounded on R¢ and [0, T — 8] x
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R?, respectively, we see that

sup || < sup |E7|+ sup |&]]

t<s<T t<s<T—§ T—-6<s<T
(s, Yy )P v(s, YI)P
— ap YNy e x|
1<s<T—5 1n(¥s")P T-s<s<T N(¥s”)P
LT1+1/ﬂ
v(s, ¥5) (I+KT° + n(r) )’ T —s
<|x| sup ——5—+ sup - Clx|

t<s<T—§ n(Ys’y) T—5<s<T T —s
< 4 00.

It follows that £* € LE (¢, T; R), and hence that £* is admissible. [

The following lemma shows that for any & € A(¢, x) the expected residual costs vanish as
s — T under a particular class of equivalent measure.

LEMMA 5.2. Forevery & € A(t, x) and every Q € Q satisfying
E[eqffr |79,|2dr] < oo foreveryq >0,
it holds that
(5.1) Eo[v(s, Y!7)|X5]P] — 0, s—T.

PROOF. Set g = E(fts ¥-dW,). For k > 1,s € [¢t, T], by the Holder inequality, we have
that

B[ ()] = B[k 2rdWe =k [ 10:Pdr (2 =k/2) [ 19,2 dr ]

s 172 QR2—k) [* 19,2 dr\1/2
<(E|e 2k/ 9, dW, (B[P L P12 o
t
Since Xf =X ST + /. ST & dr= | ST & dr, using Holder inequality again, we obtain
T
XEP =@ -9V g 1rar
N

m holds; away from the

terminal time, v is bounded. Hence this estimate holds everywhere and so

Eo[v(s, Y1) |X5|7] = E[myv(s, YY) | X5|7]
T
< CE[m [ |sr|f’dr]

< C((T - s)E[(ns)z]IE[/ST &, 127 erl/z.

Letting s — T, the desired result (5.1) follows since & € L? ¢, T;R). U

Close to the terminal time the upper estimate v(s, Y, <

Our verification argument will be based on the following probabilistic representation of
the viscosity solution to (2.11).

We are now ready to carry out the verification argument. We will show that v(-, )| - |7 is
indeed equal to the value function of our control problem and that the candidate strategy is
optimal on the whole time interval.
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PROOF OF THEOREM 2.6. For fixed t <s < T, by Corollary 4.8 we have that
Up =U 4 [ U 20 dr - [z aw,.
This allows us to apply to US| f |” the integration by parts formula on [z, s] and to get that

)
US [x? = U XE|P + / ((F(r2, UMY 46|20 9) x5 |

N
+ & U sen(X))XE PO = [z (X[ aw,.
t
Denote W2 = W, — [/ 9, dp. Thus,

S
UPIIP = URIXEL + [CUF(, Uf) + 6|20 = 0, Z0) | XE)
(5.2) ! .
+ & U sen(X5)XEP DY ar — [z |xE aw;.
t

In what follows, we show that (§*, #*) is a saddle point of the functional J , that is,
f(t, y,x;E%,0) < f(t, Y, x; €5, 0%) < f(t, y, x; €, 0%).

STEP 1: f(t, v, x; EF,0%) < f(t, v, x; &, 0%) for every &.
Set 7w = E(J] 9dW,). From the definition of ¥* in (2.13), we see that |[9| < (1 +
)6 |Z£’y |“. Using the estimate in (4.16),

T ) T 2 T-6 2
f 97| dsff 9| ds+/ 9+ ds
t T-46 t

(5.3) 22 [T C* =0
§(1+Ol)0 \/T_Bmd.g‘f“/t C*%ds

< (14 a)?6%*C?*(8'72*/F £ T) < +o0.
Hence E[(n;“)k ] < +o0 forevery k > 1 and the Novikov condition implies that 77 * is indeed a
positive martingale. Setting d Q* = ;. dP, by the Girsanov theorem W?" is a Brownian mo-

tion under Q*. This allows us to show that the stochastic integral in (5.2) is a Q*-martingale.
Since Z"Y is bounded away from the terminal time from (4.16) and

E[ sup |x5"] < CEUT IR dr},

1<r=<s

we have that

§ 2 2 12
Bo| [120 PIxE7 ar
t

2 [° 2 2 12
B[ (r)? (1202 PIxE7 ar]

2 2 2p71/2
<E[(7)) T sup |Z,”] lglggy!Xfl ]

- CJT [(JT;")2 N SUP; << |X§|2p]
ST —9F | 2 2

< + 00.

Set

1
c(y,x, &) :==nMIEI" +Ar()Ix]”, Cy,x,§,0)=c(y,x,§) — 5|19|’"|x|”.
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By (2.9), we have that

N
U |x|P =B [UMY| X5 |P] + Egs [/t c(y', x5, g, ﬁ:‘)dr]

N
B[ [P U)X + p UL sen (XX
(5.4) t
- (v X)) ar

S
=B (U X )+ B [ €0 X 07)ar |
Since U,t Vs nonnegative, we can obtain that

5] . ]
EQ*[/I al0r| ‘Xﬂpd’]5EQ*[U§’y|X§|”]+EQ*U, C(Yr”y,Xf,sr)dr]

The right-hand side is finite as s goes to T by Lemma 5.2 together with the admissibility of
& and the boundedness of 1, A. In view of Lemma 5.2, letting s — T in (5.4) we get

v(t, Y)|x|? < J(t,y, x; &, 0%).
Finally, note that the equality holds in (5.4) if £ = £*. This yields
* s *
v(t, Y)|xI” =Eg+[v(s, V)| X{ |"] + Eg- [/ CY. X; . &, ﬂ:‘)dr}
t

— J(t,y, x;E%,0%) ass—T.
Thus,

v(t, y)|x|P = f(t, v, x; 5, 0%) < j(t, y, x; €, 9%).
STEP 2. f(t, v, x; EF,0) < j(t, v, x; E%,9%) for every ©.

Let us introduce the sequence of stopping times

T, ::inf{r et, T]:/ 19,12 dp >n}.
t

Put ¥ = v, I, <;, and define W' = W, 4 ftr v/ dr. From the definition of t,,, it follows that

T 5 n
/ |97 dr:/ |92 dr <n.
t t

Therefore, defining 7! = £(J;’ 9! dW,), the Novikov condition implies that E[m7] = 1. Set-
ting d Q" = 7 dP, by the Girsanov theorem W?" is a Brownian motion under Q" . Moreover,
E[(ns”)k] < 400 for every k > 1.

As discussed before, we can show that the stochastic integrals [;’ zh |Xf*|1’ d Wr’9 " are
Q"-martingales for any n € R. Together with (2.8), we have that

. s %
Utt?y|x|l7 =EQn[U§’y|X§ ‘p]+EQ"|:/; C(Yrt’y’Xf ’Sj’ﬁ)’})d’ﬂ}

s 1 %
(5.5) +Egn Ut {(9“|Zﬁ’y\”“ — 07 ZY + 5|ﬁf|m>}Xf |p}dr]

* $ | *
> Bor U 1XE 7]+ Bor| [ €12 X5 g7 00)dr |
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Letting s — T we get
(5.6) U x| = Egn [/;TC(Yr”y,Xf*,S;",ﬁr")dr}
by Lemma 5.2. We are now going to show that

T *
U{’y|x|PZEQU c(y!, xs ,Sr*,z?,)dr]
(5.7) '

T * T] *
:EQ[/t c(Y!Y, x4 ,g,*)dr}—EQUt 5|0,|’"\X§ |pa’r]

If IEQ[sz é|ﬁr|m|X§* |? dr] is infinite, this inequality holds naturally since c(Y.t’y, X.’S*, &%)
is bounded on [¢, T']. Hence, we assume w.l.0.g. that EQ[ftT é|z§‘r|m|X§*|P dr] is finite. For
r € [t, T], we have that
E[my oy "X ") = E[E[x |07~ " X" 1P ar, -, ]]
= E[E[) 1 Foe, 1100 " XE|7)
— Efy o " X5,

The monotone convergence theorem thus yields
1 . T *
Egn [/ 5}19;’|’"}X§ |pdr:| e EQU 5|ﬁr|’"}xf |pdr]
t t

Using the boundedness of (Y, x ?*’ £*) on [t, T] again, we apply the dominated conver-
gence theorem to get that

T . N T .
EQnU c(YH, x5 ,Sr*)dr]ﬂ)EQ[/ c(v!, X8 ,Sr*)dr]
t t

Letting n goes to infinity in (5.6), we obtain the inequality (5.7). Recall that J(t, v, x; &%,
) = v(t, y)|x|?, we conclude that

J(t,y, x; E5,0) < J(t,y,x; 5, 9%). O

REMARK 5.3. It was shown that (§*, %) is a saddle point of the functional J, thus
(&%, 9*) is indeed a solution of the robust control problem (2.5). However, J is not convex in
& for fixed ©. So the saddle point (£§*, #*) may not be unique.

6. Asymptotic analysis. In Section 2, we provided both theoretical results and numeri-
cal examples on the first-order approximations of the value function and the optimal trading
strategy for the model with uncertainty. In this section, we give the proofs of Theorem 2.8 and
Corollary 2.9. The main idea is to construct a super and subsolution to (2.11) by an asymp-
totic expansion around the benchmark solution and then to apply the comparison principle
[Lemma A.3].

The following lemma extends the results in [27], Theorem 2.9. The proof is given in the
Appendix C.

LEMMA 6.1. Let 8 > 2a. Under Assumptions (L.1)—(L.4), (F.2)—(F.3), the terminal value
problem (2.4) admits a unique nonnegative solution vg in C 0110, T~1 x RY). The solution
satisfies the following estimates:

c
| Dol <

[4 Co Co ,
T—nF = =T 7B < Gop7m ©»el0D) xR,

for some constant Cq > 0.
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The next lemma establishes the existence of a unique nonnegative solution to the terminal
value problem (2.16) and provides a priori estimates on the solution and its derivative.

LEMMA 6.2. Let 8 > 2«. Under Assumptions (L.1)—(L.4), (F.2)—(F.3), the terminal value
problem (2.16) admits a unique nonnegative viscosity solution wy in C 0.1(10, T1 x R?). More-
over, the following estimates hold:

0<w; <Cy(T -0, |Dw|<Ci(T =Y F  (1,y)€[0,T) x RY,

for some constant C1 > 0.
B
PROOF. Set A := [0*Duo|'™® and B := (’3;;;”0 . Let 8 := 1/|[£2|.. Using similar ar-

guments to [27], Corollary 3.2, and [29], Proposition 3.5, we know that for (¢,y) € [T —
80, T) x R4,

vo(t,y)f _ 1= 15T 1)

n(y? — T—t
Hence, for § := %80,
Duo(t, )P 1 2
61 Bay=LEDWEIT S TEBR i 5, T) xR,
Bn(y)P B(T —1)
and so
B(t,y) + < —I ! I
Y BT —1) ~ o 1€[0,T 8] 2T —1) 1e[T—8.T)
(6.2) :
<—, (t,y)e[0,T)x R4,
=% (t,y)€[0,T) x
Using the estimates on Dvg in Lemma 6.1 along with the fact that § > 2«, we have that
! ry 1/8)2 T ¢

By (6.2) and (6.3), it follows from the Feynman—Kac formula [38], Theorem 3.2, that

wi(t, y) 'ZE[/Texp</s<—B(r Y’*y)+¥> dr)A(s Y”y)(T—s)l/ﬂds]
R E R (R s

is the unique viscosity solution to the terminal value problem (2.16) on [0, T'] x R¢. More-
over, we have for (¢, y) € [0, T) x R that

T s 1
we, ) =<5[ [Cexp( [ g dr) At v = as]
t t
T
(6.4) < / eT/(ﬂa)Lds
1 (T — s)/B
<C(T —t)!~/P

for some constant Cy.
Next, we study the derivative of w;. For any ¢ € (0, T), restricting the PDE (2.16) to
[07 T - 8]’

—dv(t,y) — Lo, y) — fi(t,y,v(t,y)) =0, (t,y)€[0,T —¢&) x RY,
(T —&,y)=wi(T —&,Y) yeRY,
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Since A, B are bounded on [0, T — ¢], it follows from the Bismut—Elworthy formula [23],
Theorem 4.2, that w; (¢, -) is differentiable for t € [0, T — ¢] and

C T—e C 1/p
Durtt, )] = el @ =+ [ (@ =9 G,

1
+ (||B(s, ) + m)uu)m, -)||)ds

for (t,y) € [0, T —¢) x R4, Using the estimates on vg, wi, we get that

c l—a/B r 1 —a/B
|Dw1(t7y)|§m8 +C/; m(T—S) ds

<Gy T DT C@ = ) el0.T —6) x RY,

where C is independent of ¢. By letting & go to zero, we see that (by an adjustment of C; if
necessary)

(6.5) |Dwi(t, y)| < C1 (T —)V/>7*B (1,y)€[0,T) x RY. O

By the transformation v; = 75 W1, we know that v; is a solution to the equation

_ 1
(T—1)
B+ 1)l
+ ———v=
pnP
Moreover, since S > 2«, there exists a constant Cy > 0 such that for (¢, y) € [0, T) x R,
0<v <C(T =)' ~UHP < (T — 1) V/P,

(6.6)  —dv(t,y) — Lv(t,y) — o Dvo|'** 0, @, y)el0,T)xR.

(6.7)
|Dvy| < C(T —0)!/2~0F0/B < oy (7 — 1)~ VP,

Armed with these estimates, we are now ready to prove the asymptotic result.

. L Pol:
PROOF OF THEOREM 2.8. Let § be as in (6.1) and set b := Br1)PITT-

find two constants L > 0, L, < 0 such that

Our goal is to

1
Mi=U0+9aU1+92aLi<b+7), i=1,2

(T —1)1/P
is a supersolution (i = 1), respectively a subsolution (i =2) to (2.11). Fori =1, 2,
1+ uf !
—0%|lo*Du;| T + +— — 1

(vo + 6%V +60%*L; (b + —(T_lt)l/ﬂ )P B

=—0%|c*(Dvo + 6“Dv1)|1+a +

Bn?
B+1 o, B
__po| % 1+o Vo +(ﬁ+1)9 Vg V1 _ 2 i :
=—0%0*Dvg| " + P r+6 —ﬁ(T—t)l/ﬂ+1+I”
where Z; := IZO —I—Il.l —|—Il.2 and IZQ, Il-l, Il-z are given by
1
Ii01= _920{Li

B(T _t)l/ﬁ+1;
L (vo +0%v1 + QZaLi(b + (T;)l/ﬂ))ﬁ_'_l B vg+l + B+ 1)9“1)51)1 )
v BnP BnP ’

Ilz — 9a|G*DUO|1+a —9“{0*(Dv0 +90:Dv1)|1+a'
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It is sufficient to prove that Z; > 0 (supersolution) and that 7, < 0 (subsolution) on [0, 7') x
R

The second-order Taylor approximation around vg in the first summand of Il.l yields a

function ¢ satisfying min{vg, u;} < ¢ < max{vg, u;} such that

2a 1
7! =, ﬁ—(ﬂ+1)v0 (b+7(T_t)1/ﬂ>

1 1 2
- B—1{ pa 2007 . -
+ 2nﬂ(ﬁ+ )¢ (9 v +6 Ll<b+ T —t)l/ﬂ>> :
The mean value theorem along with the triangle inequality also yields a constant Co > 0
such that
|Z?| < 62*C%(|Dvo|* + | Dvg + 6% Dvy|*)| Dy |
< GZ“CO(T _ t)(l—l—a)/ﬂ
<6 7C0T1_a/ﬁ
- (T — t)l/ﬁ—i—l ’

STEP 1: CONSTRUCTION OF SUPERSOLUTION. Using the lower bound of vy in Lemma 6.1,
we have that fort € [0, T — 8],

n(y)? - cP cP
B+ Dvott, P (T =P = (B AT —n)VF = (B+ PSP

Set ¢ := min{5, 1 6 ;Cll)f }. The preceding inequality along with the inequality (6.1) yields that
forr [0, T),

1
TBT 0P T gy ﬁ

1
(T - t)l/ﬁ) =T =BT

Since the second term in the definition of Ill is nonnegative, we have that

6.8) B+ Dot (b +

) > ch*® B 7C0T1_a/ﬂ
1= (T — 1)1/B+1 (T —)l/B+1"
Choosing L > é"Tl_a/ﬁ , we obtain that Z; > 0.

STEP 2: CONSTRUCTION OF SUBSOLUTION. Using the lower bound of vg in Lemma 6.1
C

again and choosing L < 0,0 > 0 such that 02“|L2|(T1/’3b +1) <3, we obtain that

uy > W > 0. Different from Step 1, an additional estimate on the second term in the
definition of Il is needed to obtain that Z; < 0. Since min{vg, u2} < ¢ < max{vg, uz}, we
see that ¢(T — t)l/ £ can be bounded both from below and above. Therefore, there exists a

constant C‘l > 0 such that
1 1 2 Ci
- B—1 o 207 | 20
57 B+ D¢ (9 vy +6%L, (b R t)l/ﬁ» <6
By the inequality (6.8) and the nonpositivity of L,, we have that
Ly
TR -0 By 7

1 - L>
(T —n)l/B) =T — B+

B+ 1)U§L2(b+

Thus,

A ml—a/B 2
T < e L pe CoT 2 Ci

(T — t)l/ﬂ-H (T — t)l/ﬁ—H + (T — t)l/ﬁ—i—l <0
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if we first choose

Cy + CoT' /P

C

Ly < —

and then

6 <min{1, ¥c/(2IL2|(TV/Pb + 1))).

Hence u; is a nonnegative viscosity subsolution to (2.11). By Lemma A.3, we then have that
uy <v <uj. Thus, the desired equality (2.15) follows from

0%wy + 0% Loy(b(T — )P +1) <w —wo < 0%wy + 0L ((T —)'/P +1). O

Based on Theorem 2.8, we can now derive the first-order approximation of the optimal
trading strategy.

PROOF OF COROLLARY 2.9. From the preceding result, we have that on [0, T) x R4,
v — v = 0% + 623,
where for some small 6y € (0, 1) there exists a constant Ky > 0 satisfying that |59 t, ] <
(Tfﬁ for (t,y) €[0,7T) x R?, 6 < 6y. Assume that 6 < 6 in the sequel.
The second-order Taylor approximation of the power function around vg yields a function
¢ satisfying vg < ¢ < v such that
_ - 1 _ -
of —vf = oy (001 +6%0") + 2 (B — DEF 0% +070°)
_ 1 1 _ -
=0%BvE v + 6% (ﬁvg 150 + SPGB~ P2 (v + 9%9)2>.

Recalling the estimates in Lemma 6.1 and (6.7), we have that on [0, T) x R4,

v < Co+ Cr+ Ky
- (T-vVe ~’
-1 g
vg_lm - maX{Cg , PG,
- T —1t ’
(6.9) b1 gy
v(/)3—1 |50| < Inax{C'() , C }KO’
B T —1t
P20 + 9%9)2 - max{(Co + C2 + K0)# =2, P72)(C2 + Ko)?

T—1t

Therefore, we obtain that for r € [£, T),

, N\ B— 1
(6.10) u(r, YO — oo (r, Y0P = 0%Buo(r, Y) P~ oy (r, YY) + 92a0<T—).
—r

Let

r=>0.

su(r, Y — v, Y0P
D (s) :=/ 5 d
t n(¥;")
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Using the second-order Taylor approximation of the exponential function around 0 yields a
function ¢ satisfying 0 < ¢ < & such that

exp(—P(s)) — 1

1 -
=-0(s) + 5 exp(— () (—® ()

s 1
:—/ (Q“ﬂvo(r, Yrt’y)ﬁ_lvl(r, Yrt’y)—I—QZ“O(T >>dr
t —r

1 - s _ 1 2
+5 exp(—¢(s)) </t <,80°‘v0(r, Yoy (r YY) + 92“0(ﬁ)> dr) .

In view of the estimate (6.9), we have that
exp(—d(s)) — 1

(6.11) s T —t T —1\?
=0 <—f Buo(r, Y2 )Pt (i, Yrt'y)dr> + 62“0(1n + <ln ) )
t T —s T —s

We know that the optimal strategies £*, £€%* belong to LZ(t, T;R) and are given by
t, t, t,
IO (N0 NI (NP LN (_ / v(s, ¥ )P dr>’
t

n(reE T e n(v))P
0 U0(s, Yi)P s vo(s, Y0)P
ss’ :XT,ﬁe —/ Tﬂd” .
n(Ys) t )

Similar to the proof of Lemma 5.1, we obtain that

exp(— /ts Mdr) =0(T —s).

(Y, ")
Together with (6.10) and (6.11), it follows that
&g
, vy s , yh\B
:xWCxp(—d)(s))exp<—f M(l )
n(Ys")P ton(Y7)P
vo(s, ¥5)P s vg(s, ¥77)P
n(Ys”)P t )P
Buo(s, ¥5)P ! s vg(s, ¥7)P
=g PO ep(— [ ar)
n(Y, )P t )P

S
X (vl(s, YY) — v (s, YS”y)/ vo(r, Yr”y)ﬁ_lvl(r, Yr”y)dr)
t

T —t T —1\2
9“0(1 1 <1 ))
+ +nT—s+ nT—s

v1(s, Yy s _
UL [ w122 v ) )
vo(s, Ys7)  Jr

T —t T —1\?
92"‘0(1 1 (1 ))
+ +nT—s+ nT—s

- T—t T —1\2
=9“§s+92“0<1+ln +<ln ) >
T —s T —s

= 9“/%?’"(
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where § is defined in (2.18). Hence, we conclude that

%-* _ SO’* 5
elirr%) 5 =£& locally uniformly on [¢, T').
—

The fact that § € LZ(t, T; R) follows from the estimates in Lemma 6.1 and (6.7) since

Y Y
sup &) < sup ﬂs‘)*(vl(s ty)+f vo(r, ¥/)? 1(r,Y£’y)dr)
selt,T) selt,T) vo(s, Ys™)

1 T
< BlE" ] ( +max{Cj~ ,gﬁ—l}cl/ (T_r)—a/ﬂdr)
t
=B8] ( +max{Cl~ 1,gﬁ‘1}C1(T—z)1—“//3><oo. -

APPENDIX A: COMPARISON PRINCIPLE

In this section, we state and prove comparison principles for solutions to PDEs with super-
linear gradient term. Both finite and singular terminal values will be considered. We refer to
[17] as an important reference for PDEs with superlinear gradient term. Let us now consider
the general PDE

—dv(t,y) — Lo(t, y) — H(y, Dv(t,y)) — F(y, v(t,y)) =
(t,y) €0, T) x RY,

(T, y)=a¢(y),
y eRY.

(A1)

A comparison principle for such PDEs is obtained in [17] under a Lipschitz continuity as-
sumption of F on v. This condition is not satisfied in our case; we only have monotonicity.
Additional assumptions on the solution are thus required to establish a comparison principle.
However, we can make a weaker assumption on the coefficients than (F.1) and (F.2).

(F.4) The coefficients n, A, 1/7 : R4 — [0, oo) are continuous and A is of polynomial
growth of order m.

We first introduce two subsets of functions having superlinear growth. For a given r > 0, a
function & : I x RY — R belongs to SSQ,jE if and only if

Notice that h € SSG" (resp., SSG,") if, for any & > 0, there exists C, = C¢(h) > 0 such that
h(t,y) = —elyl" = Ce  (resp., h(t,y) <ely|" + Ce), (t,y) €  x R
We define SSG, = Sng' NSSG, . Notice that h € SSG, if and only if

|h(t, y)I
m =
lyl=oc0 |y|"

foreveryt € 1.

PROPOSITION A.1. Assume that (L.1)—(L.3) and (F4) hold and that ¢ € Cy, (]Rd). Let
ve LSC(0,T] x RHN 886G and u € USC([0, T] x RN 885G, be a nonnegative vis-
cosity super and a nonnegative viscosity subsolution to (A.1). Suppose that there exists C>0
such that for all (t,y) € [0,T] x R4,

(A.2) uP (@, y), v @, y) < CnP ) (o)™,
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Then
u<v on[O,T]de.

PROOF. STEP 1: LINEARIZATION. For p € (0, 1), it is easy to verify that v := pv is a
viscosity supersolution of the following PDE:

—0,000,3) — £o60,) — o1 v W) —or (. Wﬂ;”) —0,
(t.y) €[0,T) x RY,

(T, y) = pp(y),
yeRd.

In what follows, we show that w := u — v is a viscosity subsolution of the following extremal
PDE:

_ _ . I=p\™ ~o+1 a+l

1 n
- p)[k@) + %ﬂcm’"} —o,

(A.3)

for (¢, y) € [0, T) x R N {w > 0}.

Let ¢ € C2([0, T) x R¥) be a test function and (7, y) € [0, T) x RY N {w > 0} be a local
maximum of w — ¢. We may assume that this maximum is strict in the set [f — r, 7 + r] X
B-(¥) C [0, T) x R? for small r € (0, 1); we choose [0, r] x B,(y) if f = 0. Let

lx — y|?
D(t,x,y):= > +o(t,y)
e
and
M, = max _ (u(t,x) —0(r,y) — P, x,Y)).

telt—r,t+rl,x,yeBr(¥)

This maximum is attained at a point (Z,, X, y¢) and is strict. We know that

|xe — )78|2
2¢e

We now apply [16], Theorem 8.3. In terms of their notation we have that k =2, u; =
u,ur = —0,¢(t,x,y) = &(t, x,y). Moreover, we recall the property that P>~ (7) =

—P2+(—7). Then, setting p, = =22 we have that

£

—0 and M, — u(t,y)—0(,y) —e,y) ase— 0.

0@ (1, Xg, Ye) = Pe,
_8yq>(ts, Xe, Ye) = pe — Do(te, ye)

and that

I 1
€ &

A:Dz(b(tgyxé‘vyé‘): I I 2
_g ;—FD QD(té"yS)

From this, we conclude that for every ¢ > 0, there exist aj, a» € R, X, Y € §¢ such that

(a1, pe, X) € P> Tu(te, xe), (a2, pe — Do(te, y¢), Y) € P> i(te, ye),
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such that a; — ap = 0, (t¢, X¢, ye) = ¢4 (., x¢) and such that

1
(A4) —(c4nan)r=(3 %) <asia
t 0 —v

From the definition of viscosity solution, we obtain that

1
—ay — b(xe)pe — 5 tr[UU*(xe)X] - F(xe, u(xs)) < H(x¢, pe)

and that

1 v &
—a3 — b(ye) (pe — Do(te, ye)) — Etr[cra*(ys)Y] - ,OF(ys» %)

Pe — Do(te, )78)>
P

Subtracting the two inequalities, we have

— 0@ (Le, ye) + b(ys)(Pe — Do(te, )’s)) — b(x¢) pe

ZpH<y8s

+ %tr[oa*(yg)Y] — %tr[aa*(xg)x]

U(Ye)

+pF<y8s

)= Flaeuxo) < e po) = ot 3 P D0lede))

0

We are now going to estimate the terms involving the drift, the volatility and the functions F
and H separately.

e Since b is Lipschitz continuous,
b()’s)(ps — Do(te, YS)) —b(xe)pe = —b(ye) Do(ts, ye) + (b(ys) - b(xs))ps
= —b(ye) Dp(te, ye) — Ce ™ xe — yel .

e In order to estimate the volatility term, we denote by (¢;),_; _; the canonical basis of RY,

By using (A.4) and the Lipschitz continuity of o, we obtain
trloo™*(xe) X ] — tr[oo™ (ye) Y]
d d
= (Xo(xo)ei, 0 (x)ei) — > (Yo (ye)ei, o (ve)e;)
i=1 i=1
< YDt )0 Grreis o e + 5 o) — 000 + oo 5 )
i=1
_ L
=< tr[aa*()’E)DZQD(te’ YS)] + C%e™! |xe — ys|2 + w(g_z)’

where w is a modulus of continuity which is independent of ¢ and ¢.
e We now estimate F := p F (y,, %) — F(x., u). To this end, we first observe that

u(te, xg) — v(te, Ve) — @(te, ye) = Mg > ”(I_a y) — ﬁ(f» y) — <P(t_, y).
Since (z, ¥) € {w > 0} and ¢ is continuous, we can fix r small enough to obtain that

u(te, xg) — (I, ve) > 0.
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Recalling the definition of F in (2.10), the fact that F(y, -) is decreasing on R and the
fact that p(1 — pP) < (1 + B)(1 — p) for 0 < p < 1, this yields
~ ]
F=pF (36, 2) = FOses 1)+ PO = a0
|u|[5+1 s wlﬂ—i—l
—p
Bn(ye)? Bn(ye)?

- CUR(|X8 - )’e|)

> (p—DA(ye) +

.~ |u|ﬁ+1 |5|/3+1
(A.5) =@ - DA+ Bn(ye)?  Bn(ye)?
|U|/3+1
- 1_ ﬂ - e &
pll=r )ﬂn(ye)ﬂ wr{lxe = yel)
1= p)A 1 1 i
> _(1 — _ _ - _ _
> —( PIA(ye) — (1 4+ B)( p)ﬁn()’s)ﬂ Q)R(|x8 y£|)
14+ 8 4
> —(1-p)[r00) + %ﬁam’"} — wr(lx — el).

where wg denotes the modulus of continuity with R := |y| + r.
e We finally estimate H := H (x¢, p:) — pH(ys, %w). By convexity, we have for

71, 22 € R, that
a+1 a+1

1 — 22
=(—-p)

1—

p_
0

|Z1|Ot+1 o

Hence,

Ps — Do(ts, ye)
H(xg, pe) — pH()’a?, 8—88>

o)
< (1 - pype|2CE2Pe = T Q) (e = Dylte, yo)) ™!
I—p
1 - 1Y - ~o+1 a+1 a1
=(—5—) TP, yo "+ (1 = yel - 1pel)*T),

where (L.2), (L.3) are used in the last inequality. If necessary, we can choose C large
enough to satisfy that %o |*+! < Co+!,

Denoting a generic modulus of continuity independent of ¢ and ¢ by w, we thus get

I—p\™%~,
—0r@(te, Ye) — Lo(te, ye) — (T) C +1|D‘/’(t£v )78)|a+1

— (= p)r00+ #éw] <o +o(2),

Letting first ¢ go to 0 and then sending ¢ to 0, we finally conclude the desired viscosity

subsolution property of w.
STEP 2: SMOOTH STRICT SUPERSOLUTION. We are now going to construct smooth strict

supersolutions to (A.3) on [T — 7, T) for some small T > 0. To this end, let

Y(t,y) = (1—p)C{y)me T,
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where L, C > 0 will be chosen later. Since A, ¢ € Cn(RY) and u € 885G,,([0,T] x RY), we
choose a large enough constant C such that for { = A, ¢,

t(N=Cy)", yeR?,
and such that
(A.6) u(t,y) <C{y)", (t.y)€l0.T] xR
Note that
DY) =m(y)" 2y, D))" =m(y)"H((y)* T+ (m -2y ®y).
Since b, o grow at most linearly,
LYy (t,y) < (1= p)Ce"TI[C(1+ Iy )| D)™+ C2(1 + 1y1)*[ D> (3)" ]
< (1= p)CETD2mC (y)™ + 2m(m — 1)C?(y)™]
< [2mC 4 2m(m — 1)C*y (¢, y).

Recalling that (m — 1)(« + 1) = m, we have

1—p\ %

1= p\ @ -
— ( 2 p) CO{+1 . (1 . p)a+lca+le(a+1)L(T—l‘)|D<y>m’05"‘1

< [Zama-l—l(jwa-l—lcaeaL(T—t)]w(t’ y)
By condition (F.4),

1+ 8 4 <1+2ﬁC‘

14+28 -
(1—p)[x<y>+70<y>m}s(1—p> 4;3’3C<y>'“_ Ly

Choosing C > max{2mC + 2m(m — 1)C?,2°m**T1Co+1, %C—’}, we have

1—p\ 7%
8 (t,y) — LY(t, y) — (Tp) CoH Dy, y)|**!
1 n
_a —p)[My) + %ﬁcm’"}

>y, y)[L-C—1- Coz-l—leotL(T—z)].
Then taking L > C + 1 + C**le, we get

1= p\ - .
—azw,y)—cw(r,y)—(Tp) EH Dy (1, y)[* !

1+8 -
—1=p[ae)+ 5 Eew =0
forall y € Reandr e [T — 1, T), where t = ﬁ
STEP 3: CONCLUSIONS. Since w € USC([T — 7, T] x RH) N 885G, the function w —
attains its maximum at some point (¢,y) € [T — 7, T] x R4, We claim that = T'. Indeed,
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suppose to the contrary that ¢ < 7. Then, since w is a viscosity subsolution of (A.3), by
taking i as a test function,

= p\ = _
L0, y) — LYt y) (—") EXH Dy (1, y)|*H!

2
1 n
- p)[k(y) + %ﬂcm’"} 0.

This contradicts the fact that i is a strict supersolution. Thus, for all (¢, y) € [T — 7, T] X RY,

w(t,y) =y, y) =w(T,y) =T, y) <1 = p)p(y) — (1 = p)C{(y)" =0,

where the last inequality follows from C > C.In particular, w(z, y) < ¥ (t, y). Letting p — 1,
wegetu <von[T —1,T] x R4,

The preceding argument can be iterated on time intervals of the same length 7. Indeed, let
us choose C, L, t as in Step 2 and put

Ut y) = (1— p)C(y)"etT—T70

on [T —2t, T — t]. It follows by (A.6) and the previously established inequality # < v on
[T — 7, T] x R? that for all y € R4,

w(l —7,y)=u(T —7,y) = (T —7,y) < (1 — p)u(T —7,y) < (1 — p)C(y)".
Following the same arguments as above, we obtain that for all (¢, y) € [T — 27, T — t] X R4,
w(t,y) =¥ (6, y) <w(T —7,3) =T —7,y) < (1 = p)C(y)" = (1 = p)C{y)" <0.

These arguments can be iterated to complete the proof. [
REMARK A.2. It is worth noting that the constant Cin (A3) is exactly derived from
the upper bound of v in (A.2) when estimating F in (A.5). We show below that using the

constant derived from the upper bound of u instead is also feasible. To this end, we estimate
F in the following way:

- ] v v

F= pF(xg, —> — F(xg,u) + pF<ye, —) - pF(xg, —)
P 2 P

|u|ﬁ+l s |5|'3+1

Bl © o Bu(xe)P

1 .
> —(1 = p)i(xe) — (1 — p)%ﬁﬂxs)m — wgr(|xe — Yel),

> (p— DAlxe) +

- CUR(|xs - ys|)

In the last inequality, we used the facts that u#+1(z, y) < énﬂ (y){(y)" on [0, T] x R? and
PP = 1< (B+ (1= p)forpe (M5 1.

The next lemma establishes a comparison principle for continuous solutions to (2.11) when
imposed with a singular terminal time. The proof uses the shifting argument given in [27].

LEMMA A.3. Assume that (L.1)—(L.3), (F.1) and (F.2) hold. Let m be as in condition
(F.1).Letv,ve Cz([0, T7] x RY) be a nonnegative viscosity sub and a nonnegative viscosity
supersolution to (2.11), respectively, such that

limT v(t,y) =400 locally uniformly on RY.
t—
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Then,
v<v in[0,T)xR%.

In particular, there exists at most one nonnegative viscosity solution in C;;([0, T~] x R?) o
(2.11).

PROOF. Due to the time-homogeneity of the PDE in (2.11), viscosity (super/sub) solu-
tions stay viscosity (super/sub)solutions when shifted in time. For any § > 0, we define the
difference function w : [0, T — §) x RY >R by

w(t,y):=v(t,y) — pv(t+3,y).

Under assumptions (F.1) and (F.2), we have that v, v belong to S§G,, and satisfy the condi-
tion (A.2) in Proposition A.1 on [0, T) x R?. Hence, we can use the similar argument as in
the proof of Proposition A.1 to obtain that w is a viscosity subsolution of the following PDE:

1—p\7* ~a+-1 a+1
_atu(t’y)_ﬁu(tvy)_ T C |Dl/l|
(A7)
_ L+B A
- =p|r()+ TCU) =0,

for (r,y) € [0, T —8) x RN {w > 0} and lim,, 7_s w(z, y) < (1 — p)v(T =8, y) for y e R?.
In fact, Remark A.2 shows that we can get around the difficulty of the singularity of v(- 4§, -)
at time t = T — § in this step. Following Steps 2 and 3 in the proof of Proposition A.1, we
have that v(¢, y) <v(t +4,y)on [0, T — 8] x R4, Finally, by letting § — 0 we conclude that
v<von[0,T) x R? by continuity of 7. [J

APPENDIX B: PROOF OF PROPOSITION 3.1

Under assumptions (F.1), (F.2) and (3.2), the functions (¢, y) — (T — t)'/Pu(z, y), (T —

1B+

NYBu, y) satisfy the condition (A.2) in Proposition A.1. Let us fix p € (/ e
2

1) and

consider the difference
w:=u—pu e USCz ([T —8,T"] x RY) ¢ SS8Gu ([T —68,T7] x ]Rd).

The proof of the following lemma is similar to that of Proposition A.1.

LEMMA B.1. The function w is a viscosity subsolution to

_dw(t, y) — Lw(t, y) — (I_Tp)aé““mw““ 1w, y)
B 1+8 C()
+ yym
=P+ ; o0 (eIl =T xR,
where

11, y) = F(y,u(t,y)) — F(y, pu(t, y))
R u(t,y) — p(t, y)

u(t,y)#pu(t,y):

The next lemma constructs a local smooth strict supersolution to (B.1).
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LEMMA B.2. There exists L, C, t > 0 such that

L(T—t)c m
Xt y)i=(1—p)° )

(T —1)l/p
satisfies
1—p\ %= o 1+ 4
Tlx)=—=0x @, y)—Lx(t,y)— (Tp) CH Dy, y)|* T + 74ﬂx(t, y)
BT —1)
(B.2) .
1+ C{y)"
_(l—p)[k(y)—i- 5 (T—t)l/ﬂ“} >0, @ yell—r,T) x RY.

PROOF. Sety(t,y) :=(1— p)etT—Hc (y)™. Analogous to the proof of Proposition A.1,
we have

vi(t,y)
(T —1)1/B°

vt y)
(T — )(+a)/B°

Lx(t,y) <[2mC +2m(@m — 1)6_'2]
L= p\™ 2ot atl1 o o+l Fatl qa aL(T—1)
(F57) e onte [ < [peme gt c et 1)

1+8  Ciy)" 1+8C ¥,y
B (T_t)l/ﬂ—l-l B C(T_t)l/ﬁ—i-l'

Choosing C > max{2mC + 2m(m — 1)C?, 2¢m@*1Ccot!, S%C—‘}, we obtain that

é
a—p{Mw+ ]sgwayr%

Ly v Cy a+1 _aL(T—t) 14
Il > (T —1)l/B B B(T —1)1/B+1 - (T —1)\/B - ¢ ' W
1+ 18 "
BT oY TV TR s
L—C—-TVB 11— 8Coe+]eaL(T—t)(T _ t)l—a/ﬁ
w[ T_niE T 8(T — /BT }

Taking L > C + T''/# and then choosing 7 = min{ﬁ, Cetlehy@=P/ey we get T[x] >
Oforall (r,y)e[T —7,T) xR, O

The following lemma is key to the proof of the comparison principle.

LEMMA B.3. Let T be as in Lemma B.2. The function
O, y):=wt, y) — x(,y)
is either nonpositive or attains its supremum at some point (t, ) in [T — 1, T) x R?.
PROOF. Suppose that the supremum of ® on [T — 7, T) x R? is positive and denote by

(tx, yx) a sequence in [T — 7, T) x R approaching the supremum point. For the choice of C
in Lemma B.2, n(y) < C(y)™ for all y € R?. Thus, the representation

DNT-DYE g T—DVE _
o : [E(f y)((y)lh 1) _ pu( y()y()Tm 1) ]<y>m —(1— ,o)eL(T t)C<y>m
t,y)=

’

(T —1)/P
along with Condition (3.1) and the fact that m < m yields

limsup ® (¢, y) = —oo uniformly on RY.
t—>T
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Hence limy #; < T'. Furthermore, limy |yx| < oo because w € SSG,,. As a result, the supre-
mum is attained at some point (7, y) because ® is upper semicontinuous. This proves the
assertion. [

We are now ready to prove the comparison principle.

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 3.1. STEP 1: COMPARISON ON [T — 7,T). Let 7 be as in
Lemma B.2. We claim that the function ® introduced in Lemma B.3 is nonpositive. It then
follows that u <uin [T — 7, T) x R? by letting p — 1. In view of Lemma B.3, we just need
to consider the case where & attains its supremum at some point (z, y) € [T — 7, T) X R4,
Since x is smooth and w is a viscosity subsolution to (B.1),

Il Il 1—p _a'a+1 a+1 e T
@)~ £x @)~ (<57) DA 1w 5)
(B.3)

A m
s o 1o
'3 (T — t)l/ﬂ—i—l -
By the mean value theorem and in view of condition (3.2),
F(y,u(t,y)) — F(y, pu(t, y))
I(t,y)= —
u(t,y) — pu(t, y)

1
B4 fzB+1 0y )

—u—p{M@+

Lz, e, y)

1
_1+iB
B(T —1)
Thus, comparing (B.2) with (B.3) yields
1+ 18

I, Mw(E,y) > — X (@) =1 Y)x ().

B(T —1)
Since [ < 0, we can conclude that ®(z, y) <0, and so ® < 0.

STEP 2: COMPARISON ON [T — 4§, T). If T > §, then the proof is complete. Else, we can
proceed as follows. From the condition (3.2),

_ ¢
1/8

Since we have already shown that u(T — t,-) <u(T — 1, -), an application of our general
comparison principle [Proposition A.1] shows that u <#on [T — 8, T) x RY. O

APPENDIX C: PROOF OF LEMMA 6.1

The existence of a classical solution vy to (2.4) along with the stated estimates on vy has
been proved in [27]; the gradient was not given in [27]. In what follows, we analyze the C%!
regularity of vg under weaker assumptions. As discussed in [27], we can plug the asymptotic
ansatz,

() | ut,y)
B T A+1/B

into (2.4) and consider instead the PDE

du(t,y) = Lu(t,y)+ f(t,y,u(t,y)), t>0,yeR?
u(0, y) =0, yeR?,

(C.1) (T —t,y) u(t,y) = 0(r?) uniformlyinyasz— 0

(C.2)
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where

0) 5 (B+1Y(_u V!
vy, u)=tL +1Px - ( ) '
f@, y,u):=tLn(y) + 171 (y) ; k;( k ) m(y)

We now show that this PDE admits a mild solution in C%1([0, §] x R?). To this end, we
consider the space

E:={ueCy' (10,81 x RY) : |u(t, )| + |¢'>Du(z, )| = O(1?) as t — 0}
endowed with the weighted norm

lule=sup [ 2u(t,y)|
0<t<8,yeRd

and define the operator

rmmw=£aﬂwmwm»mwm

Let R > 0 and § € (0, ¢/R]. Using arguments given in [27], Section 4, we see that for ev-
ery u in the closed ball Bg(R) :={u € E : ||u| g < c/8}, the function f(-,u(-)) belongs to
Cy([0, 6] x Rd). In particular, the map I'" is well defined on BEg(R). Moreover, there exists a
constant L > 0 independent of § such that

|f(t, y,ut,y)— f(t.y, v, y)| < Llut,y)—v(,y)
u,v € Bg(R), (t,y) €0, 8] x R?.

Now we are ready to carry out the fixed-point argument.
Let B(a,b) := fol r¢=1(1 = r)>=1 dr be the Beta function with a, b > 0. We choose

R =2(1+ MBo)(IILnll + [IAll),

’

and
§= min{g/R, (2L(1 + MBl)), 1},

where L > 0 is the Lipschitz constant given by Lemma 4.5 and By := B(2, %), B := B(3, %).
Letu,v € Bx(R). For (¢, y) € [0, 8] x R?,

t
‘F[u](tv )’) - F[U](f, )’)| = "/(; PI—S[f(S’ ) M(S, )) - f(S, ) U(S, ))](y)ds
t
< /0 If (s, uls,)) = f(s, -, vis, )| ds

t
< /0 L||u(s, ) — (s, )|| ds

<SLt*||lu — v| g ds.

Similarly,

t
|DF[M](I,)’) - DF[U](I, Y)‘ = "/(‘) DPZ—S[f(Sv ',I/l(S, )) - f(S, ',U(S, ))]()’)ds

fo
T (e A Y P

t 1 )
S‘/(; MLW(S ”M—U”E)ds

<8t3*MLB;|u —v|E.
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Hence
1
IT) =Tl g < Sl = vlg.

To show that I' maps EE(R) into itself, note that § < 1 implies sk <1 for all k > 0 and
s € [0, §]. Hence, for every t € [0, §]

t
|F[O](ts )’)| = ‘/(; P[—S[f(sv ’O)](y)ds
t
L Pxld
5/0||s 0+ P ds

<2(|Lnll + A1)

and
Doy =| [ DE TR, 0] ds
t 1
5/0 M lstn 7] ds
<M Bo(I|Lall + IA1l)
Thus,

ITL|p < Tl —T[01] ; + |TI01] ; < R.

The operator I" is therefore a contraction from BEg(R) to itself. Hence, it has a unique fixed-
point # in BEg(R). We conclude that equation (C.2) admits a mild solution in Cg’l([O, 8] x
RY).

In view of the ansatz (C.1), vg is a solution to (2.4) in Cg’l ([T — 8, T~ x RY) and there
exists a constant C > 0 such that for (¢, y) € [T — 8, T) x R?,

|Dvg| < m
The C%!-regularity of vy along with the boundedness of Dvg on [0, T — 8] x R? can be
obtained by [12], Theorem 15. To conclude, for a constant Cy > 0,

|Dvg| < (t,y) €[0,T) x RY.

Co
(T —n)l/B’
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