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We present a theory of backward stochastic differential equa-
tions in continuous time with an arbitrary filtered probability space.
No assumptions are made regarding the left continuity of the fil-
tration, of the predictable quadratic variations of martingales or of
the measure integrating the driver. We present conditions for exis-
tence and uniqueness of square-integrable solutions, using Lipschitz
continuity of the driver. These conditions unite the requirements for
existence in continuous and discrete time and allow discrete processes
to be embedded with continuous ones. We also present conditions for
a comparison theorem and hence construct time consistent nonlinear
expectations in these general spaces.

1. Introduction. The theory of backward stochastic differential equa-
tions (BSDEs) has been extensively studied. Typically, results have been
obtained only in the context of a filtration generated by a Brownian motion,
possibly with the addition of Poisson jumps. Specifically, attention has been
given to equations of the form

d}/t:F(w7t7}/t77Zt)dt_Zt*th7 YT:Q7

where M is the martingale generating the filtration (typically Brownian
motion), T is a fixed finite terminal time, Q € L?(Fr) is a stochastic terminal
value, F' is a progressively measurable function, [-]* denotes matrix/vector
transposition (and hence A* B denotes the inner product of A and B) and the
solution is a square integrable pair of processes (Y, Z), where Y is adapted
and Z is predictable.
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A notable exception to this is the work of El Karoui and Huang [12], where
a general probability space is considered. In the case considered in [12], the
martingale M is specified a priori, and the equation considered is

(1) dY, = F(w,t,Y:, Z;) dCy — Z; dMy — dNy; Yr=Q,

where each term is as above, the filtration is quasi-left continuous, C is
a continuous process such that d(M) is absolutely continuous with respect
to dC and N is a martingale strongly orthogonal to M, that is, (M, N) =0,
where (-, ) denotes the predictable quadratic covariation process.

These equations depend heavily on the continuity of C' and, therefore, are
unable to deal with any situation where martingales may jump at a point
with positive probability. However, these situations may arise in various ap-
plications. For example, when using BSDEs in modeling dividend paying
assets, the martingales involved may jump at the time of the dividend an-
nouncement. Similarly, if we consider embedding a discrete time process in
continuous time, we obtain processes which jump with positive probability
at every integer.

A significant use of these equations is to generate “nonlinear expectations”
or “nonlinear evaluations,” in the sense of [18]. These are operators

EC|Fe): LA(Fr) — LA (F),

satisfying certain basic properties. They have important applications in
mathematical finance and stochastic control. Given the results of [9] and [15],
it is known that in the Brownian setting, under certain conditions, these op-
erators are completely described by BSDEs. Furthermore, it is clear, given
the comparison theorem in [8], BSDEs of the form of (1) in arbitrary spaces,
under some conditions, also describe nonlinear expectations. However, it is
not known how large a class of nonlinear expectations in a general space is
given by a BSDE.

To establish such a result for BSDEs of the form of (1), one faces a signif-
icant problem. If £(Q|F;) =Y; is given as the solution to (1) for some F' not
dependent on Y;_, once M is fixed, for any martingale N orthogonal to M
with Ny =0, we have the property

E(Q+ Nr|F) = E(Q|F).

This property is clearly not true for most nonlinear expectations, whenever
there are nontrivial examples of such processes N, which is not the case
in the Brownian setting (as a martingale representation theorem holds).
It follows that these equations cannot describe any nonlinear expectations
which do not possess this property.

Furthermore, the fact that the martingale M must be specified a pri-
ori is arguably unsatisfying. Conceptually, it may be preferable if, in some
sense, the probability space itself dictated what martingales are needed for
the BSDE. In this case, one could proceed either by specifying the proba-
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bility space using a collection of martingales (which, given a representation
theorem holds, will then describe all martingales in the space), or vice versa.

In this paper we establish such a general result. We show that there is
a sense in which the original BSDE can be interpreted in a general space,
using only a separability assumption on L?(Fr). We establish conditions on
the existence and uniqueness of BSDEs in this setting, where the driver is
integrated with respect to an arbitrary deterministic Stieltjes measure (The-
orem 6.1). We also prove a comparison theorem for these solutions, which
shows under which conditions they do indeed describe nonlinear expecta-
tions and evaluations.

A similar approach is taken in [14], where a form of BSDE is considered
using generic maps from a space of semimartingales to the spaces of square-
integrable martingales and of finite-variation processes integrable with re-
spect to a given continuous increasing process. Using Browder’s theorem,
they demonstrate the existence of solutions to these equations on an infinite
horizon. Our approach differs from theirs by considering a classical form of
BSDE on a finite horizon and deriving an existence result using a contraction
mapping technique. Because of this, our conditions for existence are a more
straightforward extension of those in the classical case. More significantly,
our approach does not require the driver of the BSDE to be integrated with
respect to a continuous measure, which allows a unification of the discrete
and continuous time theory of BSDEs.

2. Martingale representations. The key result used in the construction
of BSDESs is the Martingale representation theorem. In the Brownian setting,
this result is well known (see, e.g., [20], Chapter V.3, or [13], Theorem 12.33).
In other cases, for example, when dealing with martingales generated by
Markov chains, a similar result is available (see [4]); however it is also known
that there exist probability spaces in which no finite-dimensional martingale
representation theorem exists.

Consider a probability space (2, F,P) with a filtration {F;},t € [0,7],
satisfying the usual conditions of completeness and right continuity. The
time-interval [0,77] is given the Borel o-field B([0,77).

DEFINITION 2.1. For any nondecreasing process of finite variation p, we
define the measure induced by u to be the measure over €2 x [0,77] given by

AHE[/ IA(w,t)du}
[0,7]

Here A € F®B([0,T]), and the integral is taken pathwise in a Stieltjes sense.

REMARK 2.1. If p is a deterministic process, then this definition gives
the product measure p x P. We can also consider these as measures on the
space (2 x [0,T],P), where P is the predictable o-algebra.
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Under the assumption that the Hilbert space L?(Fr) is separable, a paper
of Davis and Varaiya [10] gives the following result (see also Malamud [17]).

THEOREM 2.1 (Martingale representation theorem; [10]). Suppose that
L?(Fr) is a separable Hilbert space, with an inner product (X,Y) = E[XY].
Then there exists a finite or countable sequence of square-integrable {F}-
martingales M, M?, ... such that every square integrable { F;}-martingale N
has a representation

o
Nt:N0+Z/] }Z;dM;
=1 /10t

or some sequence of predictable processes Zt. This sequence satisfies
q p p q

- ZiV2 d(M),,
;/{Oﬂ< 2 (M)

These martingales are orthogonal (i.e., E[M%M%] =0 foralli#j), and
the predictable quadratic variation processes (M") satisfy

(M) = (M) =,
where = denotes absolute continuity of the induced measures (Definition 2.1).
Furthermore, these martingales are unique, in that if N* is another such

sequence, then (N') ~ (M), where ~ denotes equivalence of the induced
measures.

(2) E < +o00.

COROLLARY 2.1.1.  For any predictable processes Z' satisfying (2), the
process y f}o 1 Z;, dM}, is well defined and is a square-integrable martingale.

REMARK 2.2. When a finite-dimensional martingale representation the-
orem holds, as when the space is generated by a Brownian motion, then all
but finitely many of the martingales M* given by Theorem 2.1 will be zero.
We shall not, in general, assume that this is the case, but acknowledge that,
in this situation, significant simplification of the equations considered is pos-
sible.

We shall use this result to construct a form of BSDE on this general space.

DEFINITION 2.2.  We denote by RE*% the space of infinite R¥-valued
sequences. We note that the predictable processes Z* in Theorem 2.1 can be
written as a vector process Z, which takes values in R1*>°,

3. BSDEs in general spaces: A definition. We seek to construct BSDEs,
assuming only the usual properties of the filtration and that L?(Fr) is a sep-
arable Hilbert space. For simplicity, we shall also assume that Fy is trivial,
which, by right continuity, ensures that, almost surely, no martingale has
a jump at t =0.
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DEFINITION 3.1. Let pu be a deterministic signed Stieltjes measure. For
K €N, a BSDE is an equation of the form

G @=Yi- [ FewYeZydu+) [zl
1t,7) i—1 1t,T)

where Z;(w) is the (countably infinite) vector with entries {Z}(w) € RX };cn.
For a terminal value Q € L?(R¥; Fr), a predictable driver function F':Q x
[0,T] x RE x REX>® 5 RE 4 solution is a pair of processes (Y, Z) taking
values in RE x REX> where Z is predictable, and Y is adapted. We shall
restrict our attention to the case when Y is square integrable, and Z satis-

fies (2).

REMARK 3.1. We note that this type of equation encompasses most
previously studied forms of BSDEs. When the filtration is Brownian, we can
take M' to be the ith component of the generating Brownian motion, p =t,
and the equation is standard. When the filtration is generated by a Poisson
random measure over a separable space and a Brownian motion, as in [2, 22]
and others, or by a Markov chain, as in [4, 5], we have a similar reduction.
When we consider the analogous equations in discrete time, we can form the
discrete-time filtration embedded in this continuous time context (see [16],
Chapter 1f) and hence obtain the backward stochastic difference equations
considered in [6] and [7].

Comparing with the work of [12], we see that if F' depends only on the pro-
jection of Z into a finite-dimensional subspace of RE*° then it is possible
to reduce the equation to a form similar to (1).

We shall present a result (Theorem 6.1) demonstrating conditions under
which there exists a unique solution to such an equation.

4. Inequalities for Stieltjes integrals. To give conditions under which so-
lutions to a BSDE exist, we must first establish the following results regard-
ing integrals with respect to Stieltjes measures. These results are standard
whenever the measures are continuous.

4.1. Stieltjes exponentials.

DEFINITION 4.1. For any cadlag function of finite variation v : [0, c0] — R,
we write
E(y) =" H (14 Avg)e 27,
0<s<t
and call this the Stieltjes exponential of v. Note that this is also a cadlag
function.

Note that &(1;) should be more properly written as &(v(y;t), as it is
a function of {vs;s <t} not just of ;. We use the former notation purely
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for compactness, whenever this does not lead to confusion. We note the
following useful bound.

LEMMA 4.1.  If v is a cadlag function, then €(vy) < e¥t, where €' is the
classical exponential of v;.

PROOF. As e® > 1+ x, it is clear that (14 Aut)e*A”f <1 for all t. The
result follows. [

LEMMA 4.2.  For any cadlag function of finite variation, the Stieltjes ex-
ponential is well defined. Furthermore, if Avy>—1, then (1) >0. If Avg>
—1, then €(v;)>0, and &(v;)~! is well defined. In this case, the process u;=
us€(vy)E(vs) "1 is the solution to the Lebesgue—Stieltjes integral equation,

Up = Ug —l—/ Up— AUy
Is,t]

PROOF. As the process v; is cadlag and of finite variation, it is a (de-
terministic) semimartingale. &(14) is then the standard Doléans-Dade expo-
nential of this process, and so its existence and basic properties can be seen
in [13], Theorem 13.5 ff. This guarantees the convergence of the infinite prod-
ucts considered and solves the desired integral equation. The nonnegativity
result is clear by inspection.

For the positivity result, we need only show that [[,.,-,(1+ Avg) > 0.
By continuity of the logarithm, this is equivalent to showing that

- Z log(1 + Avg) < 0.
0<s<t

We then note that we can consider three cases. First, if Avg > 0, then
—log(1 + Avg) <0, and hence

—< > log<1+Aus)>50<oo.

{0<s<t}n{Av, >0}

Second, we note that > ,_ ., |Av| is finite, as v is of finite variation, and
hence there are only finitely many s such that Avy < —0.7. Therefore

—< > log(1 +AVS)> < 0.

{0<s<t}N{Av,<—-0.7}
Finally, we know that 2z <log(1l+ z) <0 for —0.7 < x < 0. Hence, we have

_ < 3 log(1 + Ay5)> < < > 2\Al/s|)

{0<s<t}N{—-0.7<Avrs: <0} {0<s<t}N{—-0.7<Avrs <0}
< Q.

Combining these three sums gives the desired constraint on the logarithm,
and hence the strict positivity of the desired product. [
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LEMMA 4.3. For v a cadlag function of finite variation with Avy > —1,
we have the stronger result

inf 1+ A .
OéItI<T{ H( + us)}>0

0<s<t

ProOOF. By the same argument as in Lemma 4.2, we have

_ < > log(1 + AZ/S)> < o0.

{0<s<TIN{Av,<0}
It follows that
- Z log(1+ Av) < —( Z log(1+ Al/s)> <00
0<s<t {0<s<TIN{Avs<0}
for all ¢t. Hence

0<i?£T{ I +Ays)} - ( II (1 +AVS)> > 0.

0<s<t {0<s<T}N{Avs<0} O

DEFINITION 4.2. Let v be a cadlag function of finite variation with
Ay > —1 for all t. Then the left-jump inversion of v is defined by

_ (AVS)Q
C P D oo
0<s<t §

Similarly if Ay, <1 for all ¢, the right-jump inversion is defined by

LEMMA 4.4. For v a function as in Definition 4.2, the left- and right-
Jump inversions are finite (whenever they are defined), and satisfy

E(v) ! = &(—m)
and
E(—vy) =€) "

ProoFr. Consider first the left-jump-inversion. We know that Av, > —1
and > |Avg| < co. Hence it follows that Av, has only finitely many values
in any neighborhood not containing zero and hence is bounded away from
—1. That is, there exists some € > 0 such that Avy >¢e—1 for all s. To show
finiteness, write

(Avy)?
<
E LA, S E |Avs| < 0o

{0<s<t}N{Avs >0} {0<s<t}N{Avs>0}
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and

O e D IR 2

{0<s<t}N{Ars<0} {0<s<t}nN{Ars<0}
<e! ( > \Az/s|>
{0<s<t}N{Avs<0}
< 0.

Combining these sums gives the desired finiteness result.
We now note that, algebraically,

-1
IV (Avg)? B
(1-Apg) " = <1 Avg + 1—|—AVS> =1+ Av,.
Hence
QS(Vt)il = eiyt H (1 + AVS)ileAVS
0<s<t
_ e_Vt+ZO<s§t((AVS)2/(1+AVS)) H (1+ Ays)*leAVs*(AVs)Q/(HAVs)

0<s<t
—en T (1 An)ed
0<s<t

= @(—ljt).

The proof for the right-jump inversion follows in the same way, where
finiteness is because

Z (AVS)Q _ Z (—AZ/S)Q
1— Avg 14 (—Avs)’
0<s<t 0<s<t

and —uv; satisfies the requirements given above for the left-jump inversion.
The algebraic result is then that

2\ —1
(1+Ap,)~ ! = <1+AVS+ 1(A”£) ) =1— Av;,
~—Av,

and the result is as given. [J

LEMMA 4.5. For v a cadlag function of bounded variation with Avg >
—1, the right-jump inversion of the left-jump inversion of v is the original
function, that is,

ﬁt = V.

Similarly, if Avy < —1, then Uy = vy.
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Proor. For simplicity, we decompose v into a discontinuous part Z/fl =
Y o<s<t Avs and a continuous part vf =1y — vg. Clearly, taking either the
left- or right-jump inversion will not alter the continuous part v°, and
so it is sufficient to show that the discontinuous parts are equal, that is,
Av; = Ay = Ay, for all t, whenever these terms are well defined. From
Definition 4.2 we have

AVt
1 + AVt’

. AVt
N 1-— AVt

Al/t

Ay =

and hence
Aljt o Al/t/(l + AVt)
1-— Aljt N 1-— Al/t/(l +AI/t)

Alit = = AVt,

and similarly AP, = Av, as desired. O

4.2. Integrating factors. It is useful to have some results relating to the
solutions of equations of the form du; — u;— dvy = ---. These are similar
the the classical results on the use of integrating factors and Gronwall’s
inequality in the study of ordinary differential equations.

DEFINITION 4.3. Let u,v be two measures on a o-algebra A. We write
du < dv if, for any Ae A, u(A) <v(A).

REMARK 4.1. When v is a nonnegative measure, and u is absolutely
continuous with respect to v, this definition is equivalent to requiring that
the Radon-Nikodym derivative satisfies du/dv <1, dv-a.e.

LEMMA 4.6. Let u, v and w be signed Stieltjes measures on B([0,T]),
such that Avy <1 for all t, and

dut > —Ut— th + dwt,
then
d(uté(ﬂt)) > (1 — Al/t)_IQf(ﬁt_) dwt,

where U 1s the right-jump inversion of v.

PrROOF. Applying the product rule for Stieltjes integrals we have

d -
W) _ g e oy + Aug Ay,
&(7-)
As dvy =dv/(1 — Av) and AuAvy = (Avy) duy, this gives
U A
d(thf(Vt)) _ dut T dl/t Vi dut

Qf(ﬁt_) 1-— Al/t + 1-— Al/t
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dl/t

Av,
:<1+ ! )dut—l-utl_AVt

1 —Al/t
= (1 — Aut)_l(dut + Ut — dl/t)

> (1 — Al/t)il dwy.

O

Let u be a process such

LEMMA 4.7 (Backward Gronwall inequality).
that, for v a nonnegative Stieltjes measure with Av, < 1 and o a U-integrable

process, u is v-integrable and
u < oy + / Ug dvg,
1t,T]

then

up < oy + Qf(—ut)/ E(vs) s dvs.
Jt.7]

If oy = « is constant, this simplifies to
up < a€(ir)€(0) ! = aC(—vy)E(—vp) "t

47 __ and that A Avy = Ay dyy. Then let

First note that dvy = 1 .
wy 1= (’E(Dt)/ Ug dUs.
1t,T]

From the product rule for stochastic integrals, as v is of finite variation,

d
zUt = </ Ug dl/5> dvs — ug dvy — w Avi Ay
E(-) Jt,7]

= —Ut(l + Al;t) th + (/ Ug dl/s> dl?t
16,7
= —u;dv; + (/ Ug d1/5> dvy
16,71

= <—ut +/ Ug dys> dvy
1611

Z — O dl?t
Note that dy and &(7;_) are both nonnegative. Therefore, by integration,

wy = Qi(ﬁt)/ Ug dvg < / E(Us_ s dvs.
1¢,T] 1¢,T]

Substitution yields

PROOF.

E(Us— s dvg,

Ut S (673 + @(I;t)_l /
1,7}
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and the desired inequalities follow from &(;)~! = &(—14). If ay = «, then
this simplifies to

u- < o [1 + &)t / E(5_) dﬁs}
J,T]

= all + &() " (&(ir) — &(1n))]
= a(ip)€(1) L. =

LEMMA 4.8 (Forward Gronwall inequality). Let u be a function such
that, for v a nonnegative Stieltjes measure and o a v-integrable process, u s
v-integrable and

up < oy —i—/ Ug dVg,
10,¢]
then

up < o + Qf(ut)/ E(—vs) s di.
10,2]

If oy = « is constant, this simplifies to
up < aC(1y).

Proor. This result follows in an almost identical fashion to Lemma 4.7,
and the proof is therefore omitted. [

5. Existence of BSDE solutions: Fundamental results. In this section
we shall establish the existence of solutions to BSDEs when the process u
satisfies particular properties.

DEFINITION 5.1. Let i be a deterministic nondecreasing right-continuous
function p:[0,7] — RT. The measure du will serve in the place of the
Lebesgue measure dt in our BSDE.

As p is of finite variation, its discontinuities Ap are bounded. We assume
that u assigns positive measure to any nonempty open interval in [0, 7.

Unless otherwise indicated, all (in-)equalities should be read as “up to
evanescence.”

DEFINITION 5.2.  We denote by || - || the standard Euclidean norm on R,
and note that [|y|?> = y*y, where [-]* denotes vector transposition.

DEFINITION 5.3. For a given i and fixed K € N, we define the stochastic
seminorm || - ||p7, on RE*> as follows. For each i € N, consider (M) as
a measure on the predictable o-algebra; cf. Remark 2.1. Let (M?) have the
Lebesgue decomposition

(M) =my! +my”,
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where m?! is absolutely continuous with respect to p x P, and m?* is or-

thogonal to p x P. As they represent bounded measures on the predictable

o-algebra, both mt ! and my 2 will be nondecreasing predictable processes.
We define, for z, € RE*>

2 2 dmil
HztnM,—Z[ntn - >],

where 2! € RY is the ith element in 2, considered as a series of values in R¥.

We note that, for any predictable, progressively measurable process Z
taking values in R¥*%° and, in particular, for processes satisfying (2) in
each of their K components, we have the inequality

5[ 1203, an) < B[S [ 12012 o

2
/ 7} dM;} ]
A

2
Z} dM; ]

for any predictable set A C Q x [0,7]. (Note the latter equalities are simply
the standard isometry used in the construction of the stochastic integral, by
the orthogonality of the M®.)

(4) =E|>

-

:E‘

DEFINITION 5.4. We define the following spaces of equivalence classes:

Hi = {Z:Q x [0, T] — RE*>_ predictable,

B[S [ ] < 4o,

5% = {Y:Q x [0,7] = RE, adapted, E[ sup ||Yt\|2} < +oo},
t€[0,T]

Hﬁ = {Y:Q x [0,T] = RE| progressive, /}0 . E[||Y3]1?) dps < —1—00},
where two elements Z, Z of HJQVI are deemed equivalent if
E[Z/ 12 _Zti||2d<Mi>t] =0,
7 [OvT}
two elements of S? are deemed equivalent if they are indistinguishable and

two elements of Hﬁ are equivalent if they are equal u x P-a.s. Note that K
is here taken as fixed.
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REMARK 5.1. We note that HIZW is itself a complete metric space, with
norm given by Z — E[) . f[o 7] |1 Z¢||? d(M?),]; similarly for H}. Note also
that the martingale representations constructed in Theorem 2.1 are unique
in H2,.

A key assumption in the study of BSDEs is the continuity of the driver
function F. When the measure p is continuous, we shall show that it is
sufficient that F' is uniformly Lipschitz continuous for the BSDE (3) to have
a solution. On the other hand, as is clear in discrete time (cf. [7]), when p
is not continuous, a stronger condition is needed on F. We shall call this
a firm Lipschitz bound on F', as is defined in the following theorem.

THEOREM 5.1.  For p as in Definition 5.1, assume pp < 1. Let F:€) X
[0, T] x RE x RE*®  RE be q predictable, progressively measurable function
such that:

° E[f]O,T] | F(w,t,0,0)||? dus) < +o00;

e there exists a linear firm Lipschitz bound on F, that is, a measurable
deterministic function ¢; uniformly bounded by some c € R, such that, for
any yi,ys € RE | 24, 2 € REX0

HF(W, t, Yt, Zt) - F(Wa t, ygv zl/f)HQ
<cillye —yil* +ellze —2ilig,  dpx dP-as.
and
ctA,ut < 1.
Note that the variable bound c; need only apply to the behavior of F with

respect to y.

A function satisfying these conditions will be called standard. Then for any
Q € L*(RE; Fr), the BSDE (3) with driver F' has a unique solution (Y, Z) €
S%x H3,. (S* and H3, are defined in Definition 5.4.)

To prove this theorem, we first establish the following results.

LEMMA 5.1. If u assigns positive measure to every nonempty open in-
terval, then two cadlag processes in Hﬁ are indistinguishable if and only
if they are equivalent in Hﬁ Similarly, two cadlag processes are equivalent
n Hﬁ if and only if their left limits are equivalent in Hﬁ

Proor. Clearly indistinguishability implies equivalence of the processes,
and their left limits, in Hﬁ By right continuity (resp., left continuity), if on
some nonnull set A, two processes (resp., their left limits) differ at any point,
they must differ on some nonempty open interval. As u assigns positive mea-
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sure to such an interval, it follows that the processes will not be equivalent
in Hﬁ ]

LEMMA 5.2.  Let (Y, Z) be the solution to a BSDE with data (F,Q). If F
is standard, Q € L*(R¥;Fr) and Z ¢ HIZW, then Y € S? if and only if the
left limit process Y;_ € Hﬁ

ProOOF. Clearly, if Y € S2, then as Y is cadlag and adapted, and hence
progressive, Y € HJQW For the converse, write
sup [|Yi|? <2[QI* +4 sup

E;/ ZtdM?
te[0,T] te[0,7) t,T]

—Msw{/ wwﬂxmzm%@
1t,T7]

te[0,7
E;/ Z0 dM?
t, T

+§/ 1P (w,,0,0)[ dus

)

2

2

<2/Q[* +4 sup
t€[0,T

48 [ feulVar P + el 2l dis
and by the assumptions of the lemma, as Z € H3,, and so >, f}o 1 ZLdM:

is a square integrable martingale, by Doob’s inequality [16], Theorem 1.43,
this quantity is finite in expectation. [

The following lemma provides the key bounds on BSDE solutions, which
we shall use to prove existence and uniqueness of solutions.

LEMMA 5.3. Let (Y,Z) and (}:/, ?) be the solutions to two BSDEs with
standard parameters (F,Q) and (F,Q). Define
Z

(F,
Y, 87 =

Y :=Y — -7
5th F 7}/t 7Zt) F(wuuift*uzt%

(5) . / — Ap)(1+ ws)es + as] dts,
Wt:/‘ — Aps) (14w (1= Avy) L dps,
o= /' T A (1t w)d(1 - Avg)td(MY,,
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where cs and ¢ are the Lipschitz constants of I, and ¢, wy are any nonneg-
ative measurable functions such that Apy < xt_l and Avy <1 for all t, and
the integrands defining v, 7 and p* are uniformly bounded.

Then
Ellovilje +E[Z / 6z dps]

(6)
E[I5QIP]€ / Ell62£1€(65) dr,

and

/ E[Hél@_IIQ]@(@t_)dqu[Z / use<as_>\|6zz\|2dpz]
10,7 i 10,7

< urE[|6Q|2)€(or) + /} PRCTALLUSES

)

PROOF. Let 6F = F(w,t,Y;_,Z;)— F(w,t,Y;_, Z;). By application of the
differentiation rule for stochastic integrals, we have

d[||6Y:]]?] = —2(8Y;-)*(6Fy) dps + 22 (0Y;-)*(62) dM;
(8) + > (02))"(52]) dIM", M), — 2(6F) (Ape) Y (027) AM;
ij i
+ [0 F P (Ape)?.
As §Y € 52, by the BDG inequality it is clear that fo ] (0Ys)*(62%) dM!
is a martingale. Similarly the process

S [6r)an) Sezya]

s€]0,t] i

is a countable sum of integrable martingale differences and so is also a mar-
tingale. Also, 6Z € H3, and so, by orthogonality of the M°,

> (02) (62])d[M*, M), = Y (162> d(M"),
ij i
is a martingale.

For any A € B([0,T), integrating on A and taking an expectation through
(8) then yields

[ aBoviIE) = 2 [ Bl(ovi-y ) de[g / \|6zfu2d<Mi>t]

+ 37 B0 ) (D).

teA
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Using the fact that (Apg)? = (Ape)(dp) and that for any = > 0, any a,b € R,
+2ab < xa® + 7 1b?, we have, for any measurable function x; > 0,

/ dE[|6Y; %) > — / B8V | dps — / o EY6FP) dy

A A A

(0) +E[Z [ wozilzawry ] | E16E I A d
- /A oY | dps — /A (27! — M) E[ISF |2 dps
+E[Z / \|6Zz'u2d<Mi>t].

We now note that, for any measurable w; > 0, as (a + b)? < (1 +w)a® +
(14+w=1)b? for all w >0,
ISEP < (14 w)| Flw,t,Yie, Z2) — Flw,t, Vi, Z0)|
(At Yt Yo, Z0) — Fwst, Vi, )]

< (1 +we)er|0Ye |* + (14 we)elldZ |13y, + (1 +w; ) [|62 £
Hence, as z; ' — Apg >0,

/A (27" — Apue) E[|6F|?) dps
< [ @t = Bu) A+ w8V P di
A
+ / (27 — Apug) (L + w0)e B[ 2413, ] ds
A
(10) + / (27" — Ap) (1 + w DE]62]2) dis
A
< [ @t = A+ w6V | d
A

+E[Z [ @i = a1+ w6z d<MZ>]

+ / (27" — Apr)(1+ wy ) E] 6o fo]2) dp.
A

Combining (9) and (10) gives

[ astioviiP = - [ Eqsvi- dvt+E[z [ a-swisz dpt}

- [ EllsAIP) 1 - Ao dr.
A
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Let ¢ be the signed measure on B([0,7]) defined by
—£|Y [ - awloziiPas| - [ Bl - v,
—JA A
As dr/dp is bounded, dp'/d(M?) is bounded, ||d2f||* is p-integrable and

§Z; € H3,, it follows that ¢(A) is bounded. We see then that ¢ is a signed
Stieltjes measure, and we equate it with its distribution function ¢, :=

¢([0,2]).

Therefore, as Av; < 1, Ay — 27! <0, an application of Lemma 4.6 yields

[ dEtisviiPie) > [ (- Av) e do
- E[Z | w5z as]

- / &(50_) B2 1) dr.
A

For A= ]t,T], it follows that

E[[8%; Pl +E[Z / SR

< E[l5QIP)e / B162fo|2)&(5_) dr,

which is the desired inequality (6). Takmg a left-limit in t gives, by the
dominated convergence theorem,

Bl[6%_ e +E[Z / 6221

E[5Q|2)e / Bl £ PI€(6s) dr,

and so by integration and Fubini’s theorem, we have that

[ Bty e an+ B[Y [ oozl ds
10,7 —~ Jjo,1]

< urE(|6Q|2)€(5r) + / B3 €

)

O

LEMMA 5.4. Let F:Q x [0,T] — RX be a predictable progressively mea-
surable function such that

B[ IF 0l <.

0,
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Then the BSDE
Yt—/ F(w,u)d,u+2/ ZLdM! = Q
1.7 — J)u,1]

has a unique solution in S x H2, for any Q € L?>(R¥; Fr). (Note here that F
does not depend on'Y or Z.)

PROOF. Using Theorem 2.1, we first construct the processes Z° which
give a representation of the square integrable martingale

Z/ Z;dM;ZE[QJr
7 ]Ovt]

This can clearly be done componentwise, and so we obtain a unique process
Z € H?,, that is, Zi(w) € RE. Tt follows that

Z/ ZZdMi:Q—I—/ F(w,u)d,u—E[Q—i—
— )t 10,77

F(w,u) du‘]—}} .
10,7]

FW&M@E}
10,77

—0+ ﬂmww—E@+/'Fme43}
1t,7) 1t,7)

and so there is an adapted process
Y= E {Q + | Flouw du\ft}
Jt.T]
(11)
=Q+ F(w,u)du—Z/ ZidM:,
}t7T} 7 ]t’T]

which satisfies the BSDE. By uniqueness of the right-hand side of (11), this
process is unique up to indistinguishability and hence in S%. [

LEMMA 5.5. Let v:[0,7] — R be a nondecreasing cadlag function of
finite variation and c(y:[0,T] — R be a nonnegative bounded measurable
function. Then c;Av; = supse[O’T}{csAus} for some t; that is c;Avy attains
its maximum. Consequently, if, for some k € R, c;Avy < k for all t, then
there exists an € > 0 such that c;Avy < k —¢e for all t.

Proor. If ¢,Avy =0, then the result is trivial. Let ¢ be the upper bound
of ¢(). As v is right-continuous, it has at most countably many jumps.
Then, as v is nondecreasing, >, ¢;Avy < ¢(>, Avy) < cvp < 0o. Therefore,
Ay is a summable sequence, and hence has finitely many values greater
than or equal to 0, for any 6 > 0. Let ¢ € |0,¢;Avy] for some ¢, and so
{etAvp: e Avy > 6} is a finite nonempty set, and therefore has a maximum.
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Now suppose c;Avy < k for all t. Let t* be the value at which ¢;Awy
attains its maximum, hence ¢+ Ay < k. For any € < k — ¢4« Avg= the result
then holds. [

PrROOF OF THEOREM 5.1. We consider constructing a sequence of ap-
proximations in the usual way. For a BSDE with driver F' and terminal
condition @, we fix an initial approximation (Y°,Z®) € S§? x H?,. (Note
that we denote by Z(™ the nth approximation of the infinite-dimensional
process Z, to distinguish it from Z?, the ith component of Z.) We shall first
allow the Z component of the solution to converge, then allow the Y compo-
nent to do likewise. This two-stage approach is needed due to the difference
in the Lipschitz coefficients of F' with respect to Y and Z. We shall assume,
without loss of generality, that the Lipschitz coefficient of F' (with respect
to Z) satisfies ¢ > 0 uniformly.

Step 1: BSDEs where the driver has Y fized. To construct the Z solu-
tions, we first fix some cadlag process Y € Hz We wish to define a sequence
of approximations of solutions to the BSDE with driver F(-, LY, ).

For any approximation Z(™ | we fix the driver F™(w,t) = F(w,t,Y;_, Zt(n)).
Using Lemma 5.4, we obtain a new approximation (Y"1, Z(»+1)) We shall
show that the induced map Z(™ — Z(+1 ig a contraction, and hence that
a unique limit exists.

Suppose at the nth stage we have two approximations (Y1, Z(»1) and
(Y™2,Z(2) of the solution of a BSDE with terminal value @ and driver

F(-,-,Y._,-). We can hence construct new approximations (Y"1 Zn+1L1))
and (Y712 Z(n+1.2)) 'We consider the difference

(5Yn+1 5Z(n+1)) _ (YnJrl,l _yntl2 Z(n+1,1) o Z(n+1,2)).
Note that (Y11, Z(+1.D) comes from a BSDE with driver F(-,-, V._, Z™")
which does not depend on the solutions (Y11, Z(+1L1)) Hence, for ap-

propriate functions z. and w., the differences (Y"1, 6Z+1) satisfy our
estimate (6), with

o fs = F(w,s,Ys, ZIMY) — F(w, s, Vs, Z(2)

and §Q =0, and when defining v and p’ in (5) we can take cs = c = 0.
We take the values wy=1, :1:;1 :4—16+Aut, and so we see that A,ut—x;l <0,

4e
vy = Ted :/ ——dus <4ec
t /}O,t} s Qs 04 1 —|—4CA,US Hs 1t

is nondecreasing and bounded (and hence of finite variation) and

o AcApy
NN 1+4c

Auvy <1
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It follows that the integrands in (5) are bounded, our estimate (6) holds and
E(0s_)(1 — Avg) ™1 is strictly positive and bounded. Hence

2 g — Av)-! i
ZHE{; /M 128 1P€(5,)(1 — Avg)t d(M),

is an equivalent norm on HIQM
As we can take ¢ =0 in (5), we have the simplification

dpy = (1= Avg) (M) = (1 — e Apu) ™  d(M")y.

From (6) we obtain

(n+1)\i 12 oo ~Av)1L it
B[S [ 1620 e, )0 - Au) oy
< / 025" — Apia) (1 + w5 €0 ) (1 — Ave) ™" dps

/ Bll6es. P 5 ] &6, )(1— M) e

By the Lipschitz continuity of the original driver, we have
B[162£|%) < eEI162(713,,],

and so, for our chosen values of w; and x;, using inequality (4),
B [ Nz et ) - dvytaar
1 N 3 -
<5 [ B2, €0 )1 - Av) d,
10,7]

1 (MY 112¢(5. (1 — Av) L d(M
<2E[; [ Nz - v ey

By completeness, the contraction mapping principle gives the existence
of a unique limit Z € H3, solving the BSDE with driver F(-, LY, -) and
terminal value @). (The solution Y process can, of course, be found using
Lemma 5.4, fixing the Z process at the constructed limit.)

Step 2: BSDEs with general drivers. We now construct a convergent
sequence of approximations in Y for a general driver. Consider the Lipschitz
bounds of the original driver F'. Without loss of generality, we assume that
¢ > 0 uniformly. As c¢;Aps < 1, p is nondecreasing and of finite variation,
and ¢ is bounded, Lemma 5.5 yields a fixed € > 0 such that csAus; <1 —e.
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Let
1 1
e s
1 € g2
YTy 8 —4e
As
vt Ay = ! !

< )
(14271 (1 +wy)
it is clear that
dp}
d(M*)
so p' is a nonnegative measure for each i.
For any terminal value @, consider an approximation Y™ € S?. We can
then construct a solution (Y"1, Z("*+1) to the BSDE with driver F™(w,t,2) =
F(w,t, Y™, z), using the above result. Again we shall show that Y~ Y"1

is a contraction, and hence that a unique limit exists.
As above, we consider the sequence of differences (§Y",6Z) from two

=[1— (27" = Ape)(1+ we)d] (1 — 2 Apg) ™~ >0,

initial approximations. As Y"1 is defined using the driver F" = F(w, 1, Yﬁ’l,
z), which does not depend on Y11 we can take cs = 0 when defining p’
in (5).

Hence, for our chosen values of z; and w;, we can again easily verify
that the integrands in (5) are bounded, and the resulting v is nonnegative,
bounded and Av < 1. It follows that &(0s) is strictly positive and bounded.

Considering the difference of any two approximations dY™, by the Lips-
chitz continuity of the original driver, we have

Ell|d2£:l") < es E[ll0Y. ][],

so, as p’ is a family of nonnegative measures, our estimate (7) gives
| Bl P du
10,71

< | wBllf e, ) i

< [ POV Ple@, et~ M)+
0,T
X (1= zsAps) " dpss.
By construction we have

uscs[(xgl —Aps)(1+ wgl)](l - st/ls)il
= pscsarg (1 +wg )
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1 -1
= UsCs <m + AHS) (1 + Wy )

- Cs 41 1454 g2
N — _5 p—
=M c(1+2e1) 2 8—4e

(1-\ (14242
=72 2" 8 —4c

52

=1-—,
8

where the fifth line is because ps < pr <1 and

Cs £ € 1
—<1I<l4+=-==(1+2 .
S Sl<l+g 2( +277)
We then have
. g2 B
ey i< (1-5) [ BlIov e ) du
10,77 10,77

As €(0,_) is strictly positive and bounded, f}oﬂ E[|| - |I*]€(0s_) dus is an
equivalent norm on Hﬁ By completeness, the contraction mapping principle
gives the existence of a limit ¥,>° =lim,,_,~ ¥}, which is unique in Hﬁ We
also have the existence of a limit Z, as dp;/d{M"), is strictly positive, and

from (7),

n—oo

i |3 /}0 e 67

< lim psEll|82f %) €(05-) drs = 0;

)

that is, 62 also converges to zero in H%,.
We take the right limits of a left-continuous version of the process Y *°,
namely

Y; =E[Q+/ Flw,s,Y>®, Z,) du,
1t,17]

g

:E|:Q+/ F(w,s,YS_,ZS)d,uS ft:|
1t,7]

By Lemma 5.2, Y € §? and by Lemma 5.1 it is unique in S?. This pair
(Y, Z) will solve the BSDE with driver F' and terminal value ). This limit is
unique for Z € HIZW, as can by seen by fixing Y and using our earlier result.
O

REMARK 5.2. In discrete time, we have shown in [6] that a necessary
and sufficient condition for the existence of a solution to the discrete BSDE
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is that F' is invariant with respect to equivalent Z in || - |57, norm, and that
y—y— Fw,t,y,z) is a bijection in y for all z,¢ and almost all w. The
requirement that F' is firmly Lipschitz is sufficient, but not necessary, to
guarantee that these conditions hold.

6. Existence of BSDE solutions: General results. We now wish to extend
our above solution to allow p to be any Stieltjes measure, by relaxing the
condition that pu7 < 1. In so doing, we shall also weaken slightly the firm
Lipschitz requirement.

LEMMA 6.1.  Let v be a nonnegative Stieltjes measure with Av < 1. Then
there exists an n >0 and a finite sequence {0 =ty <t; <---<tp =T} such
that v(Jt;, tit1]) <1 —mn for all i.

ProOOF. By Lemma 5.5 with ¢; = 1, there exists an n > 0 with Av <
1 —mn. Let txg =T for some large K. Define recursively for integers j < K,
tj =sup{t:vy <vy,, —1+mn} V0. By right continuity, v(Jt;,t;41]) = v, —
vt; <1—mn. For any j, it is also easy to show that v, , — vy, >1—mn. Hence,
as vr is finite, the sequence ¢; has only finitely many nonzero terms. Let
k =max{j:tx = 0}, let B =K — k and rescale the index of our sequence
accordingly. We then have a sequence with the desired properties. [J

THEOREM 6.1. Let p be any deterministic Stieltjes measure assigning
positive measure to every open interval. (Note || ||ar is still well defined
in relation to p.) Let F:Q x [0,T] x RE x RE*® 5 RE be a predictable,
progressively measurable function such that:

® E[jj(),T] HF(W, ta 07 0)||2 d:ut] < +00.

e There exists a quadratic firm Lipschitz bound on I, that is, a measurable
deterministic function c; uniformly bounded by some ¢ € R, such that, for
any ytvyé € RKy 2t Zg € RKXOO;

HF(Watyyt,Zt) _F(w7tayéazé)”2
<edlye — vill? + ellze — 23, dp X dP-a.s.
and
Ct(A,U,t)Q <1.

Note that the variable bound c; need only apply to the behavior of F with
respect to .

A function satisfying these conditions will be called standard. Then for any
Q € L2(RE; Fr), the BSDE (8) with driver F' has a unique solution (Y, Z) €
S%x H3,. (S* and H3, are defined in Definition 5.4.)

ProoOF. We assume, without loss of generality, that ¢ > 1. By Lemma 5.5,
as (uy)? is a nondecreasing cadlag function of finite variationz and ¢; (A )? <
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1 for all ¢, there exists an € > 0 such that ¢;(Aus)? <1 —e. Let

2(1+eHe / 1
Yt /];),t] €+ 2(1 + 5_1)CAILLt He ]O,t] t He

Then v ~ p, and Ay = A, YAy < 1. As vy is right continuous, deterministic
and has no jumps of size equal to or greater than one, by Lemma 6.1 there
exists a finite sequence {to =0 <t; <--- <tp =T} such that v(]t;,t;41]) <1
for all j.

We now note that, omitting the w and ¢ arguments, our BSDE (3) can be
written

(12) Q:Yt—/ )\uF(Yu_,Zu)dz/u—i—Z/ ZLdM}
16,7 =1 /16T

which is a BSDE in v with Lipschitz property
IAF (g, 20)— M F (5 202 < Meullyn— g+ Noellze— 23, dvx dP-as.

We write

2
5
= Na<—— <
c 51t1p{ ict < <2(1—|—€1)C+HT> c <00
and ¢ = A¢;. Note that as e < 1, ¢;/c < 1,

21+ e eApu\”
EtAVt: e ( te )C it CtAI/t
21+ 1)e

2
+ A#t) ct

620t

A1 +e )22

g
= (2(1+E‘1)c

<(1+e™h) +(L+e)er(Apu)?

Finally, we define the measures

I/tk :/ (1 + <1 - i>It>tk> dl/t.
]O,t/\tk+1] Vtk l/tk

It is easy then to show that V&H <1 for all k. Furthermore, as

dvk 7
e V—It<tk + Lieg

}>O,
lk

Ukotk+1
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we see UF assigns positive measure to every interval in 10,t541]. Hence, on

10, t41], V¥ is a measure of the type considered in Theorem 5.1. Also, Avf <
Av; < 1, and V¥ agrees with v for all subsets of |tg, tpy1].

We now consider the sequence of BSDEs
(0.]

3 / (2%, dM
i=1 Vtteta]

(14) Yyt =vF - / MF(YF  ZFyduk +
It tr41]

with ing = Q. For each k, (14) is a standard BSDE with a driver A\, F’, which

has Lipshitz coefficients of ¢ and ¢, and hence is (linearly) firmly Lipschitz

by (13). Hence, the existence of a unique solution for each k is guaranteed

by Theorem 5.1.

For k = B—1, (14) agrees with (12), and hence with the original BSDE (3),
for all t € [tg,tr41]. It follows that the solution YtB ~1 is a solution to our
original BSDE on the interval itB—latB]' Similarly, for k = B — 2, this ar-
gument then implies that YtB ~“ is a solution to our original BSDE on the
interval [tp_2,tp_1], etc.

We now piece together these solutions to define Y; = Y}k where t € |tg, tgi1],
and similarly for Z. By an inductive argument, we can see that this will solve
the desired BSDE. Furthermore, this solution will be unique, as the solution
is unique on each subsection |t,tx11]. O

REMARK 6.1. We note that, even when pur <1, the conditions of The-
orem 6.1 are strictly weaker than those of Theorem 5.1. In this case, the
jumps of u satisfy Ap <1, and it follows that a quadratic firm Lipschitz
bound is weaker than a linear firm Lipschitz bound.

REMARK 6.2. Clearly if Ay =0, then the requirement that F' is firmly
Lipschitz degenerates into the classical requirement that F' is uniformly Lip-
schitz. It is to be expected that many of the generalisations of the Lipschitz
conditions which are known in the case where our filtration is generated by
a Brownian motion, that is, to drivers with a stochastic Lipschitz bound, to
drivers with quadratic growth, to drivers with linear growth and a mono-
tonicity condition, etc., will also be possible in this situation. There is, how-
ever, considerable difficulty involved in obtaining these results in the simple
continuous case, and it is to be expected that this difficulty will be increased
by the discontinuities present here.

REMARK 6.3. The situation where F' has stochastic Lipschitz bounds is
of particular interest here, as it would then be possible to consider replac-
ing u with a general predictable process of finite variation, and consequently,
with any square integrable special semimartingale. Such a general situation
is arguably as general as can be expected within the context of stochastic
integration.
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7. A comparison theorem. Given we have now established the existence
of solutions to these equations, we now wish to prove a comparison theo-
rem for them. This is based on the theorem in [8], for BSDEs of the type

of (1).

THEOREM 7.1 (Comparison theorem). Suppose we have two BSDEs cor-
responding to standard coefficients and terminal values (F,Q) and (F,Q).
Let (Y, Z) and (Y,Z) be the associated solutions. Suppose that for some s,
the following conditions hold:

() Q> Q P-a.s.
(i) pxP-a.s. on [s,T] x Q,

F(w,u,Yy , Zy) > F(w,u, Yy, Zy,);

(iii) for each j, there exists a measure I@’j equivalent to P such that the
jth component of X, as defined for r > s by

X, / P (w1, Ve, Z) — F(w, 0, Vo, Z4)] dp
Jor]

£y / 3178 — Zi)aM;
Is,r]

i

is a P; supermartingale on [s,T);

(iv) if, for all r € [s,T],

e;Y, — Ep, {/] ] e; F(w,u,Yy—, Zy) djiy, Fr}

>eY, — E5 [/ el F(w,u, Yy, Zy) diy
L]

7

It is then true that Y >Y on [s,T], except possibly on some evanescent set.

for all i, then Y, > Y, for all r € [s,t] componentwise.

ProOOF. We omit the w and ¢ arguments of F for clarity.
Then, for r € [s,T]

(15) + Z / (Z! — Z1]dM!
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This can be rearranged to give

We have that

by assumption (ii). As e;X, is a IF’]- supermartingale, we know that the
process given by

e;f)zr = e;XT — Ep, [€;-<XT|~7'—7~]

(17) o

J

U}r, A[F (Ve Zu) — F(Yue, Z4)) dpt

-3 iz za
7 }T’T]

is also a ]Ii’j—supermartingale, with e;-‘XT =0 ]Ii’j—a.s. Hence e;'ff(r >0.

7]

For each j, taking a P;|F, conditional expectation throughout (16) and
premultiplying by €] gives

&Y, —e;Y, — Ep. {/] }e;[F(Yu_, Zy) = F(Yyue, Zy)] dp
r,T

J

7| =0

This must hold for all r € [s,T] and almost all w. By assumption (iv), for
almost all w, it follows that the comparison Y, > Y, must hold for all r €
[s,T]. B

As Y —Y is cadlag, we have that Y — Y is indistinguishable from a non-
negative process and, therefore, the inequality holds up to evanescence. [J

REMARK 7.1. Assumption (iv) is clearly trivial whenever F' does not
depend on Y.

REMARK 7.2. Assumption (iii) is very closely related to the Fundamen-
tal theorem of asset pricing (see [11]), as it relates an inequality in current
values to the existence of an equivalent (super-)martingale measure.
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COROLLARY 7.1.1. If assumption (iv) holds for any T whenever s >
T — e for some fized €, then the comparison also holds.

PRrROOF. In this case, we can show that the comparison holds on [T — ¢,
T]. We can then replace T' with 7' — ¢ throughout the theorem, replacing @
and Q with Y7_. and Y7_ in assumption (i). It is clear that assumptions (ii)
and (iii) will continue to hold, with the same choice of measures IP;. By the
statement of the corollary, assumption (iv) will then hold on the interval
[T —2¢,T — €]. By induction, it follows that the comparison holds on [T —
ne, T for all n € N. For n sufficiently large, this implies the comparison holds
on [s,T] as desired. O

DEFINITION 7.1. A standard driver F' such that assumptions (iii) and (iv)
of Theorem 7.1 hold on [0,7] for all Y, Y € S? and Z, Z € H2; will be called
balanced.

THEOREM 7.2. In the scalar (K =1) case, assumption (iv) of Theo-
rem 7.1 holds for any standard F.

PROOF. As we are in the scalar case, we can omit the e; from the state-
ment of the assumption. Hence, we wish to show that, given for all r € [s, T

-l
we must have Y, > Y. For simplicity, let Y :=Y — Y.
It is clear from the problem and the recursivity of BSDE solutions that we
can replace T with any stopping time 7 < T such that §Y; > 0. By applying
Lemma 6.1, we can also assume that s is such that f]s 7] Cu dp, <1, and

}/;_E@|:/ F(w,u,Yu_,Zu)d,uu }—r]
Jr.T]

Z}_/T_E]fb[/ F(w7u7}_/ufuzu)duu
JrT]

simply piece together the result for general s.

Suppose on some nonnull set A € F, §Y;, <0 for some u € [s,T]. As 0Y is
adapted and right continuous, this implies that there are stopping times o, 7
such that 0Y,, <0 for all u € [o,7], and s <o <7 on A. Without loss of
generality, let 7 be the largest such upper bound. Then, as dYr > 0 and
7 <T, it follows that 0Y; > 0. Replacing T" with 7 in the above inequality,
we know that

EIFD[ITG[U,T[|5K"|]
= E@[_Ire[a,r[éx’]

<Ep [_ITG[U,T[/} ]Fl(w’%Yul_,Zi) - Fl(w7u7Yu2_,Zi) i
T
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< E]f» [ITG[U,T[ \/} | cul0Yo—| dpy

< | Bolluetos|6Yuc Ncudpa
|71
Taking a left limit in r, we see
Bpllicorl9%e- )< [ Bplhuct Vo e dp

By assumption, this quantity is strictly positive. Integration on |¢,T] and
Fubini’s theorem gives, for ¢ > s,

/ E]TD[ITG[U,T[MY;’—HCT dpr < / < E@[Iue[a,f[‘dy —HCU d:uu> Cr dfiy
16,77 1t,7] \J [r,T)

_ / < / crdur>E@[Iue[mT[|5Yuchd,uu
1t,T) Jt,u]

< / E@[Iue[o,f[wyu—ucu Afby,
1t.T]

where the last line is due to our assumption that f]s ) Ct dpy < 1. This con-

tradicts our assumption that this quantity is strictly positive. Therefore, A
is a null set, that is, dY,, >0 for all u € [s,t]. O

DEFINITION 7.2. The comparison between Y and Y will be called strict
on [s,T] if the conditions of Theorem 7.1 hold, and, for any A € F, such
that Yy =Y P-a.s. on A, we have Y, =Y, on [s,T] X A, up to evanescence.

LEMMA 7.1.  If the comparison is strict on [s,T|, then for any A € F
such that Yy =Y; P-a.s. on A, it follows that:

e Q=0Q P-a.s. on A; o
o Flwu,Yy ,Zy)=F(w,u,Yy_,Zy) pxP-a.s. on [5,T] x A;
e Z=7in H3 on[s,T] x A.

PROOF. We omit the w and ¢ arguments of F and F for clarity. Let X
be as in (17), and let S be the process defined by

€; Sy = ejEp [Q — Q|F]
(18)
+ e;k-E@

7

[/}r,T] (F(Yu, Zu) = F(Yue, Zu)] dpta

]:r} + e;ffr.

Then €75 is a ]Ii’j—supermartingale, as the first term is a ]fbj—martingale, the
second 1s nonincreasing in r by assumption (ii) of Theorem 7.1 and the third
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is a I@’j—supermartingale by assumption (iii) of Theorem 7.1. Furthermore,
each of these terms is nonnegative.
Taking a IP;|F, conditional expectation through (3), we have that, for all

rels, T,
]-"T].

If Y, =Y, on [s,T] x A up to evanescence, then it is clear from (19) that
Sy =0 P-a.s. on [s,7T] x A. Hence, by nonnegativity, each of the terms on
the right-hand side of (18) must be zero. The first two points of the lemma
immediately follow.

Consider the BSDE (3) satisfied by Y. As F(Y,,—, Z,) = F (Yu_, Zy) pu x P-
a.s. on [5,T] x A and Q = Q P-a.s. on A, we know that

Y;"_/ F(_uyzu)dﬂu+2/ ZideL:Q
|7, T] i v, T
is P-a.s. equal to

Voo [ P Zydw Y [ Ziai-a.
1T ; 1T

(19) e (Yr— Y,) = e;Sr + Ep [/} ) e[ F(Yus Zu) — F(Yy_, Z,) du

Hence, in A, (Y, Z) is a solution at time 7 to the BSDE defining (Y, Z).
~ As the solution to this BSDE is unique, it follows that, on [s,7] x A,
Z=ZinHy, . O

THEOREM 7.3 (Strict comparison). Consider the scalar (K =1) case,
where F is balanced. Then the comparison is strict on [s,T] for all s.

PROOF. Again, as K = 1 we can omit e; from all equations, and we omit
the w and t arguments of F' and Z:j for clarity. Let S, be as defined in (18),
and note that S is a nonnegative P-supermartingale.

Taking a P|.F, conditional expectation of (19) gives

EIFD[YT - Y?"}—s] = Ep |:Sr +/ [F(Yu—a Zu) - F(Yu—a Zu)] iy }—s]
1s,t]
- E]@ [/] }[F(Yuﬂzu) - F(Yuﬂzu)] iy ]:s}
<S4 B [ [ 2 - P Zu) fs}
Is.t]

+ EI'@HF(YuﬂZu) - F(Yu*7Zu)H'FS] du

Js,r]
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’)

<5+ B[ [ [P0 )~ F(Fu, 22
Is,t]

+c Es(|Yu — Yo || Fs) dpvu.

Js,r]

We know from (19) and the assumption Ys — Y; =0 on A that

I4Ss+14E5 [ / [F(Yu_, Zy) — F(Yy_, Z,)] iy, 0,
Js.t]

fs] =14(Ys - Y;)

and so, as Y — Y is nonnegative by Theorem 7.1, premultiplication of (20)
by I, and then taking an expectation gives

Eg[Ia(Y, — V) <e Egla(Yy- — Vo)) dpta-

Js,r]
As all quantities are nonnegative, taking a limit from below yields

EslIa(Y,— =Y, )] <c Es[Ta(Yye — Yy ) dpa,

Js.,r]
and an application of (the forward version of) Gronwall’s lemma implies
EplLa(Y — V)] <0,

By nonnegativity, it follows that Y, = Y,, P-a.s. on A. Again, as Y — Y is
cadlag, this shows that Y =Y on [s,t] x A, up to evanescence. [

COROLLARY 7.3.1. Ifthe ith component of F(w,t,y,z) depends only on the
ith component of y (as well as on w,t and z), then the comparison is strict.

PROOF. As the ith component of F' depends only on the ith component
of y, we can repeat the construction of Theorem 7.3 in each component. The
result follows. [J

REMARK 7.3.  In the scalar case, with a simple Brownian filtration (M =
W, M"=0 for i > 2) and du = dt, we can use Girsanov’s transformation to
construct the measure required for assumption (iii) of Theorem 7.1. We write

At =1 _|_/ Au— F(W7U7Yu77 Zu) B }j(wuuu Yu,, Zu) qu’
10,¢] Zu - Zu

then al]f”/al]P> = Ap. It is then easy to verify that X is a martingale. In this
case, using Theorem 7.2 we can see that any Lipschitz continuous F' is
balanced.

8. Nonlinear expectations. We are now in a position to explicitly con-
struct nonlinear expectations in a general probability space. We shall not
here consider the more general theory of nonlinear evaluations. An ap-
proach without these restrictions can be seen in [8]. These operators, dis-
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cussed in [19], are closely related to the theory of dynamic risk measures,
as in [1, 3, 21] and others, as each concave nonlinear expectation &£(-|F;)
corresponds to a dynamic convex risk measure through the relationship

pr(Q) = —E(Q|F1).

A further discussion of this relationship can be found in [21].

DEFINITION 8.1. A family of operators
EC|F): L*(Fr) — L*(F),  0<t<T,

is called an Fi-consistent nonlinear expectation if E(-|F;) satisfies the fol-
lowing properties:

(1) If @ > Q P-a.s. componentwise
E(QIFR) > E(Q|F), [P-a.s. componentwise
with equality iff Q = Q P-a.s.

(2) For Q € L3(F), £(Q|F) =Q P-as.
(3) For any s <t,

5(5(@‘]—})‘}—8) ZE(QLFS)’ P-a.s.
(4) For any A € F;,

I4E(Q|Fy) = E(1aQ| ), P-a.s.

THEOREM 8.1. Let F' be a balanced driver which does not depend on'Y
(i.e., ¢ =0) and satisfies F(w,t,y,0) =0 pu X P-a.s. Then the operator de-
fined by

g(Q“Ft) = }/;f)
where Y is the solution to a BSDE (3) with driver F', is a nonlinear expec-
tation.

PrROOF. (1) As F' is balanced, this result follows directly from the com-
parison theorem (Theorem 7.1). As F' does not depend on Y, the strict
comparison will also hold, by Corollary 7.3.1.

(2) Consider the BSDE (3) on [¢,T]]

Y, — F(w,u,Yy_, Zy) dja +Z/ ZtdM! =
Js,T1

This has a solution Y; = Q, Zs =0. As Q € L?(F;), this solution is adapted

and, by Theorem 5.1, unique. Therefore £(Q|F;) =Y; = Q as desired.

(3) By definition the BSDE with terminal condition ) at time 7' has
solution Y; at time ¢. Simple manipulation of the BSDE (3) at time s shows
that Yj is also the time s solution to the BSDE with terminal condition Y;
at time t. Hence, by property 2, Ys solves both the BSDE with terminal
condition Y; = £(Q|F;) and the BSDE with terminal condition Q.
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(4) Consider the BSDE with driver F' and terminal condition Q). Multi-
plying by 4, as [pF(w,t,y,z) = F(w,t,14y,142), we see that (I4Y,142)
is the solution to the BSDE with driver F' and terminal condition 4@, as
desired. [

REMARK 8.1. It is known in discrete time [6], and under some condi-
tions in continuous time [9], that BSDEs describe all nonlinear expectations,
subject to some boundedness conditions. It is likely that a similar result will
hold in this setting. However, obtaining such a result is beyond the scope of
this paper.

9. Conclusions. We have constructed BSDEs in a general filtered proba-
bility space, using only basic properties of the filtration. We have presented
conditions for the existence of unique solutions to these equations, and seen
how these are related to the conditions in both the classical setting, and the
discrete time setting. We have given a comparison theorem for these solu-
tions, which allows the construction of nonlinear expectations in these spaces.

These results are significantly more general than those previously avail-
able, as they make very few assumptions on the underlying probability space.
A consequence of this is that a possibly infinite-dimensional martingale rep-
resentation theorem is required. In full generality, they also make no as-
sumptions regarding the relationship of the integrator of the driver and the
quadratic variations of the martingale terms. At the same time, this general
setting provides an approach unifying the theory of BSDEs in discrete and
continuous time.
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