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Abstract

We study an optimal stopping problem under non-exponential discounting, where the state
process is a multi-dimensional continuous strong Markov process. The discount function is
taken to be log sub-additive, capturing decreasing impatience in behavioral economics. On
strength of probabilistic potential theory, we establish the existence of an optimal equilibrium
among a sufficiently large collection of equilibria, consisting of finely closed equilibria satisfying
a boundary condition. This generalizes the existence of optimal equilibria for one-dimensional
stopping problems in prior literature.
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1 Introduction

Whereas consistent planning in Strotz [26] has been widely applied to time-inconsistent control
and stopping problems, it gains little recognition as a two-phase procedure. First, an agent should
figure out strategies that he will actually follow over time, the so-called equilibria in the literature
(Phase I). Then, the agent needs to, according to Strotz [26, p.173], “find the best plan among
those he will actually follow” (Phase II).

Thanks to the continuous-time formulation initiated in Ekeland and Lazrak [9], there has been
vibrant research on time-inconsistent problems in the communities of stochastic control and math-
ematical finance; see e.g. [11], [2], [12], [3], [10], [28], among many others. Note that all the
developments are focused on Phase I of consistent planning. To the best of our knowledge, the only
studies that investigate Phase II are Huang and Zhou [16, 17].

The notion of an optimal equilibrium is proposed for the first time in [16]: an equilibrium is
optimal if it generates a larger value than any other equilibrium does, everywhere in the state space.
This seems a fairly strong optimality criterion, as it requires a subgame perfect Nash equilibrium
to be dominant on the entire state space. Nonetheless, [16] derives an optimal equilibrium for

*We would like to thank Tiziano De Angelis for introducing the fine topology to the first author. This led to the
initiation of this project.

tUniversity of Colorado, Department of Applied Mathematics, Boulder, CO 80309-0526, USA, email:
yujui.huang@colorado.edu. Partially supported by National Science Foundation (DMS-1715439) and the University
of Colorado (11003573).

tUniversity of Colorado, Department of Mathematics, Boulder, CO 80309-0395, USA, email:
zhenhua.wang@colorado.edu.



a discrete-time stopping problem under non-exponential discounting. Corresponding results in
continuous time have been established in [17], relying on a detailed analysis of one-dimensional
diffusions. Specifically, a key assumption in [17] is that for any initial state x € R, the state process
X satisfies

PP[X; > 2] =P*[X,<z]=1 forallt>0, (1.1)
where Xy := max,cjo Xs (resp. X, := mingejgy X) is the running maximum (resp. minimum) of
X. This condition ensures that X is “diffusive” enough, so that whenever X reaches the boundary
of a Borel subset R of R, it enters R immediately. This allows us to focus on only closed equilibrium,
with no need to deal with equilibria of possibly pathological forms. Note that (1.1) is not restrictive
in the one-dimensional case (i.e. d = 1): any regular diffusion (in the sense of [24, Definition V.45.2])
readily fulfills (1.1), as recently observed in [15, Remark 3.1].

There is, however, no natural extension of [17] to higher dimensions (i.e. d > 2). Inherently one-
dimensional, (1.1) and its related consequences are easily violated by multi-dimensional diffusions;
see the discussion below Proposition 2.2 for details.

This paper aims at establishing the existence of an optimal equilibrium for a multi-dimensional
stopping problem under non-exponential discounting. With no convenient regularity condition,
such as (1.1), in higher dimensions, we take a very different approach on strength of probabilistic
potential theory. First, in terms of regularity of the state process, we assume only that a refer-
ence measure for X exists (Assumption 2.1). This serves as a minimal condition to ensure Borel
measurability of involved stopping policies; see Corollary 2.1. Since this assumption is satisfied
as long as a transition density of X exists (Lemma 2.1), Corollary 2.1 covers and generalizes all
measurability results in [13], [14], and [17]. Next, we set out to devise a sufficiently large collection
L of stopping policies, among which we will find an optimal equilibrium. The flexibility that £ is
not required to contain all Borel stopping policies is important: focusing on more amenable and
practically relevant stopping policies will facilitate the search for an optimal equilibrium (optimal
among this class £). In a sense, for the case d = 1, tractability comes from enhanced regularity
of X, i.e. (1.1); for d > 2, it comes from additional structures of stopping policies. To construct
the collection L, we first restrict our attention to finely closed stopping policies, and then require
the difference between them and their Euclidean closures to be sufficiently small, or more precisely,
semipolar. The first restriction is without loss of any generality: as shown in Proposition 3.1, the
fine closure of an equilibrium remains an equilibrium with the same values. The second restriction,
on the other hand, is to exclude stopping policies with somewhat pathological and practically ir-
relevant forms; see Remark 3.6. This class £ already includes all closed stopping policies, and is
closed under finite unions and countable intersections; see Lemma 3.2.

Our goal is to find an equilibrium optimal among E:=¢&nN L, where £ denotes the set of all
equilibria. By invoking Hunt’s hypothesis (Assumption 4.1), which states that every semipolar set
is polar, we obtain two important consequences. First, given a stopping policy R, if we perform
on R one round of the fixed-point iteration in [13] and get a smaller policy, this smaller one has to
be an equilibrium; see Proposition 4.1. Second, for any R € £ C L, since the difference between
R and R, its Euclidean closure, is now polar (i.e. inaccessible to the process X), the first hitting
time to R, denoted by pgr, becomes much more tractable as it must coincide with pz. Based on
all this, a machinery for improving equilibria in £ is developed: for any R, T € & , there exists
another equilibrium in £ , contained in RNT, which generates larger values than both R and T'; see
Proposition 4.2. By carrying out this machinery recursively, we construct an equilibrium R that is
optimal among g , with R = Re gﬁ; see Theorem 4.1, the main result of this paper.

Given that pr = pp for all R € &, it is tempting to believe that we could restrict our attention
from € to £ :== {R € £ : R is closed}, without loss of generality. This would make our results



completely in line with the one-dimensional analysis in [17], which is built upon £. This is however
not the case, as the relation “R € &€ if and only if R € £” does not hold in general; see Remark 4.4
for explanations, and Section 5 for an explicit example that demonstrates R € € but R ¢ £.

Lately, marked progress has been made in applying Stortz’ equilibrium idea to time-inconsistent
stopping problems in continuous time. It can be roughly categorized into two branches. The first
one is the fixed-point iterative approach introduced in Huang and Nguyen-Huu [13], and further
developed in [14], [17], and [15]. The second branch adapts the stochastic control formulation in
[9] to the stopping context; this includes Ebert, Wei, and Zhou [8] and Christensen and Lindensjo
[5, 6]. A large part of all these developments, notably, rely on the one-dimensional structure of the
state process. The arguments in this paper can potentially shed new light on extending previous
one-dimensional results to higher dimensions.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the time-inconsistent stopping
problem, a new measurability result, and the idea of optimal equilibria. Section 3 devises a suitable
set of stopping policies for the rest of the paper to focus on. This set encodes desirable properties
from probabilistic potential theory, yet remains general enough to cover practically relevant stopping
policies. Under Hunt’s hypothesis, Section 4 develops a machinery to improve equilibria, by which
an optimal equilibrium is constructed. Section 5 presents an example to demonstrate explicitly
that the Euclidean closure of a finely closed equilibrium need not be an equilibrium.

2 The Setup and Preliminaries

Let B be the Borel o-algebra of R? and P be the set of all probability measures on (R%, B).
Consider an R%-valued time-homogeneous continuous strong Markov process (Xi):>o0. Let the
collection (P, : R? x B — [0, 1]);>0 denote the transition function of X. If there exist a collection
(pr : R4 x R — Ry );>0 of Borel measurable functions and a measure A on (R%, B) such that

Pz, A) = / pe(z, y)\(dy), Vt>0, z € R and A € B, (2.1)
A

we call (pt)i>0 a transition density of X with respect to A.

On the path space 2 := C([0, 00); R?), the set of continuous functions mapping [0, 00) to R?,
let FX = {]—“tX}tZO be the raw filtration generated by X. For each p € P, we denote by B* the
completion of B by u, by X* the process X with initial distribution u, and by F* = {F'};>0
the p-augmentation of FX. Moreover, the probability measure on (2, F2) generated X* (i.e. the
law of (X}");>0) is denoted by P#, and the expectation taken under P* is denoted by E¥. For any
z e R If u =4, (the Dirac measure concentrated at x), we write X#, P# and E* simply as X?,
P* and E*. We further consider the universal filtration F = {F;};>0 defined by F; :=) LeP F}* for
all 0 <t < oo, and denote by T the set of F-stopping times.

Consider a payoff function f : R? — R, , assumed to be continuous. Also consider a discount
function ¢ : [0,00) — [0,1], assumed to be continuous, nonincreasing, and satisfy §(0) = 1 and
limy_,o0 6(t) = 0. A classical optimal stopping problem is formulated as

sup E*[0(7) f (X7)]- (2.2)
TeT

It is well-known (see e.g. [19, Appendix D] and [25]) that under fairly general conditions, for any
initial state 2 € R?, there exists an optimal stopping time 7, € 7 for (2.2). However, as long as
the discount function is not of the exponential form §(¢) := e~ with a > 0, the problem (2.2) is
in general time-inconsistent. That is, optimal stopping times obtained at different moments, such



as 7, at time 0 and 7xp at time ¢ > 0, may not be consistent with each other. This is problematic:
even if a maximizer 7, of (2.2) can be found, our future self at any time ¢ > 0 is tempted to
employ Txz, optimal for him at time ¢, rather than stick with 7;; see [13, Section 2] for a detailed
demonstration of such time inconsistency.

Throughout this paper, we will assume that the discount function J satisfies

d(s)d(t) <do(s+1t), Vs, t>0. (2.3)

This covers a wide range of non-exponential discount functions from empirical studies; see the
discussion below [13, Assumption 3.12]. In economic terms, (2.3) captures decreasing impatience,
the fact that people discount more steeply over time intervals closer to the present. This feature of
empirical discounting is well-documented in behavioral economics; see e.g. [27], [21], and [20].
Under (2.3), time inconsistency is a genuine problem. Strotz [26] proposes consistent planning
as a solution: an agent should take into account his future selves’ disobedience, and find a strategy
that once being enforced, none of his future selves would deviate from. Such strategies, called
equilibiria in the literature, can be formulated using the game-theoretic framework initiated in [13].

2.1 A Game-theoretic Framework

Under our time-homogeneous Markovian setup, we will focus on first entry times to Borel subsets
of R ie. 7p :=inf{t > 0: X; € R} for R € B, instead of all general stopping times. The involved
region R € B will be called a stopping policy constantly.

Suppose that an agent initially planned to take R € B as his stopping policy. Now, at any state
z € R%, the agent carries out the game-theoretic reasoning: “assuming that all my future selves
will follow R € B, what is the best stopping strategy today in response to that?” To this end, the
agent compares the payoff of immediate stopping, i.e. f(z), and the payoff of continuation, i.e.

J(, R) :=E*[0(pr) [ (Xpp)], (2.4)
where pp is the first hitting time of X to R defined by
pr :=1inf{t > 0: X; € R}. (2.5)

As explained in detail in [17, Section 2.1] (see also [14, Section 2] or [13, Section 3.1]), the best
stopping strategy for the agent at = € R? is the first entry time to the region
O(R):=S(R)U(I(R)NR), (2.6)

where
S(R) :={zx e RY: J(z,R) < f(z)},
I(R):={z eR%: J(x,R) = f(z)}, (2.7)
C(R) :={zx e RY: J(x,R) > f(z)}.
Remark 2.1. In (2.4), we need specifically the first hitting time pr, instead of the first entry time
Tr =inf{t > 0: X; € R}. This was explained in the discussion below [13, (3.5)].

Appropriate conditions are needed to make the above formulation mathematically rigorous.
First, to ensure that (2.4) is well-defined, we impose the integrability condition: for any z € RY,

E“[ sup 5(t)f(Xt)] < 00, (2.8)
te[0,00]

where we take d(00)f(XZ) = limsup,_,. 6(¢)f(X}), which is in line with [19, Appendix D].
Second, to ensure that O(R) in (2.6) is indeed a stopping policy, i.e. O(R) € B, certain regularity
of X is required, which will be investigated closely below.



2.2 Measurability

Let us first recall the following concepts from probabilistic potential theory.

Definition 2.1 ([4], Definition I11.3.1). For any R € B and x € R?, the potential of R is defined by
U(z,R) := / Py(z, R)dt.
0

We say R € B is of zero potential if U(x, R) = 0 for all z € RY.

Definition 2.2 ([4], Definition V.1.1). A measure A on R is called a reference measure for X,
provided that it is a countable sum of finite measures such that R € B is of zero potential if and
only if A(R) = 0.

Let us introduce the first main assumption of this paper.
Assumption 2.1. A reference measure for X exists.

A convenient sufficient condition of Assumption 2.1 is provided in the next result, whose proof
is relegated to Appendix A.

Lemma 2.1. Suppose that X has a transition density with respect to a measure X on R%. If X is
a countable sum of finite measures, then for any o > 0, A% : B — Ry defined by

N(R) = /R d < /O - e_o‘tPt(a:,R)dt> Adz)

s a reference measure for X.

Lemma 2.1 indicates that Assumption 2.1 is not restrictive for a wide range of applications,
as a large class of diffusion processes have a transition density with respect to the Lebesgue mea-
sure in R%.  For the d-dimensional Brownian motion B, such a transition density is p;(z,y) =

(2mt)~4/2 exp(—%); see [18, Exercise 5.6.17]. For an It6 diffusion given by

dXt = b(Xt)dt + O'(Xt)dBt, (29)

as long as there exists a weak solution unique in distribution, and the coefficients b and o are
continuous and grow at most linearly, the transition density of X with respect to the Lebesgue
measure exists and is characterized by the fundamental solution to a Cauchy problem; see [18,
p.369]. For general Markov processes, we refer readers to [4, Proposition V.1.2] for a general
sufficient condition of the existence of a reference measure.

When a reference measure exists, we have the following handy approximation for hitting times;
see Proposition 10 in [7, Section 3.5] and [4, Exercise V.1.20].

Lemma 2.2. Suppose Assumption 2.1 holds. For any R € B, there exist a nondecreasing sequence
of compact sets K, C R such that pg, — pr P*-a.s. for all v € R,

Borel measurability of the map = +— J(x, R) can then be established.
Proposition 2.1. (i) For any closed R € B, x — J(x, R) is Borel measurable.

(i) Assume Assumption 2.1 and that (2.8) holds for all x € R:. Then, for any R € B, x
J(x, R) is Borel measurable.



Proof. (i) For any R € B that is closed, pr is an FX-stopping time, thanks to [18, Problem 1.2.7].
Hence, the random variable H(w) := 6(pr(w)) f(X,,(w)) is FX-measurable. By [4, Theorem 1.3.6],
x +— E?[H| = J(z, R) is Borel measurable.

(ii) For any R € B, Lemma 2.2 asserts the existence of compact sets K,, C R such that px, — pgr
P?-a.s. for all z € R%. Thanks to this, the continuity of §, f, and ¢ — X}, and (2.8), we conclude
from the dominated convergence theorem that

J(x’ Kn) = Ex[é(pKn)f(XﬂKn )] - Ez[(s(pR)f(XﬂR” = J(Z,R), vz € R% (2'10)

By part (a), z — J(z, K,) is Borel measurable for all n € N. Hence, J(z, R) is Borel measurable
in view of (2.10). O

Corollary 2.1. Assume Assumption 2.1 and that (2.8) holds for all x € R%. For any R € B, we
have ©(R) € B.

Proof. For any R € B, by Proposition 2.1 (ii), z — J(z, R) is Borel measurable. Hence, by definition
S(R), I(R), and C(R) all belong to B. It follows that ©(R) = S(R) U (I(R) N R) € B. O

By Corollary 2.1, © can be viewed as an operator acting on B, i.e. © : B — B. An equilibrium
can then be formulated as a fixed point of ©.

Definition 2.3. R € B is called an equilibrium if ©(R) = R. We denote by € the set of all
equilibria.

It can be checked directly that the entire space R = R is an equilibrium. Moreover, a large
number of (or even all) equilibria can be found, by the fixed-point iteration introduced in [13]: one

starts with an arbitrary R € B, and apply © to it repetitively until an equilibrium is reached; see
also Remark 4.2.

2.3 Optimal Equilibria

Finding equilibria, however, is only the first phase of consistent planning in Strotz [26]. In the
second phase, the agent should choose the best one among all equilibria. This has not been studied
in the literature, except in [16] and [17]. Following [17, Section 2.2], for each R € £, we define the
associated value function by

V(z,R) := f(z)V J(z,R) VzeR%

Definition 2.4. Given any &' C &, a set R € £ is called an optimal equilibrium among &' if for
any other T € ', V(x,R) > V(x,T) for all z € RY.

In the one-dimensional care (i.e. d = 1), the existence of an optimal equilibrium among the
entire set £ is established in [17].

Proposition 2.2 ([17], Theorem 4.1). Suppose that for any x € R, we have (1.1), (2.8), and
) f(XE)—=0 as t—o00 P*-a.s. (2.11)

Then, the set
"= () R (2.12)

Re&, R closed

18 an optimal equilibrium among &.



As mentioned in the introduction, (1.1) ensures that whenever X reaches the boundary of a
Borel subset R of R, it enters R immediately. This allows us to focus on only closed equilibrium,
as indicated by (2.12). As shown in [14, Lemma 3.1], (1.1) is satisfied by a large class of one-
dimensional It6 diffusions. Even more generally, any regular diffusion (in the sense of [24, Definition
V.45.2]) fulfills (1.1), as recently observed in [15, Remark 3.1].

Proposition 2.2 does not naturally extend to higher dimensions. First, due to the involved X and
X processes, (1.1) is inherently one-dimensional, with no natural extension in higher dimensions.
Moreover, the proof of Proposition 2.2 relies crucially on a consequence of (1.1): pg,y = 0 P¥-a.s.
for all z € R, i.e. the process X re-visits its initial point immediately. This condition is mostly
violated in higher dimensions. For instance, when X is a d-dimensional Brownian motion, py,1 = 00
P?-a.s. for all z € RY, whenever d > 2.

The goal of this paper is to establish a multi-dimensional counterpart of Proposition 2.2. With
no convenient regularity condition, such as (1.1), to rely on, we will look for an optimal equilibrium
among a sufficiently large subset £ C &, which is allowed to be properly contained in £. This
flexibility is important: focusing on more amenable and practically relevant stopping policies will
facilitate the search for an optimal equilibrium. In a sense, for d = 1, tractability comes from
desirable regularity of X, i.e. (1.1); for d > 2, it will come from additional structures of stopping
policies. The search for an appropriate subset £ C £, which needs to be amenable enough but still
sufficiently large, will be the focus of the next section.

3 Finely Closed Equilibria with a Boundary Condition

On strength of probabilistic potential theory, a suitable subset of £ to focus on will be devised in
this section. We will first restrict our attention to finely closed stopping policies (see Definition 3.1
below), and then further require the difference between them and their Euclidean closures to be
sufficiently small. As we will see, the first restriction is without loss of any generality, while the
second is to exclude equilibria with possibly pathological and practically irrelevant forms.

3.1 Finely Closed Stopping Policies

Let us recall several essential concepts from probabilistic potential theory.

Definition 3.1. Given R € B, a point x € R is said to be reqular to R if pr = 0 P*-a.s. The set
of all regular points to R (with respect to X ) is denoted by R", and we call

R*:=RUR". (3.1)
the fine closure of R. In addition, R is said to be finely closed if R = R*.

Remark 3.1. By Blumenthal’s zero-one law (Theorem 6 in [7, Section 2.8]), for any x € R? and
R € B, P*(pr = 0) is either 0 or 1. Hence, if x € R? is not reqular to R, then pr > 0 P*-a.s.

Remark 3.2. Adding to a set all its reqular points, as in (3.1), is the closure operation under the
fine topology (see e.g. [7, p.107]). Hence, for any R € B,

(R")*=R*, or (R*)"CR". (3.2)
Remark 3.3. For any R € B,
X,, € R* P"a.s. on{pr < oo}, VrecRL (3.3)
Indeed, for P*-a.e. w € {pr < oo}, if X,,(w) € R, by the definition of pr, X,,(w) must be regular
to R, i.e. X,,(w) € R". Hence, X,,(w) € RUR" = R*.
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Remark 3.4. Fizr R € B. For anyx € R, as pr =0 P*-a.s., J(z,R) = f(z). Hence,
R" C I(R). (3.4)
Borel measurability of R and R* can be established under Assumption 2.1.

Corollary 3.1. Assume Assumption 2.1 and that (2.8) holds for all x € R?. Then, for any R € B,
R" € B and thus R* € B.

Proof. For any R € B, by the same arguments as in Proposition 2.1 (ii), with J(z, R) replaced by
E®[e~PR], we can show that x ~— E¥[e"P7] is Borel measurable. Thus, R" = {z € R? : E?[e P&] =
1} € B. 1t follows that R* = RUR" € B. O

A key observation is that first hitting times to R and to R* must coincide.

Lemma 3.1. For any R € B, pr = pr P*-a.s. for all x € R?. Hence,

J(z,R) = J(z,R*) V& eRY, (3.5)
S(R) = S(R*), I(R)=I(R*), C(R)=C(R"). (3.6)

Proof. Fix R € B and x € R%. Since R C R*, pr- < pr. Assume pr- < 0o, otherwise pp+ = pr
trivially holds. By contradiction, assume that there exists w € {2 such that

pr+(w) < pr(W). (3.7)

By (3.3) and (3.2), X,,..(w) € (R*)* = R*. Then, (3.7) entails X,..(w) € R\ R. This in turn
implies the existence of (t,(w))nen in Ry such that ¢, > pgr+, Xy, € R, and t,, | pr+. It follows
that pg = lim, o0 tn = pr+, a contradiction to (3.7). With pr = pr+ P®-a.s. for all z € R%, (3.5)

and (3.6) directly follow from (2.4) and (2.7). O

Proposition 3.1. For any R € B, R € £ if and only if R* € £. Moreover, if R € £, then any
T € B with T* = R* belongs to €& and satisfies J(x,T) = J(z, R) = J(x, R*) for all x € R%.

Proof. Fix R € B. Suppose R € &, i.e.

R=©(R) = S(R)U(I(R)NR). (3.8)
By (3.6),
O(R*) = S(R*) U (I(R*) N R*) = S(R) U (I(R) N (RU R"))
— S(R)U (I(R) N R) U (I(R) N R") (3.9)
= RUR" = R*,

where the third equality follows from (3.8) and (3.4). This shows that R* also belongs to .
Conversely, suppose R* € £. Then (3.8) holds with R replaced by R*, i.e. R* = S(R*)U(I(R*)NR*).
This can be rewritten, using (3.6) and R* = RUR" = RU(R" \ R), as

RU(R'\R) = S(R)U(I(R)N(RU(R"\R)))
= S(R)U(I(R) N R) U (I(R) N (R"\R))
— S(R)U(I(R) N R) U (R"\R), (3.10)

where the last equality follows from (3.4). Note that (3.4) also implies S(R) N (R"\R) C S(R) N
I(R) = (). Hence, in (3.10), the left hand side is a disjoint union of R and R" \ R, and the right



hand side is a disjoint union of S(R) U (I(R) N R) and R" \ R. We then conclude from (3.10) that
R=SR)U(I(R)NR)=0O(R),ie. Re&.

Now, if R € &, by part (i) R* € £. For any S € B with S* = R*, as S* = R* € £, we have S € £
(by part (a) again). Then, Lemma 3.1 directly gives J(z,S) = J(x,S*) = J(x, R*) = J(z, R), for
all z € R, O

In view of Proposition 3.1, to find an optimal equilibrium, it suffices to restrict our attention
to finely closed stopping policies. After all, the fine closure of R € £ remains an equilibrium, with
the same values. In fact, as Lemma 3.1 indicates, R and R* induce the same stopping behavior,
with S(R), I(R), and C(R) in (2.7) staying intact after we take the fine closure of R.

3.2 Euclidean Closures versus Fine Closures

Definition 3.2 ([4], Definition 11.3.1). Given R € B, we say that R is polar if pr = oo P*-a.s. for
all z € RY, that R is thin if R” = 0, and that R is semipolar if it is a countable union of thin sets.

Instead of dealing with all stopping policies R € B, we focus on those such that
R\ R* is semipolar, (3.11)
where R denotes the (Euclidean) closure of R.

Remark 3.5. (3.11) covers all closed subsets of RY. Indeed, if R € B is closed, R\ R* = R\R =)
1s trivially semipolar.

Remark 3.6. (3.11) excludes some pathological sets that are so small that X will never reach, but
so dense that their closures are immensely larger and will be hit by X with positive probability. For
instance, if X is a d-dimensional Brownian motion with d > 2, then

Q= {:U = (1‘1,1}2, ...,l'd) € RY - r; €Q, 1=1,2, 7d}

is polar, but Q@ = R Note that (3.11) excludes Q. Since Q is polar, Q" = O and thus Q* =
QUQ" = Q is polar. Then, Q \ Q* = R? \ Q will be hit by X continuously over time, and is
therefore not semipolar (in view of [4, Proposition I1.3.4]).

In practice, one does not usually take into account a stopping policy like Q, but simply consider
0 (giving the same effect “never stop” as Q) or @ = R (“stop immediately”).

Remark 3.7. In the one-dimensional case (i.e. d = 1), (1.1) ensures R* = R for all R € B, so
that (3.11) is trivially satisfied for all R € B. Hence, (3.11) covers the one-dimensional setup in
[17], and can be viewed as the multi-dimensional counterpart of (1.1).

Combining the focus on finely closed stopping policies, stipulated at the end of Section 3.1, with
the additional requirement (3.11), we end up with the following collection of stopping policies:

L:={ReB:R=R"and R\ R is semipolar}. (3.12)

Lemma 3.2. £ contains all closed subsets of R%, and is closed under finite unions and countable
intersections.

Proof. The first assertion simply follows from Remark 3.5. For any R, T € L, using the fact that
RUT =RUT, we get

RUT\(RUT)=(RUT)\(RUT)C(R\R)U(T\T).



As R\ R and T\ T are both semipolar, RUT \ (RUT) is semipolar, i.e. RUT € £. On the other
hand, given any nonincreasing sequence (Ry)nen in L, set R := (), R,. In view of Remark 3.2,
since R, is finely closed for all n € N, their intersection R is also finely closed. Moreover, since

RC ), R,
wem ()€ () ()

Given any point = € (), Bx) \ (N, Bn),  is contained in every R,, and there exists ng € N such
that x ¢ R,,; hence, x € Ry, \ Ry,. The above inclusion relation therefore implies

R\RC|JRn\ Rn). (3.13)

Since R,,\ Ry, is semipolar for all n € N, the right hand side above, as a countable union of semipolar
sets, is semipolar. Thus, R\ R is also semipolar, so that we can conclude R € L. ]

Based on the development in this section, the appropriate subset of £ we will focus on is

E=ENL. (3.14)

4 Existence of an Optimal Equilibrium among £

In this section, we set out to find an optimal equilibrium among & defined in (3.14). We will
first introduce a main assumption and its ramifications in Section 4.1, and develop a machinery to
improve equilibria in £ in Section 4.2. The main result will be presented in Theorem 4.1.

4.1 Hunt’s hypothesis

By Definition 3.2, a polar set is clearly semipolar. The converse is the celebrated Hunt hypothesis,
which is the second main assumption of this paper.

Assumption 4.1 (Hunt’s hypothesis). If R € B is semipolar, then it is polar.

Finding conditions which guarantee that a Markov process satisfies Assumption 4.1 is a classical
topic in probabilistic potential theory. It is well-known that a d-dimensional Brownian motion
satisfies Assumption 4.1 for all d € N. As a result, a large class of It6 diffusions, given by (2.9), also
satisfies Assumption 4.1, as long as the Doléans-Dade exponential of ¢ — fg b(Xs)o 1 (X,)ds is a
martingale, thanks to Girsanov’s theorem; see e.g. [23, Section 9.2]. For general Markov processes,
we refer readers to [7, Section 5.2] for a set of theoretic criteria that ensure Assumption 4.1.

Remark 4.1. For any R € B, R\ R" is semipolar; see Theorem 6 in [7, Section 3.5]. Hence,
under Assumption /.1, R\ R" is polar.

Assumption 4.1 leads to a very useful result in finding equilibria: if R € B becomes smaller
after we apply © to R once, we immediately obtain an equilibrium.

Proposition 4.1. Suppose Assumptions 2.1 and 4.1 hold. Then, for any R € B with O(R) C R,
R\ O(R) is polar and
©%(R) = O(R), ie O(R)cE.

In addition, if R is finely closed, so is O(R).

10



Proof. For any R € B, by (3.4), (2.6), and ©(R) C R, we have
RTNRCI(R)NRCO(R) CR. (4.1)

As R\ R" is polar (Remark 4.1), this implies R\ ©(R) is also polar. It follows that pg(r) = pr
P?-a.s. for all # € RY, which in turn implies J(x, O(R)) = J(z, R) for all z € R%. In view of (2.7),
we obtain S(R) = S(O(R)) and I(R) = I(O(R)). Hence,

where the first, third, and fifth equalities follow from (2.6) and the fourth equality is due to
S(R) N I(R) = ( by definition. This shows that O(R) € £. Finally, as ©(R) C R, we have
(O(R))" C R". If R is additionally finely closed, i.e. R" C R, then (4.1) yields R" C O(R). It
follows that (O(R))" C R" C O(R), i.e. O(R) is finely closed. O

Remark 4.2. Proposition 4.1 enhances the convergence of the fixed-point iteration introduced in
[13]. When stated in the current context, [13, Proposition 3.3] asserts that whenever R C ©(R),

lim ©"(R) = U em®)
neN

is well-defined and is an equilibrium. Proposition 4.1 complements the above result: for the opposite
case O(R) C R, lim,,_,o, O"(R) = O(R) is an equilibrium.

Remark 4.3. Recall £ in (3.12). Under Assumption 4.1, R\ R is polar for all R € L. Hence, for
any R € L, pr = pg P¥-a.s. for all x € R,

Remark 4.4. It is tempting to conclude from Remark /.3 that we can further restrict our attention
from € to € :== {R € € : R is closed}; after all, the one-dimensional analysis in [17] is entirely
based on E. This is however not the case, as the relation “R € & if and only if R € £” does not
hold in general. To illustrate, take any R € £. For R to be in &, we need f(z) > J(x, R) for x € R.
As R € &, we must have f(z) < J(x,R) = J(z,R) for * ¢ R. Hence, “R € £” boils down to the
condition “f(z) = J(x, R) for x € R\ R”, which is not true in general. From this observation, we
construct an example in Section 5, which explicitly demonstrates R € E but R ¢&.

4.2 Improving an Equilibrium

By repeating the arguments in the proof of [17, Lemma 3.1}, we get the same result in the multi-
dimensional case.

Lemma 4.1. For any R, T € B with RCT and R€ &, J(z,R) > J(z,T) for all v € R
The next result is a multi-dimensional extension of [17, Proposition 4.8]

Proposition 4.2. Assume Assumptions 2.1 and 4.1, and that (2.8) and (2.11) hold for all x € R,
Then, for any R, T € &, O(RNT)C RNT belongs to &, and satisfies

J(z,®(RNT)) > J(x,R)V J(x,T), VreRL (4.2)

11



Proof. Fix R, T € E=ENCL. By the same arguments in the proof of [17, Proposition 4.8], we get

J(x,RNT)>J(x,R)V J(x,T), Vxre(RNT)". (4.3)
As R, T € L, pgr = pg and pr = py P¥-a.s. for all x € R? (Remark 4.3). Tt follows that
J(x,R) = J(x,R) and J(x,T)=J(x,T), VrcR% (4.4)

Moreover, by the same argument above (3.13), we have (RNT)\ (RNT) C (R\ R)U(T\T). Since
R\ Rand T\ T are polar (Remark 4.3), sois (RNT)\ (RNT). It follows that

Jx,RNT)=J(x,RNT), VYxeR. (4.5)
Now, by the fact R,T € £, we obtain from (4.4), (4.3), and (4.5) that
f(x) < J(x,R)VJ(x,T)=J(x,R)VJ(z,T) < J(x, RNT) = J(z,RNT), Vxec (RNT)". (4.6)
This particularly implies S(RNT) C RNT, and thus
ORNT)=SRNT)U(I(RNT)N(RNT))C RNT. (4.7)
By Proposition 4.1, this readily shows that ©(RNT) € £, O(RNT) is finely closed (as RN T is
finely closed), and
(RNT)\O(RNT) is polar. (4.8)
Note that (4.7) also implies o
O(RNT)CORNT)CRNT.
It follows that
O(RNT)\O(RNT)C (RNT)\O(RNT)
c ((RmT)\@(RmT)) U(R\R)U(T\T).

As the three sets in the second line above are all polar (recall (4.8) and Remark 4.3), we conclude
that ©(RNT)\ O(RNT) is polar, and thus ©(RNT) € L. Hence, O(RNT) € ENL = . Finally,
thanks to ©(RNT) C R (by (4.7)) and ©(RNT) € £, Lemma 4.1 asserts J(z,O(RNT)) > J(z, R)
for all z € R%. A similar argument shows that J(z,©(RNT)) > J(x,T) for all z € RY. We can
then conclude that (4.2) holds. O

Remark 4.5. In (4.3), the inequality is guaranteed for only x € (RNT)¢, although the corresponding
one-dimensional result holds for all x € R; see [17, Proposition 4.8]. For instance, for d > 2, if there
exist two closed equilibria R and T such that RNT = {z} for some x € RY, then prar = Piz} = 00
P*-qa.s., for a wide range of Markov processes X. By (2.11), this implies J(x, RNT) = 0, which is
unlikely to be equal to J(x,R)V J(x,T). By contrast, for d =1, (1.1) ensures pgr = pr = prAT =
Pizy =0 P¥-a.s., so that J(z, RNT) = f(x) = J(x, R) V J(x,T).

Proposition 4.2 provides a partial order among elements in E.

Corollary 4.1. Assume Assumptions 2.1 and 4.1, and that (2.8) and (2.11) holds for all x € R?.
Then, for any R, T € € with R C T, J(x,R) > J(x,T) for all z € RY,

Proof. For any R, T € &, note that R\ ©(RNT) C (R\T)U ((RNT)\ O(RNT)). With R C T,
R\T CT\T is polar (Remark 4.3). Recalling from (4.8) that (RNT)\ ©(RNT) is also polar,
we conclude that R\ ©(RNT) is polar. Hence, pr = pe(rnT) P¥-a.s. for all x € R?, and thus

J(z,R) = J(x,0RNT)) > J(z,T) VzecR

where the inequality follows from Proposition 4.2. O
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4.3 The Main Result

Before we state the main result of this paper, we need a convergence result for first hitting times.

Lemma 4.2. Suppose Assumption J.1 holds. Let (Ry)nen be a nonincreasing sequence in L, and
set R:= (), en Bn. Then
lim pgr, = pr P%-a.s. Vze R (4.9)

n—o0

Proof. Fix z € R¢. Set 7, := pg,,, and define 7 := lim;, o, 7,. As R C R,,, we must have 7 < pp.
Hence, it suffices to prove
T>pr P%as on {7 <oo}. (4.10)

For each m € N, as (R,,)nen is nonincreasing, (R, )nen is also nonincreasing. It follows that
X? € Ry, VYn>m, P%as. on {r<oo}.

As n — oo, by the continuity of ¢ — X, this implies X% € R, P%a.s. on {r < oo}. Since
R, \ Ry, is polar (recall R, € £ and Remark 4.3), the above relation can be equivalently written
as XT € Ry, P¥-a.s. on {7 < co}. By the arbitrariness of m € N, we conclude

Xt e ﬂRm =R, P%as. on {7 <oo}. (4.11)

As xz € R, © ¢ R,, for some ng € N. Since Ry, is finely closed, = ¢ R,, implies that x is not
regular to Ry, i.e. Ty = pR,, > 0 P*-a.s. Consequently, 7 > 0 P*-a.s. We then deduce from 7> 0
and (4.11) that (4.10) holds. O

Remark 4.6. We require “c € R” in (4.9), as the convergence need not hold for © € R. For
instance, for any d > 2, let X be a d-dimensional Brownian motion and R, € L be the closed ball
around the origin O := (0,0,...,0) € R? with radius 1/n, for alln € N. Clearly, R := ey Bn =
{O}. For x = O € R, we have pr, =0 for alln € N, but pr = co.

Now, we are ready to state the main result of this paper.

Theorem 4.1. Assume Assumptions 2.1 and 4.1, and that (2.8) and (2.11) hold for all x € RY,

Then, there exists R € £ that is optimal among E. Moreover, R = ﬂReE R.

Proof. Consider R := Regﬁ. As an intersection of closed sets, R is closed. Since the indicator
function of a closed set is upper semi-continuous, [1, Proposition 4.1 | implies that there exists a
countable subset (Ry,)nen of € such that R = (),, Ry,. Define (T}, )nen by

T, :=Ry, T,:=0(T,-1NR,) forn>2.
By applying Proposition 4.2 to (T,),en recursively, we have
T,€& VneN, (4.12)
as well as

Tn+1 = G(Tn N Rn+1) c Tn N Rn+1
CT,=0O(T,1NR,)CT, 1NR, CR,, Yn>2. (4.13)
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Consider R, :=(),, 1. We deduce from Lemma 3.2, (4.12), and (4.13) that

RoeL and R,C[()R.=R. (4.14)

Now, for any z € (R,)¢, as (T},)nen in € = €N L is nonincreasing (see (4.13)), Lemma 4.2 entails
pr, — pr, P¥-a.s. Thanks to this, the continuity of §, f, and ¢ — X}, and (2.8), we conclude from
the dominated convergence theorem that

lim J (2, T) = lim B*[6(pr,)f (Xpr, )] = E0(pro) f (Ko )] = (2, Re)- (415

n—o0

On the other hand, the fact that ¢ R, = (,, T, and (T}, )nen is nonincreasing implies that there
exists ng € N such that « ¢ T,, for all n > ng. This, together with T,, € £ (by (4.12)), indicates
f(z) < J(z,T,) for all n > ng. Combining this with (4.15), we obtain

f(x) < J(z,R;) Vo e (Ro).
This shows that S(R.) C R, so that
O(R,) = S(Ro) U (I(Rs) N Rs) C R,. (4.16)
By Proposition 4.1, this implies the following properties:
R, \ ©(R,) is polar; (4.17)

R := O(R,) belongs to £ and is finely closed. (4.18)
Note that (4.16) implies O(R,) € O(R,) C Ro, which gives

O(Rs) \ O(Rs) € Ro \ O(Rs) € (Ro \ Ro) U (1o \ O(Rs)). (4.19)

As R, € L (by (4.14)), R, \ R, is polar (recall Remark 4.3). This, together with (4.17), shows that
the right hand side of (4.19) is polar, and thus ©(R,) \ ©(R,) is polar. We then conclude from
(4.18) that R = O(R,) € £. By (4.16) and (4.14),

RCh=ER (4.20)
Re€

Hence, for any R € £, we have R C R. With R € &, Corollary 4.1 gives J(z,R) > J(z, R) for all
T € Rd Therefore, R is optimal among E. Also, the fact R € g implies R =) ReF ~R C R. This,

together with (4.20), entails R = R = Npez R- O

5 An Example of R€ & but R¢ &

In this section, we take X to be a three-dimensional Brownian motion, and will construct an example
that explicitly demonstrates R € £ but R ¢ £. To this end, we need the following technical result,
whose proof is relegated to Appendix B.

Lemma 5.1. Let X be a three-dimensional Brownian motion. Given an open domain D C R3,
suppose that f < K on 0D for some K > 0. Then,
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(i) for any x € D and r > 0 such that B(z,r) :={y € R3: ||y —z|| <r} C D,

E(r) 1

m(B(x,r)) /B(w) Jy, D)mldy) < J (@, D) < m(B(z,r))

/ J(y. D)m(dy),  (5.1)
B(z,r)

where k(r) := E*[0(pp(q,e)] is continuous and nonincreasing in r with lim, o k(r) = 1, and
m(-) denotes the Lebesgue measure in R3.

(it) x — J(x, D) is continuous on D. Furthermore, if z € 0D is regular to D¢, then x — J(x, D)
is also continuous at z, in the sense that

lim J(z,D°) = J(z,D°). (5.2)

r—z, €D

Now, let S be the collection of (z1, 2, 23) € R? such that

x1 = /3 + 23, forz >0, 0§x§+x§§1;
x1:2—\/x§+x§, for x1 > 0, 1§x§+x§§4;

w3+ a2 =4, forxz <O.

As shown in Figure 1, S C R3 is the surface generated by rotating the curve / around the z-axis.
It partitions R? into two open sets G1 and Ga: Gy contains (1,0,0), Gy contains (—1,0,0), and
0G1 = 0Gy = S. Note that G1 = G1US is a so-called Lebesgue thorn with the origin O := (0,0, 0)
being its vertex. By [22, Example 8.40],

O is not regular to either G; or G, while all other points in S are regular to Gj. (5.3)
T2
A
l 2
G
e !
o 1) > 1
-1

Figure 1: Surface S is generated by rotating the curve ¢ around the xi-axis
Define hy : R3 — R, by
Vx? + x5 + 22, for 2 + 22 + 22 < 1,
hi(x) := L 23 Loz ims = (5.4)
1/\/2% + 23 + 23, otherwise.

15



Note that 0 < h; <1 on S except at the origin O, where h1(O) = 0. Then, we introduce
ha(z) := E*[8(pgy) i (Xpy)l, V€ R3. (5.5)
Now, we define the payoff function f by
hl x), S G717
()= 4 1) (5:6)
min{hi(z), ha(x)}, z € Go.

Lemma 5.2. f in (5.6) is continuous on R3, and satisfies (2.8) and (2.11) for all x € R3.

Proof. As 0 < h; <1 on R3, we have 0 < f < 1 on R? by definition. Hence, (2.8) and (2.11) are
trivially satisfied. Clearly, hy is continuous on R3. By (5.3), we conclude from Lemma 5.1 that ho
is continuous on Gy \ {O}. Moreover, since every point in S\ {O} is regular to Gy, by definition
ha = hy on S\ {O}. All this readily implies that f is continuous on R3 \ {O}. Finally, observe
that 0 < f(z) < hy(x) for all x € R?\ {O}. This, along with lim,_,o hi(x) = h1(O) = 0, entails
lim, ,0 f(z) = 0 = f(O). We therefore conclude that f is continuous on R3. O

By (5.3), the fine closure of G is
Gi=G1U(S\{0}). (5.7)
Proposition 5.1. G% € € but G ¢ £.

Proof. By (5.3) and G; being open, every point in G7 is regular to Gj. Hence, J(z,G}) =

E*[8(pc:) f(Xpes)] = f(x) for all x € G}. For any x € (G7)° = G2 U {O}, (5.3) implies
1

X,,.. € S\ {0} P*-a.s. Hence, by the fact that f = h; on S,

per

J (2, GY) = E*0(pcy) f (Xpey )] = E¥[0(pap ) (Xpg, )] = ha(z) Vo € GoU{O},  (5.8)

where the last equality follows from the fact that G} and G; only differ by the singleton {O},
which is polar (with respect to X, a three-dimensional Brownian motion). By the definition of f,
this readily implies J(z,G5) = ha(x) > f(z) for x € G3. Note that X”GT € §\ {0} also implies
hl(XpG;) > (0. We then deduce from (5.8) that J(x,G}) > 0 for all x € G2 U{O}. In particular,

J(0,G%) > 0= hi(0) = £(O). (5.9)

Therefore, we conclude that GT C I(G7) and S(G7) = 0. In view of (2.6), ©(G}) = Gj, i.e.
Gt € €. In addition, since {O} is polar and G} \ G} = G \ G} = {0}, we have G} € L. Hence,
Gr € ENL = E. Finally, by (5.3) and (5.9), J(O,GF) = J(O,G%) > f(0), ie. O € C(G}). As
G7 = G5 U {0} intersects C(G%), we conclude G ¢ E. O

A Proof of Lemma 2.1
Fix R € B. If R is of zero potential, then

/OOO et Py(z, R)dt < /OOO Pi(z,R)dt =U(z,R) =0 Va eR% (A1)
Hence, [ e *P,(z, R)dt =0 for all x € R¢, and thus A*(R) = 0. Conversely, if A*(R) = 0, then

ME)=0 with E:={zeR?:U%z,R) >0},
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where we use the notation

U%x,R) = /000 e ' Py(x, R)dt. (A.2)

Since there exists a transition density (p)¢>o for X, it follows from (2.1) and A(E) = 0 that

Uz, E) = /OO Pi(z, E)dt = /OO/ pi(, y)\(dy)dt = /OO 0dt =0 VzeR%
0 o JE 0
By the same argument as in (A.1), this implies
U%x,E) =0 forall z € R% (A.3)
Now, we claim that U%(x, R) = 0 for all € R%. Let us write R = Ry U Ry, where
Ri:={x € R:U%=x,R) >0} and Ry:={x € R:U%=x,R)=0}.

As Ry C E, we have U%(z, Ry) < U%(x, E) for all z € RY. Then, (A.3) entails U%(x, R;) = 0 for
all z € R?, so that
U%(z,R) = U%(z,Ry) VzeR% (A.4)

By contradiction, suppose that there exists 2* € R¢ such that U® (z*, R) > 0. Observe that

U(a*, Ry) = E*° [ / eo‘thz(Xt)dt} :Ew*[ / eanm(xt)dt]
0

PRy

— E" [e*a% Ua(XpRQ,RQ)] — E" [e*aﬂRz U“(X,,RQ,R)} —0,

where the first equality stems from the definition of U% in (A.2), the fourth equality follows from
(A.4), and the last equality is due to U*(X,,,, R) = 0 (by the definition of Ry). This contradicts

U (z*, Ry) = U%(x*,R) > 0. Hence, we have U%(z,R) = 0 for all z € R?. Thanks again to
Proposition 3 in [7, Section 3.5], this implies U(z, R) = 0 for all 2 € R i.e. R is of zero potential.

B Proof of Lemma 5.1

(i) Fixx € D. As X is a three-dimensional Brownian motion and ¢ is continuous and nonincreasing,
7+ k(r) :== E*[6(pB(s,m)] is continuous and nonincreasing in r, and pp(, .y | 0 as r | 0 P*-a.s. By
the dominated convergence theorem and 6(0) = 1, we get lim, o k(r) = 1. Now, fix 7 > 0 such that
B(xz,r) C D. For any 0 < s <t, by (2.3) we get

J(z, D) =E*[6(ppe) f(Xppe)]
> Ew[(s(pB(m,s)C)Em[&(pDc - pB(:p,s)c)f(XpDc) | pr(z,s)cH
B(x,s) )

=E*[6(pp(s.5) J(XpB(w)C,DC)]. (B.1)
As X is a three-dimensional Brownian motion, X (2ye and pp(y,s)c are independent, and X7 (oye

is uniformly distributed on 9B(x, s). Thus, (B.1) implies

2, 2 B10(pn)) BV g DN =K 55 [ S0 07080, 2
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where Y(s) denotes the two-dimensional surface measure on dB(x, s) in R3. On the other hand, as
0 is nonincreasing,

J((L‘, DC) < Ex[(s(pDC - pB(x,s)C)f(XpDc )} = Ex[J(XpB(%S)C’DC)] = Egs) AB( ) J<y7 DC)E(dy)

(B.3)

Combining (B.2) and (B.3), and using k(r) < k(s) as s < r, we obtain
b)- [ DS S SEI@ DY < [ I DS, W <s<r
0B(z,s) OB(z,s)
Integrating the above inequality with respect to s from 0 to r yields
b)- [ I DYmldy) < (B - S D) < [ I, Dmidy)
B(z,r) B(=,r)
which gives (5.1).
(ii) First, we show that « — J(z, D°) is continuous on D. As f < K on 9D,

J(xz, D) < K VzeD. (B.4)

Fix an arbitrary € > 0. For any z1, 22 € D, choose r > 0 small enough such that B(z;,r) C D for

i=1,2and k(r) > 1 —e. Then, by (5.1),

B
m(B(zi,r))

1—¢

0 70 20 < 75 )

/ Iy, DY)m(dy), fori—1,2.
B(xiv )

It follows that

o J(e . 1 Vi _ 1—¢ Y
Jen D)~ e, D £ s [ pmy — e [ g 0miay)

1 c ; Vi
= B /ermm,ﬂ Iy, D ymldy) + e /BW) I (y, D)m(dy)
m(B(x1,r)AB(x2,1))
SK( m(Ber,r)) “)’ (B:5)

where B(z1,r)AB(x2,7) denotes the symmetric difference of B(x1,7) and B(x2,7), and the third
equality is due to (B.4). By choosing x5 sufficiently close to z1, we can make m(Bszzg()i%fQ’r)) <g,
so that J(x1, D) — J(z2, D) < 2Ke. By switching 21 and z2 in (B.5), we obtain the similar
result that by choosing 2 close enough to x;, we get J(z2, D) — J(x1,D¢) < 2Ke. Hence,
|J(z1, D) — J(xe, D°)| < 2Ke for xo sufficiently close to x;. That is, J(z, D) is continuous at z.
By the arbitrariness of x; € D, x — J(z, D°) is continuous on D.

It remains to prove (5.2). Fix z € 9D that is regular to D¢. By Proposition 1 in [7, Section
4.4], for any n > 0, x — P*(ppe < n) is lower seimicontinuous. Hence,

liminf P*(ppe < n) > P*(ppe <n) =1,
r—rz
which implies
lim P*(ppe <n) =1. (B.6)
T—z

Given r > 0, note that because X is a Brownian motion,

x> P*(pp(zrye > 1) is constant. (B.7)
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Observe that it holds for all n > 0 that
P*(ppe < pB(aryc) = PP (ppe <0 < pBarye) = PP (ppe <) + P (pp(ar)e > 1) — 1. (B.8)
By (B.6) and (B.7), this implies
lim inf P*(ppe < ppre) = P (ppeme >n), Y0 >0.
As lim, ;o P*(p B(z,r)e > n) = 1, thanks again to X being a Brownian motion, we conclude that
lim P*(ppe < pp(ane) = 1. (B.9)

On the set {ppe < pp(e)c}, we have || X7 = — x| < r. Hence, for any ¢ > 0, by the continuity of

f, 0, and t — X;, we can choose r > 0 small enough such that for all € D with ||z — z| < r,
[f(@)=f(2) <e |f(X;,.)—f(@)| <e on{ppe <ppre}, and E*[6(pp(,re)] = 1—¢€. (B.10)
By (B.9), for this fixed r > 0, we can choose 0 < r’ < r such that for all z € D with ||z — z|| <7/,
P*(ppe > pB(zr)c) < & (B.11)
As z is regular to D¢, J(z, D) = f(z). If follows that
(e, D) = Tz D) < B2 [5(ppe) f (Xpe) — F()]. (5.12)
Now, for any x € D with ||z — z|| < r/, observe that

E(8(00e) F(Xppe) = £ Lpmecppie )]

< B 18(00e) f (Xppe) — F)] Lpmecppe o y) + 1£@) = £(2)

S E[f(Xope) = F (@) Yppe<pponet] FEN0(oDe) = U (Xppe)l Lppe<ppp ]l +€
< (K + 2)e,

where the last inequality follows from (B.10) and 0 < f < K on dD. On the other hand,
E*16(ppe) f(Xope) = F Yppezppomet] < 2KP (ppe 2 pp(are) < 2Ke,

where the last inequality follows from (B.11). We then conclude from (B.12) that |J(z, D) —

J(z,D°)| < (3K + 2)e, which completes the proof.

References

[1] Erhan Bayraktar and Mihai Sirbu. Stochastic Perron’s method and verification without
smoothness using viscosity comparison: the linear case. Proc. Amer. Math. Soc., 140(10):3645—
3654, 2012.

[2] Tomas Bjork, Mariana Khapko, and Agatha Murgoci. On time-inconsistent stochastic control
in continuous time. Finance Stoch., 21(2):331-360, 2017.

[3] Tomas Bjork, Agatha Murgoci, and Xun Yu Zhou. Mean-variance portfolio optimization with
state-dependent risk aversion. Math. Finance, 24(1):1-24, 2014.

19



[4]

[10]

[11]

[12]

[13]

[14]

R. M. Blumenthal and R. K. Getoor. Markov processes and potential theory. Pure and Applied
Mathematics, Vol. 29. Academic Press, New York-London, 1968.

Soren Christensen and Kristoffer Lindensjé. On finding equilibrium stopping times for time-
inconsistent Markovian problems. SIAM J. Control Optim., 56(6):4228-4255, 2018.

Soren Christensen and Kristoffer Lindensjé. On time-inconsistent stopping problems and mixed
strategy stopping times. Stochastic Process. Appl., 130(5):2886-2917, 2020.

Kai Lai Chung and John B. Walsh. Markov processes, Brownian motion, and time symmetry,
volume 249 of Grundlehren der Mathematischen Wissenschaften [Fundamental Principles of
Mathematical Sciences]. Springer, New York, second edition, 2005.

Sebastian Ebert, Wei Wei, and Xun Yu Zhou. Discounting, diversity, and investment. Technical
report, Frankfurt School of Finance and Management, University of Oxford, and Columbia
University, 2018. Available at https://ssrn.com/abstract=2840240.

Ivar Ekeland and Ali Lazrak. Being serious about non-commitment: subgame perfect equilib-
rium in continuous time. Technical report, University of British Columbia, 2006. Available at
http://arxiv.org/abs/math/0604264.

Ivar Ekeland, Oumar Mbodji, and Traian A. Pirvu. Time-consistent portfolio management.
SIAM J. Financial Math., 3(1):1-32, 2012.

Ivar Ekeland and Traian A. Pirvu. Investment and consumption without commitment. Math.
Financ. Econ., 2(1):57-86, 2008.

Ying Hu, Hanging Jin, and Xun Yu Zhou. Time-inconsistent stochastic linear-quadratic con-
trol. SIAM J. Control Optim., 50(3):1548-1572, 2012.

Yu-Jui Huang and Adrien Nguyen-Huu. Time-consistent stopping under decreasing impatience.
Finance Stoch., 22(1):69-95, 2018.

Yu-Jui Huang, Adrien Nguyen-Huu, and Xun Yu Zhou. General stopping behaviors of naive
and noncommitted sophisticated agents, with application to probability distortion. Mathemat-
ical Finance, 30(1):310-340, 2020.

Yu-Jui Huang and Xiang Yu. Optimal stopping under model ambiguity: a time-consistent
equilibrium approach. 2019. Preprint, available at https://arxiv.org/abs/1906.01232.

Yu-Jui Huang and Zhou Zhou. The optimal equilibrium for time-inconsistent stopping
problems—the discrete-time case. SIAM J. Control Optim., 57(1):590-609, 2019.

Yu-Jui Huang and Zhou Zhou. Optimal equilibria for time-inconsistent stopping prob-
lems in continuous time. to appear in Mathematical Finance, 2020.  Available at
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/mafi.12229.

Ioannis Karatzas and Steven E. Shreve. Brownian motion and stochastic calculus, volume 113
of Graduate Texts in Mathematics. Springer-Verlag, New York, second edition, 1991.

Ioannis Karatzas and Steven E. Shreve. Methods of mathematical finance, volume 39 of Ap-
plications of Mathematics (New York). Springer-Verlag, New York, 1998.

20



[20]

[21]

[22]

23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

George Loewenstein and Drazen Prelec. Anomalies in intertemporal choice: evidence and an
interpretation. Q). J. Fcon., 57:573-598, 1992.

George Loewenstein and Richard Thaler. Anomalies: Intertemporal choice. Journal of Eco-
nomic Perspectives, 3:181-193, 1989.

Peter Morters and Yuval Peres. Brownian motion, volume 30 of Cambridge Series in Statis-
tical and Probabilistic Mathematics. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2010. With an
appendix by Oded Schramm and Wendelin Werner.

Bernt @ ksendal. Stochastic differential equations. Universitext. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, sixth
edition, 2003. An introduction with applications.

L. C. G. Rogers and David Williams. Diffusions, Markov processes, and martingales. Vol. 2.
Cambridge Mathematical Library. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2000. It6 calculus,
Reprint of the second (1994) edition.

A. N. Shiryayev. Optimal stopping rules. Springer-Verlag, New York-Heidelberg, 1978. Trans-
lated from the Russian by A. B. Aries, Applications of Mathematics, Vol. 8.

R. H. Strotz. Myopia and inconsistency in dynamic utility maximization. The Review of
Economic Studies, 23(3):165-180, 1955.

Richard Thaler. Some empirical evidence on dynamic inconsistency. FEcon. Lett., 8:201-207,
1981.

Jiongmin Yong. Time-inconsistent optimal control problems and the equilibrium HJB equation.
Math. Control Relat. Fields, 2(3):271-329, 2012.

21



	1 Introduction
	2 The Setup and Preliminaries
	2.1 A Game-theoretic Framework
	2.2 Measurability
	2.3 Optimal Equilibria

	3 Finely Closed Equilibria with a Boundary Condition
	3.1 Finely Closed Stopping Policies
	3.2 Euclidean Closures versus Fine Closures

	4 Existence of an Optimal Equilibrium among E"0365E
	4.1 Hunt's hypothesis
	4.2 Improving an Equilibrium
	4.3 The Main Result

	5 An Example of RE"0365E but R-.25ex-.25ex-.25ex-.25exE
	A Proof of Lemma 2.1
	B Proof of Lemma 5.1

