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Abstract

We consider an optimal liquidation problem with instantaneous price impact and stochas-
tic resilience for small instantaneous impact factors. Within our modelling framework, the
optimal portfolio process converges to the solution of an optimal liquidation problem with
general semimartingale controls when the instantaneous impact factor converges to zero.
Our results provide a unified framework within which to embed the two most commonly
used modelling frameworks in the liquidation literature and provide a foundation for the
use of semimartingale liquidation strategies and the use of portfolio processes of unbounded
variation. Our convergence results are based on novel convergence results for BSDEs with
singular terminal conditions and novel representation results of BSDEs in terms of uniformly
continuous functions of forward processes.
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1 Introduction

The impact of limited liquidity on optimal trade execution has been extensively analyzed in
the mathematical finance and stochastic control literature in recent years. The majority of the
optimal portfolio liquidation literature allows for one of two possible price impacts. The first
approach, pioneered by Bertsimas and Lo [6] and Almgren and Chriss [3], divides the price
impact in a purely temporary effect, which depends only on the present trading rate and does
not influence future prices, and in a permanent effect, which influences the price depending
only on the total volume that has been traded in the past. The temporary impact is typically
assumed to be linear in the trading rate, leading to a quadratic term in the cost functional.
The original modelling framework has been extended in various directions including general
stochastic settings with and without model uncertainty and multi-player and mean-field-type
models by many authors including Ankirchner et al. [4], Cartea et al. [9], Fu et al. [I14], Gatheral
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and Schied [17], Graewe et al. [I9], Horst et al. [23], Kruse and Popier [25] and Neuman and
Vo8 [30].

A second approach, initiated by Obizhaeva and Wang [31], assumes that price impact is not
permanent, but transient with the impact of past trades on current prices decaying over time.
When impact is transient, one often allows for both absolutely continuous and singular trading
strategies. When singular controls are admissible, optimal liquidation strategies usually com-
prise large block trades at the initial and terminal time. The work of Obizhaeva and Wang has
been extended by Alfonsi et al. [2], Chen et al. [11], Fruth et al. [I3], Gatheral [16], Guéant [20],
Horst and Naujokat [21], Lokka and Xu [28] and Predoiu et al. [32], among many others.

Single and multi-asset liquidation problems with instantaneous and transient market impact
and stochastic resilience where trading is confined to absolutely continuous strategies have been
analyzed in Graewe and Horst [18] and Horst and Xia [22], respectively. This is consistent with
the empirical work of Large [26] and Lo and Hall [27], which suggests that this resilience does
indeed vary stochastically. Although only absolutely continuous trading strategies were admis-
sible in [18] 22], numerical simulations reported in [18] suggest that if all model parameters are
deterministic constants, then the optimal portfolio process converges to the optimal solution in
[31] with two block trades and a constant trading rate as the instantaneous impact parameter
converges to zero. Cartea and Jaimungal [10] provide empirical evidence that the instantaneous
price impact is indeed (much) smaller than permanent (or transient) price impact. The nu-
merical simulations in [I8] suggest that the model in [I§] provides a common framework within
which to embed the two most commonly used liquidation models [3| B1] as limiting cases.

This paper provides a rigorous convergence analysis within a Markovian factor model. It turns
out that the stochastic setting is quite different from the deterministic one. Most importantly,
we show that in the stochastic setting, the optimal portfolio processes obtained in [18] converge
in the Skorohod My topology to a process of infinite variation with jumps as the instantaneous
market impact parameter converges to zero. Our second main result is to prove that the limiting
portfolio process is optimal in a liquidation model with semimartingale execution strategies and
to explicitly compute the optimal trading cost in the semimartingale execution framework.

Showing that the limiting model solves a liquidation model with semimartingale execution
strategies is more than mere byproduct. Control problems with semimartingale strategies are
usually difficult to solve because there are no canonical candidates for the value function and/or
optimal strategies. We show that the optimal solution in the limiting model is fully determined
by the unique bounded solution to a one-dimensional quadratic BSDE. Our limit result provides
a novel approach to solving control problems with semimartingale strategies that complements
the approaches in [I] and [15]. They solved related models by passing to a continuous time limit
from a sequence of discrete time models.

Within a portfolio liquidation framework, inventory processes with infinite variation were first
considered by Lorenz and Schied [29] to the best of our knowledge. Later, Becherer et al. [5]
considered a trading framework with generalized price impact and proved that the cost func-
tional depends continuously on the trading strategy, considered in several topologies. Bouchard
et al. [7] considered infinite variation inventory processes in the context of hedging.

The paper closest to ours is the recent work by Ackermann et al. [I]. They considered a
liquidation model with general RCLL semimartingale trading strategies. Their framework is
more general than ours as they allow for more general filtrations and stochastic order book



depth. At the same time, their analysis is confined to risk-neutral traders. In our setting, when
the model parameters are deterministic and the instantaneous price impact goes to zero, the
case of risk neutral traders - which is then a special case to the model studied in [I] - is explicitly
solvable. Allowing for risk aversion renders the impact model significantly more complicated as
it adds a quadratic dependence of the integrated trading rate into the HJB equation, cf. [I8]
for details.

Our work also complements the work of Géarleanu and Pedersen [I5]. They consider an array of
market impact models, including a model with purely transient costs. They write [p.497] that
“with purely [transient] price-impact costs, the optimal portfolio policy can have jumps and
infinite quadratic variation.” As in [1], they justify portfolio holdings with infinite quadratic
variation by taking a limit of a sequence of discrete time models with increasing trading fre-
quency. They also prove that the optimal portfolio processes in the discrete time models con-
verge to the optimal portfolio process in the corresponding continuous time model if either the
instantaneous price impact converges to a positive constant or the instantaneous price impact
factor multiplied by the (increasing) trading frequency converges to zero. However, they do
not consider the general case of an instantaneous price impact factor converging to zero. Most
importantly, they consider a portfolio choice problem on an infinite time horizon, which avoids
the liquidation constraint at the terminal time.

Last but not least our work complements the work of Carmona and Webster [§], who provide
strong evidence that inventories of large traders often do have indeed a non-trivial quadratic
variation component. For instance, for the Blackberry stock, they analyze the inventories of
“the three most active Blackberry traders” on a particular day, namely CIBC World Markets
Inc., Royal Bank of Canada Capital Markets, and TD Securities Inc. From their data, they
“suspect that RBC (resp. TD Securities) were trading to acquire a long (resp. short) position in
Blackberry” and found that the corresponding inventory processes were with infinite variation.
More generally, they find that systematic tests “on different days and other actively traded
stocks give systematic rejections of this null hypothesis [quadratic variation of inventory being
zero], with a p-value never greater than 107°.” Our results suggest that inventories with non-
trivial quadratic variation arise naturally when market depth is high and resilience and/or
market risk fluctuates stochastically. This is very intuitive; in deep markets it is comparably
cheap to frequently adjust portfolios to stochastically varying market environments.

The main technical challenge in establishing our convergence results is that the optimal so-
lution to the limiting model cannot be obtained by taking the limit of the three-dimensional
quadratic BSDE system that characterizes the optimal solution in the model with positive in-
stantaneous impact. Instead, we prove that the limit is fully characterized by the solution to
a one-dimensional quadratic BSDE. Remarkably, this BSDE is independent of the liquidation
requirement. As a result, full liquidation takes place if the instantaneous impact parameter
converges to zero even it is not strictly required. The reason is a loss in book value of the
remaining shares that outweighs the liquidation cost for small instantaneous impact. Our con-
vergence result is based on a novel representation result for solutions for BSDEs driven by It6
processes in terms of uniformly continuous functions of the forward process and on a series of
novel convergence results for sequences of singular stochastic integral equations and random
ODEs, which we choose to report in an abstract setting in Appendix [A] and [B] respectively.

The limiting portfolio process is optimal in a liquidation model with general semimartingale
execution strategies. Within our modeling framework where the cost coefficients are driven



by continuous factor processes block trades optimally occur only at the beginning and the
end of the trading period. This is very intuitive as one would expect large block trades to
require some form trigger such as an external shock leading to a discontinuous change of cost
coefficients. The proof of optimality proceeds in three steps. We first prove that the process
with jumps can be approximated by absolutely continuous ones. This allows us to approximate
the trading costs in the semimartingale model by trading costs in the pre-limit models from
which we finally deduce the optimality of the limiting process in the semimartingale model by
using the optimality of the approximating inventory processes in the pre-limit models. As a
byproduct of our approximation, we also obtain that the optimal costs are given in terms of the
aforementioned one-dimensional quadratic BSDE.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section [2| we recall the modelling setup from
[18] 22] and summarize our main results. The proofs are given in Sections 3| and A series
of fairly abstract convergence results for various stochastic equations with singularities upon
which our convergence results are based is postponed to two appendices.

Notation. Throughout, randomness is described by an R™-valued Brownian motion {W}¢(o,1
defined on (2, F, {Ft}sej0,1), P), a complete probability space, where {F;};c[o, ) denotes the fil-
tration generated by W, augmented by the P-null-sets. Unless otherwise specified, all equations
and inequalities hold in the P-a.s. sense. For a subset A C R?, we denote by £123r0g(Q x[0,77; A)
the set of all progressively measurable A-valued stochastic processes {Xi}icpo,r] such that

E[fOT | X¢||3 dt] < oo, while L30g(82 x [0,T]; A) denotes the subset of essentially bounded pro-
cesses. L%(Q x [0,T]; A) and L£LF(Q x [0,T]; A) denote the respective subsets of predictable
processes. Whenever T'— appears, we mean that there exists an ¢ > 0 such that a statement
holds for all 7" € (T — ¢, T).

2 Problem formulation and main results

In this section, we introduce two portfolio liquidation models with stochastic market impact.
In the first model, analyzed in Section the investor is confined to absolutely continuous
trading strategies. For small instantaneous market impact, we prove that the optimal liquidation
strategy converges to a semimartingale with jumps. In Section we therefore analyze a
liquidation model with semimartingale trading strategies. We prove that the limiting process
obtained in Section [2.1| is optimal in a model where semimartingale strategies that satisfy a
suitable regularity condition are admissible.

2.1 Portfolio liquidation with absolutely continuous strategies

We take the liquidation model analyzed in [I8] 22] as our starting point and consider an investor
that needs to close within a given time interval [0, 7] a (single-asset) portfolio of ¢ > 0 shares
using a trading strategy £ = {ft}te[o,T]- If & < 0, the investor is selling the asset at a rate & at
time t € [0, 77, else she is buying it. For a given strategy &, the corresponding portfolio process
X¢ = {Xf}te[o,T] satisfies the ODE

X5 =g dt, X§ = .
The set of admissible strategies is given by the set

A= L0 (2 % [0, T]; R).
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For a general inventory process X € E%(Q x [0, T];R), the corresponding transient price impact
is described by YX = {Y,;X }tG[O,T]a the unique stochastic process that satisfies the ODE

dvX = vdX; — p V5 dt, Y8 =0 (2.1)

for some constant v > 0 and some essentially bounded, adapted, (0, 00)-valued process p =
{Pt}te[o,T}- The process Y may be viewed as describing an additional shift in the unaffected
benchmark price process generated by the large investor’s trading activity. For £ € A, we write
ve.=yXe

For any instantaneous impact factor n > 0 and any penalization factor
N e N =N(n) = [N(n), o],

where

N(p) =7+ 1+ /2nmax (| Al vlIoll ),

the cost functional is given by

T T 1 (T N
JMN (&) =E [727/ (&) dt +/ Y dXF + 2/ )\t(Xf)th + E(Xé)Q — X5Y5|.
0 0 0
The first term in the above cost functional captures the instantaneous trading costs; the second
captures the costs from transient price impact; the third captures market risk where the adapted
and non-negative process A = {)\t}te[O,T] specifies the degree of risk. If full liquidation is required
(N = 00), the fourth term should formally be read as —I—OOIL{X%éO}
The case N = oo captures the case where full liquidation is required; this case is analyzed in
[18]. The case v+ 1 < N < oo is analyzed in [22]. The fifth term captures an additional loss in
book value of the remaining shares. It drops out of the cost function if N = oo; see [I8] 22] for

with the convention 0-0co = 0.

further details on the impact costs and cost coefficients.

It has been shown in [I8] 22] that the optimization problem

min " (€) (2:2)

has a solution én’N for any N € N and any n > 0. The solution is given in terms of a backward
SDE system with possibly singular terminal condition. We index the optimal trading strategies
and state processes by 7 and N as we are interested in their behavior for small instantaneous
impact factors for both finite and infinite N.

Theorem 2.1 ([I8, 22]). With the above assumptions, for all n € (0,00) and N € N, the
following holds.

i) The BSDE system
1
—dAMN = ()\t — (AP 'yB?’N)2> dt — ZN dwy,
n
1
—dB"N —( — BN + 5@0;7“ — BN +1) (AN — 73;7”)) dt — ZPNP awy,

1
—depN :( — 20O — 5(70;7” - BN + 1)2> dt — z"NC aw,



with terminal condition
N _ n,N _
Bp© =1, Cp~ =0

together with A%’N = N in the case N < 0o and lim »p AP™ = 00 in L™ if N = oo has
a solution
(( AN pneN Ny (znNA znN.B, ZmN,C))

that belongs to the space L3(2 x [0, T];R3) x El%rog(Q x [0, T];R3>*™) if N < oo and to

the space L (Q x [0,T—];R3) x ﬁ%rog(ﬂ x [0, T—]; R3*™) if N = oo.

i1) The liquidation problem (2.2)) has a solution f”’N, The corresponding state process
()&*17,N7 f/n,N) — ()<—érz,N7 Yén,N)

is given by the (unique) solution to the ODE system

5 1 N 1 N
XM =— 7D?’NX?’N - \TE?’NYZ”N7
n n
(2.3)
o, N Y N vn,N Y N0, N o, N
0N = = DPN XY — BN )

Vi
with initial conditions Xg’N = xp and Yon’N = 0 where
1

Vi

DY = LN Ny N \}ﬁ(’yC’”’N _ BV ),

Let us now define the process
vaN = fanvN _ Yn’N

The benefit of defining this process is that the terms in the ODE that are multiplied by
\/F drop out so that we expect that the process Z"N remains stable for small values of n.
Next, we state a result on the optimal state process and the previously introduced process ZnN
that will be important for our subsequent analysis. In particular, we show that the optimal
portfolio process XN never changes its sign. The proof is given in Section

Theorem 2.2. For all n € (0,00), N € N, the process Z"N s non-increasing on [0, 7).
Moreover,

IP[X?’N € (O,xo),Ytn’N € (—vxo,0), ZZ”V € (0,yw) for all t € (O,T)] = 1.
We are interested in the dynamics of the optimal portfolio processes for small instantaneous

price impact. We address this problem within a factor model where the cost coefficients A and
p are driven by an It6 diffusion, which is given by the unique strong solution to the SDE

dxt = p(t,xe)dt + o(t, x¢) dWe,  x0 = Xo
on [0,7] with X, € R™. We assume throughout that the function
(n,0): [0, 7] x R" — R™ x R™*™
is bounded, measurable and uniformly Lipschitz continuous in the space variable:

.0t 21) — (. 0) (8 22)]|, < ellan — 2l
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Assumption 2.3. The processes p and A are of the form

(pts Ae) = f(t, xt)

for some bounded CV? function f = (f*, f): [0,T] x R® — [0,00)? with bounded derivatives.
Moreover, the function f? is bounded away from zero.

For convenience, we define the stochastic process ¢ = {1 }1e(0,1) by

Pt =\ At + 27pt,

choose constants p, p, ¢, ®, A € (0,00) such that

p<p<p, 0<A<A p<p<p

In what follows, we heuristically argue that the processes XN converge to a limit process X0
(independent of N) as n — 0 and identify the limit X°. Since the ODE system (2.3) is not
defined for n = 0, we cannot define the limiting process as the solution to this system. Instead,
we first identify the limits of the coefficients of the ODE system and then derive candidate limits
for the state processes in terms of the limiting coefficients.

2.1.1 Convergence of the coefficient processes

In this section, we state the convergence results for the coefficient processes DN and E"V of
the ODE system (2.3 as n — 0. In particular, we prove that their limits D° and E° exist and
are driven by a common factor, which is given by the solution of a quadratic BSDE.

Before proceeding to the limit result, we provide some heuristics for the convergence. Assuming
for simplicity that all coefficients are deterministic, the dynamics of the coefficient processes
satisfy

VDI =(DIN)? = a =BT,
VIEMY =2 /mp EPN 4y (EPNY? — 2p,(1 - BPN) — BPY.
Letting 7 — 0, we expect that
0=(Df)* = X = vBY,
0 = (E?)? +2p, (B — 1) — B,

that is, we expect that

DY = 3B+ and BY = \Jo 1 (BY + 20,1 — BY)). (24)

Moreover, by the choice of the coefficients D" and E™Y we expect that

—BY = — p,B? + DYE?. (2.5)
The three equalities combined yield
2 . .
(DY +~EY)” =B + M\t + 29DYE} + (B + 2p:(1 — BY))
=(¢1)* +2v(B{ + DV B — pi BY) (2.6)
=(<pt)2~



Plugging and back into (2.4)) yields
DY = (¢0) (A +ypeBY) and  EY = () pi(2 - BY).
Hence we expect DY and E° to be driven by BY and B° to satisfy the ODE
—BY = — p,B? + DYE?

__i 0\2 o
i (’Y(PtBt) 2Aepe (1 Bt))

with terminal condition B% =1 (because B;,l’N = 1). Our heuristic also suggests that the limit
processes are independent of the liquidation requirement.

Example 2.4. If A\ = Cp for some constant C > 0, then the process B® can be computed
explicitly. If C =0, then BY =2/(2 + ftT psds). If C > 0, then

C 1 C+y
B) =— = 4+ =,/C(C + 27) coth (arcoth( / Sds
A St CC+2’y O+2v g

The preceding heuristic suggests that the limiting coefficient processes are driven by a solution
to the BSDE corresponding to the above ODE for B. The following lemma, is proven in Section
0. 1.2)

Lemma 2.5. There exists a unique solution (B°, Z%P) in the space
L5 (2% [0,T];(0,00)) x L (2 x [0,T]; R™)
to the BSDE

—dBY = _@12 ('y(ptB?)z — 2\ (1 - BS)) dt — 2P dw,, B} =1. (2.7)
t

The process B° is bounded from above by 1 and bounded from below by

B} :=exp (— ¢ 290 (T — 1)) (2.8)

Moreover, there exists a uniformly continuous function (“decoupling field”) h: [0,T] x R — R
such that B® and {h(t, xt) }eejo,m are indistinguishable.

We prove below that the process B"N converges to B? as n — 0 and that D" and E™N
converge to the processes

DY = (o) (N +ypeBY) and By = (90) ' (2 - BY), (2.9)

respectively. In view of Lemma [2.5] these processes are well-defined and so the dynamics of the
process BY can be rewritten as

—dBY = —(p,BY — DYEY) dt — Z"P aw,, B =1.
Likewise, the BSDE for the process B™Y can be rewritten as
—dBPN = — (pBPN — DPNEPNY At — ZzpNP aw,, BEY =1. (2.10)

This suggests that the process B™" converges to B” on the entire interval [0, T]. By contrast,
convergence of the processes DY and E™ can only be expected to hold on compact subinter-
vals of [0,T) because the terminal conditions of the limiting and the approximating processes
are different. Specifically, we have the following result. Its proof is given in Section [3.2.1



Proposition 2.6. Let
v =N o gV .= prN _pb e .= N B0

Then, for all € > 0, there exists an no > 0 such that, for all n € (0,n9] and for all N € N,
IP’[ sup max <|bg’N|, —dIN N N ’ye?’N> <g,
t€[0,T)

) . N N N N
inf  min ( —d"", e, —dP" —~elY) > —e| = 1.
tE[O,T—E] ( t s Ut ) t 7 t ) el

2.1.2 Convergence of the state process

Having derived the limits of the coefficient processes, we can now heuristically derive the limits
of the processes XN, YN and Z™N which we denote by X°, Y° and Z9, respectively.

Since X:* = 0 for all 7 > 0, we expect that X% = 0. We prove in Lemma that this
convergence also holds if N is finite. The proof heavily relies on the optimality of X in the
semimartingale portfolio liquidation model.

Assuming that the optimal trading strategy remains stable if  — 0, the ODE (2.3]) suggests
that the term DN XN 4 EnNY N is small for small 7 and hence that

DYX? = —EXYY on[0,T).

We do not conjecture the above relation at the terminal time because the convergence of D"V
and E™Y only holds on [0,7T). Assuming that

Z9=~4X"—Y% onl0,7),

the equation (2.6]) implies
0
D~ 50

50 P 0 o0
Z ——ﬁY and hence Y __80

On the other hand, by definition, 827" = pY"N. As  — 0, this suggests that §,2° = pY°
and hence that

. DY .. .
0,20 = ~PZLZ0 0 70 — g,
Pt

This motivates us to define the process

t
ARE fyxoexp<—/ pngds>, t €10,7).
0

Ps

Since we expect that X9 =0 and that 29 = 'yXO —Yo, we now introduce the candidate limiting
state processes

X)) = Lo, 1) t)—L27,
vt (2.11)

A~

DY . A
V)= _l[O,T)(t)?zZE — Iy ()27, te[0,T].



1.0

0.8
— =1
0.6 —— n=0.1
n = 0.01
0.4 —— 1 =0.001
—_n—=0
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Figure 1: Optimal trading strategies X7 for the liquidation model for different instantaneous
impact factors and their limit X0 form =n =T =29 =1, v = 3, p; = 1 + 0.9sin(2.5W,),
A= 1.

Since (Xg_,ffoo_) = (x0,0), we expect that the limiting state process jumps at the initial and
the terminal time. In particular, we cannot expect uniform convergence on [0, 7.

We also expect the limiting state processes to be of unbounded variation; this can already
be deduced from Figure 1. The figure also suggests that the portfolio process is more or less
monotone for large 7, while this property is lost for small 7. When 1 — 0, adjustments to small
changes in market environments are cheap. This is very different from round-trip strategies
where own impact is used to drive market prices into a favorable direction.

Figure [1] also suggests that the limiting portfolio process jumps only at times 0 and 7. This is
consistent with the definition of candidate processes as well as the observation in [21],
according to which jumps in the optimal strategy can only be triggered by exogenous shocks
like jumps in the cost coefficients, which are absent in the present model.

It remains to clarify in which sense the state processes converge. Contrary to the convergence
result stated in Proposition [2.6], we can only expect convergence in probability because the
state process follows a forward ODE while the coefficient processes follow backward SDEs; see
also Appendix [B:2] The following theorem establishes uniform convergence in probability on
compact subintervals on (0,7") along with some “upper/lower convergence” at the initial and
terminal time. The proof is given in Section [3.2.2

Theorem 2.7. For alle > 0 and 6 > 0, there exists an ng > 0 such that, for all n € (0,19] and
all N e N,
IP’[ sup max (XfN - X?,ﬁn’N - Yto) <e,
tele,T)
inf min (X" - X2, v,7N —¥0) > —E} >1-4.
te[0,7—¢]

The preceding theorem does not provide a convergence result on the whole time interval, due to
the jumps of the limit processes at the initial and terminal time. However, along with our results
from Section it allows us to prove the convergence of the graphs of the state processes on
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the entire time interval. The completed graph of a RCLL function X : {0—} U [0,7] — R with
finitely many jumps is defined by

Gx ={(t,z) €[0,T) xR:z =Xy =X;_ or X < Xy, € [ X, X]
or Xy~ > Xy, x € [Xt,Xt_]}.

The Skorohod M distance between X and Y is defined as the Hausdorff distance between their
completed graphs, i.e.

Iy (X,Y) = max (sup min [lp— gl sup min p— gfl) € [0,50]
peGx qeGy qeGy peGx

where
H(s,y)“oo = max (|s|, |y\)

If strict liquidation is required, then Theorem [2.7]is sufficient to prove convergence of the state
processes in the Skorohod My sense. Even if liquidation is not required, it turns out that the
terminal position converges to zero as n — 0. Heuristically, this can be seen as follows.

Let tg € (0,T). Disregarding market risk costs, which we expect to be of order O(T" — ty) and
hence negligible if tg — 7', and disregarding instantaneous impact costs for the moment, the
cost functional for any given admissible strategy £ is given by

T N
Yi€ds — X§Yi+ 5 (X5)°
to . ' N 2
—VEXS - VEXS - [ VEXSds - X§YS+ 5 (X5)
0
_yext - [ exta L ovextas + Y (xs)?
to<Yto /t0'75558+/t0,0588+2(T)
T N
== VxS - J((65)° = (X)) + [ pvixgas+ S (x5)°
0
N —~y

T
= - VXS + J(E) + S5 ()P + [ pviXEas
0

Hence, we expect the controllable costs to satisfy

_ T _
B[ Y3 [ ovextas| 2| M0 (x)?| 0T o)
to

plus instantaneous impact costs. Since IV > +, this suggests to make X% small, which is cheap
if 1 is small. More precisely, we have the following result; its proof is given in Section |3.2.3

Proposition 2.8. For alle > 0 and 6 > 0, there exists an ng > 0 such that, for all n € (0,n]
and all N € N,

Pldu, (XY, X%) <e| 214,
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2.2 Optimal liquidation with semimartingale strategies

In this section, we prove that the limit process X0 is the optimal portfolio process in a trade
execution model with semimartingale trading strategies.

In our semimartingale model, a trading strategy is given by a triple
0=3G"57,V)

where jT and j~ are real-valued, non-decreasing pure jump processes and V is a real-valued
continuous Brownian semimartingale starting in zero. The jump processes j+ and j~ describe
the cumulative effects of buying, respectively selling large blocks of shares while the continuous
semimartingale V' describes the effect of continuously trading small amounts of the stock. The
portfolio process X? = {Xte }te[oyT] associated with a strategy 0 is then given by

X} =0+ 5 — iy + Vi

The associated price impact process, again given by (2.1]), is denoted Y?. We note that X? and
Y'Y are semimartingales.

We assume that strict liquidation is required and that the cost associated with a trading strategy
0 is given by

T

2 g
Ksa_dX§+/ 5AS(X;’) ds+§[X9]T :

JO0) = E[ i

(0,7]
The first term captures the transient price impact cost; the second term captures market risk.
The third term emerges as an additional cost term when passing from discrete to continuous
time, as shown in [I]. Moreover, in the absence of this term, arbitrarily low costs can be
achieved; see [I] for details.

The cost function can be conveniently rewritten as

70) =8| 365 -+ [ 3

T
Y2 +v9) dX§+/ 1AS(XS@)stle[V]T .
0.1] 2 0 2 2

This representation supports our intuition that the price impact before and the price impact
after the jump equally influence the total cost. The first term in this expression captures the
cost of the initial block trade at time ¢ = 0.

The cost functional is well defined under the following admissibility condition.

Definition 2.9. A trading strategy 0 = (j,57,V) is called admissible if the liquidation con-
straint ngw = 0 holds, if j* is a RCLL, predictable, real-valued, non-decreasing and square
integrable pure jump process, and V' is a continuous semimartingale starting in zero with

2
E[tg%&);] \4 } < 0. (2.12)

The set of all admissible trading strategies is denoted A°.
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Our goal is now to solve the optimization problem

min J°(6).

HcA°
To this end, we verify directly that the limit process X0 obtained in the previous section is
optimal. The results of Section show that the process has the following representation:

szxo—ﬁerVt

where the jump process j'* and the continuous part are given by, respectively

i =xo — X0+ Ly ()XY
Vi = (o) 2pe(2 = BY) Z — (v0) 2po(2 — BY) Z§.

In view of Assumption and because B is a continuous semimartingale and Z° is differ-
entiable, the process V is a continuous semimartingale starting in zero. Hence the following
holds.

Lemma 2.10. The strateqy 0 = 0,77, V) is admissible.

In order to prove that 0 is optimal, we approximate the cost and the portfolio process associated
with any strategy @ € A° by the cost and portfolio processes corresponding to absolutely
continuous trading strategies. To this end, we first approximate the continuous semimartingale
part V' by differentiable processes. The proof of the following Lemma is given in Section (4.1

Lemma 2.11. For all 0 = (j%,57,V) € A and for all 3,5 > 0, there exists a constant v > 0
and an adapted and continuous V5V : Q x [0,T] — [—g B1 such that

Ty

t
max / VA ds| < max |V (2.13)
te[0,7] | Jo t€[0,1]
and
t .
P[ sup / VA ds -V, gsﬁ] >1-—4. (2.14)
tefo,7) | Jo

Next, we approximate the portfolio process X? by a portfolio process associated with an abso-
lutely continuous strategy. To this end, for all § € A° and 3,v,¢ > 0, we define the integrable
process

6,8,v,e - %(];_ - Jt—’——a) - %(]t_ - Jt_—a) + Vtﬂﬁjv 1<T - &,
! —L(zo+ fOT_s ghPve du), t>T —e.

In view of square-integrability of j*, we see that £%#%¢ belongs to A. The corresponding
portfolio process is denoted X%, The proof of the following Lemma is given in Section

Lemma 2.12. For all = (j7,57,V) € A and for all 6 > 0, there exist § > 0, v > 0 and
€ > 0 such that

T
E[/ (x77ve — X0 dt| < 6.
0
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For all £ € A with fOT ¢sds = —z, we can define V} := fg £ ds such that (0,0,V¢) € A° and,
for all n > 0, we have

T
JTe(€) = J°(0,0,VE) + gE[/ (ft)Zdt} (2.15)
0
The preceding lemma allows us to establish a cost estimate. The proof is given in Section

Lemma 2.13. For all C > 0, there exists a constant D(C) > 0 such that the following holds:
For all 0 = (jF,57,V) € A with IEI[f(;‘F()(f)2 dt] < C and for all £ € A with fOT £sds = —xg,

[796) = J°(0,0,v)| < D(C) (\/IE[/OT (X0 - Xf)th] +IE[/OT (x? - Xf)thD.

As a consequence of the previous results, the optimal instantaneous price impact term converges
to zero as 1 — 0. The proof is given in Section

Lemma 2.14. We have

. "7 T n.00\ 2
}I%QE[/O (&) dt] =0.

The cost estimate in Lemma [2.13] allows us to establish the optimality of the trading strategy
6 by using the optimality of 5’7 > in the strict liquidation model with absolutely continuous
strategies. It turns out that the minimal trading costs are fully determined by the initial value
B8 of the process B? along with the impact factor v and the initial portfolio.

Theorem 2.15. It holds that

min J°(6) = JO(Q) ;’Y(x()) Bg.

Proof. Let us assume to the contrary that 6 does not minimize the cost functional JO over the
set A". Then, there exist a strategy 9 = ( ,i7,V) € AY and a constant § € (0,00) such that
JOO) + 46 < JO(G). Moreover, due to and Lemma for all n, 5,v,e € (0,00), we have
(for convecience, let p(z) := x + \/:f)

Jmoe (5975,1/,8) — Jmo (én,oo)
<o (¢hPme) — J0(6) + JO(6) — 5 — J°(0,0,VE"™)

0
§—5+727E[/ (€75m<)? }+‘JO ) —J%(0,0,V¢""")
0

s [l o] [ vo7al) o f -]
M s

According to Lemma we can first choose 3, v, ¢ € (0,00) and then, due to | X"*°| < zq (cf.
Theorem [2.2), choose 1 € (0,00) small enough according to Theorem such that the sum is
negative. This contradicts to the optimality of £°° for J™7°°. This proves the optimality of 6.

+ ’JO —J7°(0,0, Vf"’“"’)‘
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It remains to compute JO(). In view of ([2-15), for all n € (0,00), we have
. T X
J°(6) = J°(6) = 1°(0.0,v"") — JE [ / (€1>)? dt] )
0

The difference of the first two terms converge to zero as n — 0, which is verified using Lemma
and Theorem as in the proof of Theorem [2.15, The third term converges to zero by
Lemma Hence, using the representation of the value function given in [18],

. ) - o1 (w0)? .. 1
0(9) = 100 (£Mm,00) 100 2 _ 100 00\ 210
J°(0) —71]111% Je(E) = 7%m(l) §A8 (x9) = 5 %IH(I) (VDI +vBJ"™) = 57(3:0) By.

d

Remark 2.16. If A = 0, then our model is a special case of the model analyzed in [1], which

also contains cases when there is no optimal trading strategy. However, since 7y is constant
“§,,

in our model, the processes “u” and “c” introduced in [1] are equal to zero. This implies
that the equation “8 =Y 7 holds in their notation. As shown in Section 5 of [1], the process
“M~+7 introduced therein is also equal to zero, which implies that “Y” and hence “37 is a
semimartingale. Theorem 2.3 (ii) in [1] confirms that, under this property, an optimal trading
strateqy does indeed exist.

3 Proofs for Section 2.1

This section proves the results stated in Section We start with a priori estimates and
regularity properties for the coefficient processes that specify the optimal state processes.

3.1 A priori estimates and regularity properties

3.1.1 The case n >0

The following estimates have been established in [I8, 22], except for the upper bound on E™Y
for finite N, which is stronger than the corresponding one in [22]. It can be established using
the same arguments as in the proof of Proposition 3.2 in [18] noting that D;’JN < oo if N is
finite.

Lemma 3.1. Let

% = 4/ 2max(\,yp).

For alln € (0,00), N € N and s,t € [0,T) with s < t, we have that

e P(T—=s) < Bg,N <1,

0 < EPN <y Rtanh (/o R(T — 5)) <7 'R,
0 < DN < Ecoth (Vn'R(T — s)) < REcoth (v/n 'R(T —1)).

The preceding estimates allow us to prove that neither the optimal portfolio process nor the
corresponding spread process change sign.

15



Proof of Theorem[2.3. Let us put V (t) := X . ¥;»™. Then V(0) = 0 and V satisfies the ODE

V(t)=— (x/n—l (DPN +vEPY) + pt>V(t) —~ \/F(E?N(Yt”’N)Q + yD?N(Xt’%N)Z).

As a result,
V(t) = —exp < - /Ot (\/F(DZW +EPNY) + pu> du)-
[V oo )
- exp </Os (\/F(DZ’N +yEMN) + pu> du> ds.

In view of Lemma this shows that V(¢) < 0 on (0,7"). Hence, strict positivity of X07N
yields

P[XN > 0,7 <0 forallt e (0,7)] =1.
Thus, the definition of Z7V along with yields 8tZZ"N = Pthn’N < 0on (0,7). Moreover,
XN <A1 20N <A1 Z0N — gy and VY > 20N > g
O

Next, we prove that the process B satisfies an L' uniform continuity property. We refer to
Appendix [A] for a discussion of general regularity properties of stochastic processes.

Lemma 3.2. The process BTN satisfies Conditz’on stated in Appendix on [0, T] uniformly
in N € N andn € (0, H], for all H € (0,00).

Proof. Let €,e1 > 0, s > T —¢;1 and let V and 7 be arbitrary according to the definition of
Condition By Lemma if €1 is small enough,

’E[V(B;%N - )| ‘ < (1= exp (= 7e1) JE[VI] < E[IV]].

If s < T — g1, the assertion follows from the integral representation along with the
estimates established in Lemma using that the stochastic integral in is a martingale
on [0, —¢1]. We emphasize that Z7":B is possibly defined only on [0, 7—] and so the stochastic
integral may be a martingale only away from the terminal time. O

3.1.2 The case n =0

We are now going to establish a priori estimates on the candidate limiting coefficient processes.
First, we show that Assumption directly implies the following regularity result for the
parameter processes:

Lemma 3.3. The processes X, p, X\, ¢ and @~ ' satisfy Condition introduced in Appendiz
4
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Proof. x satisfies Condition [C.2] due to Lemma [A.9] Lemma [A2] and Lemma [AT5] The rest
immediately follows by Lemma O

We are now ready to prove that the process B is well-defined.

Proof of Lemma[2.5 The existence result follows from a standard argument. In fact, it is well
known that, for any b € [1,00), the BSDE

—dB! = 40 (t,xq, BY) dt — 2} dW,, B =1 (3.1)

with Lipschitz continuous driver (we recall f*, f? that are defined in Assumption |

1 272 r 72 A T

P, )7 (b AD*) —2f Mt x) fP(E,x)(1—(0V (bAD )
P + 29f7(t,X) ( (8.0 ) 6205 )< OV ))>
has a unique solution (BY, Z%) € L25(Q2x [0, T]); R x R™) (cf. Theorem . Let us then define
the functions Q,@: Qx[0,7] x RxR™ — R by

p(t,b,2) == —p 29p’b and @(t,b,z) == 0.

¢E(t7 X5 b) =

By definition, (B°,0) is the unique solution to the BSDE with driver ¢ and terminal condition
1, where the lower bound B° on the process BY was defined in (2.8)). Likewise, (1,0) is the
unique solution of the BSDE with driver ¢ and the same terminal condition. Since

0P (txe BY) > 8t B2,0) and 4P(t,x1, 1) < 6(t, 1,0),
the standard comparison principle for BSDEs with Lipschitz continuous drivers yields
B <B'<1.
This proves that (B!, Z) is the desired unique bounded solution to the BSDE (2.7).
The second assertion follows Theorem applied to the BSDE for b = 1. O

Having established the existence of the process B, the processes D and E° are well-defined.
The following lemma establishes estimates and regularity properties for DY and E°.

Lemma 3.4. The following a priori estimates hold:
gl I -
7L exp (— W;T> <D} <o ' (XN +7p),
Z ¥ -
Tl B <207'p.

Moreover, the processes D° and E° satisfy Condition .

Proof. The a priori estimates can be obtained by plugging the bounds on BY (cf. Lemma
into the definitions of D° and E° given in (2.9). Moreover, if we denote by h the function
derived from Lemma then for all t € [0,7],

0_ f“r%f’*h) 0_< fP-(2—h) )
Dt_<\/m (tvxt)7 Et_ \/m (taxt)‘

In view of Assumption the processes DY and E° can be represented as uniformly continuous
functions of the factor process x and hence the assertion follows from Lemma [3.3] and Lemma

A8 O
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The next lemma can be viewed as the analogue to Theorem [2.2) in the case 7 = 0.

Lemma 3.5. It holds
IP’[X? € (0,20), Y € (—yxo,0) for all t € (0,7)] =1.
Proof. Due to Lemma DY is positive and hence, for t € (0,7),
0< Zto < xp7.

Since D? + yE® = ¢ on [0,T), it thus follows from Lemma [3.4| that, for all t € (0,T),
R — Do . R
0< X0 =200 7120 < g,
TP

0
et —vE} 4 5
=70 > 70 > .

0>V =~
Pt

3.2 Proof of the convergence results

In this section, we prove our main convergence results. We start with the convergence of
the coefficients of the ODE system ([2.3]). Subsequently, we prove that the convergence of the
coefficients yields convergence of the state process.

3.2.1 Proof of Proposition 2.6

The proof of Proposition [2.6] is split into a series of lemmas. In a first step, we establish the
convergence as 71 — 0 of the auxiliary processes

Ftn’N = D?’N + 'yE?’N to FO:=¢
and

GW}N = an,N + @En’N to GO — pBO + QOEO — 2p

On [0,7T), the processes F"V and G"¥ satisfy the dynamics

dFPN =/n1 ((F,:”’N)2 - (cpt)z) At + 2yp EPN dt

(3.2)
V(2PN = 0y Zp NP 22N ) aw,
respectively,
_ d(cpflG"’N)t :\/F( _ G;LN + 2 — Ef’N (Ftn,N _ @t)) dt — QPthy,N dt s

— (¢ 'pB"N), + /(2PN =y 2P0 amn,

A general convergence result for integral equations of the above form is established in Appendix
It allows us to prove the following two lemmas.
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Lemma 3.6. Let f7V := F"N — . For all ¢ > 0, there exists an 19 > 0 such that, for all
n € (0,m0] and all N € N,

P[ sup  fPN <e, inf N > —a} =1
s€[0,T—¢] s€[0,T)

Proof. For every N € N, we apply Lemma to P := F"N with
V=1, a(r,y):=(xVv0)?*—y* P’:=q,

t
q":=0, L}:= 27/ psEg’N ds,
0

noticing that & — ny = np(e) is independent of N. Assumption i) is satisfied with P :=
© + 3k, due to Lemma If N = oo, then Assumption i1) a) is satisfied due to Theorem
and due to the a priori estimates derived in Lemma and Lemma, If N < oo and
n <%?, then

N N N _ _ —
7 =D A ERY =Dy =B =V N =) —er 2 Vit =5 >0,

=0
which shows Assumption i1) b). Assumption iv) follows by direct computation using
€:= /2 and 8 := ¢/2. Assumption v) follows from Lemma [3.3|and Lemma O

It is not difficult to show that similar arguments as those used to prove the converegence of
f™N can be applied to —g"V := —G"N + 2p. As a result, the intervals [0,7") and [0,T — ¢] in
the statement of the convergence result for ¢ need to be swapped.

Lemma 3.7. For all € > 0, there exists an 1y > 0 such that, for alln € (0,m9] and all N € N,

IP’[ sup gPN <e, inf ¢V > —¢| =1.
s€[0,T) s€[0,T—¢]

We are now going to prove the almost sure convergence to zero of the process b~ := BN — B0,
To this end, we first observe that

DM = 1N _~AETNand  oE™N = GTN — pBTN
yields
— DN — _pnNERN _ g g pgIN o= (G — pBTN),
Plugging this into shows that

_ 2
By :( =GP = [PNEPY £ 20BPY 4 9(00) (G - pBPY) ) dt + Z™F aw

on [0,T). Performing an analogous computation for B and subtracting the two equations yields
2 _ _
v = ((b?’N) )20 + 0 (200 = 29000 2o (GF = puBF) ) = SN EPN - gp N

+ (00 2™ (g8 + 267 — pi(267 + 2B?))> dt + (27 = 27) aw,
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on [0,7"). Using that
200 — 2v(00) 2 pu(GY — puBY) = 2pe(0) ' DY)
gpN +2GY — pu (267N +2BY) = g} + 20, BV,
shows that
P =) Ao 20 + 0P - 20) " DY — f7N BN

+ g™ (= 1= () g + 2v(90t)_1Et"’N)) dt + (20 = Z2)P) aw;

on [0,7). This BSDE is different from (3.2) and (3.3). We apply Lemma to prove the
following result.

Lemma 3.8. For all € > 0, there exists an ng > 0 such that, for all n € (0,m9] and all N € N,

P <] =1

Proof. For every N € N, we apply Lemma [B.2] with
a(t,b) =" y(r) (pe)? + b 2(p0) ' DY,
7N 7N 7N — 7J\[ — ,N
g7 = =PV EPY + g (29(00) TEPY = 1= () 2.

Assumption i) follows from the a priori estimates on B"" (Lemma , BY (Lemma [2.5)
and D° (Lemma . Assumption ii) follows from the a priori estimates on B"" and
B°, where the mapping ¢ ~— ¢ is independent of N. Assumption i11) follows from the
same estimates and Lemma [3.6] and Lemma where the choice of 7; is independent of N.
Assumption iv) is satisfied because we can choose £ > 0 small enough s.t.

—e17()'p+2D" > 0.

3.2.2 Proof of Theorem

First we need to prove an auxiliary result:

Lemma 3.9. Let I C R be a compact interval andY = {Y; }1er a continuous, adapted, R?-valued
stochastic process. Then the modulus of continuity

sup Ve = Yilloo

s,tel,|s—t|<v

converges to 0 in probability as v — 0.

Proof. For all w € , Y (w) is uniformly continuous, hence the modulus of continuity converges
to 0 as ¥ — 0 P-a.s. This implies convergence in probability, in particular. O
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Proof of Theorem[2.7. Convergence on compact subintervals of [0, 7") follows from Theorem [B.8
applied to the ODEs

on N — on( oon  EPN o
&th"’ - _ 7]—1Ft777 (XZ% 7t Z?’ )7

N (3.4)

5N o, N 5N
KL =ype X — pr 2"

~ EO N R R t EO
XP==L7), Z}=ZJexp (/ (’Yﬂss - ps> ds>
Pt 0 Ps

on [0,7). In fact, Condition follows from Proposition and Condition (B.§) follows
from Theorem Finally, D° > 0 (Lemma , from which we deduce that xy > %ZS .

and

Thus, by Theorem applied once for every N € N and every v > 0, for all v,§ € (0,00),
there exists 71 = 1 (v,d) € (0,00) such that, for all n € (0,71] and all N € N, the set

N ~ A N ~ 5n N . > >1,N
My i—{ sup max (‘Z? - 2PN, XY - X ) <wv, _inf (X)-XPT) > _y}
te[0,7—v] teln =]

satisfies

P[My"N] > 1 - 6/2. (3.5)

. . . . n, N 0
Near the terminal time, we cannot use this theorem since the convergence gn, ~ — % holds

only on [0, 7—]. Instead, we apply increment bounds on intervals of the form [T — v, T to prove
that, for all n > 0, N € N and for all sufficiently small

v e (0,e/2] and B € (0,e/3], (3.6)
the set

[ 7N g 3 AO % 7]\[
g {57500 > )

contains the set Mé”n’N N MéB’V N M3”’77’N, where

Mgﬁ’":{ sup st—sOtIV\ES—E?lV\XS—X?\Sﬂ},
ste[T—v,T)

Mé”n’N ::{ sup eg’N \% ( — fi ’N) < 1/}.
te[T—v,T)

The probability of the last two events can be made large, due to Lemma [3.9] and Proposition
for all 3,0,v € (0,00), there exist vy(5,9),n2(v) € (0,00) such that

inf P[MJ*] >1-6/2, inf inf P[My"N] =1.
v<w0(8.) n<ma(v) NEN

In order to see that Mf’s’n’N 2 Mg’n’N N MéB’V N Mé”"’N, we assume to the contrary that there

exists
w e (M(l)/,n,N N MQB’” N M3V7777N)\M{’157777N.

21



To obtain the desired contradiction, we show that, for any such w, there exists a time s(w) €
[T — v, T) for which we can deduce both non-negativity and strict negativity of 8th(’iV) (w)
simultaneously.

We start with the choice of s(w). Since w ¢ M there exists some t € [T'— v, T) such that
Xf’N(w) — X?(w) > e. Since w € Mg"j and due to (3.6)), this yields that

5n,N ~ 2e
XM (w) > X9 (w) + 3

Since w belongs to Mé”n’N and due to (3.6)), this implies that

2e

5 < XM (w).

o N N
X720, W) < Xpoy (@) +
Now we can choose s(w) € (T' — v,t) minimal with the property that

N A 2¢e
X005 (w) = X3, (w) + 5 (3.7)

Due to minimality of s(w), we have 8tf(:(i\; (w) > 0.

We now show that this derivative must also be strictly negative. In fact, due to (3.4)),

VIOX T (w) = = Fl (@) X 10 (@) + ERD (@) 250 ().

Since Z™N is non-increasing (Theorem , using (3.7) again, the right hand side of the above
equation can be bounded from above by

)R ) F (P70 () — ) (@) K, () — 1) X, ()
~ FI )2 4 B ()29, ) + B, () (Z2% () — ()

(B (@) — B9 (@) Z8%, (w) + eI () 23, ().

Since w € MY we have Fg(i\;(w) = ()W) + :(i\; (w) > ¢ — v, which is strictly positive if

v < p. Moreover, —pX04+EZ9 = 0on [0,T). Since w € Mg’”’NﬂMzﬁ’VﬂMSV’"’N and since X©,
EO and Z"N are bounded, this shows that ath(;V) (w) < 0if v and 8 are chosen small enough.

The convergence of YV — Y0 on [0,T—] follows from
PN PO (RN §0Y (70N _ 50)

and (3.5). The convergence on [T—, T follows from the fact that

sup (20N = 20) = (2%, - 74
s€[T—v,T)|

can be made arbitrarily small by choosing v small since NN = pY”’N , since 020 = pf’o and
because both Y and Y are bounded. O
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3.2.3 Proof of Proposition

The proof of the convergence of the optimal portfolio processes in Skorohod My sense follows
from Theorem [2.7]if strict liquidation is required. If strict liquidation is not required, the results
of Section are required to establish the assertion. This is not a circular argument since the
proofs of Section only use the results of Section [2.1] concerning the liquidating case N = oo.

Since 6 = (0,77, V) is optimal in the model introduced in Section (cf. Theorem [2.15)), it is

~

easy to show that the strategy 67 .= (]+7q,§'—’q, Vq) is admissible for every ¢ € R where

‘A/tq :‘A/l-f + qt?

G =50 == ji — Ly (t)qT.

The following lemma shows that we can express the cost term corresponding to the transient
price impact without It6 integrals. The proof is an immediate consequence of It6’s formula for
semimartingales (Theorem I1.32 in [33]) and the fact that v2[V] is equal to the continuous part
of [Y?].

Lemma 3.10. For all 0 = (j+,77,V) € A and all t € [0,T), it holds that

1 0 0 G_L 02 Yo+ .2 Y 1/t "

2

Using the previous lemma, it is not difficult to check that the mapping ¢ — J O(éq) is differen-
tiable and that

0(ha A T T .
0= %U =E [ —YPe™ Jo pu d“/ tptefot pudu qp 4 / 2tp, Y dt
q - 0 0
9=0 . . . (3.8)
— / 2pt§7t06* Jo pudu / spsef(i pudu g dt + / t)\tXtO dt] .
0 0 0

This allows us to prove that full liquidation is optimal if 7 — 0 even if it is not formally required.
Lemma 3.11. We have that lim,_,o supyen E[X;}N] =0.

Proof. We assume to the contrary that limsup,_,,supyey IE[X;ZN] > 0 and prove that this con-
tradicts the optimality of J7V (me ). To this end, we consider the admissible trading strategies

A7N7 ._AvN
& =" +q,

compute the derivative of the function ¢ — J"V (é"’N '7) and show that the derivative at ¢ = 0
does not vanish for small 7 if

lim sup sup IE[X?N} > 0.
n—0 NeN

Obviously, {7V € A and

N én, N, ~
XpNa— xE = XN gt

23



Straightforward computations lead to

9.JmN (€M)

0 Bq

> ~ T T T R
=E |:77(X§l7N _ 330) o YC{J’NC_ fO Pu du/o tpt@fot pu du dt +/O 2tptY;n’N dt

q=0

T t T
—/0 2pth77’Ne_f0tp“d"/0 spselo p"d“dsdt+/0 XN dt

T
+ (N — 'y)TX:T}’N + ’yX;,l’Ne_ Jo pu d“/ tptefot pu du dt] .
0

Subtracting (3.8)) yields
A N T A N A
0=E [ —nxo+ X7 (n+ (N —=)T) + / 2tpy (VP = Y) dt
0

T T
+ (23N — Z9ye Jo pude /0 tprels pudu gy 4 /0 (XN — XP) dt

T t
—/ Zpt(Ytn’N - Yto)e’ Jo pu d“/ Spsefos padu qg dt}
0 0
T
> —nzo+ (n+ (N — V)T)E[X;’N] — T)\IE[/ yX;%N — X7 dt}
0

T
—2(Tp +p2T2eTﬁ)E[/ 9N 90 dt] - 1|23 - 23]
0

In view of Theorem Theorem Lemma [3.5] and using
BTN — Z0)  p(FN _ 7).

the sum of the three last expected values is small uniformly in N if n is small. Hence, if
lim sup,_,o supyepr E[X%N] > 0, then the sum on the right hand side of the above inequality is
strictly positive when first choosing 1y > 0 small enough and then choosing (77, N) with 77 < ng
such that )
E[X;ZN] > 1lim sup sup IE[X;ZN]
2 950 NenN

O]

We are now ready to prove the convergence of XN to X0 in the Skorohod M sense. To this
end, we have to bound the distance of each point of any of the graphs to the other graph. In
the inner interval [e,T — €], it is enough to consider XN — X0 which we have bounded by
Theorem

Proof of Proposition[2.8 To prove that the probability of
dM2(Xn’N,XO) <e

is large for small n > 0, we need to prove that the distance of any point (¢,z) from either
Gan (w) OF G o (@) to the respective other graph is small on a set of large probability. To this
end, we fix a small enough v € (0,¢). If t € [v,T — v], this follows directly from Theorem
For t € [0,v)U(T — v, T}, we use Theorem [2.7) along with the facts that (i) the completed graph
of a discontinuous function contains the line segments joining the values of the function at the
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points of discontinuity; (ii) the increments of X° are small in the sense of Lemma and (iii)
lim,) 0 SUp yepr E[X;L’N] =0, due to Lemma For instance, let us consider an w € ) with

sp (X0(w) - KTV (W) < v
u€[0,T—v]

and assume that (¢, z) € G oy With & <vand z < X9(w) —v. Since z = X?’N(w), the mean

value theorem yields an s € [0,¢] s.t. X9(w) = & + v, which proves that (s,z +v) € G xo() and

doo ((t, ), (5,2 +v)) = (t — s) + v < 2v.

4 Proofs for Section 2.2

4.1 Proof of Lemma [2.11]
In order to prove Lemma we first define, for all 8, v € (0,00) and = € R,

_B/Vv x S _/87
£77 (@) zfv, —B<xz<8B,
Blv, x>8

For any admissible strategy (j+,77,V) € A% there exists a unique pathwise differentiable,
adapted stochastic process {Vtﬂ ’V}tE[O,T} such that V" = 0 and its time derivative satisfies

VI () = 7% (Vi(w) = V7 ().

Now, (2.13) can easily be verified by the comparison principle: For all ¢ > 0 and all ¢ € [0, T7,
we have

fﬁ’l’(Vt - ( max |Vj] —i—s)) <0
s€[0,7T
and hence, for all ¢ > 0 and ¢ € [0,7],

f/tﬁ’y < max |Vs| +e.
$€[0,7T]

Analogously, we can prove that f/t Y>> maxe(o,7] | Vs| — €. Now, we are going to prove ({2.14)).
For ,v € (0,00), let

Mi={ s |V,-V|<s}

$,t€[0,TY,|s—t|<v

In view of Lemma [3.9] it is enough to prove that

[Vi(w) — V()| < 38
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for all w € M and ¢t € [0,7]. In order to see this, let us assume to the contrary that the
statement is wrong. Then, by continuity, since Vy — V¥ = 0, there exists some w € M and
some ¢ € [0,7] such that

[Via (@) = Vi ()] = 36
We choose the smallest such ¢ € [0,7]. Then, for each ¢t € [0V (t1 — v), 1],
[Vilw) = VP (@) 2|Via (@) = V¥ (@)] = Vi (@) = Ve(w)| = [V () = V()]

23881~ 1) > 8.

Since Vj — VOB’” = 0, we have t; > v. Since Vi(w) — V/>"(w) is continuous and has no roots
in [t; — v, t1], it does not change sign on this interval. We may hence w.l.o.g. assume that
Vi, (w) — Vf’y(w) = 3. This implies that

Vi(w) = V" (w) > 8

for all t € [t; — v, t;]. By definition, for all those t, V;""(w) = 8/v. This, however, contradicts
the minimality of ¢, as

Vi (@) = Vi, (@) =Viy (@) = Viy () + Vi, () = Vi (@) + Vi () = VI, ()

z—ﬁ+36+/ VA ds = 3.
tl—l/\'\ﬁ//‘/

This finishes the proof of Lemma [2.11 O

4.2 Proof of Lemma 2.12]

The proof of Lemma [2.12| requires the following result on the jump processes.

Lemma 4.1. Let {jt}te[o,T] be a [0,00)-valued, non-decreasing and progressively measurable
stochastic process with E[(jr)?] < co. Then (putting j, =0 fort < 0)

T
1111’1E|:/ (]t - jt—£)2 dt:| =0.
e—0 0

Proof. First we want to bound fOT (j¢—ji—e)? dt through a term that depends on fOT(jt—jt_gg)Q dt
and apply this bound inductively. For every € > 0, we have

T T
/ (Gt — jr_2e)*dt = / (jt = Jt—e + Jt—e — ji_oc)? dt
0 0

T T—e
Z/ (Je — Ji—e) dt+/ (jt — jr—e)? dt
0 0

T T
=2/ (Gt — ji—e)? / (jie — jr—e)? dt
0 T—e¢

T T
/ @awyﬁg/ (7 — jr—2e)* dt < e(jr — jr—20)*.
T—e T—e

as well as
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As a result,

1/T(' j )th<1/T(' j )2dt+1(' iT_9¢)?
= Jo Jt — Jt—e =92 J, Jt — Jt—2¢ 2]T JT—2¢) -

Hence, inductively, for all € € (0,7) and k € {1,2,...}, we have
1/T(_ ) )th<1/T(_ . )2dt+1(. ra)?
e Jo Jt — Jt—e =9 0 Jt — Jt—2¢ 9 JT — JT-2¢

1 [T ) 1 1
< i dt Z(im — i 2 (i — i 2
_45/0 (o = Je—ae)™ dt + 201 = jr—ae)” + 501 = Jr—22)

1 (7 ) L T
S%/(] (Jt — Jy—oke) dt+lz;2l(JT)
I 5 o
<o | Ut = diore)” dt + (47)°
2 3 0

Hence, for all £ € N,
T T
E[/ (jt—jt_a)th} < <2,€+5>E[(jT)2].
0
This shows the desired result. O

We are now ready to prove the approximation of arbitrary portfolio processes by absolutely
continuous ones.

Proof of Lemma[2.13. By the triangle inequality, for all 5,v,e > 0,

T
\/E[/ (x7Pre —X,?)th}
0
T t . 2
L ()
0 (T—e)Nt

T (T—E)/\tl 2
. EM (/0 g(j;—j:_e)ds—jz‘) dt}

*€{+77}

e [ G e [ [t ) o]

We analyse the four terms separately. This first term can be bounded by

L a) ol < L (e of

3
’ —0 fore—0.

B
v

IN

9

IN
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Regarding the second term, for all € < T'/2,

(T—e)nt 4 (T-e)At 4
/0 Lz - g ds gt =—/( L g7 ds.

(T—e)At)—e €

Using the monotonicity of the jump processes it follows from Lemma that

T (T E)/\t 1 2
E[/ (/ — (g =i e)ds_]t> dt]
0 0 €
T (T—e)Nt 1 2
VELL ([ 20 005) 0
0 (T—e)At)—e €
1 T (T—e)At 2
- E[/ (/ (j;—j;)ds> dt}
€ 0 (T—e)Nt)—e
T—e¢ 9 T 9
Ve [ G e | [ G- ]

S%EUOT (ji —j;_a)Zdt} n gE[(j;ﬂ 50 fore 0. (4.2)

IN

For the third term, we conclude from the It6 isometry and the definition of £%#%¢ that
rn + v0,8,e 2
E g(tf (T —¢)) Xz20°) dt
0
e T—¢ 0 2
= E[(wo +/ SS’B’V’E ds) ]
3 0
T—¢ 1 2 e T—e P 2
sofse 2 ([ fommae) G l(f ) |

*e{+,—}

Now we can bound

e T—e 2 B [e
-E / VA ds ST\/7—>O for € — 0.
3 0 1% 3
Moreover, in view of (4.2)),
r T—¢ 2
€ 1
3 (/0 ~ (s =) 8) }
r pT (T—e)Nt 1 2
(L ([ oraw) o
LJT—¢ 0

1 T (T—e)NE 1 1
-E / </ JE—gr _)ds—jf dt] + fIE dt}
3 LJo 0 5( ) ! 3 T c

1 T . 2
E / (7 —gio)"dt| + EE
3 0
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for e — 0.

It remains to consider the fourth term in (4.1). To this end, let

t
MBY :—{ sup /Vf’”ds—Vt §36}.
0

te[0,T

Then, using (2.13]) in the last step,
T t 2
e [} (fjvran-vi) o
0 0
T t 2 T
< E[/ IIMB,,,(/ Vs ’”ds—V}) dt] + E[JIQ\MB,V/ (Vt)zdt]

0 0 0

T t 2
+ E[ng\w,u / ( / Vf’”ds) dt]

0 0

t 2
< v 2 v 's v
e R e e 0

<36VT + 2\/T1E [1Q\M3,u nax, yvt',z} .

By (2.12)), {maxcjo 7 [Vi|*} is uniformly integrable. Hence we can first choose 5 > 0 small
enough, then, according to Lemma choose v > 0 small enough such that P[Q\M?"] is
sufficiently small and finally choose € > 0 small enough in order to obtain the desired result. [

4.3 Proof of Lemma 2.13

We start with a technical lemma.

Lemma 4.2. Let (M, A, 1) be a measure space and let u,v € L2(M). Then

/|u2—v2|d,u§/(u—v)2d,u—l—2\// (u—v)Qd,u/ v2dpu.
M M M M

Proof. Due to the Holder inequality and the triangle inequality,

[t =2l =\/ [ =y d/,v [ e oran
S\//M(“ oy du<\//M(u v du+ \//M@v)? du)-

The following technical lemma provides useful estimates for the impact process.

Lemma 4.3. Let X € ,C%(Q x [0, T);R). Then the transient price impact process YX given by
(2.3) satisfies Y™ € LA(Q2 x [0,T};R) and

E[(Y% )2} < 7<Xo +E[(X7)?] + pexp(Tp)\/ TIE[ /0 T(XS)Q ds} ) (4.3)
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\/E[/OT (th)zdt] §’ngﬁ—&—’y(l—I—Tpexp(Tp))\/E[/OT(Xt)2dt].

If Xy =0, then additionally, we have for all s,t € [0,T] with s < t,

\/IE[/: (YuX)Qdu] <ypexp (Tp) \/(t—s)TIE[/OS (Xu)Qdu]
+(1+ pexp (T9) (t—s)T)\/IE[/: (Xu)2du].

Proof. Inequality (4.3) follows from the explicit formula

t t S
vX :'YXt_'YeXP<_/ pudU> (Xo+/ psXs exp (/ pudU> dS)
0 0 0

and the triangle inequality. Moreover,

{L o] [oor]

eyl [Cew (=2 [ ) (0 [[xeon ([ puan)ar) ]

Substituting the inequality

M [ (=2 [ i) (5o [ nsess ([ puan) as)a

< B[ +pexp<Tp>\/TE[( / ' |Xs!ds)2]

T
§X0\/T+Tpexp(Tp)\/E[ / (X,)2 ds]
0
into (4.7)) yields (4.4). To prove (4.5), let Xo = 0. Then, due to (4.6),

u
VX —7X,| < vpesp (Tp) /0 X, dr

for all v € [0,7T] and so

E[ / t 5 —7Xu)2du] < (t — 8)Ty2p2 exp (2Tp)IE[ /O t(Xu)Qdu].

Using the subadditivity of the square root, we now obtain (4.5]) from

\/IE[/: (YuX)Zdu] < \/IE[/: (YuX—yXU)Qdu] +\/E[/st(7Xu)2du]

<ypexp (T7) \/ - o12| [ ()2

+ ypexp (Tﬁ)\/(t— s)TIEU:(Xu)QdU] +7\/E[/:(Xu)2dU]
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We are now ready to prove our approximation result for the cost functional.

Proof of Lemma[2.13, For = (j+,j=,V) € A% and € € A,
0 0 3 T+ 2 L g 6 6 g 3 &7
70 = JO0.0 VI <[B 5 0 —do) 4 | 5K+ YD) AN = JE YR dXE 4 9 Vi
A r 02 £)2
+SE| (X0 - (x5)°|ae|.
0
Due to Lemma the last term can be estimated as

E[/OT‘(Xf)Q— (Xf)Q)dt] SE[/OT (Xf—Xf)zdt}

+2\/E[/OT (Xf—Xf)th}E[/OT (Xf)th]

Moreover, using first Lemma [3.10] and then Lemma [£.3] and Lemma [4.2] we obtain

o

Y N2 1 T v
26—+ [ 30 +vaxt— [ vfaxi+ Qv
(0,77 0

2
~[e[36 -3+ 50D 265 —00) - Jvie+ L [ )
- 092 [ s ]
- T
<5k| o) - 7] + e [0y - 7] al

< (;Twﬂem +or(1+ T?e“f)EUOT (x? - xf)° dt}
+ \/T’ypeTp\/E[/oT (x? - x5)? dt} <CL“0 +peTﬁ\/TE[/OT(Xf)2 dtD
+2p(1 +:r$eTﬁ)\/E[/OT (x? —Xf)th}

<7x0x/f + (14 Tpe™) \/E[/OT(X,?)2 dt} >

4.4 Proof of Lemma [2.14]

We assume the contrary, i.e. that there exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that, for all H > 0, there
exists some 1 € (0, H) such that

Z]E[ /0 " @y dt] > e (4.8)
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The optimality of £7°° and (2.15) imply that, for all n,v, 3, > 0,
0 ZJW:OO (577700) _ JU:OO (gé,B,V,E)
n r £n,00\ 2 n T 0,8,v,6\2
:21@[/ (&™) dt}—QE[/ (&) dt} (4.9)
0 0
+7°(0,0,VE"™) = J0(4) + 7°(6) — J°(0,0, V"),

We now prove that (4.8]) contradicts (4.9). By Theorem and since |X?| < z9, we obtain
(for convenience, let p(z) := x + /)

90.0.VE") — J(9)| < D(T(z0)?) p(E[ /0 " (koo x0)? dt])
and

‘JO (6) — (0,0, V")

T R
< D(T(x0)?) ~p<IE [/ (X0 — xPPvey? dt} )
0
Plugging the results into (4.9)) yields that, for all » > 0 that satisfy (4.8]), it holds
Nl [T 00e2
0>c— EU ()P dt]
2 0
T £ 0N 2
— D(T(z0)?) <p<E[ / (X = XP) dt]) (4.10)
0
r ) ) 2
—I—p<IE [/ (X0 — x[Pvey dtD).
0
Due to Lemma [2.12] we can first choose 3, v, e > 0 sufficiently small such that
r j j 2
D(T(x0)?) -p(E[/ (X7 — x7Pve) dtD <
0

Since | X"™°| < zq (cf. Theorem [2.2) and in view of Theorem we can then choose n > 0
sufficiently small satisfying (4.8) such that the right hand side of (4.10]) is larger than zero,
which is a contradiction. This finishes the proof of Lemma

N o

A Regularity properties of Ito processes and BSDEs

In this appendix, we introduce some regularity properties of stochastic processes, which we use
to prove various convergence results for stochastic processes.

We consider a continuous, adapted, R%valued stochastic process Y = {Y;}1er on some interval
I and introduce the following continuity conditions.

Condition (C.1). For all € € (0,00), there exists 6 € (0,00) such that, for all s € I, all
Fs-measurable and integrable V: Q — R and all stopping times 7: Q — [s,s + 0] N1,

|Elves -v]|_ < <E[vI).
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Condition (C.2). For all ¢ € (0,00), there exists 6 € (0,00) such that, for all s € 1,

E[ swp V- Yile|F| <e.
tefs,s+6]NI

Definition A.1. A family of stochastic processes is said to uniformly satisfy Condition[C.1] or
[C 3 on I if all processes satisfy the respective property and § can be chosen uniformly for all
processes.

In what follows, we list some auxiliary results.

Lemma A.2. An Re-valued stochastic process Y = {(Y;},..., Y, ) er satisfies Condition
(Condition if and only if all components Y satisfy Condition (Condition .

Lemma A.3. Condition[C.4 implies Condition[C1]

Proof. Due to Lemma it is enough to consider a real-valued Y. The following calculation
shows that Y satisfies Condition under the assumption that it satisfies Condition

E[V(: - Y)]| = [E[V-EY: - V|E])| <E[IVI-E[Y; - Ykl R]] <E[VIe,
0
Remark A.4. If we want to bound a term of the form ||E[1n(Y:—Y5)]|lco for some N C M € F;

with N & Fs, then Condition is not enough; in this case, we need the stronger Condition
[C2

Lemma A.5. Let X = { X }ier and Y = {Y, }1er be continuous, adapted, real-valued processes,
which satisfy Condition (Condition . Then X +Y satisfies Condition (Condition

(e

Theorem A.6. Let X = {X;}ier and Y = {Y; }1er be continuous, adapted, essentially bounded,
real-valued processes.

o If X satisfies Condition[C.9 andY satisfies Condition[C-1}, then X -Y satisfies Condition
[C1

o If X and'Y both satisfy Condition[C G, then X -Y also satisfies Condition [C.3

Proof. The second part of the statement can be proven straightforward using the decomposition
|XeYe — X Y| < | Xf|[Ye — Y| + |Ys|[ Xy — X
The first part of the statement follows from
B[V (XY, - X)) < [EVYR (X, - X0))| + [B[VX,(v; - V)] |
O
Next, we prove some properties of the concave envelope of the modulus of continuity of a uni-

formly continuous function. We use these results to show that a uniformly continuous function
of an Itd process with bounded coefficients satisfies Condition
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Lemma A.7. Let (X,| - |x) be a normed space with a non-empty and convex subset D, let
(Y,dy) be a metric space, let f: D —'Y and, for every t € [0,00) let

wr(t) = sup dy (f(z1), f(z2)),
z1,22€D,||x1—z2|| x <t
w(t) :=inf{1p(t) : ¢: [0,00) —= [0, 00) concave andip > @&y}.
Then @¢: [0,00) — [0,00], @y is non-decreasing, Wy(0) = 0, and for all s,t € [0,00) with s > 0,

LE 5509, (A1)

wp(t) = —

If &5 is finite, then wy takes values in [0,00), is concave, non-decreasing and, for all x1,z2 € D,

dy (f(x1), f(x2)) < wp([ler — z2]x)- (A.2)

If f is uniformly continuous, then @y is finite, @y and wy are continuous in 0 and w¢(0) = 0.

Proof. By definition, @ is non-decreasing and @&;(0) = 0. To prove (A.), let s,t € [0, 00) with
s> 0and z1,22 € D with ||x; — 22||x <t. Let N := [t/s] and let

zb = Ew + Nk

NN

Then z* € D because D is convex and ||z — 2%1|| x = &||z1 — z2||x < s. Hence

T2 (k?ZO,,N)

N-1 ~
dy () £(a2)) < 3 dy (£a4), FH) < N (o = 1) < 0+ )22
k=0

Having established (A.1)), we know that, if @y is finite, then it is bounded above by an affine
(hence concave) function. In particular, the concave envelope is well-defined and satisfies (A.2]).

Concavity and monotonicity of wy are clear.

Uniform continuity of f implies that @y is finite and continuous in 0. In order to see ws(0) = 0
and continuity in 0, let € > 0 be arbitrary and let 6 > 0 be such that @(d) < /2. Due to ,
@ and hence wy is bounded above by the affine and hence concave function t — ((t46)/9)-(e/2).
In particular, for all ¢t < §, we obtain wy(t) <e. O

Lemma A.8. Let X = {X;}icr be a continuous, adapted, R%*-valued process which satisfies
Condition and let f:[0,T] x R* = R be uniformly continuous. Then {f(t, Xt) beepo,r) also
satisfies Condition [C-3

Proof. There exists a function wy with the properties listed by Lemma (with the norm ||-||co
on [0,7] x R%). Now let § > 0 be arbitrary. Using (A.2)) and the concavity and monotonicity of
wy, we obtain that

B amax (X0~ [(5, X)) 7]

<E t—s| VX — X ’]—"]
s (8= sl V1K = Xiloo) |

SE LUf((S\/ max ||Xt—Xs||oo)’fs:|
L s<t<TA(s+9)

gwf(awz[ max HXt—Xs||oo‘}"sD.
s<t<TA(s+0)
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Since wy is continuous in 0 and since X satisfies Condition @, we can choose § > ( small
enough such that this term is not greater than e. O

Lemma A.9. Let {Gt}icor) € L5 (2 x [0, T;R™). Then {fg Gy AWy biepo,1) satisfies Condition
[C2

Proof. Let @ > 0 be a component-wise bound on &. By the Jensen inequality,

t t
/ 0y dW,, .7:5:| < \/E|: max / oy AWy, ]:5:|.
s s<t<TA(s+9) | Js

In order to prove that the conditional expectation on the right hand side is bounded, we apply
the classical Doob’s maximal inequality concerning the conditional measures w.r.t. all sets
A € F, with positive probability and obtain

t TA(s+9)
]E[ max / 0, AW, ]:S] <2 EH/ 0y, AWy, fs].
s<t<TA(s+9) | Js s

Then by combining these inequalities and using the It6 isometry for conditional expectations,

t TA(s46)
/ o, AW, .7-"5} <2 mE[/ ma? du

2
E max
s<t<TA(s+6)

2 2

we finally obtain

E max
s<t<TA(s46)

.7:5} < 2mo V0.
(]

Remark A.10. Obuviously, we have the same result for a drift part of an It6 process, i.e. if fi €

Prog(2 X [0, T|; R™), then {fg fiu du}iejo,) satisfies Condition @ However, we cannot expect
the weaker Condition under weaker integrability assumptions, as the following example
shows. Let T = 2, [i, = 1y g(u) - [Wal, € := 1, let 6 € (0,1) be arbitrary and let s := 1,

T:=14§andV := 1{5\W1|>1}' Then

B[V [ fudu]]  E[Lswy =1y - SIWA])

— > 1.
E[|V]] E[1 51w, (>1}]

Finally, we prove that the strong Condition [C.2] holds for a certain class of BSDEs driven
by forward SDEs. Specifically, we prove that the solution to the BSDE can be expressed as
a uniformly continuous function of the forward process and then we apply Lemma The
representation of the solution in terms of a continuous function has been proven by El Karoui [12]
already.

For all (¢,2) € [0,T] x R™, we consider the following SDE on [t,T],
dXL" = (s, XL") ds + & (s, X17) AW, X =q,

where fi,5: [0,7] x R" — R™ x R™ ™ are measurable and bounded and satisfy the Lipschitz
condition

[(f, ) (¢, 21) = (12,) (¢, x2) || oo < Lllz1 — 22|
By the previous results, we obtain that X%* satisfies Condition
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Standard computations show that there exists a constant C' € (0, c0) such that, for all ¢t € [0, 7]
and z1,x2 € R",

2
00

B[ sup [|Xtot — Xt

| < Cller = 2% (A.3)
s€t,T)

Theorem A.11. Let U: R™ — R be bounded, ¢: [0,T]xR" xR — R be continuous and bounded
and let both function satisfy the Lipschitz condition

|W (1) — U(xa)| + |[0(t, 21, 51) — ¥(t, 22, y2)| < L(|lz1 — z2]loo + 11 — v2]).-

For (t,x) € [0,T] x R", let (Y"*, Z%) € L%(Q x [0,T];R x R™) be the unique solution to the
BSDE on [t,T],

— Y = (s, X07 V") ds — ZL0 AW, YT = U(XET)

driven by the forward process Xb*, which exists due to Theorem 2.1 in [I2]. Then there exists
a uniformly continuous function h: [0,T] x R™ — R, which does not depend on (t,x), such that

P[h(s,X;fvx) — Y% for all s € [t,T]} ~ 1. (A.4)
In particular, the process Y% satisfies Condition on [t,T].

Proof. By Theorem 3.4 in [12] and the remark following it, there exists a decoupling field
h:[0,7] x R™ — R that is 1/2-Hélder continuous in ¢ and locally Lipschitz continuous in = such
that (A.4) holds. It therefore remains to prove the uniform continuity of h. Since

T
h(t,z) = E[\II(X%I) +/ zp(u, X5 h(u, Xff)) du],
t

we see that h is bounded, say |h| < h. Then

wn(s,6) = sup  |h(s,x1) — h(s, x2)|

[[#1—22[|00 <&
is finite, and Lemma allows us to define its concave envelope wy(s,+): [0,00) — [0, 00).

Using the Lipschitz continuity of ¢, we obtain, for all z1,z2 € R™ and t € [0,T] that

[(t,21) = bt 22)| < LE[[| X5 - x5
T
+L/ (E“]Xi,ml _thijoo} +E[a;h (u | x5 _XZ’MHOO)D du.
t
Using along with Lemma [A.7] if ||z1 — 22]/oo < 4, then

B[ |l x5 - X572 ] < €

and

E[Cah (u, | xb™ — Xz,szooﬂ < wp (u,E[HXi,xl _ XZ’MHOOD < wp(u, CH),

36



for some constant C' € (0, 00) that depends only on fi, 6 and L. In view of (A.I)),
wh(ua 06) < (C + 1)‘1)/1(“’ 5)

This shows that

T
Op(t,8) <LOS + L/ (C6 4+ (C + Dapy(u,6)) du
CLCSA 4T — 1) + L(C +1) /T n(u, 8) du.

Hence the Gronwall inequality implies that h is uniformly Lipschitz continuous in the second
variable. Since h is uniformly 1/2-Holder continuous in the first variable, this proves the asser-
tion. U

B Convergence results for SDEs and random ODEs

In this appendix, we establish three convergence results for stochastic integral equations that
are useful to establish the convergence of our coefficient and state processes. In Subsection
we consider sequences of SDEs parametrized by n — 0 with “positive feedback”, i.e. sequences
of equations that are driven away from their limits. In Subsection we consider sequences
of random ODE systems parametrized by n — 0 with “negative feedback”, which are driven
towards their limit.

For equations with positive feedback, we require a priori information about the terminal value
and the increments of the coefficient processes to be bounded independently of their past (see
Condition and Condition . These bounds prevent the stochastic process from reaching
its terminal value if a large difference between the limit and the pre-limit occurs at some time
s € (0,T). This will imply a.s. uniform convergence. An almost sure statement under negative
feedback cannot be expected. Instead, we follow a pathwise approach and establish uniform
convergence in probability.

B.1 SDEs with positive feedback

B.1.1 An equation without scaling

We consider a family of real-valued, adapted, continuous stochastic processes b7 = {b?}tG(O,T)
that satisfy the integral equation

Q) = (a(t,b}) +af ) dt + Z{ aw; on (0, ), (B.1)

where a: Qx(0,T)xR — R is adapted and continuous and {g;'}+c (o) is an adapted, real-valued,
continuous stochastic process and

{ﬂ}tE(O,T) € ‘c%rog(Q X (O,T—],Rm)

Our goal is to prove that the processes {b?}te(QT) with terminal conditions b% = (0 converge
to 0 as n — 0 uniformly on (0,7T) if the process ¢" does and if the mapping a is such that b"
is driven away from 0. Intuitively, the last condition makes it impossible for " to return to
0 at the terminal time once it has left a neighbourhood of 0. Specifically, we assume that the
following assumption is satisfied.
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Assumption B.1.

i) There exists a real constant @ > 0 such that

sup sup |a(t, b?)) <ua.
te(0,7) n>0

it) For all € > 0, there exists a § > 0 such that, for alln > 0,

]P’[ sup |} | Ss} =1.
te[T—46,T)

i11) There exists a function n;: (0,00) = (0,00) such that, for all e > 0 and n < n1(e),

]P’[ sup |qf | ge} =1.
te(0,T—¢]

iv) There exists an €1 > 0 such that

inf  inf b-a(t,b) > 0.
t€(0,T) be[—e1,e1]

Lemma B.2. Under Assumption [B.1], there exists a function ny: (0,00) — (0,00), which de-
pends only on n1 and the mapping € — & introduced in Assumption i), such that, for all
e >0 and alln € (0,n9(e)],

e =

Proof. Let € € (0,£1]. In a first step, we show that there exists an 7y(¢) > 0 such that
o= :=inf {t €(0,T):P[b! < —e] =0 forall s € [t,T)}

satisfies 0" = 0 for all n € (0,7m0(¢)]. Since b7 is continuous, this will imply that, for all
n € (0,m0(e)],
]P’[ inf b7 > —s] =1.
s€(0,T)
The other direction of the statement can be proven analogously.
We now assume to the contrary that 0 < ¢%" and prove that this leads to a contradiction if 7
is small enough. For all s € (0,7T") and n € (0,000), we can define the stopping time
7%= 79" .= inf {u €[s,T):b) = —5/2}.

By Assumption i1), there exists a small enough § > 0 such that, for all s € (0,7) and
1 € (0, 00),

P[b] < —&,7° > T — 6] = 0. (B.2)
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Since 7° is a stopping time, due to the square-integrability of Z", by the optional sampling

theorem (cf. Theorem 1.3.22 in [24]) and Assumption i), ), (B.1) and (B.2), we obtain
that, for all s € (0,0°") and n € (0, 0),

P[B! < —] 5 <E[1gpc (4 - b0)]

TSNoE" T T
:E[ﬂ{bk_s}(/ a(t, b)) dt+/ a(t,by) dt+/ q?dtﬂ.
s TSN\CE:" s

Inside the second integral, if 0" < 7%, it holds b € [—¢, —¢/2]. Hence

P[b? < —¢] = < P[b! < —¢] ((g&fi —s)a+T sup ‘qﬂ) (B.3)
]

te[0,7—6

| M

The assumption 0 < ¢ implies that for any a > 0, we can find
oo —a<s < g™

with P[bd < —¢] > 0. However, due to Assumption it) and 1ii1), we can choose o < ¢/(5a),
§ <¢e/(5T) and no(g) < n1(d) such that (B.3)) leads to a contradiction because P[b! < —e] > 0.
This implies 0 = . O
B.1.2 An equation with scaling

In this section, we establish an abstract convergence result for stochastic processes {Pt"}te(O’T)
indexed by some parameter n > 0 that satisfy the integral equation

d( P, = /1 (a(Pﬁ, PY) + qu) dt + AL + Z"dW; on (0,T), (B.4)

where a : R? — R is a measurable mapping, {t}c(0.1), {P"} ey {P}eeo.r) {47 eeom)
and {L?}te(O,T) are adapted, real-valued, continuous stochastic processes and

{7?}t€(0,T) € £%3rog(Q X (O,T—],Rm)

Our goal is to prove that the processes {Ptn}te(o,T) converge to P° as n — 0 uniformly on
compact subintervals of (0, 7)) if the mapping a(-,-) is such that P is driven away from P° and
if the boundary condition lim;_,7(P’— P) > 0 holds. If the integral equation holds on the
whole interval (0,77, then it is enough to assume that P} > P2, When applying the abstract
convergence result to the BSDEs and , the former condition holds if N = +oo while
the latter holds if N is finite.

Assumption B.3.

i) There erist positive constants 1), U, P such that P < < ¥, |PY| < P and P" > —P.
Moreover, there exists a function n;: (0,00) — (0,00) such that

Poy 07— < P forall ¢>0 andn<n(e).
it) One of the following two “boundary conditions” holds:
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a) For all >0, there exists a T, < T such that

P[ inf (P"— PY >o}:1.
T,,2t<T(t V)=

b) The integral equation (B.4) holds on the whole interval (0,T] and P > PY. Thus,
in particular, ¥, P", P°, ¢" and L" are continuous on (0,T] and Z77 € L'Prog(ﬂ X
(0, TJ;R™).

i11) There exists a function nz: (0,00) — (0,00) such that, for all e > 0 and all n € (0,n2(g)],

P[ inf ¢/ > —¢e, sup ¢/ <5} =1.
te(0,T—e] t€(0,T)

iv) The function a: R? — R is non-decreasing and differentiable in the first variable and
a(PY(w), PY(w)) = 0. Moreover, there erist g,3 > 0 such that

ia(w,PtO(w)) > B for all|lz — P)(w)| <&
v) The processes ¥ and P° satisfy Condition and the processes L" (n > 0) satisfy Con-
dition [C1) uniformly in n > 0.

Lemma B.4. Under Assumption there exists a mapping no: (0,00) — (0,00) that depends
only on 1, P, 01, n2, P°, &, B and the mapping € — & corresponding to the uniform satisfaction
of Condition [C.1) by {L"},, such that, for all e >0 and n € (0,m0(¢)],

IP’[ sup (P"— PY) <e, inf (P7— PV 2—5} — 1.
se(O,T—a]( Y- F) SE(O,T)( Y- F)

Proof. Let p" := P7 — P? and let us fix ¢ € (0,2]. We first show that there exists 79(g) > 0
such that

sup  sup P[p!>¢e] =0.
n<no(e) s€(0,T—¢]

Since p" is continuous, this proves that, for all n < ng(e),

IP’[ sup p! gs] =1.
s€(0,T—¢]

To this end, we fix 6 <e/2 and s € (0,7 — ¢]. For all n > 0, we can define the stopping time
= (s+5)/\inf{u€ s,T) |pZ‘ —5/2} <T—§

Due to the L2-integrability of Z" on [s,T — ¢/2] and by the optional sampling theorem (cf.
Theorem 1.3.22 in [24]), we obtain

_E[ o >5}<~/ / a(P1, PO) +q3) du+ L7, — L7
+ @Z}SPSO - wrnpq(—)n + 2;Z)spg - wr’7p2n>:| .

We now analyze the various terms in (B.5)) separately to deduce that P[p? > ¢] = 0 if
17 < np(e) := min <n1(5/2),n2(min(5, 55/4))).

40



e We first consider the term
[{p>6}\/ / PnPO —|—qZ>du].

On {p! > e}, we have that pi > e/2 for all u € [s,7"] and hence

a(Pl,P)) =a(P)+pl,P)) > a(P) +¢/2,P)) > %

Together with our assumption on the process ¢ and our choice of 7, this implies that

|: {p >€}\/ / PT] PO + qZ )du}
w—/ ~~~

£
>E []l{pg>€}\/n1(7'" - s)i}
25\/77*1%?)[]9’87 >cand 7" =5+ 0].

e By Assumption v), Lemma and Theorem we can choose for any g9 > 0 some
d > 0, which does not depend on 7, such that

‘E[ﬂ{pg>5}(YT7, - YS)]‘ <Pl > ], forY =¢P L7, (B.6)
and

E[W}T” - wsHFs] < go.
e Using , along with the fact that P"|qyo7—¢ < P due to Assumption i), yields

E[Lse) ($p] — Grnpla) |
>R []1{10;7>8and TN<s+0} (st€/2 + (ws - ¢T">5/2)] +E [1{P2>6 and 77=s+4} (wsg - 7/17—’7 QZL)}
<2P
>2@P’[pg >cand 7! < s+ (5] — %P[pg > 6] + (6%— QW)P[pZ >cand7? =5 —1—5].

Altogether this yields

0>P[p! > cand 7" = s+ 6] (5\/170(5)—1548 —2e0 — % + ey — 2wP>

+P[pl > cand 7" < s+5]<250+ 1/;520).
Now, if we choose first £p and then 7y(¢) small enough, the coefficients that multiply the
probabilities become positive. Hence both probabilities must be equal to zero and so we have
Plp? > €] = 0 if n < no(e). Analogously, we can prove that P[p! < —¢] = 0 for all s € (0,7).
The main difference is that 77 < T — ¢ does not hold on the set {p? < —¢c}. Instead, we only
obtain 77 < T' (if Assumption[B.3]ii) b) holds) or 77 < T;, (if Assumption B.3]ii) a) holds). O
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B.2 ODE systems with negative feedback

In this section, we establish a convergence result for ODEs with random coefficients and “nearly
singular” driver. Specifically, we consider pairs of continuously differentiable stochastic processes
(X", Z"), which satisfy the ODE system

Xp =~ AVXP + B)Z)), X[ = a0,

7} =CX] + D7), Zl = 2
on some time interval [0,S] for all n > 0, where A", B, C and D are continuous, adapted,
real-valued stochastic processes. We assume that the process A" converges in probability to

infinity as  — 0, that the process B" converges to a process BY in probability and that the
processes (X", Z") are uniformly bounded in probability.

Assumption B.5. There exists a continuous adapted process B®, such that for all e, € (0, 00),
there exists some 1y = no(e,d) > 0 such that, for alln € (0,n0],

1
IP’[ inf A] > = sup |B§—Bf}gs} >1-4. (B.7)
t€[0,S] € t€0,9]

Moreover, for all 6 € (0,1), there exists an L > 0 such that, for alln >0,

IP[ sup (|X7]+]27]) < L] >1-3. (B.8)
t€(0,5]

In terms of the process BY, we define

X} :=-B)Z},

t
ZY = zgexp (/ (—CSBS—i—DS) ds).
0

Our goal is to prove that (X7, 27) — (X, Z%) as n — 0 in a suitable sense. Since the initial
condition of the processes X" does not vary with 7 and since A 1 oo, we cannot expect

convergence in t = 0. Instead, we first prove that % converges to 0 on any compact subinterval
of (0,S] with lower, respectively upper convergence near the origin.

Lemma B.6. If Assumptz’on holds and if xo + Bz > 0, then for all €,5 € (0,00), there
exists n1 = n1(g,0) > 0 such that, for all n € (0,m],

X7 X7
P| sup —%SE, inf—zz—s >1-4.
tefo,s) A¢ tele,5] Ay

If xo + BYzy < 0, then the intervals [0, S] and [, S] in the above statement are to be swapped.

The mapping 1 depends only on B°, C, D, xg, 2, and the mappings (¢,6) + no(s,0) and
§ — L introduced in Assumption [B.5,

Proof. Let yg := xo + Bgzo. We assume w.l.o.g. that yg > 0. Then there exists ag > 0 s.t.

Yo — «|zp| >0 for alla < ap.
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Let us now put

ML ::{ sup (‘B?‘ + |Ct| + | Dy| + ‘Xm + ‘ZZ?D < L}7
te[0,9]

1
Mn :—{ inf A"> =, sup |B] — BE\ < a},
t€[0,5] @ ¢e0,8]

MBV ;:{ sup ‘Bg—Bﬂ S,B}
5,t€[0,5],|s—t|<v

Due to Assumption and Lemma for all § > 0, 8> 0 and a < «p, there exist constants
Ly(0),m0(ex, 8) and (5, d) such that

inf inf P[ME1] > 1 — §, inf P[M®") > 1 — é, inf P[MPY] >1 - o
L>Lo n 6 n<no 6 v<vg 6
Moreover, for all a < ag and P-a.a. w € M7,
. 1
X! (w) < —Al(w) <y0 — |Bl(w) - Bg(w)Hzoo <~ (3o — alz0]) <. (B.9)

We are now ready to prove that, for all €, > 0, there exists n; > 0 such that, for all n < ny,
X7 5
}P’[ sup %Ss} >1——.
t€[0,8] 2
To this end, we take an w € METAM*"NMPY where holds and assume that there exists

some t € [0, 5] such that th((w)) > ¢. It is enough to show that such a t cannot exist for L large

and «, 8, v,n small enough. Since if:(( )) (( )) < 0if a < ag, we can choose
0

a minimal ¢t € [0, S] with the property that Ai?((w)) =e¢. Let

Xil(w)
§:= sup{ € (0,t) : AT(w) :5/2}.
Then, fﬁéj)) = 5 and Xy gw)) > § for all u € (s,t]. We now distinguish two cases.
e Case 1: t — s > v. Then, the fact that w € M“7 N M yields

t vn w v
5 jg((wiAg(w) du> 25 (B.10)

2L > X (w) — XM (w) =

S

e Case 2: t — s < v. In this case, we have

EZX?(W)—X;](W):— Nw) — B (w)Z] (w Nw Nw)Z)(w
e~ Ty~ X~ B@)Z)w) + X1(w) + Bl@)Z(w).

Using that w € M*" yields — X/ (w) + XJ(w f
w e ME A MPY yields

w)du < 0. Using that

< Blw) / 72 (w) du — Z(w) (B} (w) — BI(w))
§2L2u<\ | + \B" B?(w)\) (B.11)
+L(|B(w) — BY@)| + |BY(w) ~ BYw)| + |BYw) ~ Bl(w))

<2L*v(L + a) + L2+ B).
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Now, we first choose L > Lo(0), then 8 > 0 such that 3L3 < %, then v < 19(f3,4) such that
2L%v(L + ap) < %, then o < a such that ¥ > 2L and a < 8 and finally n;(,8) < no(a, §).
Then both (B.10) and (B.11)) are violated. As a result,

X77
MEn A pren oy ppBv - { sup —% < 6}
tel0,5] At

and hence

X7 B
}P’[ sup —& < 5} >1——. (B.12)
tel0,9] A? 2

It remains to prove that, for suitably chosen parameters

X7
METAMATAMYY C S inf ZL> —s}.
tele,S] At
To this end, we fix w € M7 N M®" N M5 and assume that there exists a minimal € [¢, 5]

such that )}7(”) < —¢. Using that w € M7 0 M7, it is straightforward to show that, for all
X (w)

# (w)

sufficiently small «, there exists an r € [0, ¢] such that =7 @) > —e/2. Hence, we can define

-
§:=sup {u € [0,%) : ig((w)) = —6/2}.
Xil(w)

Then 0 < s < t and AT © [—e,—¢/2] for all u € [s,t]. We can now use the same arguments
as in the first step to conclude that

P| inf th >—c| 21 (B.13)
1 —_ - - .
tele,S] A? - -

Combining (B.12)) and (B.13]) yields the desired result. O

Lemma B.7. Let Assumption be satisfied and let zo+ Bz # 0. Then for alle,§ € (0, 00),
there exists na = na2(e,d) > 0 such that, for all n € (0,n2],

IP’[ sup |ZZ7—Z,?{ §5} >1-09.
t€[0,5]

The mapping 12 depends only on B, C, D, g, zy, and the mappings (,8) + no(e,8) and
§ — L introduced in Assumption [B.3]

Proof. Since

t t s
7} — 7 =exp (/ (D, — BlC,) du> / exp ( - / (Dy — B]CY) du>~
0 0 0

ol
((Bg’ — BNC,Z) — Cs - ?) ds,

the assertion follows from Assumption and Lemma O
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The next theorem follows by Assumption [B-5] Lemma [B.6] and Lemma [B.7]

Theorem B.8. If Assumption holds and xo + BYzy > 0, then for all £,6 € (0,00), there
exists n3 = n3(e,d) > 0 such that, for alln € (0,n3],

IP)[ sup max (‘Zto -z
te[0,9]

,XtO—Xf) <e, inf (X0—XU)>—¢|>1-06
tele,S

]

If xo + Bz < 0, then the intervals [0, 5] and [e, S] in the statement are to be swapped.

The mapping n3 depends only on BY, C, D, xq, 29, and the mappings (¢,9) + no(e,8) and
§ — L introduced in Assumption [B.5,
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