arXiv:2103.05957v1 [g-fin.MF] 10 Mar 2021

Small impact analysis in stochastically illiquid markets*

— Convergence of optimal portfolio processes —

Ulrich Horst! Evgueni Kivman?

March 11, 2021

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
with general semi-martingale controls when the instantaneous impact factor converges to
zero. Our results provide a unified framework within which to embed the two most com-
monly used modelling frameworks in the liquidation literature and show how liquidation
problems with portfolio processes of unbounded variation can be obtained as limiting cases
in models with small instantaneous impact as well as a microscopic foundation for the use of
semi-martingale liquidation strategies. Our convergence results are based on novel conver-
gence 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 trading strategies in financial markets has recently
been widely analysed in the mathematical finance and stochastic control literature. The ma-
jority of the optimal trade execution literature allows for either instantaneous (and permanent)
or transient impact.

The first approach, pioneered by Bertsimas and Lo [5] 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 and Jaimungal [§], Fu et al. [13],
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Evangelista and Thamsten [11], Gatheral and Schied [15], Graewe et al. [17], Horst et al. [22]
and Kruse and Popier [24].

A second approach, initiated by Obizhaeva and Wang [30], 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. [9], Fruth et al. [12], Gatheral [14], Guéant [18],
Horst and Naujokat [20], Lokka and Xu [27] and Predoiu et al. [31], among many others.

A single asset liquidation problem with instantaneous and transient market impact and stochas-
tic resilienc7 but with only absolutely continuous trading strategies has been analyzed in
Graewe and Horst [16]. Their work has been generalized to a multiple asset framework by
Horst and Xia [2I], who also showed that the model with strict liquidation can be approxi-
mated by models with increasing penalization of open positions at the terminal time. Neuman
and VoB [29] considered a penalization problem similar to [2I] with both instantaneous and
transient price impact and an additional predictable price signal process.

All the aforementioned papers considered portfolio processes of bounded variation. Liquidation
processes of unbounded variation were first considered by Lorenz and Schied [28] to the best
of our knowledge. The recent work of Ackermann et al. [I] considers an optimal liquidation
problem with general cadlag semimartingales as execution strategies. Carmona and Webster [6]
provide a mathematical framework for trading on a limit order book when inventory processes
are of unbounded variation. They also provide empirical evidence that supports the assumption
of a non-trivial quadratic variation of inventory processes. Inventory processes of unbounded
variation emerge in our framework in the limiting case of vanishing instantaneous market impact.

Cartea and Jaimungal [7] showed that the instantaneous price impact is usually much smaller
than permanent (or transient) price impact; they estimate that the mean of the ratio of perma-
nent price impact and instantaneous price impact is 2.5. Numerical simulations reported in [16]
suggest that, within their modelling framework, optimal trading strategies converge to a jump
process when the instantaneous impact factor converges to zero. In this paper, we establish a
rigorous convergence result showing that one of the two most commonly employed benchmark
models [3, 30], can be viewed as an extreme case within a generalized liquidation framework.

We prove that the optimal portfolio processes obtained in [16] converge to a diffusion process
with jumps if the instantaneous price impact parameter tends to zero. In the benchmark case
where all market parameters are deterministic constants, the limit coincides with the optimal
portfolio process in [30]. In the stochastic case, the limiting process is fundamentally different,
both mathematically and in terms of its economic interpretation.

Specifically, we prove that the optimal portfolio process converges (in the sense of graph con-
vergence of the completed graphs in the Hausdorff distance) to a process of infinite variation, as
considered in [I], with jumps. In our companion paper [19], we prove that the limiting portfolio
process can be viewed as the optimal process in a liquidation problem with general semimartin-
gale execution strategies. As such, our paper provides a microscopic foundation for liquidation
models with semimartingales execution strategies.

!Empirical work of Large [25] and Lo and Hall [26] suggests that resilience of market impact does indeed vary
stochastically.



The main technical challenge in establishing the 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 analysis is based on a novel representation result for solutions for BSDEs driven by Itd
processes in terms of uniformly continuous functions of the forward process and on a series of
novel convergence results for sequences of singular BSDEs and random ODEs. The abstract
representation and convergence results are reported in Appendix [Al and [Bl respectively. The
rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2] we recall the modelling setup from [16], 21]
and summarize our main results. Section [ establishes a series of a-priori estimates. The proof
of the convergence result is given in Section [l

Notation. Randomness is described by an R™-valued Brownian motion {Wj}c(o;7] defined
on a complete probability space (€2, F,{Fi}ejo;r), P) where {Fi}icpo,r] denotes the filtration
generated by the Brownian motion, 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 El%rog(Q X
[0;T]; A) the set of all progressively measurable A-valued stochastic processes { X };c[o;7] such

that E(fOT | X¢||3dt) < oo, while Prog(€2 x [0;T]; A) denotes the subset of essentially bounded
processes. £%(Q x [0;T]; A) and £L¥(Q x [0;T]; A) denote the respective subsets of predictable

processes. Whenever T'— appears, we mean that there is an € € (0;00) such that a statement
holds for all 7" € (T — &; T)).

2 Problem formulation and main results

2.1 The model

We take the liquidation model analyzed in [16, 21] as our starting point and consider an investor
that needs to close a (single-asset) portfolio of ¢ > 0 shares within a given time interval [0; 7]
using a trading strategy & = {&; }icjo,r)- If & < 0, the investor is selling the asset at a rate &; at
time t € [0, T, else she is buying it. For a given strategy &, the corresponding portfolio process

75 = {Yf}te[o,T] satisfies the ODE
dY§ = ftdt, 70 = X.

The set of admissible strategies is given by the set A := E%rog(Q x [0;T);R). The transient
price impact is described by the unique stochastic process v = {75}%[077«}, which satisfies the

ODE
AVS = 4dXS — pYodt, Y5=0

for some constant v > 0 and some essentially bounded, adapted process p = {pt}te[O,T]- The

process Ve may be viewed as describing an additional shift in the unaffected benchmark price
process generated by the large investor’s trading activity.



For any penalization factor N € N := [N oo], where

N:i=~+1+ \/2nmax (H)\HLOO7’YHPHL°°)’

and any instantaneous impact factor n > 0, the cost functional is given by
T T T
e e 1 _ N P
TN (¢) = E(%/ (&)%dt + / YedX; + 5/ A (X5)dt + E(XfT)? - XfTYfT).
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 = {; }4¢[0;7] specifies the degree of risk. If full liquidation is required
(N = o0), the fourth term should formally be read as —|—oo]l{)—(§7é0}
0- 0o = 0. 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 [16] 21] for further details on the impact costs and

with the convention that

cost coeflicients.

It has been shown in [16, 2I] that the optimization problem

min ™" (€) (2.1)

has a solution &7V for any N € A" and any 1 > 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 n and N as we are interested in their behavior for small instantaneous
impact factors for both finite and infinite N.

Theorem 2.1 ([16] 21]). For all n € (0;00) and N € N the following holds.
i) The BSDE system

—dAPN =(n =7 (PN = yBpN) Y at - ZpNAaw,
—aBP = (= BN £ (PN = BPN 4 1) (AP —yBPN) Jat - 2N Paw, (2.2)
—depN :( —2p,C1N — (e N — BN 4 1)2>dt — 2N Caw,

with terminal condition

BN =1, N =0 (2.3)
together with A%N = N in the case N < oo and limy »p A">° = 0o in L™ has a solution
(AN, BN onNy (ZznNA ZnN.B znN.CY))

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

the space LF(Q x [0; T—]; R3*™) x El%rog(Q x [0; T—]; R3*™) if N = oo.

2The case N = oo captures the case where full liquidation is required; this case is analyzed in [I6]. The case
v+ 1< N < oo is analyzed in [21].



ii) The liquidation problem has an optimal solution £™N. The corresponding state process
___ ¢ N __¢en,N
(XN ynNy .= (Xgn ,an ) is given by the unique solution to the ODE system

-1, N N vn,N n,N~ 1N
‘Xt =—V7n 1Dt ‘Xt -\ 1Et }t s
5',77 N Yy Dth Yth / EU’NS ~1,N ) ~1n,N

with initial conditions Xg’N = xg and YO”’N = 0 where

DN . /1 (An,N _ fyB"’N), N /n—1 (*yC"’N —BnN 1)_

(2.4)

We now state an additional result on the optimal state process, which will be important for our
subsequent analysis. In particular, we show that the optimal portfolio process never changes
its sign. The proof is given in Section [B.1]

Theorem 2.2. For alln € (0;00), N € N, the process
gmN . ’YXn’N —_ymnN
is non-increasing on [0;T]. Moreover,

P| XN € (0;20), VPN € (—y0;0), ZMN € (03y20) for all t € (0;T)| = 1.

2.2 The main results

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, x¢)dt + o (t, xe)dWi,  xo0 = Xo

on [0; 7] with Xy € R. We assume throughout that the function (i, 0): [0; 7] x R™ — R™ x R"*™
is bounded, measurable and uniformly Lipschitz continuous in the space variable:

(s, @) (t; 1) = (1, 0) (t; 22) [l < 21 — 2| co-

Assumption 2.3. The processes p and A are of the form

(pts M) = f(t, xt)

for some bounded C¥2 function f = (f*, f2): [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 ¢ = {¢ }scjo,m) by

©r =\ A + 2vp,

choose constants p,p, @, P, A € (0;00) such that pP<p<p 0<A< X,f < <P, and put

= \/2max(\,7p).



Our goal is to prove that XV converges in a suitable sense to the optimal portfolio process
X0 of a liquidation problem with singular controls as 7 — 0. The singular control problem is
analyzed in detail in the companion paper [19]. Even without studying this model in detail,
we can heuristically identify the limiting processes X°. We emphasize that the limit does not
depend on N and is hence the same regardless of the liquidation constraint.

Since the ODE system (2.4)) 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.

2.2.1 Convergence of the coefficient processes

In this section, we state the convergence results for the coefficient processes DY and E" of
the ODE system (Z.4)) as  — 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.

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

Vi(aDpN) =((DpY)? = x)dt — yaBp,
JA(dEMY) = (QﬁptEg’N A (EPNY? — 2, + 2ptBt"’N) dt —daB.

Letting n — 0, we expect that

that is, we expect that

DY = \JyBY+ A and B = \/y1(BY +2p:(1 — BY)).

In particular, DY +~vE? = ¢;. As a result,

D} = (oe) (A +ypeBY) and B} = (00) " pe(2 — BY).
Hence we expect DY and E° to be driven by BY and B to satisfy the ODE
—B) = - p,B} + DE}

1
= - ?(7(%3?)2 —2\pe(1 - B?))
t

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



Convergence in the stochastic case. The preceding heuristics 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

Lemma 2.4. There exists a unique solution (B, ZO’B) in the space
LF (9 x [0;T]; (0500)) x LB(Q x [0;T];R™)
to the BSDE

1
~dBi = 7 (V(PtBtO)Q — 2Xpe (1 - Bt0)>dt —zPaw, By =1. (2.5)
t

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

B} :=exp (— ¢ 20" (T — 1)) (2.6)

Moreover, there exists a uniformly continuous function h: [0;T] x R® — R such that B® and
{h(t, xt) }ejosm) are indistinguishable.

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

Dy = (p0) MM +ypeB)) and  Ep = (o) (2 - BY), (2.7)

respectively. In view of Lemma 4] the processes DY and E° are well-defined and so the
dynamics of the process B? can be rewritten as

dBY = (pBY — DYE?)dt — z)Paw,, B} =1. (2.8)
Likewise, the BSDE for the process B™Y can be rewritten as

ABPN =(pBp — DpVEpN Jat+ 2PN P, BN =1 29

This suggests that the process B?Y converges to B? on the entire interval [0;T]. By contrast,
convergence of the processes DY and E™N can only be expected to hold on compact subinter-
vals of [0;7") 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 E1l

Proposition 2.5. Let b"N .= "N — B0 N .= DN _ DO gnd eV .= EN — EO. There
exists a function ng: (0;00) — (0;00) such that

3 1 1 777N 777N 777N 777N 777N
inf inf inf P| sup max(‘bt ,—d e —dlT — ey )SE

e€(0;00) n€(0smo ()] NEN  { 4¢[0;T)

)

. . N N N N
inf min(—d, e, —dP" —yel") > —¢| = 1.
te[0;T—¢]

2.2.2 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 ZY, respectively.



The candidate processes. Since X)* = 0 for all > 0, we expect that X2 = 0. We prove
in Lemma [4.4] that this convergence also holds if N is finite

Assuming that the optimal trading strategy remains stable if n — 0, the ODE (2.4]) suggests
that the term DN XN 4 EnNY N i5 small for small n and hence that

DYXY = —EYY? on [0;7).

We do not conjecture the above relation at the terminal time because the convergence of D"V
and E"Y only holds on [0;T). Assuming that Z° = yX% — Y° on [0;T'), this implies
Do

14 YY and hence Y° = -——"-29

70— ¥
DO ©

On the other hand, multiplying the first equation in (24]) by  and subtracting the second and
then taking the limit 7 — 0 yields Z° = pY? and so

. DY
20 = P70 70 . (2.10)
Pt

We therefore expect that

t
zZ) = %’coexp<—/ &ngs>, t € [0;7].

Since X% =0and Z° = yX? — Y9, we finally expect that

0 EY o
X, =1y (t) =27,
t 0:7)(t) tt

DO
Y = _ﬂ[O;T)(t)?ZZ,? — L) Zy, te[0;T).

Since (X{_, YY) = (z0,0), this suggests that the limiting state process jumps at the initial and
the terminal time. In particular, we cannot expect uniform convergence on [0;7]. We notice
that the limiting state process is of unbounded variation.

Convergence. It remains to clarify in which sense the state processes converge. Contrary to
the convergence result stated in Proposition 2.5 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.1.2l 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

Theorem 2.6. There exists a function 1g: (0;00)% — (0;00) such that, for all § € (0;00),

inf inf inf P| sup max (th’N — X0,y - YY) <e,
e€(0;00) n€(0smo (8,8)] NEN | telerT)

inf min (X} - X2, v -V > ¢ >1-4.
te[0;T—e]

3The proof heavily relies on the optimality of X° in the portfolio liquidation model analyzed in [19].



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 [I9], it allows us to prove the convergence of the graphs of the state processes on
the entire time interval. The completed graph of a cadlag function X : {0—} U [0; 7] — R with
finitely many jumps is defined by

Gx ={(t,2) € [0;T]| xRz =Xy = X;_ or Xy < X,z € [X¢—; Xy
or th > Xt,,l? € [Xt;Xt,]}.

The distance do (Gx, Gy ) between two completed graphs is defined as their Hausdorff distance:

do(Gx,Gy) = maX( sup min [[p — g|/e, sup min HP—QHOO> € [0; o).
peGx qeGy qeGy peGx

If strict liquidation is required, then Theorem is sufficient to prove the graph convergence of
the state processes in the Hausdorff metric. If strict liquidation is not required, an additional
argument is needed to prove that the terminal position converges to zero. The proof of the
following proposition is given in Section 4.3l

Proposition 2.7. There erists a function ng: (0;00)% — (0;00) such that, for all § € (0;0),

inf inf inf P|de (Gxnn,G <el>1-0d.
e el AP [0 O G <6

3 A-priori estimates and regularity properties

3.1 The case n >0

The following estimates have been established in [16], 21], except for the upper bound on EnN
for finite N, which is stronger than the corresponding one in [2I]. It can be established using
the same arguments as in the proof of [16, Proposition 3.2] noting that D%N < o0 if N is finite.

Lemma 3.1. For alln € (0;00), N € N and s,t € [0;T) with s < t, we have that
exp (= p(T —s)) < BIV <1,
0 < EM <~ 'Rtanh (\/FE(T — s)) <~ g,
0 < DN < Reoth (v 1R(T — s)) < Reoth (v 1&(T — t)).

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

Proof of Theorem[Z2. Let us put V(t) := X" .¥"™ Then V(0) = 0 and V satisfies the ODE

V() == (Vo 10PN +2EPN) 4+ p ) V) — VT (BN (7Y)? 4+ 0PN (xN)?)

As a result,

t
V(t) = — exp ( - / (\/ (DY 4y EPN) + pu)du>'
0
t S
/ /i1 (E;;N (YZLN)Q X PYDQ,N(XQ,N)2> exp </ ( /n‘l(DZ’N + nyg,N) + pu>du>ds.
0 0

9



In view of Lemma Bl this shows that V(¢) < 0 on (0;7"). Hence, strict positivity of Xg’N
yields

PIXPN > 0,7 <0 forall te (0:7)] =1.

Thus, the definition of Z™" along with (Z4) yields Z?’N = pthn’N < 0on (0,7T). Moreover,
XN <A1 2N <A1 Z0N — gy and VY > 20N > g

O

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

Lemma 3.2. The process BTN satisfies Assumption [A1l stated in Appendiz [Al on [0;T] uni-
formly in N € N and n € (0; H], for all H € (0;00).
Proof. Let e,e1 >0 and s > T — e1. By Lemma [B1] if £; is small enough,

E(V(BEY - BIN))| < (1 - exp () JE(V]) < <E(V)).
If s < T—eq, the assertion follows from the integral representation (2.9]) along with the estimates
established in Lemma [B.1] using that the stochastic integral in (2.9) is a martingale on [0,T —
61]@. O
3.2 The case n=0

We are now going to establish a priori estimates on the candidate limiting coefficient processes.
We start by showing that the process B is well-defined.

Proof of Lemma 2.7} The existence result follows from a standard argument. In fact, it is well
known that, for any b € [1;00), the BSDE

—dB? = ¢°(t, xs, BY)dt — ZPdW,, BL =1 (3.1)
with Lipschitz continuous driver
_ 1 _
b 2 2 A
t,x,b) = ————= P(t 1ADLY) —2f7 (¢ Pt 1-— bAD
Pt b) = = (%f (£ 02 (1L AB) = 220 ) (1= (0 (b A ))))

has a unique solution (B?, Z%) € L%(Q % [0;T];R x R™) (cf. Theorem [A8). Let us then define
the functions Q,E: Qx[0;T] x RxR™— R by

o(t,b,z) == —g_zwﬁzb and ¢(t,b,z) := 0.

By definition, (EO, 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 (Z8]). Likewise, (1,0) is the
unique solution of the BSDE with driver ¢ and the same terminal condition. Since

wg(t7 Xt Eg) > ?(uﬁga 0) and T/Jg(t7 Xt 1) < a(ta 17 0)7

“We emphasize that Z7™'® is possibly defined only on [0,7—] and so the stochastic integral may be a
martingale only away from the terminal time

10



the standard comparison principle for BSDEs with Lipschitz continuous drivers yields

B < Bl <1.

This proves that (B!, Z!) is the desired unique bounded solution to the BSDE (2.5).
The second assertion follows Theorem [A.8 applied to the BSDE (B.1]) for b = 1. O

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

Lemma 3.3. The following a-priori estimates hold:

vp p* P

fexp(— %T) < DY <o (A+7p),
¢l <E) <207'p.

Moreover, the processes D° and E° satisfy Assumption [A.2 and [A.3.

Proof. The a-priori estimates can be obtained by plugging the bounds on B° (cf. Lemma [24)
into the definitions of D° and E° given in (Z7). Moreover, if we denote by h the function
derived from Lemma 24 then for all ¢ € [0; T,

A
+~-fP-h P.(2—h
VI 2y fr VI 2y fr
In view of Assumption 23] the processes D and E° can be represented as uniformly continuous
functions of the factor process and hence the assertion follows from Theorem [A 7l O

The next lemma can be viewed as the analogue to Theorem in the case n = 0.

Lemma 3.4. For allt € [0;T], X} € [0;x0], Y,? € [-yw0;0] and Z? € [0;vz0]. Moreover,
IP’[X? € (0;29), Y € (—yx0;0) for all t € (0; T)] =1

and the processes X° and YO satisfy Assumption[A3 on [0;T).

Proof. Due to Lemma B3], DY is positive and hence
0< Z < zoy. (3.2)
Since D? + yE® = o on [0,T), it thus follows from Lemma [3.3] that, for all ¢ € (0;T),

- Do
0< XO = %Tspttzg < '}’71229 < o,

Pt — 'VEtO
Pt
The desired properties for X{ and Yy follow by continuity; those for X% and Y2 hold by defini-
tion and due to (3:2)). The fact that XY and Y satisfy Assumption [A-3 follows from Theorem
A5 E° and D satisfy Assumption [A.3] (Lemma [B.3)), because ¢! satisfies Assumption [A3]
(cf. Theorem and Theorem [AT); Z" also satisfies Assumption [A.3] due to its essentially
bounded derivative. Moreover, all these processes are essentially bounded. O

0>V =~ Z) > 70 > —vyxy.

11



4 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 (Z4]). Subsequently, we prove that the convergence of the
coeflicients yields convergence of the state process.

4.1 Proof of Proposition

The proof of Proposition is split into a series of lemmas. In a first step, we establish the
convergence as 1 — 0 of the auxiliary processes

FPN = DN BN o FO =
and

G .= pB"N 4 oE™N  to GO := pB + pE" = 2p.

On [0;T), the processes F"" and G"" satisfy the dynamics

AR =/ ((EW’NV - (ﬂﬂt)2>dt + 2yp EPN dt

(4.1)
respectively,
—d(p~'G™N), =/ ( - GPN 420 — EPY(FPY - got))dt —2p, EPN dt w2

— (' pB™N), + Vi (2PN =z ) aw.

A general convergence result for integral equations of the above form is established in Appendix
[B.1.2l It allows us to prove the following two lemmas.

Lemma 4.1. Let f7V := F""N — . There exists a function ny: (0;00) — (0;00) such that

inf inf inf P| sup fg’N <eg, inf fg’N > —a} =1.
£€(0;00) n€(Osmo ()] NEN [ 5e(0;7—¢] s€[0;7T)
Proof. For every N € N, we apply Lemma [B.4 to P" := F"N with

t
V=1, a(z,y):=(xV0)?—y? P’ :=¢, ¢":=0, L] := 2’)’/ psEPNds
0

noticing that & ~ 1o (¢) is independent of N. Assumption [B.3] (i) is satisfied with P := @ + 3%,
due to Lemma Bl If N = oo, then Assumption B3] (ii) a) is satisfied due to Theorem 21 and
due to the a-priori estimates derived in Lemma [B.I] and Lemma B3l If N < oo and n < 52,

then
N N N - =
f2° = Dp 4y B =Dy =By =l (n =) —er = Vit =5 >0,
~——
=0
which shows Assumption [B.3] (ii) b). Assumption B3] (iv) follows by direct computation using
g:= /2 and 8 := /2. Assumption [B.3] (v) follows from Theorem and Lemma 3] O

12



It is not difficult to show that similar arguments as those used to prove the converegence of
™Y can be applied to —g™". As a result, the intervals [0;T) and [0; T — €] in the statement of
the convergence result for ¢V need to be swapped.

Lemma 4.2. Let g™V := G —2p. There exists a function ng: (0;00) — (0;00) such that

inf inf  inf P| sup g™V <e, inf ¢"N > —g| =1
e€(0;00) n€(0imo ()] NEN [ s¢[0;T) s€[0;T—e]

We are now going to prove the almost sure convergence to zero of the process b7V := BN — B0
To this end, we first observe that DN = FN — ~E?N and o BTN = GV — pB™N yields
Plugging this into (2.9 shows that
_ 2
dBPN = (= GPN — (PN EPY 4 20BN + y(00) TGP — pBPN))dt + 20N P dw,
on [0;T). Performing an analogous computation for BY and subtracting the two equations yields
2 _ _
AP =((0FN)? e o0 + 0 (200 = 2(00) 200(GF = piBY)) — SV EPN - g
- N N N N.B _+0,B
) 20N (™ + 260 = pu(20™ + 2BY)) )t + (20N~ Zp P )aw,
on [0; 7). Using that
201 — 2v(2) 2 pe(GY — peBY) = 2pe(0) ' DY)
gt +2G] — pi (207" +2BY) = =g} + 20, B
shows that
N N2 - N - N £, N
At =(()? (0000 + Y 200 0D - [N B
_ _ —0,B
N (=1 =) g + (o) T EPY) )t + (20N -2 )aws (@)

on [0;7). This BSDE is different from (4I]) and (£2]). We apply Lemma to prove the
following result.

Lemma 4.3. There exists a function ng: (0;00) — (0;00) such that

inf inf  inf ]P’[ sup ‘bg’N‘ < €:| =1.
e€(0;00) n€(0imo ()] NEN [ s¢[0;T]

Proof. For every N € N, we apply Lemma [B:2] with
a(t,b) := b - () (pe)* +b- 2(pe) " pe Dy,
7N 7N 7N — ,N — 7]\f
¢ = =[BT 4 gl (20(e) BT — 1 =) g,

Assumption [B1] (i) follows from the a priori estimates on B"" (Lemma [B.1)), B® (Lemma 2.4
and DY (Lemma [33). Assumption [B] (ii) follows from the a priori estimates on B™" and
B, where the mapping € + ¢ is independent of N. Assumption [B] (iii) follows from the
same estimates and Lemma 4] and Lemma [£2] where the choice of 7; is independent of N.
Assumption [B] (iv) is satisfied because we can choose £1 > 0 small enough s.t.

—e1v(p)tp+2D° > 0.

13



4.2 Proof of Theorem

Convergence on compact subintervals of [0; T') follows from Theorem [B.8| applied to the ODEs

. En7N
7N — 7N 7N 7N
XN = N (N - Sz,
t

7 7N 7N 7N
ZM =y X — pe 2y

(4.4)

and

S

EO t EO
X ==z, 7} = Zgexp </ <ws—5 - ps)d8>
Pt 0 ¥

on [0,7). In fact, the process —%) satisfies Assumption [A.3] due to Lemma [3.3] Lemma [A.T]
and Lemma along with the fact that ¢ is bounded away from zero. Moreover, Condition
(B.12) follows from Proposition and Condition (B.13) follows from Theorem Finally,

D% > 0 (Lemma B.3)), from which we deduce that zg > 5—(8)28 .
Thus, by Theorem [B.8], applied once for every N € N and every v > 0, for all v,§ € (0;00),
there exists 71 = n1(v,d) € (0;00) such that, for all n € (0;7;] and all N € N, the set

i = () <o (1) > )
t€[0:T—1/] te[v;T—v]

satisfies

IP)(M(’]”"’N> >1-4/2. (4.5)

FnN
only on [0; T—]. 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

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

v e (0;e/2] and B € (0;¢/3], (4.6)
the set

<y 7N — 1 7N
MY ‘_{te[j{r_lfl‘/;T) (xP — X)) > —s}

contains the set MS””N N Mzﬁ’y N M?)V’U’N, where

Mg’y ::{ sup |gos—got|\/‘Eg—E?|\/‘Xg—X?‘§ﬁ},
ste[T—v;T)

ng’"’N ::{ sup eV v (-1 ’N) < I/}.
te[T—v;T)

The probability of the last two events can be made large, due to Theorem [A.7] Lemma [3.3] and
Lemma [3.4] and Proposition 2.5t for all 5,0, € (0;00), there exist vy(5,6),n2(v) € (0; 00) such
that

inf P(MPY)>1-6/2, inf inf P(MY™Y) =1. 4.7
v<vo(8,9) ( 2 ) / n<na(v) NEN ( 3 ) (4.7)
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In order to see that Mf’e’n’N ) Mg’n’N N Mg’y N Mg’n’N, we assume to the contrary that there
exists
V7777N /B7V V7777N V787n7N
we (Mp™N om0y )\

and show that, for any such w, there exists a time s(w) € [T — v,T') such that XZ(’LV) (w) must
be both non-negative and strictly negative at the same time.

We start with the choice of s(w). Since w ¢ Mf’e’n’N, there exists t € [T — v;T) such that
Xf’N(w) — XP(w) > e. Since w € MZB’” and due to (4.6), this yields that

2
XPN (W) > X @) + 5 (4.8)

Since w belongs to Mg’n’N and due to (4.0), this implies that

2¢e

N
XP20,(w) < X9, (w) + 3

< XN (w). (4.9)

Since XV is continuous, we can thus choose a minimal s(w) € (T — v;t) with the property
that

2¢
X0 (w) = X9, (w) + 5 (4.10)

Due to minimality of s(w), we have XZ(’LV) (w) > 0. We now show that this derivative must also
be strictly negative. In fact, due to (&4,

VIXT0 W) = = FU (@)X () + EL (0) 285 ().

Since Z™" is non-increasing (Theorem Z2)), using (#I0) again, the right hand side of the above
equation can bounded from above by

— 1 (W) X, () + (P10 ) — Pug) ()X () — S @) XD, () = F ()

N N N N
+ B (@) 27, (@) + Br, ()27, (@) + (Bgu) (W) — Bp_, (W) 237, () + el (W) 277, (w).
Since w € Mé”n’N, we have an(’i\;(w) = Ps(w) (W) + f:(’i\g (w) > ¢ — v, which is strictly positive if

v < @. Moreover, —oX+E°Z% =0 o0on [0;T). Since w € Mg’n’N ﬂMQB’VﬂMg’"’N and since X0,
E® and Z™" are bounded, this shows that Xg(’g) (w) < 0if v and f are chosen small enough.
The convergence of YV — Y on [0; T—] follows from

YN —y0 = (XN — X0) — (27N - 2V
and (L5). The convergence on [T'—; T follows from the fact that

sup ‘(ZQ’N — 20 —(z2N 78, )
s€[T—v;T)|

can be made arbitrarily small by choosing v small since Z™N = pY ™V since Z0 = pY? and
because both YV and Y are bounded.
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4.3 Proof of Proposition 2.7

The proof of the graph convergence of the optimal portfolio processes in the Hausdorff topology
follows from Theorem if strict liquidation is required. Using results from our companion
paper [19], we are now going to prove that X;Z’N — X2 =0 even if N is finite.

Under our Assumption 23 the limiting portfolio process X° admits an It6 representation of
the form

t t
X{ =10 +jf+/ §§d3+/ o, dWs,
0 0

where j* is a pure jump process, which jumps at time ¢ € {0,7}. In [I9], we consider an
optimal liquidation model with semimartingale trading strategies where this process arises as the
optimal state process. In that model, a trading strategy is given by a triple § = (5, £, ), where
7 is a predictable pure jump process and £ and i are suitable square-integrable progressively
measurable stochastic processes.

For any such strategy, the associated portfolio process is given by

t t
Xte =x0+Jt + / fst + / YsdWs,
0 0

the associated impact process is denoted Y? and the cost function is given by
] AN
J(0)=F (gw by [ evhaxt+ ] [ @) seg [ AS<X§>2ds) .
(0,7 0 0

In [19], we prove that the strategy 6* = (5*,£*,0*) is optimal in this model. It is then easy to
show that the strategy 67 := (j9,¢* + q,0*) where j} := j; — Ly (t)gT is admissible for any
g € R, that the mapping ¢ — J(09) is differentiable and that

o _ 2007
= 25

T T
:E<—/ Zydt + TZy +/ XPt(vpr + M) dt
q:O 0 0

T t t s
— 7/ X piexp < — / pudu> / Sps €Xp (/ pudu> dsdt).
0 0 0 0

This allows us to prove that full liquidation is optimal if 7 — 0 even if it is not formally required.

(4.11)

Lemma 4.4. We have that lim,_,o supyep IE(X:’}’N) =0.

Proof. We assume to the contrary that limsup, _,osupyep E(X;’JN) > 0 and prove that this
contradicts the optimality of J7V (¢7V). To this end, we consider the admissible trading strate-
gies

7N7 o 7N
& =" +4q

compute the derivative of the function ¢ — J7V (¢7V:9) and show that the derivative at ¢ = 0

does not vanish for small 7 if limsup, o supyep E(XF?’N) > 0. Obviously, £V € A and

—¢m N,
XN X 2 XY 4 g
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Straightforward computations lead to

0
— n,N (¢n,N.q
0 90 J (gmhe)

q=0

T T
=E (n(X;ZvN —x) + /0 MtXPN A+ (N = )TXIN + 120N - /O zNa

T t t s
+ ’y/ X;”N (tpt — P exp < — / pudu> / SpPs €XP (/ pudu> ds> dt>.
0 0 0 0

Subtracting (A1) yields

T T
0 :E<77(X:’}’N —z9) + / At (XN = XD)dt + (N =) TXEN +1(20N — Z9) - / (2PN — Z0)dt
S~~~ 0 0
>0

T t t s
+ 7/ (Xf’N — X?) <t,0t — ptexp < — / pudu> / 5ps €Xp (/ pudu> ds) dt)
0 0 0 0
B B T T
> —nxo — (T()\ +p) + w?T?eTP)E(/ | XN — X,?\dt) — E</ |z — Zf‘dt)
0 0

~TE(|2pN - 23]) + TE(X}Y).

In view of Theorem 22, Theorem 268, Theorem B4l and using Z7Y = pYV and Z° = pY?°,
the sum of the three first expected values is small uniformly in N if n is small. Hence, if
lim sup,_, Supyepr E(X;Z’N) > (, then the sum on the right hand side of the aboYe inequality is
strictly positive when first choosing 1y > 0 small enough and then choosing (7, N') with 77 < ng
such that )
E(X?’N) > 1lim sup sup IE(XFZ’N).
2 n—0 NeN

O

We are now ready to prove the convergence of the graph X" to the completed graph of X° in
the Hausdorff distance. 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 [g; T — €], it is enough to consider X" — X0
which we have bounded by Theorem

Proof of Proposition [2.7. To prove that the probability of
doo(GXn,N,Gxo) <e

is large for small 7 > 0, we need to prove that the distance of any point (¢,x) from either
G xnn () or Gxo(, 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 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 points of discontinuity; (ii) X satisfies Assumption [A:3] due to Lemma 3.4 and (iii)
limy, 0 SUp yep E(X;’N) =0, due to Lemma 44l For instance, let us consider an w € Q with

sup  (X§(w) — XN (w)) <,
u€[0;T—v]
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and assume that (t,2) € Gxn.v(,) witht <vand z < X§(w)—v. Since z = X?’N(w), the mean
value theorem yields an s € [0;¢] such that X (w) = x+v, which proves that (s, z+v) € Gxo(y)
and

doo((t, ), (s, 4+ v)) = (t—3)+v < 2.

A Regularity properties of 1to processes and BSDEs

In this appendix, we introduce some regularity properties of stochastic processes, which we later
use to prove various convergence results for stochastic processes. We consider an adapted, R-
valued stochastic process Y = {Y;}+c; on some interval I and introduce the following continuity
conditions.

Assumption A.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 + ] N1,

E(V(Y; - Y))| < E(V)).
Assumption A.2. For all ¢ € (0;00), there exists 0 € (0;00) such that, for all s € I,

E( sup  |Yi— Yy
te(s;s+0]NI

Fs> <e.

Assumption A.3. For all 8,9 € (0;00), there exists v € (0;00) such that

P[ sup m—msﬂ} 16

s,tel,|s—t|<v

Definition A.4. A family of stochastic processes is said to uniformly satisfy Assumption A1,
or[A.3 on I if all processes satisfy the respective property and § or v can be chosen uniformly
for all processes.

Assumption implies Assumption [AT} If Y satisfies [A.2], then

E(V(Y; = Y)| = [E(V B - Y )| S B(VI-E(Y: - Vil | F)) SE(V])e

However, if we want to bound a term of the form |E(1 (Y, — Y5))| for some N C M € F; with
N ¢ Fs, then Assumption [Al is not enough; in this case, we need the stronger Assumption

A2l

Theorem A.5. Let X = {Xi}er and Y = {Yiher be adapted R-valued processes and let
Z=X'Y.

o If X and Y are essentially bounded and satisfy Assumption [A.3, then Z also satisfies
Assumption [A.3.

o If X satisfies Assumption[A 3 and if there exists X € (0;00) such that X > X, then 1/X
also satisfies Assumption [A.3.

18



o If X and Y are essentially bounded, if X satisfies Assumption [A.F and Y satisfies As-
sumption [A 1], then Z satisfies Assumption [A 1. If, additionally, Y satisfies Assumption
[A9, then Z also satisfies Assumption [A.2

Proof. The first statement follows from estimating the difference | X;Y; — X Y| in terms of the
differences |X; — X;| and |Y; — Y;|. An analogous approach proves the second part of the last
statement. The proof of the second statement follows from

1 1

X X

X - X

— < X721X.— Xl
XX, | = [Xs — Xif

The first part of the third statement follows from

E(V(X,Y: — X,Y)))| < |[E(VY(X; — X)) |+ [E(VXs(Y; - Y5))|.
and the fact that X and Y are essentially bounded. 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 It6 process with bounded coefficients satisfies Assumption [A.2] and [A_3]if the process does.

Lemma A.6. Let (X,| - |x) be a normed space with a non-empty and convexr subset D, let
(Y,dy) be a metric space, let f: D =Y and, for everyt € [0;00) let
wp(t) = sup dy (f(z1), f(x2)),

x1,x2€D,[|x1—r2|| x <t
wy(t) :=inf{e)(t) [1: [0;00) — [0;00) concave and 1) > @y}
Then @¢: [0;00) — [0;00], @y is non-decreasing, Wr(0) = 0, and for all s,t € [0;00) with s > 0,

L8 o (s). (A1)

wp(t) = —

If &y is finite, then wy takes values in [0;00), is concave, non-decreasing and, for all x1,x2 € D,

dy (f (x1), f(22)) < wp((ler — 22llx). (A.2)

If f is uniformly continuous, then &y is finite, Oy and wy are continuous in 0 and wg(0) = 0.

Proof. By definition, @y is non-decreasing and @¢(0) = 0. To prove (A.I)), let s,t € [0; 00) with
s> 0and x1,z2 € D with ||x; — z2||x <t. Let N := [t/s] and let

& k N -k
= =T+

N N ) (kJZO,,N)

T

Then 2* € D because D is convex and ||z* — 2" || x = L||z; — 3| < s. Hence

S

N—-1
dy (Fn), Fa) € 3 de (F), 7)) < N oy (Jo — 2 < 4 )2
k=0

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

The next theorem shows that a uniformly continuous function of an It6 process with essentially
bounded drift and diffusion coefficient satisfies the above regularity properties.

Theorem A.7. Let Xo € R", i € L§,(Q x [;T;R"), ¢ € LF(Q x [0;T|;R™™).  Let

{Xi}ejoym be the stochastic process defined by

t t
Xt:X0+/ gudu+/ Gy dW,,.
0 0

Let f:[0;T] x R" — R be uniformly continuous. Then {f(t, Xi)}ejo;r) satisfies Assumptions
A2 and[A3. The mapping € — 6 in Assumption[A.2 depends only on n, m, f and the bounds
on i and G.

Proof. The following proof for the case m = n = 1 can easily be extended to arbitrary m
and n. Let 7,7 € (0;00) be essential bounds on fi and & and let ws be as in Lemma [A.6]
ie. |[f(t, Xe) — f(s,Xs)| < wy(|t — s| VX — Xs|). Due_to the concavity of wy, a variation of
Doob’s maximal inequality for conditional expectation and the It6 isometry for conditional
expectations, we obtain that, for all £, € (0;00) and s € [0;T],

%)
%)

‘.7-}) + E( max
s<t<TA(s+6)

s<t<TA(s+6)

E( max |f(t, Xy) — f(s, Xy)]

§E<wf<5\/ max )\Xt—XS\>

s<t<TA(s+6
t
/ flydu
S

t
/ o, dWy,

s<t<TA(s+96)

%))

<wy (5 + E( max
<wy (5(1 +7) + 26x/5>.

Thus, Assumption [A.2] follows from the continuity of wy in 0.

Let us now prove Assumption[A.3l Since i is essentially bounded and f is uniformly continuous,
it is enough to prove that the diffusion part of X satisfies Assumption [A.3l To this end, let

t
/ o, dW,, Za}.
Lk

N
The Markov inequality, the Burkholder-Davis-Gundy inequality and the boundedness of the
diffusion coefficient yield a constant C' > 0 that is independent of N such that

C
P( g,N) < W-

a
= max
BN { L<t<ZL (k+1)
N"V'—="=N

®In order to prove that the conditional expectation w.r.t. Fs of the running maximum of a submartingale is
bounded, we apply the classical Doob’s maximal inequality concerning the conditional measures w.r.t. all sets
A € F, with positive probability.
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Let w € Q\ Uév:_ol Af v and s,t € [0;T] with |s —¢] < L. Then, < 3a and so

( /! &uqu> (w)

N—-1 .
O\ U Apn C { max / G, dW,| < 304}.
k=0 7 S,te[o;T},\S_ﬂg% R

As a result, if N is large enough,

t
/ 0, dWy,

N-1 C

g:m] >1-) P(ARN) 21— >1-06

P [ max 1
s te| =0 «a

0;T],|s—t|<%

O

Finally, we prove that our regularity properties hold for a certain class of BSDEs driven by for-
ward SDEs. Specifically, we prove that the solution to the BSDE can be expressed as a uniformly
continuous function of the forward process and then apply Theorem [A.7l The representation of
the solution in terms of a continuous function has been proven in [10] already.

For all (¢,x) € [0;T] x R™, we consider the following SDE on [t; T,
dX5" = fi(s, Xb")ds + 6 (s, XI7)dW,,  X[T =,
where fi,6: [0;T] x R" — R™ are measurable and bounded and satisfy the Lipschitz condition

1(2, 6)(t, 1) = (1, 6) (¢, 22) [l < Ll — 2 [co-

Standard computations show that there is a constant C' € (0; 00) that depends only on L and
the bounds of i and & such that, for all ¢ € [0; 7] and z1,z9 € R,

E( sup X6 szuzo) < Cller — a2, (A.3)
sE[t;T)

Theorem A.8. Let ¥: R™ — R be bounded, ¢: [0;T] x R™ xR — R be continuous and bounded
and let both function satisfy the Lipschitz condition

|U(z1) — U(z2)| + [W(t, 21, y1) — Y(t, 22, y2)| < L([|z1 — 22| + |y1 — y2|).

For (t,z) € [0;T] x R™, let (Y'®, Zb®) € L4(Q x [0;T];R x R™) be the unique solution to the
BSDE on [t;T],

—AY}" = (s, X0", Y ds — ZLRAW,, YT = W (XpT) (A.4)

driven by the forward process Xb*, which exists due to [10, Theorem 2.1]. 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,Xﬁ’gﬁ) =Y}I" for all s € [t; T]} = 1. (A.5)

In particular, the process Y% satisfies Assumption [A.2 and Assumption on [t; T].
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Proof. By [10, Theorem 3.4] and the remark following it, there exists a function h: [0; 7] xR" —
R that is 1/2-Holder continuous in ¢ and locally Lipschitz continuous in x such that (A5 holds.
It therefore remains to prove the uniform continuity of h. Since

T
h(t,x) = E(@(X;”f) + / Q,Z)(u,XZ’x,h(u,XZ’x))du>, (A.6)
t
we see that h is bounded, say |h| < h. Then
wp(s,6) == sup  |h(s,21) — h(s,z2)|

llz1—z2lloo <6
is finite, and Lemma [A.6] allows us to define its concave envelope wy(s,-): [0;00) — [0; 00).

Using the Lipschitz continuity of ¢, we obtain, for all z1, 29 € R™ and t € [0; 7] that

|h(t,x1) = h(t, 22)]
< LE(IXZ™ = X7 o)

; (A.7)
) /t <E(ngm =Xt )+ (] x5 Xgmuw)))du.
Using (A3 along with Lemma [A6] if ||z — 23]/oo <, then
B([lxp - X5, ) < €9 (A.8)
and
E(&h (u, || X5 — XL Hoo)) <wp (u,E(ngm _ Xt Hoo)) < wp(u, C9), (A.9)
for some constant C' € (0;00) that depends only on fi, & and L. In view of (A,
wi(u, C8) < (C + V)i (u, 8). (A.10)

This shows that
T T
Op(t,0) < LCS + L/ (Cé+ (C + Dap(u,d))du = LCH(1 +T —t) + L(C + 1) / n(u, 6)du.
t t

Hence the Gronwall inequality implies that h is uniformly Lipschitz continuous in the second
variable. Since h is uniformly 1/2-Hélder 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 [B.T],
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 [B.2] 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
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of their past (see Assumption [A. Tl and Assumption [A.2]). 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;7'). 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. Our approach requires a strong regularity
assumption (Assumption [A.3)) on the coefficient process.

B.1 SDEs with positive feedback

B.1.1 An equation without scaling

Let us consider a family of real-valued, adapted, continuous stochastic processes b7 = {b/ }te(O,T)
that satisfy the integral equation

by = <a(t, by) + qf) dt +Z}dW; on (0;T) (B.1)

where a: Q x (0;7) x R — R is adapted and continuous and {¢; }te(o;r) is an adapted, R-valued,
continuous stochastic process and

{7?}156(0;7‘) € £123rog(Q X (OvT_]va)

Our goal is to prove that the processes {bg}te(o,T) with terminal conditions b, = 0 converge
to 0 as 7 — 0 uniformly on (0,7) 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 b7 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.

Assumption B.1.

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

sup  sup ‘a(t, b;’)‘ <a.
t€(0;T) ne(0;00)

it) For all € > 0 there exists § > 0 such that

inf IP’[ sup ‘bg‘ §e] =1
ne(0;0) | te[T—6&T)

i11) There exists a function ny: (0;00) — (0;00) such that

inf inf ]P’[ sup 1%?( SE] =1L
e>0n<m(e) [ te(0;T7—e]

iv) There exists €1 > 0 such that

inf inf  b-a(t,b) > 0.
te(0;T) be[—e1;e1]
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Lemma B.2. Under Assumption [B.1, there exists a function ng: (0;00) — (0;00), which de-
pends only on 11 and the mapping € — & introduced in Assumption [B1 ii), such that

inf inf IP’[ sup |b]] < €:| =1.
€€(0;00) n€(Omo(e)] | se(0;T)

Proof. Let € € (0;e1]. In a first step, we show that there exists 7p(¢) > 0 such that
o= :=inf{t € (0;T) | P! < —e] =0 for all s € [;T)}

satisfies 0% = 0 for all n € (0;mp(g)]. Since b" is continuous, this will imply
inf IP)[ inf b7 > —6:| = 1.
n€(Osmo(e)] [ 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 n
is small enough. For all s € (0;T) and n € (0;00), we can define the stopping time

7%= 799" = inf{u € [s;T) | b] = —¢/2}.
By Assumption [B] ii), there exists a small enough § > 0 such that, for all s € (0;7) and
1 € (05 00),
P[b] < —e,7° > T — 6] = 0. (B.2)
Since 75 is a stopping time, due to the square-integrability of Z' and Assumption [B1] i), iv),

(B.1) and (B.2)), we see that, for all s € (0;0%7) and n € (0;00) (the underbrace refers to the

case when 0" < 79),

Pl < —g]g

SK‘:(]l{biée}(bgs - b’;))
TSNoE" 75 75
:E<1{bg<_€}</s a(t, bZ)dt+/TSAama(t, \bZz )dt+/s q,?dt))
€[—e;—e/2]

<P[b7 < —¢] ((05”7 —s)a+T sup ‘qﬂ) (B.3)
te[0;T—46)

The assumption 0 < ¢ implies that for any a > 0, we can find
0—5777 — S S S 0—8777

with P[bd < —¢] > 0. However, due to Assumption [B1]ii) and iii), we can choose a < ¢/(5a),
§ <e/(5T) and ny(g) < n1(0) such that (B.3)) leads to a contradiction because P[b! < —&] > 0.
This implies 0 = ¢®". U
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B.1.2 An equation with scaling

In this section, we establish an abstract convergence result for stochastic processes {Ptn}tG(O,T)
indexed by some parameter 1 > 0 that satisfy the integral equation

d(P7), = /i T (a(Pg?, PY) + qf) dt + ALY + Z!dW, on (0;T) (B.4)

where a : R* — R is a measurable mapping, {¢: }eo;r), {B ey {PP ey {4t e
{L} }te(O;T) and are adapted, R-valued, continuous stochastic processes and

{7;7}156(0;T) S £%rog(Q X (07 T_]v I&WL)

Our goal is to prove that the processes {Ptn}tE(O,T) converge to P% as  — 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 (B.4)) holds on the
whole interval (0;T], then it is enough to assume that P}l > P%. When applying the abstract
convergence result to the BSDEs (A1) and ([4.2]), the former condition holds if N = 400 while
the latter holds if IV is finite.

Assumption B.3.

i) There exist positive constants v, W, P such that P <Y < Y, |[P°| < P and P" > —P.
Moreover, there exists a function ny: (0;00) — (0;00) such that

PMoxor—e < P forall >0 andn<me).

i1) One of the following two “boundary conditions” holds:

a) For all n >0, there is a T, < T such that

P| inf (P"—P°%)>0]|=1
[Tn1§<T( ! 2 _0]

b) The integral equation (BA) holds on the whole interval (0;T) and P[P} > PY] = 18

i11) There exists a function nz: (0;00) — (0;00) such that

inf inf ]P’[ inf ¢/ > —¢, sup ¢/ SE] =1.
e>0n<ma(e) [ te(0;T—¢] te(0;T)

iv) The function a: R? — R is non-decreasing and differentiable in the first variable and
a(P(w), P2(w)) = 0. Moreover, there erist g,3 > 0 such that

%a(m,PtO(w)) >3 forall |z — PP(w)| <E.

v) The processes v and P° satisfy Assumption [ and the processes L (n > 0) satisfy
Assumption [A1 uniformly in n > 0.

SThis requires that ¢, P7, P°, ¢" and L" are continuous on (0;T] and Z" € E%rog(ﬂ x (0; T; R™).
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Lemma B.4. Let p" := P" — P°. Under Assumption[B.3, there exists a function ng: (0;00) —
(0; 00), which depends only on v, P, m1, n2, PY, €, B and the mapping € + § corresponding to
the uniform satisfaction of Assumpion[A1 by {L"},, such that

inf inf P| sup pl<e inf pl>—c| =1.
£€(0;00) n€(Osmo(e)] | se(0;7—e] s€(0;T)

Proof. Let us fix € € (0;2]. We first show that there exists 79(¢) > 0 such that

sup  sup P[p? >¢e=0. (B.5)
n<no(e) s€(0,T—¢]

Since p" is continuous, this proves that

inf IP’[ sup pnga} =1.
n<no(e) L se(0;T—e]

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

Due to the L*-integrability of Z" on [s; T—4] and by the optional sampling theorem (cf. Theorem
3.22 in [23]), we obtain

< {7 >z—:}<v / a(P}, P)) +QZ)du+LZn - L{

(B.6)
+ ¢sps(] - ¢Tnpfn + wspg - wT"pZn> > .

We now analyze the various terms in (B.6]) separately to deduce that P[p! > ¢] = 0 if
7 < np(e) := min (771(6), 72 (min(9, ,86/4)))
e We first consider the term

( {pI>e} VT / Pn PO —}—qZ)du).

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

a(PLPY) = a(PY+ DL PY) = a(P) +2/2.PL) = B3,

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

( {p? >€}\/ / P77 PO + qZ )du)
%/—/ ~~~

>Be/2 >—Pe/4
>E( {p >6}\/ mT_s ,85/4)
25\/77—%11@[;)2 >e,7"=5+0|

(B.7)
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e By Assumption [B.3] (v) and Theorem [A.5] we can choose for any £y > 0 some § > 0,
which does not depend on 7, such that

‘E(]]'{pg>€}(y7'" - Yi?))‘ < EQP[])Z > 5]7 for Y = 1/1P07L77- (B8)

and
E(Wrn - ws“fs) <eo (B.9)

e Using (B.8)), along with the fact that P"[q, o7—c < P due to Assumption B3] (i), yields

E(]l{pg>€} (%pg - %npgn))
ZE(]].{pg>€77.n<S+5} (T,Z)sg/2 + (T;Z)s - ¢T")6/2))

=+ E(]].{p787>€77_n:s+5} (1/}55 - ¢Tﬂ ﬁz]—,’b)) (BlO)
<2P
gggp[pg >e, 7 <s+6] - ?P[p;’ > €]
+ (et — 20P)P[pl > &,7" = 5+ 3]

Altogether this yields

0 >P[p! > e, 7" = s+ ] <5\/770(5)—‘155/4 —2eg — ? + e — 2¢—P>

+P[pl > e, 7" < s+ 6] <—2€0+%y—?>.
Now, if we choose first g9 and then 7g(e) small enough, the coefficients that multiply the
probabilities become positive. Hence both probabilities must be equal to zero and so P[p? >
g] = 0 if n < no(e). Analogously, we can prove that P[p] < —¢] = 0 for all s € (0;T). The
main difference is that 77 < T — § does not hold on the set {p! < —¢}. Instead, we only obtain
7" < T (if Assumption[B.3] (ii) b) holds) or 77 < T;, (if Assumption [B.3] (ii) a) holds). Moreover,
Assumption [B.3] (i) is not needed in (B.I0). Instead, p!, > —2P, due to Assumption [B.3 (i).

O

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", ZM), which satisfy the ODE system

X == ANX] + B)ZD). X] = a,

) (B.11)
Ztn = Ctth + DtZtn7 Zg = 20

on some time interval [0; S] for all n > 0, where A7, 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.
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Assumption B.5. There ezists a continuous adapted process B°, which satisfies Assumption
such that for all €,6 € (0;00), there exists some 1y = no(e,d) > 0 such that

1
inf IP’[ inf A} > =, sup |B} — B}| < e] >1-4. (B.12)
n<no te[0;5] € t€[0;8]

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

; 1 " _
}]r;gP[tesB;pS] (‘Xt“—‘ZtD SL] >1-6. (B.13)

In terms of the process BY, we define

Xto = _BSZtO’

t
7 = zyexp (/ ( - C,BY + Ds)ds>.
0

(B.14)

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 n 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 Assumption B3 holds and if xo + Bz > 0, then for all £,5 € (0;00), there
exists n1 = n1(g,0) > 0 such that

‘ol ‘ol

X X
inf P| sup —%ga, inf —%2—5 >1-6.
n<m te[o;s} + tG[E;S} At

If xg + Bz < 0, then the intervals [0; S] and [g;S] in the above statement are to be swapped.
The mapping 11 depends only on B°, C, D, xq, 2, and the mappings (¢,6) + no(e,0) and
d — L introduced in Assumption [B.3.

Proof. Let yg := xo + Bgzo. We assume w.l.o.g. that yg > 0. Then there exists ag > 0 s.t.
yo — alzo] >0 for all a < ap.

Let us now put

M ;:{ sup (\Bﬂ +|Ce| + [ Dy + | X7| + \Z{’\) SL},
t€[0;5]

M ::{ inf A" >1/a, sup |B/ —Bﬂ < a},
t€[0;5] t€[0;9]

MPY ::{ sup ‘Bg—Bﬂgﬁ}.
5,t€[0;S],[s—t|<v

For all 6 > 0, 8 > 0 and a < «q, there exist constants Lg(d),no(c, d) and (5, ) such that

5
. PMPY)>1-— -

§
inf P[ME"] > 1 — & inf P[M®"] >1— :

n n<no

[=pN Y]
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for all L > Ly and v < vy. Moreover, for all a < ag and P-a.a. w € M7,

X3(w) < ~AY) (o — | BYlw) — Bw)|lz0l) < —= (o —alzol) <0.  (B15)

We are now ready to prove that, for all €, > 0, there exists n; > 0 such that

N S,

Xﬂ
inf P | sup —f,ge >1——.
n<m | ¢ef0;8] At

To this end, we take an w € MELTAM*TNMP¥ where (B.I5) holds and assume that there exists
1
some ¢t € [0;S] such that X ()

> . It is enough to show that such a ¢ cannot exist for L large

Al (w)
and «, 8, v,n small enough. Since i:—((ww)) is continuous and ig((:})) < 0 for a < g, we can choose
. O .
a minimal ¢ € [0; S] with the property that )jg((:})) =¢e. Let s := sup {u € (0;¢) { ﬁ%((:)) = 6/2}.
Then, j%]((:’; = 5 and j};"((:j)) > S for all u € (s;t]. We now distinguish two cases.
e Case 1: t — s > v. Then, the fact that w € M7 N M yields
2L > X (w) — XM (w) = t@fln(w)du > L (B.16)
-t SV )y Al(w) T ~ 2’ '
e Case 2: t — s < v. In this case, we have
e _X(w) X{w)
2 Alw)  Al(w) (B.17)

=— X{(w) = B (w)Z(w) + XJ(w) + Bl(w) Z(w).

t X1(w)
s Al (w)

Using that w € M*" yields —X/'(w) + X{(w) = —
we MET A MPY yields

Al(w)du < 0. Using that

5 < - Blw) [ Ziwhdu - 21() (Bi(w) - BIw))
< 22 (| )| + | B @) - BYW)) (B.15)
+ L Bw) = B + | BY(w) = B+ [BIw) - BIw))

< 2L%v(L 4 ) + L(2a + B).

Now, we first choose L > Lg(d), then 3 > 0 such that 3L3 < %, then v < 1(B,0) such that
2L%0(L + ap) < 7, then a < o such that §= > 2L and o < 8 and finally 7;(e,d) < no(a, 6).
Then both (B.I6]) and (B.I8]) are violated. As a result,

bl
MED A e MBY C { sup —& < 6}
te|0;S5] ‘At

and hence

X7 5
]P’[ sup —%ga} >1-——. (B.19)
te(0;9] At 2

29



It remains to prove that, for suitably chosen parameters
bl
METAMETAMPY C Q0 oinf SE > —e b
tele;S] Ay

To this end, we fix w € M7 N M®" N MP" and assume that there exists a minimal ¢ € [¢; 5]

1
such that i% () < —¢. Using that w € M7 0 M7 it is straightforward to show that, for all
X (w)

¢ (w)
Al (w)

sufficiently small «, there is an r € [0;¢] such that > —¢/2. Hence, we can define

n

$ 1= sup {u € [0;1) ‘ A:é((:j; = —8/2} .

€ [—e;—¢/2] for all u € [s;t]. We can now use the same arguments

D

Then 0 < s < t and )Afg((:};

as in the first step to conclude that

X7 B)
P| inf =L > —¢| >1-——. B.20
S ERE (20
Combining (B.19)) and (B.20)) yields the desired result. O

Lemma B.7. Let Assumption[B.3 be satisfied and let zo+ BYz9 # 0. Then for all €,§ € (0;00),
there exists ny = n2(g,d) > 0 such that

inf P| sup |Z] —Z)| <e| >1-4.
nsnz | te[0;S)

The mapping nz depends only on B°, C, D, xg, 2, and the mappings (¢,6) + no(s,0) and
0 — L introduced in Assumption [B 3.

Proof. Since

t t s
Z) — Z? =exp (/ (Du — BgC’u)du> / exp ( — / (Du — BgCu)du>-
0 0 0

‘o
(8- Bez -3 s

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

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

inf IP’[ sup max (‘Zl? - Z|, X} —Xt") <e inf (XP-X)>—¢|>1-06.
n<n3 te[0;9] te(e;S]

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

The mapping 13 depends only on B°, C, D, xq, 2, and the mappings (¢,6) + no(e,d) and
0 — L introduced in Assumption [B 3.
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