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ABSTRACT: For constants v € (0,1) and A € (1,00), we prove exis-
tence and uniqueness of a solution to the singular and path-dependent
Riccati-type ODE
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As an application, we use the ODE solution to prove existence of a
Radner equilibrium with homogenous power-utility investors in the
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1 Introduction

There is an extensive literature on nonlinear second-order differential equations of the
type

()G W) + () Fly, w,w') =0, y e (0,1). (1.1)
i

When G and F(y,w,-) depend only on |w'| and ¢(y) = y"~! with y := |z, equation

(1.1)) becomes the radial version of the differential equation
div (G(|Dw|)Dw) + F(|z|, w, |Dwl|) = 0, (1.2)

see, for example, [16], [I8], and [19]. In this case, solutions to (L.1)), or related
differential inequalities, are often used to prove comparison and maximum principles
for the corresponding differential equation (see [19]). Important examples are G(§) =
1 and G(&) = [£]P~2, p > 1, which yield the Laplace equation

Au + F(|z|, u, |Dul) = 0, (1.3)
and the p-Laplace equation
div(|DuP~?Du) + F(|z|,u, |Dul) = 0, (1.4)

respectively. In (1.3]) and (1.4), we use u(z) := w(|z|) and y := |z|.
The differential equation ([1.1)) also arises in the study of singular self-similar so-

lutions to the porous media equation with absorption

0
_81; =A(u™) —uP,
where one looks for solutions of the type

u(z,t) =t w(t™|z|),

see, for example, [3], [I1], and [14].

In this paper, we are interested in a special form of , which arises from a
system of coupled stochastic control problems in financial economics (discussed below
and detailed in Section [3). For v € (0,1) and A € (1,00), we consider the second



order nonlinear differential equation

(p()w) = @1+ 1)y (1 — )" — () (1 — y)e” — A)(w')* =0, (1.5)
for y € (0,1), where
p(y) =y (1—y), ye(0,1).

To highlight the singularities at y = 0 and y = 1, we write the differential equation

([L5) as

(o) = 0+ BB ¢ (1= e — . (1)

For our application in Section [3| below, we are interested in a singular solution w €

C?([0,1)), which satisfies the boundary condition

lim(1 — y)u'(y) = 1. (1.7)

We will see that a necessary and sufficient condition for the local existence of a smooth

solution for y near 0 is that the boundary condition
w'(0) =~ (1.8)
holds. The main challenge of the paper is to determine the range of initial values
w(0) = wy (1.9)

for which equation ([1.6)) admits a global solution w(y) for y € (0,1) and construct a
unique solution that satisfies (1.7]). Following [3] and [14], we use a shooting argument.

To be precise, we show that for all
0<wy< A-— v,

the differential equation (|1.6)) has a unique solution satisfying the boundary conditions

(8. (9, and

. , v
1;{111(1 —yw(y) = € (0,1).

Then, we show that for all wq sufficiently large, the solutions to the Cauchy problem



(1.6)), (1.8)), and (1.9) explode for y < 1. Finally, we show that the initial value wy
for which ((1.7) holds is given by the supremum of the set of initial values wy > 0 for

which there is a smooth solution to ([1.6)), (1.8]), and (|1.9) satisfying

lim(1 —y)uw'(y) <.
YT
The main challenges with respect to previous work are that: (i) the ODE is
singular at both y = 0 and y = 1, (ii) the ODE is not variational, so standard
techniques (see, e.g., [15]) cannot be applied, (iii) the ODE ([1.6]) is of Riccati type
due to the presence of the term (w’)?, (iv) there is exponential growth in w, and (v)
we are looking for singular solutions (see, e.g., [8] and [16]).
To state our main result, we rewrite in terms of

h(y) == (1 —y)w'(y), ye(0,1).

Then, the ODE (|1.6) becomes

S “_A) h(y)

1—y ) Y € (071)7 (110)

W(y) =57 (v = h(y)) + p(y)
h0) =, h(1)=1.

Our main mathematical result is:

Theorem 1.1. For v € (0,1) and A € (1,00), there exists a unique solution h €
C'([0,1]) of (L10) satisfying v < h < 1.

Our motivation for studying comes from the limited stock-market participa-
tion model in [2]. We use Theorem [1.1]to prove the existence of a Radner equilibrium
when both investors have identical power utility functions with common relative risk-
aversion coefficient v € (0,1) and common time-preference parameter 5 > 0. Our
analysis is significantly more involved than the log-log-utility model originally devel-
oped in [2]. Because of the log-utility assumption placed on the restricted investor,
the model in [2] is explicitly solvable and no ODE is needed.

There are several existing model extensions of [2]. [10] proves existence of equilib-
rium bubbles (i.e., models where the equilibrium stock-price process is a strict local
martingale) and shows that equilibrium uniqueness can fail in models with multiple

stocks. In another extension, [I7] proves the existence of an equilibrium when the
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unrestricted investor has a power-utility function. The existence proofs in [2], [10],
and [17] all rely crucially on the restricted investor having a logarithmic utility func-
tion. This is because the optimal policy for an investor with a logarithmic utility
function is available in closed form. [21] uses coupled BSDEs to prove equilibrium
existence for investors with heterogenous exponential utilities. Finally, our existence
proof also puts some of the experimental numerics for homogenous investors reported
for power-power utilities in [4] on a solid mathematical foundation.

We use the mathematical setting from [2], which falls under the theory of incom-
plete Radner equilibria. Incompleteness stems from the restricted investor’s inability
to hold stocks. Utilities defined on the positive real line — such as log and power
— restrict consumption processes to be nonnegative, which complicates the under-
lying mathematical structure. In continuous-time settings with noise generated by
Brownian motions, incomplete Radner equilibria are originally discussed in [6] but no

general existence result is availablef]

2 ODE existence

2.1 Auxiliary ODE results

Lemma 2.1. Let v € (0,1). Then, we have:

1. The function

e(y) =y (1 —y), yelo1] (2.1)

satisfies

, y€(0,1). (2.2)

2. The function

L [T
o) == = [ Zlar we .,

2The counterpart of complete equilibrium models is fully developed; see, e.g., Chapter 4 in [13]
and [I].



can be extended to ¢ € C1([0,1)) with

Proof. 1: Follows by computing derivatives.

2: By Taylor’s formula centered at 0, we have

20 — 7(1 — )
=17 — " 4 o(t1),

Therefore,

) )
o) = [ Har = 1m0 70—t o)t

1 ol
(1+y'y+o(y)) (lﬂy””—Qﬂy“Mo(y””))
YT

_ _1 1 1
= b5+ (5~ o) v+ o).

This shows that ¢(y) can be extended continuously to y = 0 with the boundary values
in (2.3). For y > 0, by (2.2)), the previous calculation, and Taylor’s formula, we have

) = P [T 1 p(y)
Y = soy)Q/o T
=—<17”—1%y)¢(y)+§
= - (”7” —7—y7+0(y)) (ﬁJrv(ﬁ - ﬁ)erO(y)) +y
= amem Toll)
= ¢/(0) + o(1).
Hence, ¢’s extension is in C1([0,1)). &

Theorem 2.2. Let a: [0,1] — R be a continuous function, v € (0,1), and define

ao(y) := M7 ar(y) == 2y+1Dy—(1+47)

p : ’ . ye(01]. (2.4)




Then, the singular Riccati ODE

F'y) = aoly) + 2L f(y) + 12 f(y)*, y >0, (2.5)

with the boundary condition f(0) = v, has a strictly positive local solution in C*([0, d])
in the sense that there exist § € (0,3] and a function f : [0,8] — (0,00) with f €

CY([0,0]) satisfying fory € (0,0).

Proof. Step 1/6: We eliminate the linear term in (2.5) by multiplying both sides of
(2.5) by ¢ from Lemma to see

(6w @) = ao)e) + Yol f@)2 y>o.

Integrating both sides and using ¢(0) = 0 and f(0) = =, yields

o)1)= [ o) () + 2L 07 dr. v >0

Hence, if a local solution f of ({2.5)) exists, it satisfies the integral equation

fly) = L /Oysf)(t) (ao(t) + %f(tﬁ) dt, y> 0.

e(y)

The next steps construct a fixed point for this integral equation for y € [0, ] for some
6 € (0,3].
Step 2/6: For 0 < < % to be chosen later and an arbitrary R > 0, we consider the

closed convex set

X ={fec(0,0]): [If =7l < R}, (2.6)
where || floo := maxyeps | f(y)]. For f € X and 0 <y <6, we define T by
1 Y a(t
T = = [ olt) (anlt) + 54 5(02) . (27)
We claim that lim, o 7'(f)(y) exists and

m T(f)(y) = (2.8)



To see . we use L’Hospital’s rule, , and . to get

o(y) (w+()()

lim —7
yl0 @' (y) 1—

C(l+7) +y“<y)f( )2
= lim

Y40 1+y -y,

We extend T' continuously to y = 0 by defining T'(f)(0) := v so that T': X — C(]0, 9]).
Step 3/6: We claim that if § > 0 is sufficiently small, then

T(X)C X. (2.9)
Consider the continuous function
U(y,2) = %zz, yel0,3], z€[y—R,y+R]. (2.10)
Because 1 is continuous, there exists a constant M > 0 such that
[W(y,2)| < M, V(y,2) €[0,5] x [y — R~y +AR]. (2.11)

The constant M depends on the function a(y) and R but M does not depend on §.
Provided ¢ € (0, 3) satisfies

_ R(2+7)
2M2Y



for f € X and y € [0, 0], we have the following estimate

1 Yy
@/0 o(t)

“ ),

M

=yl
M2Y

= Y

+7)
<

S-S

99 f(t)?

dt

0 [ (e, £#)] dt

Y
7 / HH (1 — ) dt
0

Tyt (l-y
8l Y
< M2 / Y dt
0

On the other hand, L’Hospital’s rule, , and give

1

lim =00 /Oy o(t)ao(t) dt = .

vio o(y

Hence, there exists d; > 0 such that

Yy € (0,52) : ‘@

Taking 6 < min{dy, 0, 3}, it follows from the estimates and ( that

Y

/090()

o(t)dt =

< B
=7

IT(f)(y)—~ <R, Yyel0,8, VfeX.

Therefore, the inclusion (2.9) holds.

(2.12)

(2.13)

Step 4/6: This step proves that the operator T" from step 2 is equi-continuous (even

better, T' turns out to be an equi-Lipschitz operator).

10

For 0 < y; < 32 < 0 and



f € &, the formula for ag(y) in (2.4)), (2.7), and (2.10) give

T(f)(y2) = T(f)(w)]
" 90 ()
=t ’ dt o) / dt‘
1 1 Y1
i ‘90(92 / t)¢(t’f(t)) - sO(y1) /0 Pty (L, /(1)) dt'
<@+ ’ / " elt) /yl o(t) dt‘ (2.14)
W 0 N (1) t
1 1 1 Y1
) / PO (¢, f (1)) | di + 'w(yz) o) /0 P (t, F(1))] dt
= [+ IT+1III.

We estimate each of the three terms separately. Lemma ensures ¢ € C'([0,4]),

and so, the Mean-Value Theorem gives
I< (14772 = y)ll¢ o

The bound in (2.11]) and y» < 6 < 1 give

1

Y2
II< M—/ (1 —t)dt
y;—w(l —42)7 Jy

27 Y2
< M- / tdt
Yo Y1

< M2 (y2 — y1).

Similar, the bound in 1' and 0 <y <yp <0< % give

o(y
2 |S0(y1 1+
<o¥ mm M/ vt

|y1 Y2
<t ’|so'<z>|My1
2

<ol el ey
2

?
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where the constant z € (y1,y2) is produced by the Mean-Value Theorem. For arbi-
trary t € (y1,y2), we have

') =1+ (L—1) =yt (1 —t) 7Y
< (L47)ys +yys 72477

Hence,
ITT <22 (145 +~427 )My — yal.

Combining the estimates for I, I'1, and 111 gives a uniform (in f) Lipschitz constant
L such that

IT(f)(y2) = T(f) (1) < Llys —w1], VO<y1 <yo <46, VfelX.

Using , it follows that this inequality holds also for y; = 0. Because L is inde-
pendent of f € X, T is equi-continuous.

Step 5/6: The family {T'(f) : f € X'} is equi-bounded (step 3) and equi-continuous
(step 4). Hence, by the Ascoli-Arzeld theorem, T' is compact. Then, the Schauder
fixed point theorem produces a function f € X such that f(y) = T(f)(y) for all
y € 10,4]. In particular, f(0) =T(f)(0) =, and

1 Y a(t) 2
fy:—/got(at—l——ft dt, y€10,9]. 2.15
W)= =5 | ot0) () + L2510 .0 (215)
Since the right-hand side is continuously differentiable for y > 0, it follows that f
is continuously differentiable for y € (0,6). We need to show that f is continuously
differentiable at y = 0. Let ¢ be the function in Lemma 2.1 Then,

B 1 Y a(t) 9
Fl) = (L2100 + = [ eOF 2w ye (0.0,

Because ¢ € C'(0, %]), it remains to show that the second term on the right-hand
side is also in C'([0,4]). To this end, we define

1 Y a(t) 2
o)== [T ye 0.4
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Then,

S == E8 [ o s+ 2507, ye 0.9),
e(y)* Jo v

which is continuous. L’Hopital’s rule and the definition of ¢(y) in ensure that
the integral term in w’(y) has a finite limit as y | 0. The continuity of a(y) and
f(y) at y = 0 ensures that the second term in w’(y) also has a finite limit as y | 0.
Therefore, w € C'([0, d]).

Step 6/6: The local solution f(y) for y € [0, ] is necessarily strictly positive. This
is because f(0) =~ > 0 and should there be a point yo € (0,6) with f(yo) = 0, then

f(yo) = % > 0, and so f can never become zero.

O
Remark 2.1. Because the solution in Theorem [2.2| belongs to C*(]0, 6]), we know that
fly) =~ + [] f(t)dt for all y € [0,6]. However, because the coefficient functions
in have singularities, we cannot use to write [ f'(t)dt as a sum of three
individual integrals. For example, the definition of ag(y) in implies that the first
term satisfies [ ao(t)dt = oo for all y > 0.

Theorem 2.3 (Comparison). Let 6 € (0,1] and let a,b : [0,6] — R be continuous
functions with a(y) < b(y) for ally € [0,6]. Assume f,qg:[0,0] — R solve the Cauchy

problems

and

{g'<y> = aoly) + 2Wg(y) + M g(y)2, y € (0,9),

Then, f(y) < g(y) for all y € [0,8]. Furthermore, if a(y) < b(y) for all y € [0,4],
then f(y) < g(y) for all y € (0,4].

Proof. We argue by contradiction and assume there exists y; € (0, 0] such that f(y;) >
g(y1). Then, the function F(y) := f(y) — g(y) satisfies F/(0) = 0 and F(y;) > 0. We

13



define
Yo :=sup{y € [0,y1] : F(y) = 0} € [0, 1]

Because F' is continuous, we have yo € [0,41), F(y) = 0, and F(y) > 0 for all
v € (Yo, y1]. For y € (yo,y1), we have

F'(y) = Clhfy;F(y) + f(_y?yf(y)Q - Mg(y)2

2v+1 b(y)

< F(y) + 1Ty(f(y)2 —9(y)?)

_ %yF(y) (2w +1+b(y)(f(y) + g(y))>

%F(y), M = yg%;,},%] <27 + 1+ b(y) (f(y) + 9(?/)))

—_

<

Because F'(yg) = 0, Gronwall’s inequality yields the contradiction

y M

F(y) < F(yo)elo =41 =0, y € (yo,m).

When a < b, the integral representation (2.15)) and f < g give

where we have used f > 0.
¢
Proposition in Appendix [A] contains additional properties of the solution of

the ODE defined in (2.16]) below.

Theorem 2.4. Let v € (0,1) and ag € (—oo, —y]. Then, there exists a function

14



fe€C(0,1)) nC ([0,1)) with f(y) € [0,1] for y € [0, 1] that satisfies

1 y - ler'y )
fly) = M—_W/o (7(1 (=l —2))" + asmf(l’) )dL y € (0,1).
(2.16)
Furthermore, the function f satisfies the ODE
F(y) = ao(y) + L) + % f(y)*, € (0,1), (2.17)
and the boundary conditions
fO) =7 fM)=-<1 (2.18)

Finally, when a3 € (—oo,—7v), we have f(y) € [0,1) for y € [0,1] and when a3 €
(=1, =], we have f(y) =~ fory € [0,1].

Proof. Step 1/4 (Global existence): We can rewrite (2.17) as

F(y) = aoy) + 12 (a1 (y) + asf (), v € (0,1). (2.19)

Theorem produces local existence and so let f be a local solution of (2.17]), which
is strictly positive. To see that f(y) exists and is uniformly bounded for y € [0, 1), we

argue by contradiction. If f were to oscillate at some point y., € (0,1] in the sense

liminf f(z) < limsup f(z) = oo,
ylyeo YTyoo

then we could find an increasing sequence (y,,)nen of local maxima such that ¥, T Yeo,
f'(yn) =0, and f(y,) — oco. Because a3 < 0 and a1(y~) € R, we see from (2.19)) that
lim,, . f'(y,) = —o0, which is a contradiction. Alternatively, if we have continuous

explosion in the sense
lim f(y) = oo,

YTYoo
we get from (2.19)) that lim,,  f'(y) = —oo, which is again a contradiction because
it implies that f is decreasing near y,, while f(y,,) = co. All in all, f(y) exists and
is uniformly bounded for y € [0, 1).

It remains to show that lim,+ f(y) exists and do this by considering oscillations.

15



To this end, first assume there exists a sequence (y,)nen C (0,1) monotonically
increasing to y = 1 such that f’(y,) = 0 for all n € N. Because f is bounded, we can

extract a subsequence if necessary to ensure that ¢ := lim,,_, f(y,) exists in [0, 00).
The ODE in (2.19) yields

0= nh_{lgo (aO(yn) + {Syn) (al (yn) + an(yn»)
R =
= (1+7)y+ lim 0 (5 4 0y f(ya) ).
which forces ¢ € {0, —%} To see ¢ = —%, we argue by contradiction and assume
¢ =0. In that case, (2.20) yields
6 - n n
limwz—limmzl+”y>0, (2.21)
n—oo 1 —1y, n—oo 1 — 1,

which is impossible because f(y) is nonnegative for all y € [0,1). So should f(y)
oscillate as y 1 1, the sequence of corresponding max and min values f(y,), n € N,
converges to —%. Because f(y) is uniformly bounded for y € [0, 1), the alternative is
that f(y) is monotone as y 1 1 in which case lim,; f(y) obviously exists. All in all,
this shows that f € C([0,1]) N C'([0,1)).

Step 2/4 (Boundary values): By multiplying (1 —y) in (2.17), we get

L=9)f' () =1 =yao(y) + fFW)(ar(y) + asf (), y € (0,1), (2.22)
Because f(1) = limy f(y), we see from that
lim(1 = y)f'(y) = F(D) (7 + asf(1) = e

To see ([2.18)), we argue by contradiction. First, we assume ¢ > 0. For € € (0,¢), we
let y. € (0,1) be such that

Vy € (e, )ic—e<(1—y)fily) Scte

For y € (y., 1), we get

f) = f(ve) /f )dg > C—G/quq

16



By using the Monotone Convergence Theorem and f(1) < oo, this gives a contradic-
tion. A similar argument rules out ¢ < 0. Therefore, ¢ = 0 and so f(1) € {0, =%},
To rule out f(1) = 0, we again argue by contradiction and assume f(1) = 0. The
property

gg(aﬂy)+a&ﬂyﬂ==7>>a

allows us to find yo € (0, 1) such that

Yy € (yo,1) s an(y) +asf(y) > 0. (2.23)

Because f > 0 and ag > 0, it follows from (2.22)) that f'(y) > 0 for y € (yo,1). This

gives the contradiction

0= /(1) =1lm f(y) = f(yo) > 0.

ytl

All in all, we have f(1) = —% as claimed in (2.18).
Step 3/4 (Global upper bound): We claim that f(y) < 1 for all y € [0,1).

Because f is continuous on [0, 1], there exists y; € [0, 1] such that

f(y1) = max f(y).

y€[0,1]

If y2 = 0, then f(y) < f(0) = v < 1 for all y € [0,1], and the claim is proved.
Similarly, if y1 = 1, then f(y) < f(1) = =2 < 1 for all y € [0,1]. The only
remaining case left to consider is y; € (0,1) with f’(y;) = 0. In this case, the unique
positive solution of with f'(y1) =0 is

2a0(y1)(1 — y1)

fly) = ~ (2.24)
—a1(y1) + /a1 (y1)? — dazao(y1)(1 — 1)
and we claim that f(y;) < 1. This claim is proven by proving the inequality
2a0(y)(1 —y) + a1 (y) < V(a1 (y))? — dasao(y)(1 —y), y € (0,1), (2.25)

Assume there is y € (0, 1) such that (otherwise there is nothing to prove)

Y+ (2y* =11 —y)
; .

0 < 2a0(y)(1 —y) + ar(y) =

17



Squaring both sides of (2.25)) produces the requirement

0>y(as—7" +7+1)+7* —L=ylas+7) — (1 =71 —y). (2.26)

The inequality holds because az < —~.

When a3 € (—o0, —v), we have f(1) < 1. Then, for any maximizer y; € (0,1)

with f'(y;) = 0, it suffices to prove that the inequality in is strict. This follows
because the left-hand-side of is strictly negative for all y € (0, 1).
Step 4/4 (Global lower bound): Let a3 € [—1,—7]. To show f > ~, we argue
by contradiction and assume there is a point y; € [0, 1] such that f(y;) < 7 and
f'(y1) = 0. Because f(0) = v and f(1) = — > v, it must be that y; € (0,1).
The unique positive solution of f(y;) = 0 is as in (2.24). The contradictory property
f(y1) > 7 is equivalent to

2a0(y1)(1 — 1) + a1 (1) > /a1 (y1)? — dasao(yr) (1 — m1). (2.27)
The left-hand-side of (2.27) equals

1 _
Yy +1—) -
U1

2a0(y1)(1 — y1) + yar (1) = 0.

Squaring both sides of produces the equivalent property as + 1 > 0, which
holds by assumption. &
Remark 2.2. For given constants yo € (0,1) and fy € (0,1), we can argue as in the
above proof of Theorem [2.4] and construct f € C([yo, 1]) NC*([yo, 1)) with f(y) € [0,1]
for y € [yo, 1] that satisfies the ODE

F'(y) = aoly) + L F () + 25 (W), v € (v, 1), (2.28)

and the boundary conditions

flyo) = fo, F(1)=—L (2.29)

ag.

Indeed, since the right-hand-side of ([2.28)) is locally Lipschitz for y € [yo, yo + do] with
yo € (0,1 — &), standard existence theory for ODEs gives a local solution f(y) for
Y € Yo, yo + 6] for some & € (0,0y). By reasoning as in Step 1, we see that f(y) exists

18



for y € [yo,1) and is uniformly bounded. Step 2 still holds. Step 3 holds by using

f(yo) = fo < 1in place of f(0) =~ < 1.
Finally, assuming that fy € [y,1) and ag € [—1, —v], Step 4 still produces f(y) > ~
for all y € [yo, 1]. o

2.2 Local ODE existence for all ¢

For constants 0%, ¢, A, and a continuous function & : [0, 1] — R, we define the coeffi-
cient functions (consistent with (2.4))

(1 +7)

(lo(y) = Tu Yy € (07 1]7
2+ 1)y — (1 +
ol = TN e o) (2.30)
as(h,y) == O%e 3 e _ A, ye(0,1).
D

Theorem 2.5. Let v € (0,1), 07, >0, and A > 1. For & > 0, there exists d € (0, 3]
such that

1. For all £ > 0 with |§ — &| < 1, the integral equation

m /Oy (aofe) (1 —2)+ %hm?)xlﬂdw, y € (0,1),

(2.31)

h(y) =

has a local unique solution he € C*([0,00]) and he satisfies the boundary value

problem

v (2.32)

2. For all & > 0 with |§; — &| < 1 fori € {1,2}, comparison holds for (2.32) in
the sense that 0 < & < & implies he, (y) < he,(y) for all y € (0, &),

Proof. 1. The proof of local existence only requires minor modifications to the proof
of Theorem . For 0 <0 <1 and R> 0 with R+~ <1, let f € X with X defined
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in (2.6). We modify the operator 7" in (2.7]) by defining

T(N)ly) = %/wa(t) (ao(t) + 2l t)f(t)2> dt, y € (0,d]. (2.33)

oy 1—t

To replace the estimates in (2.12) and (2.14]), we first need the bound

las(f,1)] = | 5-(1 — t)eo Tt — A‘
< — Bt Jo TH5da + A
(1+3)1-1) (234
< (1+ £0)( —O)ET A
<1+ % +A4, telod]
Therefore,
jaz(fOIF () < (1+ S +A)(R+7)° <1+ f—;; +A telo,d]. (2.35)

The estimate in o)) implies that the analogous of (| and ( - ) hold with M
replaced by 1 —I— +A With these modifications, the rest of the local existence proof
is identical.

We start by proving uniqueness for y € [0, y;] for some y; € (0, dp]. To this end, we
let h and h be two solutions of and set g := h — h. Because h(0) = h(0) = ~,
it suffices to prove g(y) = 0 for y € [0,y;]. Moreover, because v < 1, by taking
y1 € (0,1) small enough, we can assume h(y) < 1 and h(y) < 1 for y € [0,4]. For
y € (0,91], we have

l9(y)] < yl+7(11_ . /Oy ; it;—” ‘@(h,x)h(my — as(h, ) ‘d:p

1 y mH"Y - 9
SR /0 e O aQ(h,x)}h(x) dz (2.36)

1 ) /Oy (1 flﬂl—v|a2(ﬁ’x)|‘h($)2 — h(z)?

* y (1 —y) )

We consider the last two integrals in (2.36]) separately. The Mean-Value Theorem

gives the inequality

dzx.

e —eb| < eltPlg — b, a,beR.
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Therefore, the first integral in (2.36]) is bounded by

1 ~
1 /y T aatd é ]_ — X ‘ fz ’;(Q)dq ef01 ill(fq;dq du
y (1 - ?/)7 o (1—a)=

S /jw+w@/muud
- 1—y1 o 1—q
Y19(q)|
< dgdx
B D(l_yl) /0 (1—fv) /0 1—q"
5 Yy
O_%(l_yl),),_;'_g_;'_l/o‘ |g<q)‘dq

For the second integral in (2.36)), the estimate in (2.34) ensures that ay(h, ) is

uniformly bounded by some constant ¢; > 0. Therefore,

i ), <1fl;-ylamuw—f3<w>2ldw

_a / " (h(a) + h(@) |h(x) - h(2)|de (2.38)

<
(1—y1

1—Z/1/|g ‘dx

By combining (2.36]) with the two estimates (2.37) and ([2.38)) we get

(2.37)

mmz@éﬂmmM,yemm,

for some constant ¢o > 0. Because g(0) = 0, Gronwall’s inequality produces g(y) = 0
for all y € [0, 14].

Next, we prove uniqueness for y € [y1,do). The function [y1,d0) 3 y — [ }1‘(‘1)
transforms the ODE into a second-order ODE. Because y; > 0, there is no
singularity and standard uniqueness arguments apply.

2. To argue by contradiction, we assume there exists yo € (0, dp] such that hy(yo) >

ha(yo). First, because & < &, there exists y; € (0,1) such that

( yhz()

21— y)elt 5

Vy € [0,41] : & (1 — y)elo

The strict comparison in Theorem [2.3| gives hq(y) < ha(y) for y € [0,41]. Second, we
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define
y2 = sup{y € [0, 0] : Vg € (0,y] hi(q) < ha(q)} € [y1, yo]-

The continuity of hy and hy gives hi(y2) = ha(y2). Because & < &, we have

y h1(2)
0

Vy € [0,92] : & (1 — y)ef g Y &(1 — y)efy hz(q)dq.

0 1—gq

The strict comparison in Theorem [2.3| gives the contradiction hq(y) < hs(y) for y €
(07 3/2} <>

2.3 Global ODE existence for ¢ small

Theorem 2.6. Let v € (0,1), 0% >0, and A > 1. For a constant & satisfying
O<£<A—7 (2.39)
-~ 0_2D P

the integral equation (2.31]) has a global solution he € C([0,1]) N C'([0,1)) with 0 <
he < 1. Furthermore, he satisfies the boundary value problem (2.32)) globally, as well

as the boundary condition

h(1) = ¢y, co:= % € (0,7). (2.40)

Proof. Let f be as in Theorem [2.4] for the constant

as := % - A< —y<0. (2.41)
oD

Step 1/3 (Global Existence): Let [0,6;) be the maximal interval of existence for
h = he produced by Theorem [2.5(1). First, we claim h(y) < 1 for y € [0,61). To
see this, we argue by contradiction and assume there exists y; € [0,0;) such that
h(y,) > 1. Because h(0) = v < 1, it must be that y; € (0,6;). We define

yo :=sup{y € [0,31) : h(y) <1} € (0,41).
The continuity of h gives

Vy € [0,y0] : h(y) <1 and h(yy) = 1.
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Therefore, for y € [0, yo|, we have

h(g)—1
as(he,y) = %e 0 Tite M A< % _

D) Op

A= a. (2.42)

Theorem gives an ODE solution f with f < 1. The comparison result in Theorem
2.3 gives the contradiction

L= h(yo) < f(w) < 1.

Because h(y) < 1 for all y € [0,6;), (2.42)) holds and we can again use Theorems
2.3 and 2.4 to see
hy) < fly) <1, ye[0,6).

Therefore, 6; = 1.
Step 2/3 (Boundary values): We start by writing

o) gy v h2)=1 gy

(1 — y)efoy -z ' = eJo 12

Since h < 1, the integral fol h(f?;l dx exists in [—00,0], and so the following limit

exists

h(z) h(x)—
L:=lim(1 - y)eld T A = oo B e o, 1), (2.43)
y
As in Step 1 in the proof of Theorem [2.4] assume first that there exists a sequence
(Yn)nen C (0,1) monotonically increasing to y = 1 such that h'(y,) = 0 for all
n € N. Because h < 1, we can extract a subsequence, if necessary, to ensure that

0= lim,, o h(y,) € [0, 1] exists. The ODE in (2.32)) yields

i)

h(yn) (a1(yn) + as(h, yn)h(yn))
11—y, '

0= lim (ao(yn) +

n—o0

= (I+7)y+ lim
n—oo
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This implies that

0= nh—>r2<> h(yn) (al (Yn) + az(h, yn)h(yn>)
_ §
—£(7+ (U%L—A>€ .
Hence, either ¢ = 0 or ¢ = {1 where

(2.44)

We argue by contradiction to rule out £ = 0. We assume ¢ = 0 to get

1]19’;)” (a1(yn) + as(h, y”)h(yn>)>

h(yn
:(1+”y)”y+nlim M’y

—oo 1 — 1y, '

n—o0

0= lim (ao(yn) +

This is a contradiction because h is positive.

Based on the above, should h oscillate as y T 1, the sequence of corresponding max
and min values h(y,) would converge to ¢, given in (2.44)). Therefore, £ := limyy h(y)
exists and equals ¢;. Because h < 1, the alternative is that h is monotone near y = 1,
in which case the limit ¢ := lim,+ h(y) exists. To show ¢ = ¢; when h is monotone

near y = 1, we follow the argument in Step 2 in the proof of Theorem but replace
£:22) with

(L=y)W(y) = (1 —y)ao(y) + h(y)ai(y) + az(h, y)h(y)*, vy <€ (0,1).

Taking limits yields

: £ 2

— / — - —

lim(1 =y (y) = 07+ (0]2:)L )¢

As in the proof of Theorem , we get (v + <0L2L — A> ¢? = 0 and so either £ = 0 or
D

¢ =/ for {1 in (2.44). We rule out ¢ = 0 as in Step 2 of the proof of Theorem [2.4]

Therefore, when h(y) is monotone near y = 1, we also have ¢ = {;.
Let us show that ¢ = ¢y where ¢ is from (2.40)). Since U% <A—~and L €[0,1],
D
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we have that ¢; from ([2.44]) satisfies

7
zl_A_U%L <1. (2.45)
D

We consider two cases. First, if /; < 1, then taking € > 0 so small that n := ¢;4+¢ < 1,
there exists y; € (0,1) such that

Yy € [y1,1] - h(y) <n < 1.

It follows that h(y) < n for all y € [y1, 1], while h(y) < 1 for all y € [0, y;]. Hence, for
all y € [y1,1],

0< (1 y)el 15
€ (1= )l g S

1y (1 - 2/1)77
l—y \1-y )’
which converges to zero as y 1 1. Therefore, when ¢; < 1, we have L = 0 and so
{= Cop-
Second, assume ¢; = 1. From ([2.44}), we see that ¢; = 1 implies
§L

2
Op

A—r

Therefore, the upper bound in (2.39) gives L > 1, which contradicts . Thus,
{1 = 1 cannot happen and ¢ = cy.

To see that h' € C([0,1)), we can repeat the argument from Step 2 of the proof of
Theorem 2.2
Step 3/3: To see h(y) > 0 for all y € [0, 1], the boundary values imply that
it suffices to show that there is no point y € (0,1) such that

h(y) = H(y) = 0. (2.46)

However, the ODE ([2.32)) makes ([2.46)) impossible because ag(y) > 0 for all y € [0, 1].
¢
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2.4 Explosion for ¢ big

Lemma 2.7. Let v € (0,1), 0% > 0, and A > 1. For y, € (0,1), there exists
&(yo) € (0,00) such that
VE > E(yo) : he(yo) =

Proof. Let yo € (0,1) be arbitrary and assume to the contrary that for all £ > 0, the
local solution he(y) of (| exists for y € [0,yo] and that limgroo he(yo) < oo (this
limit exists because Theorem ensures that he(yo) is increasing in £). We consider
¢ > 0 such that

- A
1—3/0.

By (2.31)), the ODE for g¢(y) := he(y)(1 — y)"y' 7 gives

(2.47)

az(he,
9e(y) = ao(y) (1 —y)y" " + ﬁh—&(ﬁ

he(q)—1
Lef(? El—q 1_A

2
=v(1 =1 —y)y + L e (y)?
((1 y)y)

(2.48)

2 (1-y)—A
>y(1 =) (1 =)y + —1=9:(y)?
(1- y)y)
U%(l yo)—A 5
2 ,-)/(1 - ’7)(1 - ’Yy’y + (D )1+vg§<y) ; Yy e <an0>7

A

1-y)y
where the first inequality uses he > 0. Integrating (2.48) and using (2.47) and g¢(0) =
0 give

Yo

ge(1) > A(1— ) / “(1—qyqdg > 0, (2.49)

To create a contradiction, we define the constant

- (1-y0)—A
Cg::D—M>O

((1-v0)%)

Because c¢ is affine in £, we can increase { > 0 if needed such that £ satisfies both
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[£.47) and

2 < ceyoy(1 - 7)/ (1—q)"q"dg. (2.50)
0

The Riccati equation

has the explicit solution

fly) = (%) yelB, —m +%)
1—cege(F)y— %) 27 cege() 2
The solution f explodes at
y=—1p + L <y, (2.51)

70
ce9e(5)

where the inequality follows from ([2.49) and (2.50)). For y € [%, yo], (2.48)) gives

9:(y) > %gg(y)Q > cege(y)®. (2.52)

Then, comparison gives us that g¢(y) > f(y) for y > %. Therefore, g also explodes
at or before y in (2.51)). O

2.5 Lipschitz estimates

For £ > 0, we denote by h¢ a local solution of the boundary value problem (2.32) and

define the constant

ye :==inf{y > 0: he(y) =1} A1 € (0, 1], (2.53)
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where inf () := oo and a A b := min{a, b} for a,b € R. We also define the decreasing

function

& [ he(a)—1
Fe(y) == =peo "m0y e [0,y (2.54)
9D
Lemma 2.8. Lety € (0,1), 0% >0, A>1, yo € (0,1), and £ > 0. Then, there exist
constants M; > 0 and My > 0 such that

‘h’fl (y) - h’§2<y)’ S Mlylgl - 52‘7 ) € [an& A Ye, A y0]7 51752 S [Oa 7]7 (255)
’F&(y) - FfZ(y)‘ < M2|£1 - 52‘7 Yy e [O>y§1 A Yeo A yO]v ’51752 € [Oa ] (256)

Proof. For &1,& € [0,&], we let hy and hy be the corresponding local ODE solutions

of @)

G2(§i, hi, ?/)

)+ () = 7) = () +

hi(y)?, Yy < e,
Yy I—y ‘

where we have augmented the as function from ([2.30) by writing

& v hilo—t
a2(€ia hia y) = 0__;€ 0 1-g da_ Aa Y S Z/gl
D

Subtracting and multiplying by y'*? yield

Y (R (y) — hy(y) + 57 (L +7) (ha(y) — ha(y))

=y () — haly)

hi,y) — as(€, b h
1440261, 17?/3 = 22(52’ 20 ()2 + ylﬂaﬂ?f;’y)(hl(y)2 —ha(y)*),

+y

for y < ye, A ye,. Computing the y derivative gives

(5 (o) = ha(w)) =572 (e (w) = a(v)

n y1+va2(§1, hi, yi - ZQ(fza ha, y)hl(y)2 + y1+va2(§2+z’y)(h1(y)2 — ha(y)?).

Because h; € C'([0,1¢]) and h;(0) = ~, we can integrate from 0 to y with y €
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(0, Yey A y§2] to get

Yy (Ialy) = ha(y))
:,Y/y 4 (hl() ho(t))dt

1—
0
v B t) —
_|_/ t1+7a’2<€17 1,t) a2(£2’h2’t)h1(t)2dt
o 21

—l—/oy az (&2, ha, )1 (hl( )= ha(t)7)dt
— /Oy A (7 + as (&, hQ,t)(hl(t) + hz(t))) (hl(t) - hz(t))dt

1-—1t
+ /y t1+'ya2(€17 hl:t) - a2(£27 h27t) hl(t)2 dt.
0

1—-t
The bound h;(t) <1 for ¢t € [0, ye, A ye,] gives

52 3
+A = + A
M(bl(t) + hg(t))‘ < 2ch S 2‘7D

=: My, t€ [0,y Nye, ANYol.
1_¢ 1_y0 1_y0 0 [ Yeq Yes yO]

Because

1 -8)(& ~ &) dq+(1 — )& ( @y p

h2(<1>d )
b
UD UD

as (&1, b, t)—as(§a, ho,t) =
the Mean-Value Theorem applied to the function
0hi(9)+(1—-6)ho(q) dq

0,113 0 — b 55 ,

gives 0(t) € [0,1] such that

|a2(§17 hla t) _ a2(£27 h27 t)| hl(t)2

1—1t
|§1 | 52 t 9(t>h1(Q)+(1 9(t))h2(q) dq /t hl(Q) . hg(q)
= —— 2.58
UD UD 0 1—gq ( )
|€1
D
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Therefore, for y € [0, ye, A ye, A Yo, we have by (2.57))

Y
v o) = )] < (12 [0l - a0
1 Y
+_2|§1—§2|/ £ dt

14y
1_y0 /t dt/ Ih1(q) — ha(q)| dg.

In turn, for y € [0, ye, A ye, A yo], we have

) = a0 < (12 + Mo+ ) [ ata) — natal

1
+ =& — &y
)

For y € [0, ye, A ye, A o), Gronwall’s inequality gives (2.55) because

|h1(y) —hg(y)| < |€1 _2€2|y (1 y0+ 0+W)y
9D

. (2.59)
1 Mot &y
< Myl — &l M= —26(1 TR ST )yo.
9D
Finally, to see (2.56), we use (2.58)) to see for y € [0, ye, A Ye, A Yo
ST 52
[Fe(y) = Fe (W) < =51 —y) + |h1( ) — ha(q)| dg
D oh Jo
|§1 &l
+ —M1|§1 & qdq
oh
1+ —fM
= M6, — &f, Mpi=—2".
9D
&

The uniqueness claim in Theorem |I.1] follows from the following result.

Corollary 2.9. Let v € (0,1), 0% >0, and A > 1. For all £ > 0, the boundary value
problem ([2.32)) has a unique local solution.

Proof. Existence follows from Theorem [2.5] To prove uniqueness, we let h; : I; —

(0,00), i € {1,2}, be two solutions where I; C [0,1] is their maximal interval of
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existence. We let y; be the right-end point of ;. Because h;(0) = v < 1, there exists
yo € (0,41 A y2) such that h;(y) < 1 for all y € [0,y2]. By applying with
£ =& =& =&, we see that hy(y) = ho(y) for all y € [0,y0]. Because yo > 0, there
is no singularity and standard uniqueness arguments imply I; = I, and hy(y) = ha(y)
for all y € I. &

2.6 Global ODE existence for critical &

The existence claim in Theorem follows from the following result after we note
that the ODE ([2.32)) coincides with the ODE in ({1.10]). This property follows because
the integral in (2.60|) below ensures

1 1=hey (@) g y Peg(@)—1
d 0 ¥ =0 d
(A— 7)efy o M= 20 oo T

y €[0,1].
5)

Lemma 2.10. Let v € (0,1), 0% >0, A > 1, and define the set

Z:={{>0:he €C([0,1]) NCY([0,1)) solves with he(0) = v and he(1) < 7}
Then, the following properties hold:

1. = is a non-empty and bounded subset of (0,00).

2. For £ € 2, he(y) <1 for ally € ]0,1].

3. & :=supZ & =.

4. hey € C([0,1]) NCH([0,1)) solves with hey (1) = 1.

5. fol %ﬁflm)dq € (0,00) and the integral is given by

- 2
lim /o héol(fq; ~dq _ op(4 =)
y11 )

€ (0,1). (2.60)
6. hey(y) = for all y € [0,1].
7. he, € CH([0,1]) with b (1) = 522 > 0.

Proof. 1. The set = is not empty by Theorem The set = is bounded from above
by Lemma
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2. Let h = hg¢ for some { € . We argue by contradiction and assume there is
y € [0,1] such that

h(j) = max h
(9) = max h(y) =

Because h(0) =~ and h(1) < ~, we have § € (0,1) and so

h(g) >~, K(y)=0, h'(y) <O0.
Inserting A/'(y) = 0 into the ODE (2.32)) produces the relation

& gy _ @) (Agh(9) + 14y = (27 + 1)g) — 71 +7)(1=9)

) Gh(j)?

Furthermore, inserting this expression into the second derivative of the ODE ([2.32)

yields

0> 5*(1—)*h"(9)
= =91+ =92+ (1474 5(B+F+9 - (1+7)(2+7))h(@)
+ 91+~ — 91+ A+2y)h(§)? + AJ°h(5)".

First, because A > 1 and h(y) > 1,
A (h(9)° = h(9)?) = 9°(h()* — h(9)*)-
Therefore,

0> —9(1+7)(1 =3P + (147 +5(3+7)7+ 7 — (1 +7)2+7) ) A(7)
+9(v+ 1= y(2y+2))h(H)* + §*h()*
= (h(@) =) (1+7+ 0+ (0E) = 27+ (h@) = 1) (h(5) — 1 =)7*).

Second, dividing by (h(§) —~) > 0 implies the contradiction

021475+ 1+ (@) —2)5+ (h(@) = 1) (h(H) — 1 —7)5
1
> 0.
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In , the strict inequality follows from
L+ =5) >0, (@) ~1)°5* 20,
and the sum of the remaining two terms in satisfies the bound
(h(9) = 1) (A +7)5 —79%) = (@) = 1) (5 +79(1 = 9)) = 0.

3. We argue by contradiction and assume &, € =.
Step 1/4: Given € € (0,1 — ), there exists yo € (0,1) such that

Vy € (yo,1) 1 hely) <v+e<l

Because he, < 1, the function from (2.54), i.e.,

& (vlrea@!
Foly) = gl 75 yefon),
D

is non-increasing. Therefore, the limit Fg (1) := limy4 Fg,(y) exists and is zero be-

cause

v heg (Q)*ldq

Fey(1) = lim F, (go)elo 1

Yy yte—1

< lim Ffo (yo)e vo l-q
yTl

‘ 1_y0 y+e—1
— lim F - HN
lim Fe, (yo) ( . _y)

dq

= 0.

Because A > 1, by increasing v, if necessary, we can therefore also assume g, satisfies

A-1
Vy € (yo, 1) : Ffo(y> < T (262)

Step 2/4: For £ € (&, & + 1), Theorem [2.5] gives a local solution he(y) for y € [0, ye]
where yg is defined in (2.53)). Lemma [2.8 with yo € (0,1) from the previous step and
€ :=& + 1 gives a constant A, > 0 such that

|h£(y) - h&o(y)| < Mifg =&l y< Ye Nyo, &€ (0,60 + 1).
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Because he,(y) < 1 for all y € [0, 1], we can consider & € (&, & + 1) such that

M;|§ —&| + sup he(y) < 1. (2.63)

yE[O,l}

For such & and y € [0, y¢ A yo], we have

he(y) < The(y) = heo ()] + hey (y)
< M1|£ - £0| + hﬁo(y)
< 1.

Therefore, whenever £ € (&, &, + 1) satisfies , we have ye > .

Step 3/4: In addition to , this step creates an additional restriction on & €
(€0,& +1). First, let F¢ be defined as in (2.54). Lemma[2.8 with yo € (0, 1) from the
previous step and & := & + 1 gives a constant M, > 0 such that

|F£(?J) - F{o(y)l < Molé =&, y < Ye Nyo, &€ (§0,80 +1).

For ¢ satisfying (2.63)), the previous step ensures ye > vy and so the bound in ([2.62)

gives

Fe(yo) < [Fe(yo) — Feo (Yo)| + Feo(Y0)

A—-1
Sszf—foH‘T-

This shows that we can lower £ € (&, & + 1) such that, in addition to (2.63]), we also
have

Step 4/4: Finally, this step creates a contradiction using comparison of ODE solu-
tions. Let & € (§,& + 1) and yo € (0,1) be as in the previous step. Using (2.64)), the

function in (2.54)) satisfies

he(q)—1

Vy € [yo,vel 1 Fely) = Fe(yo)elo 70 < Fe(yo) < A— 1.
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This bound gives the ODE inequality

a1(y) + (Fe(y) — A) he(y)

he(y) = ao(y) + he(y)

< ao(y) + he(y Y € (Yo, Ye)-

Using a3 := —1 in Theorem [2.4] yields an ODE solution f of

F(y) = aoly) + F) LDy e (1),
f(yo) = he(yo)-
The standard comparison principle gives he(y) < f(y) for y € [yo, ye]. Theorem

and Remark 2.2 give f(1) =~ and f(y) < 1 for y € [yo, 1] and so we have ye = 1. All

in all, we have the contradiction ¢ > &, and £ € = because

he(1) < f(1) = 1.

4. Let & 1 & := sup= and let hg, denote the corresponding solution of the ODE

(2.32). Because of h¢’s monotonicity in £, we can define

hey(y) = lim he,(y), y € [0,1),

which satisfies 0 < hg,(y) <1 for y € [0,1). By taking limits in the ODE (2.32)), we
see that the ODE

ai (y> + (F&) (y) - A) hfo (y)

0,1
1_y Y y€(7)7

he,(y) = ao(y) + he, (y)

holds. We can argue as in first part of Step 2 in the proof of Theorem to show
that he,(y) cannot oscillate as y T 1 and so hg, (1) = limy4 he,(y) exists. Because
& & =, it must be that he, (1) > 7.

To see he,(1) = 1, the bound he, < 1 allows us to argue as in the second part
of Step 2 in the proof of Theorem [2.6f Here, it is shown that he,(1) = ¢ where ¢,
is defined in . The argument following shows that ¢; < 1 implies the

contradiction
hfo(l) =C <7< h§0(1)7
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where ¢y is defined in (2.40]). Because hg,(1) < 1, the only alternative is ¢; = 1.
5. This proof is similar to Step 2 in the proof of Theorem [2.6] Because 0 < hg, < 1,

y heg(@-1

the limit lim, el ==

exists in [0, 1], which allows us to use L'Hospital’s rule
below. The integral representation (2.31)) of he, yields

[ (k) + 2007} de = h )1 - o)

Because he, (y) is continuous at y = 1 with a finite limit, the right-hand-side converges

to 0 as y T 1. L'Hospital’s rule give us
. 1 4 1+ a’2<h§07x) 2
hé‘o(l) = lyTl m/ T '7(1 — .1')'7 (ao(l') + —h§0($) dx
hey
v (1 =) (aoly) + 22 he, (y)*
st (Lt )y (1= y)7 — g (L= g
(( - ) O(Z/) + a2(h£07 )hfo( ) )

= lim
ytl (L+7A—=y) =y
1 heo (@)—1

=— (A fg lim 0~ 5= ) he, (1)2.
Y op ytl

Because hg, (1) = 1, this implies ([2.60).
The bounds 0 < hg, < 1 give

1 h(z)—1

0<eb =<, (2.65)

Because he,(0) = v € (0,1) and hg,(y) is continuous at y = 0, the two inequalities in

(2.65)) are strict.

6. Because he, < 1, the limit in (2.60]) gives the monotonicity property

heo (a)—1 he (q)—1 2 _
N Y dQIM, y € [0,1]. (2.66)
§o
Therefore,
hgo (@) —1
as(he,,y) = 0 (BT d_ >y
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Using a3 := —+v in Theorem produces an ODE solution f of

Fi(y) = aoly) + fly) 8=y € (0,1),
f(0) =1,

Because 1+ a3z > 0, Theorem also gives f with f > ~. The comparison result in
Theorem [2.3] gives the lower bound he, > f > 7.

7. We define
_ 1— hEo (y)

L—y
Step 1/4: To get an a priori estimate, this step assumes hféo (y) is continuous at

y = 1. The ODE in (2.32)) and ([2.60) imply the representation

9(y) : , ye(0,1).

14~ efyl 9(9)dg _ q

&) = T(’V = heo (y)) + heo (y)*(A = 7)== ;P e )ay). (2.67)

Because h’go (y) is continuous at y = 1, L’Hopital’s rule gives

oly 9@da _

o(1) = (1 +7)( =) + (A=) lim

=7* =1+ (A—7)g(1) +~9(1).

+ 79(1)

We can solve to see g(1) = % > 0. The next steps prove that hi (y) is indeed
continuous at y = 1.

Step 2/4: This step rules out that g(y) can monotonically explode to co as y 1 1.
We argue by contradiction. The Mean-Value Theorem and ¢'(y) > 0 for y near 1

yields 6(y) € (y, 1) such that
oly9@da _ 1 — oIy g(q)dqg<9(y)) (1—y)> oly Q(Q)dqg(y)(l —y),

for y near 1. The ODE in (2.67)) gives

he, (y) > HTV(W — he,(y)) + (h50<y)2(A —)eh 1D 4 e (y)>g(y), (2.68)
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for y near 1. By differentiation, we see

J(y) = m(g(y) — he, (y)) (2.69)

and so ¢'(y) > 0 implies that g(y) > hg (y) for y near 1. The inequality (2.68) gives

9(y) > H77 (v = he(y) + (hso(y)Q(A — 7)ely 9@ 4 ype (y)>g(y)7 (2.70)

for y near 1. Because g > 0, we have eJy a(a)da > 1 and so the inequality (2.70) gives

HTV (heo(y) =) = (heo(y)*(A =) + vhe, (y) — 1) g(y),

for y near 1. By taking limits as y T 1 and using A > 1 give the contradiction

(1)1 =) = lim = (h () = 7) > (A= 1) limglo) = oo,

Step 3/4: This step considers oscillations. The ODE (2.67)) and (2.69)) give

oly 9(@)da _
- 9)d W) = (e ) + ke (9)2(A — ) !

4 l—y (2.71)
+ (vhe,(y) — D)a(y), vy € (0,1).
Differentiating at a point y € (0,1) with ¢'(y) = 0 gives
(1= 9)yg"(y) = A+ N (7 = heo(v)) = hey(v)*(A =) (efy g(a)da _ 1)
" (h&’ ) (y(A — 7)el 199 (e, (y) — 2) + 24y — 7) (2.72)

+y—(v+3)y+2—y(1- y)yg(y))g(y), y e (0,1).

First, assume that (y,).en is a sequence of local maxima for g with y, 1 1 such
that
VneN: ¢(y,) =0, ¢"(y.) <0.
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We can extract a subsequence (¥, Jken C (Yn)nen such that

Jim g(yn,) = limsup g(y,) € [0,00].

n—oo

Because he, (1) = 1, we have
B (1= 9, )yn 9 (yn,) = B g, (1= hey(yn,)) = 0,
and so replacing y with y,, in (2.72)) and taking limits give
02 T (1= yn, )99 (o) = 7> = 1+ (A= 1) lim g(yn,).
—00 k—o0

This gives the upper bound for ¢’s local maxima

1_ 2
lim sup g(y,) < 7

. 2.

Second, assume that (y,)nen is a sequence of local minima for g with y, 1 1 such
that
vneN: ¢(y.) =0, ¢"(yn) >0.

Then, similarly to (2.73), we have the lower bound for ¢’s local minima

2

1—
liminf g(y,,) > i

. 2.74

Finally, combining the two bounds ([2.73]) and (2.74]) shows that should g(y) oscil-

late as y T 1, the function g will still have limit lim+ g(y) = g(1) = % as in Step
1.

Step 4/4: This step shows that hg,(y) is continuously differentiable at y = 1. Step
2 and Step 3 ensure that that hg (1) exists and that g(y) is continuous at y = 1. It
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is ¢’s continuity which allows us to use L’Hopital’s rule to see

1 1
T (A= )eh 10N — Ahg (y) (A=) (BN )by () + (1= o ()
ytt l—y yt 1—y
[} a(a)dg _ B
= (A—7)lim v -1 + v lim L= he(y)
ytt L—y y1 1 —y
= (A —=7)g(1) +v9(1)
= Ag(1).

Then, the ODE (2.67)) and hg, (1) = 1 give

lim he,(y) = (L4+7)(y — 1) + Ag(1) = +* — 1+ Ag(1). (2.75)

Another application of L’Hopital’s rule gives

BNV VN, / _ A2
1y lim fig, () = 7* — 1+ Ag(1). (2.76)

2

By solving (2.76]), we get g(1) = % > 0 and so ((2.75) gives limyp g (y) = %. &
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Figure 1 presents a numerical illustration.

Figure 1: ODE solutions h¢, for &, T sup=. The parameters are v := 0.5,0p =
0.2, A:=2 and &, € {0.15,0.152,0.1522,0.15223, 0.152232}.
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3 Application to incomplete Radner equilibrium

theory

On a probability space (Q,F,P), we let (B;);>0 be a Brownian motion generating the
raw filtration (F));>o with F} := 0(By)sep,q and assume F = V> F,. We define the
augmented filtration as JF; := FP V F’s P-nullsets for t > 0. For ¢t > 0, we write E;[]
as short-hand notation for the conditional expectation E[-|F].

Throughout this section, let & be the solution in Theorem [I.1]

3.1 Autonomous state process Y

We define the drift function py and and volatility function oy as

o3(1 —y) (1 +7 + 2yyh(y) — 2y(1 + 7))
2yh(y)? - ve @l (3.1)

py (y) ==

oy(y) :=o0op 1}1@;}, y € [0,1].

The next subsections use an autonomous state process Y = (Y;);>¢ valued in [0, 1]

with dynamics

dY; = iy (Y)dt + oy (Y,)dB,, Yy € (0,1). (3.2)
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It is puy (y)’s singularity at y = 0 and the singularities of both uy (y) and oy (y) at
y = 1 that are problematic in the following analysis. The boundary behavior of the

ratio

py(y) _ 1+ +29yh(y) —2y(1 +7) g€ (0,1) (3.3)

ov(y)? 2y(1 —y)

as y | 0 and y 1 1 classifies Y’s boundary behavior. We have the limits

1
py(y) +y

li — 0,

;ﬁ)lyay(yy 2 (3.4)
. py (y) 1 '
lim(1 — — ——(1—~)<0.
;g( y%ﬂwg g )

Example 5.4 in [5] illustrates that the singularities i asy | 0 and ﬁ—y asy T 1in (3.4)
require a careful error analysis. In particular, only identifying the limits in (3.4) is
insufficient to classify the boundary points y € {0,1} for the SDE (3.2)). The next

subsections establish the following result.

Theorem 3.1. Let v € (0,1), 0% > 0, and A > 1. For any initial value Yy € [0,1),
there exists a strong solution Y, pathwise unique, of the SDE (3.2)) for the coefficients

defined in (3.1)).
3.1.1 Left-boundary point for Y

We start with the left-boundary point y = 0.

Lemma 3.2. Let v € (0,1), 02 >0, and A > 1. The functions in (3.1) satisfy

ty (y)
oy (y)?

_h(y) —1-~
2(1—y)

The boundary point y = 0 is inaccessible and entrance. Furthermore, the SDE (3.2)

y =bo+bi(y)y, bo:=——, bi(y): y € (0,1). (3.5)

has a nonnegative weak solution, unique in law, starting from Yy = 0.

Proof. Because by is uniformly lower bounded on any interval [0, a] for a € (0, 1), we

can define a constant M € R as

M := inf b(y).

yG[O,a]
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As in Eq. (2.12) in [5], we define the function

oy) = exp (2 /y " (2 dz)  ye(0.q (3.6)

oy (2)?

The decomposition in (3.5)) gives

¢ py(2) )

=exp | 2 dz

p(y) p( /y v (o)

= exp 2/ <—0 + bl(z)>dz)
y \Z
a bO

> exp 2/ <—+M>dz>
y \Z

(3.7)
=exp | lo ((E) b0>) exp (QM(G - y))
= <§>2b0 exp (2M(a — y))
Following Eq. (2.13) in [5], we define the scale function
s(y) == — /a p(z)dz, ye€(0,a]. (3.8)

1
Because by > 3,

ensures that y = 0 is inaccessible.

we get s(0) := limyjos(y) = —oo. Therefore, Theorem 8A in [I]

Next, we first calculate the derivative

0 ¢ b
py) = oy &P (2/y (;0 + bl(’z))d’z)
b
= ~2) (5 + ).

The lower bound ({3.7)) gives
a

yp(y) > y(;)% exp (2M (a —y)). (3.9)

Because by > %, the lower bound (3.9) gives lim, o yp(y) = oo.
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Second, two applications of L’Hopital’s rule yield

1 a
lim ls)] = lim —/ p(z)dz
y

w0 p(y)  wio p(y)
p(y)

= —lim
ul0 p'(y)
Yy

1{8 2(50 + by (?J)y)
=0,

syl 1 /
lim —~— = lim —— 2)dz
vlo yp(y) w0 yp(y) J, p(7)

where the last line follows from by > % Because b, is bounded and h > v, we have
oy (y) > o019 o1

C1t @)l " 1 b+ |ba(y)] N
/0 p(y)OY(yV'S(y)ldyS/o (p(y)ay(y)2+ p(y) )'S(y)|dy< '

Theorem 8C in [9] gives us that y = 0 is not natural (equivalently, y = 0 is an entrance

point) because

¢ 1
/0 W\S(y)!dy < 0.

Finally, Theorem 2.16 in [5] shows that Yy = 0 produces a nonnegative weak

solution, unique in law, of the SDE (|3.2)).
&

3.1.2 Right-boundary point for Y

Lemma 3.3. Let v € (0,1), 0% >0, and A > 1. Then, the boundary point y =1 is

inaccessible, natural, and attracting.
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Proof. We let a € (0,1) be arbitrary and consider the functionlﬂ

(23/ D (A+v)—2vyh(y
< (1-y)y )dy)

(2y D(1+7)—2yy—2vy (h(y)fl)
(1-y)y >dy)

—exp </ (2—y(1+w)1—_2;<h(y)—1)>dy) . xzelal)

Taylor’s formula for % centered at y = 1 produces % =1+(1—y)+o(1—y). Therefore,

1 1 o(1-y)
—dy:/ <——|—1+—>dy, x € [a,1].
/a (1—=y)y o \1—y 1—y o1
This allows us to rewrite (3.10]) as
p(:p):exp (/ (%)dy_(l‘f"}/)(l'—a—f—/ o(1— y)dy)>
= exp (/ t—;dy + Q'y/ %;y)dy —(1+7) <$ —a +/ 0(11_—;/)dy>) (3.11)

— (1 : z)lﬂ exp (C’(m)),

exp

|
@
i)

X

(3.10)

where we have defined the function

C(x) ::27/ %(yy)dy—(ljtv)(:v—a—l—/ ol ydy) x € [a, 1].

a

Lemma [2.10)(5) ensures that C/(z) is a continuous function for z € [a, 1] and so

c1:= min C(z) € R, ¢:= max C(x) € R. (3.12)

x€la,1] z€la,l]

Because v € (0,1), we see from (3.11) that p(z) is integrable at = 1 and so the

3The definition of p in (3.10)) coincides with the definition of p in (3.6)).
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function

s(y) :== /y p(x)dx, y € la,l), (3.13)

satisfies s(1) := limyy s(y) < oo.
Because Lemma [2.10)(6) ensures h > ~, we have

oy (y)* = UD}(ll(y_)Zy) < aD({y; y) , yel0,1].

The Mean-Value Theorem gives 6(y) € [y, 1] such that

s(1) —s(y) = ' (0(y)) (1 —y)
=p(0(y))(1 —y)

< 1_(J(Gy ) el D) (1-y)

> (1) -

For some constant ¢z > 0, by (3.11), (3.12), and h(1) = 1, we have

s() —sy) o c3(1—y)
pW)oy(y)® ~ (1-0(y)) (1 —y)+
c3(1—y) (3.14)
==y
=

which is not integrable for y near 1. Therefore, Theorem 8A in [9] gives that the
boundary point y = 1 is inaccessible.

From (3.11)), we p(z) > ¢4(1 — x)?~! for some constant ¢, > 0. This gives the
lower bound

s(y) Jo(1—a)"da (1—a)—(1—-y)

p(y)oy (y)? = I—y™ O Al—yio

for some constant c5. Because this lower bound is not integrable for y near 1, Theorem

4The definition of s in (3.13) coincides with the definition of s in (3.8]).
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8C in [9] gives that y = 1 is natural (i.e., y = 1 is not entrance).
Finally, Theorem 8D in [J] gives that y = 1 is attracting because s(1) < oo and

the lower bound

1 ., 1
p(y)oy(y)2 = (1 —y)i+

is not integrable for y near 1, where cg is another constant.

3.1.3 Proof of strong SDE existence of Y

The proof of the next result uses a variation of Le Gall’s uniqueness argument based

on local times (see, e.g., Exercise 3.7.12 in [12]).

Proof of Theorem|[3.1l For Yy € (0,1), the Engelbert and Schmidt conditions (i.e.,
non-degeneracy and local integrability) hold and ensure that a weak solution exists,
unique in law, see, e.g., Theorem 5.5 in [12]. For Y = 0, there is also a weak solution,
unique in law, by Lemma [3.2]

To upgrade these weak solutions to strong solutions it suffices to prove pathwise
uniqueness locally. To this end, for n € N such that Y, € [0,1 — %], we define the
stopping times 7, := inf{t > 0:Y; =1 — %} and will prove that strong uniqueness
holds for ¢ € [0, 7,,]. Because h,h’ € C([0,1)) with h > ~, the formula

_ (1 =y (y) + h(y) |
oy(y) = —op AOE , ye0,1—2],

shows that oy (y) is Lipschitz for y € [0,1 — ]. Pathwise uniqueness follows from

Proposition 1X.3.2 in [20] because the local-time condition L°(Y! —Y?) = 0 holds by
oy’s Lipschitz property and Corollary 1X.3.4 in [20].

%

3.2 Investors’ maximization problems

There is a single consumption good that serves as our model’s numéraire (i.e., all

prices are real). As in [2], the stock pays dividends at rate D = (D;):>o given by the
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geometric Brownian motion
th = Dt (/,I,Ddt + UDdBt), DO > O, (315)

where Dy > 0, up € R, and op > 0 are exogenous constants.ﬂ
There are two assets: a money market account with price process S(© = (S©),5,
and a stock with price process S = (S;);>0 paying dividends at rate D. We conjecture

(and verify) that there exist It6 processes (S, S) with dynamics

a8 = r,80at, S =1, (3.16)
dSt = (Sﬂ”t — Dt)dt + StO'S,t<l€tdt + dBt), S() c (0, OO), (317)

where S is a constant and (r, k, o) are stochastic processes. Below, (Sy, r, k, o) will
be endogenously determined in equilibrium. To ensure that is well-defined, we
require r € L} | To ensure that is well-defined, we require og € L2, and
ce 2]

As in [2], we consider a model with only two investors (equivalently, two groups of
homogenous investors), and both investors are price takers. Investor 1 can trade the
stock whereas investor 2 cannot hold or trade the stock. Investor 1’s self-financing

wealth process is defined as

Xm,t = TtXl,tdt + 017t5t057t(/<tdt + dBt) — CLtdt,

(3.18)
X0 :=003_+ S €R,

where the nonnegative consumption-rate process ¢; € L and the number of shares
of stock held 6; are investor 1’s control processes (both ¢; and 6; are endogenously
determined in equilibrium). In (3.18), the exogenous constant 95?0)_ denotes investor
1’s endowed holdings in the money market account. Furthermore, for simplicity, we
normalize the stock supply to one share outstanding so that X, in reflects

investor 1’s endowed stock holdings being 6 o = 1.

°As in [2], the investors do not receive personal income and so D is the model’s aggregate
consumption-rate process.

6A process Q = (Q:)¢>0 belongs to L] | p € {1,2}, if Q is progressively measurable and satisfies
IP’(J; |Q4[Pdt < 00) =1 for all T > 0.

Unlike the literature on endogenous market completeness (see, e.g., [I]), we do not require
gs 75 0.
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The dynamics of investor 2’s self-financing wealth process are simpler because she
cannot access the stock market at any time. Investor 2’s self-financing wealth process
is defined by

dXQ,t = ’I"tX27tdt — 027tdt,

(3.19)
XQ,O = 95?8_ € (O, OO)

In (3.19), the nonnegative process ¢y € L

and is endogenous, and 0%_ is investor 2’s endowed holdings in the money market

L. 1s investor 2’s consumption-rate process

account (exogenous). The process ¢y is endogenously determined in equilibrium and
must be such that the dynamics are well-defined. Because the money market
account is in zero-net supply, the investors’ endowed money market holdings satisfy
6%?3, + 95?37 = 0. The restriction on the initial money market holdings 05?37 =
—9%?3_ > 0 in (3.19) is taken from footnote 5 in [2].

As in [2], investor 1 and investor 2 are assumed to have identical preferences.
However, unlike the log-log utilities in [2], our model uses a common time preference
parameter 3 > 0 and a common constant relative risk aversion coefficient v € (0,1)

The investors’ maximization problems are

sup B { / e—ﬂtc}?dt], sup 1=F { / e‘ﬁtcéfdt], (3.20)
0 0

01,c1€A; co€A

where the admissible sets A; and A in (3.20]) are defined as:

Definition 3.4 (Admissibility). We deem progressively measurable processes (61, ¢;)
admissible for investor 1 and we write (61,¢1) € Ay if ¢1, > 0, ¢ > 0, and the solution
of is nonnegative, i.e., X;; > 0 for all £ > 0. Likewise, we deem a progressively
measurable process ¢, admissible for investor 2 and we write co € Ay if oy > 0,1 > 0,
and the solution of is nonnegative, i.e., Xo; > 0 for all t > 0. &

3.3 Radner equilibrium

Because both investors are price takers, the equilibrium is referred to as a Radner

equilibrium. This equilibrium concept is standard and can be found in, e.g., Chapter

8There are two natural extensions of our setting: (i) extend the model to different powers for
the two investors, and (ii) extend the model to v € (1,00). However, both such extensions produce
more complicated governing ODEs than (1.10) and so we leave these extensions to future research.
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4 in the textbook [13].
We recall that the stock supply is in a net supply of one, the money market account

is in zero net supply, and the aggregate consumption rate is D in (3.15]).

Definition 3.5 (Radner equilibrium). A constant Sy > 0 and processes (7, k, 0g) and

(él, ¢1, ¢2) constitute a Radner equilibrium if:

(i) The processes (01,¢) € Ay maximize (3.20) for i = 1; that is,

(01,¢1) € argmax(ejc)eAlﬁE[/ e‘ﬁtc%_vdt} < 0. (3.21)
0

(ii) The process ¢y € As maximizes (3.20]) for i = 2; that is,

¢y € argmax,e 4, T E[/ e’ﬁtciﬂdt] < 00. (3.22)
0

T
(iii) The stock and consumption markets clear in the sense

0, =1 and ¢4+ &y =Dy, forallt>0. (3.23)
&

Walras’ law ensures that clearing in the stock market and clearing in the goods
market imply clearing in the money market account. In other words, the two clearing
conditions in are sufficient for clearing the money market account too.

The next theorem gives existence of a Radner equilibrium under the additional
restriction 9%?37 < %? where g solves the below ODE (|3.25)). This restriction is a
generalization of the restriction in Eq. (6) in [2]. In the following, we specialize
Theorem [L1] to the constant A defined as

4. 2B+0h—(1-7)2u—10p)

5 )
0D

(3.24)

This particular expression for A comes from equating the below ODE ([3.25)) with the
ODE ([1.10). The restriction A > 1 comes from (4.1)) below. Instead of he,, we use h
to denote the function produced by Theorem in the following.

Theorem 3.6. Let v € (0,1), 03, >0, and > 5(1 —7)(2up — yop).
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1. There exists a nonincreasing and nonnegative solution g € C*([0,1]) NC*([0, 1))

of the ODE
Byg(y) = (L =7)upg(y) — 51 —V)v0h9(y) + v (¥)g ()
+50v ()*9"(y) + (1 = y)opoy(y)d'(y) + 1 —y)'7, y € (0,1),
g'(0)=0, g(1)=0.
(3.25)

2. For 95?3_ € (0 ﬂ)7 let Yo € (0,1) solve g(Yy)Do(1 —Yp)? = 5?3_. Then, there

> Do
exists a Radner equilibrium in which the equilibrium interest rate process is ry =

2
loc

r(Y;) € L1, and the equilibrium market price of risk process is ky = k(Y;) € L

for the deterministic functions

1 2
r(y) =B+ vup — 57(’7 + 1)o7, 2yh(y)? » ye01), (3.26)
o [ 2Y
li(y) =70D <yh(y) * 1> ’ v< (0’ 1)7

and the equilibrium consumption-rate processes in (3.21)) and (3.22) are

él,t = Dth, 62715 = _Dt(l - Y;), t Z 0. (327)

Proof of Theorem ( 1). Let h be the solution produced by Theorem for A de-
fined in (3.24]) and insert

oM — )Ty e 0, 1), (3.28)

and insert oy and py from (3.1)) into the ODE (3.25]) to recover the ODE ([1.10)).
Next, we verify the boundary conditions in (3.25). The representation (|3.28])

means that the boundary condition g(1) = 0 in (3.25|) requires

lim Goelf 51— ) = o, (3.29)
Y

Because h(1) =1 > v, Eq. (3.29)) holds. To see this, we pick € > 0 and y. € (0,1)
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such that
Vy € (ye, 1) - h(y) > v+ e

For y € (y., 1), we have

el (L — ) 2 BT - g
Y yte

> el 20%(1 — y)

(1 _ yg)'ere
(1—y)

Passing y T 1 gives the boundary condition g(1) = 0. Because g defined in ([3.28]) has

derivative

2 y h(a) 1
(y) = —e Jo =¥ (v —h(y)), ye0,1), 3.30
J ) 3 O (v = ny), ye(0,1) (3.30)
we see that the boundary condition ¢'(0) = 0 in (3.25) holds because h(0) = 7.
Finally, because h(y) > v for y € [0,1], we see from (3.30) that ¢'(y) < 0 for
y € (0,1).
The proof of Theorem [3.6(2) is given in the next section.

4 Proof of Theorem [3.6/(2)

The duality techniques we use in the following proofs are standard and have been used
in various contexts, see, e.g., the textbook [13]. Because the optimization problems
are on an infinite time horizon ¢ € [0, 00), there is a nontrivial tranversality
condition as t — o0; see, e.g., Section 9D in [7]. As we shall see, the tranversality
condition is ensured by the parameter restriction A > 1 for A in (3.24)), which is
equivalent to 8 > (1 — ) (2up — y03). Among other things, the restriction A > 1

ensures that

00 . D(l)—’Y
]E[/ e PtDIdt] = < 0, (4.1)
0 ' B—=3(1—=7) (2up —od)

where the geometric Brownian motion D is from (3.15]).
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4.1 State-price densities

2

io., the process

For an arbitrary process n € £
dZyy = —dZy, (r(Yy)dt + mdBy),  Zypo € (0,00), (4.2)

is called a state-price density. Such density processes underly the duality theory
we use to prove Theorem (2) below. Any state-price density Z, has the defining
property that the process Z,,;X; + fot ZnuCiwdu, t >0, is a supermartingale for any

admissible consumption process ¢; where ¢ = 1 or ¢ = 2 and X; is the corresponding

wealth process in (3.18)) or (3.19).

In the below proofs, we establish the following first-order condition for investor 1

Ziy = e P (DY) =e ], >0, (4.3)
A7,y = — Z14(r(Yy)dt + k(Y;)dBy), (4.4)

where we inserted ¢; := DY from (3.27). The dynamics in (4.4)) follow from Ito’s

lemma and

dérs = dD,Y;

(4.5)
= Dt (,U/y(YD + ,LLDY; —+ UDO'yO/t))dt -+ Dt (O’y(th) + UD}/;)dBt.
Similarly, we establish the following first-order condition for investor 2
Zoy = P(D,(1-Y,) T =e P, t>0, (4.6)
. . 1—~h
dZQyt = — Zgﬂg (T(K)dt — YOD Tgy)dBt), (47)
Y

where we inserted ¢, := D(1 —Y) from (3.27). The dynamics in (4.7 follow from

It0’s lemma and

dé?,t - th(l - }/;)

= Dt(HD - HY(Yt) — ppYi — UDUY(Yt))dt + Dt(UD - O-Y(Y;t) - UDYt)dBt-
(4.8)

While the dt terms of both dZ_le and % are identically equal to —r(Y), the dB terms

differ. This is because investor 2 cannot access the stock market, which renders the
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model incomplete.

4.2 Investor 2’s optimization problem

Let g denote the function from Theorem (1) and define r; := r(Y;) and k; := k(Y})
using the funtions in (3.26]).

Lemma 4.1. Let v € (0,1), 03, >0, and > 5(1 —7)(2up — yo3).

1. ForY, € (0,1), we have

E|[ e Du(1 =Y ) Tdu| = e Pg(Y,)DiTY, t>0.  (4.9)
[ eyl

2. When Yy € (0,1) satisfies g(Yo)Do(1 — Yp)? = 95?87, investor 2’s value function

18

sup ﬁE {/ 6_5“0577]6&4 = ﬁE {/ e 7 (Dy(1 - Yu))l_vdu
c2€ A2 0 0

(4.10)
= 59(Yo) Dy .

Proof. 1: For Yy € (0,1) and n € N such that ¥ € (£,1 — 1), we define the nonde-

n
1

creasing sequence of stopping times 7,(w) :=inf {s > ¢ : Y;(w) € (2,1 - 1)}, t >0

n

and w € 2, where inf () := co. Lemma [4.1] and Lemma [4.2] ensure that both y = 0
and y = 1 are inaccessible and so ]P’(Y} € (0,1) Vt > O) = 1. We replace 7,, with
T, A, to get that 7, is bounded by n uniformly in w € €2, while lim,,_,, 7,(w) = 0©
continues to hold.

The ODE (3.25) and It6’s lemma produce the following dynamics

(e gDt [ e (D, =) )

= DI (1= )ong(Ye) + oy (V)¢ (1) ) B,

+ (= Bg(Ya) + (1= Nupg(Ys) = 21 = 1)1odg(V) + pr(Va)g'(Va)  (41D)
3oy (V)29 (V,) + (1 = 7)opoy (V) (V:) + (1 = ¥3)' 7 ) ds},

= ¢4 DL (1= 9)apg(Vs) + oy (Y)g'(V:) ) dB,,
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for s € [0, 7,]. We integrate (4.11]) over u € [t, 7,,] to get the representation

T [ D)
‘o (4.12)

=)D 4 [ e DL (1= )opa(Ya) + oy (Vg (V) B
t

Taking conditional expectation and using the martingale property of the stopped dB

integral give
Eile "™ g(Y,) D] + E; { / e " (Dy(1 - Yu))”du} = e Pty(v,)D;} 7.
t

The Monotone Convergence Theorem gives

n—0o0

lim Ele"™g(Y,,) D} + B { /t et - Y“))l_vd“} (4.13)

— P 1—
=e "g(Y) D,
Because D is a geometric Brownian motion, we have

efﬁtDL}fv _ Déffye*ﬁlH‘(l*’Y)(ND*%U%)t+(1*7)UDBt

— Dl (- Nwn—obton i)t

The law of the iterated logarithm gives lim; % = 0. Furthermore, because g >
(1 =) (up — 30%), we have P-a.s. the limit lim; o ™D, = 0. Therefore, be-
cause ¢ is uniformly bounded, it suffices to show that the family of random variables
(e‘BT"Din"Y)neN is uniformly integrable so that we can interchange limit and expec-
tation in to see P-a.s. the following transversality condition

lim E,[e "™ g(Y,, )DL "] = B[ lim e "™ g(Y;, )DL ] = 0.

n—oo n—00

To establish uniform integrability, we use the inequality 8 > (1—7) (up — 3703)
to find € > 0 but so small such that

g > (1—7)(/@—%0%+%(1+6)(1—v)0%>. (4.14)
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We can write

(e’ﬁtDtl"y)”ﬁ

— D(()1+€)<1—7) —(14€)Bt+(1+6) (1= (up — 50B+ 5 (1+6) 1=7)op)t+(1+€) (1=7)op Bi—5 (1+€)* (1=7) ot

e
The bound in (4.14)) and Cauchy-Schwartz give the inequality

E[(e="™D7 )]
_ D(()l—&-e)(l—'y)E[ef(lJre)(57(177)(/JD7%U%Jr%(lJre)(lf’y)o%))Tn+(1+6)(177)<7DB7—n*%(1+6)2(1*’Y)20%Tn]
< D((]1+6)(1—“/)E[6(1+e)(1—7)ame—é(1+6)2(1—v)2ff%m]

_ D((]1+e)(l—v)

)

where the last equality uses Doob’s optional sampling theorem (recall that 7, is a
bounded stopping time and that ePBi=3P°t ig martingale for any p € R). De la

Valleé Poussin criterion gives uniform integrability.

2: Asin (3.27)), we define é; := D(1—Y) and we claim that the corresponding wealth

processes is given by

~ 1 o0 _
o= Et[/ e (D,(1 - Y,))" 7du} = Dyg(Y)(1—Y,), t>0, (4.15)
t

2.t

where Z, is defined in (4.6). We need to show
A0 = (Kaar(V) = e )dt, Koo =087 (4.16)

The initial condition X, = 05?37 holds by the assumption that Yj satisfies g(Yy)Do(1—
Y)? = 9;?3_. By inserting X, = Dg(Y)(1 —Y)" from (&.15) and é& = D(1 —Y) from
(3.27) into the dynamics (4.16|), the dynamics (4.16)) follow as soon as we show

A( D)1 =Y ) = ( Dg(V) (1 = Yo r(¥y) = D1 Y7 ).

Xot Xot C2,t

(4.17)

[t6’s lemma and the functions in (3.26|) produce the dynamics (4.17)).

To see that ¢y is optimal, we use the following standard duality argument. Set
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U(zx) := ﬁxlﬂ and let V (¢, y) be the Fenchel conjugate

v By, a1

V(t,b) :=sup (e "'U(z) — ab) = e b >0, b>0.
x>0 1 - Y

In the below inequalities, we use P(Y; < 1) =1 for £ > 0, so that

V(t, Zoy) = %e_ﬁt (D(1=Y)' 7" < —L DI Pas,

- |

which is integrable over (¢,w) € [0,00) x 2 by (4.1). Let T" € (0,00) and let ¢ € Ay
be arbitrary with corresponding wealth process Xy > 0 given in (3.19)). Then,

T r pT N .
IE{ / eﬁtU(ct)dt} <E / (V(t,ZQ,t)JrZQ,tct)dt}
0 L/ O
o A A A
<E / (V(t, Z2,t) + ZQ,tCt> dt + ZQ,TX2,T:|
LJ O

r pT
<E / Vi(t, 227,5)64 + Z50X50
LJ O

r prT
_E / Vit Zg,t)dtl + Za 50,
LJ O

where the first inequality uses Fenchel’s inequality, the second inequality follows from
Xor > 0, and the last inequality is produced by the supermartingale property of the

state-price density Zy. We pass T 1 0o using the Monotone Convergence Theorem to

get
E Uoo e‘ﬁtU(ct)dtl <E -/OO Vit ZAM)dt] + Za 50
0 LJo
_E| /O N V(t, Zz,t)dt} + Z20 X0
_E| /O N (V(t, Z20) + Zagia) dt}
=E _ / h e‘ﬁtU(ézt)dt} :
LJo
where the second equality uses and the third equality uses (4.6)). &
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4.3 Investor 1’s optimization problem

Let g denoted the function from Theorem 3.6(1) and define r; := r(Y;) and &, := £(Y})
using the funtions in (3.26]).

Lemma 4.2. Lety € (0,1), 03, > 0, 8 > $(1—7)(2up—03), and assume Yy € (0,1)
satisfies g(Yo) Do(1 — Yo)7 = 053 .

1. There exists a volatility process o5 € L3 . such that the nonnegative processes

St = Xl,t + X2,t7 t 2 07

R 1 00 4.18
Xy = =—F, [/ e—5U(DuYu)1—7du}, t >0, (4.18)
1,t t
satisfy (3.17)) and
dX1; = r(Yy) X1,dt + Sios, (k(Y:)dt + dBy) — D,Yidt, (419

Xl,O = 0%?8_ + Sy € R.
2. Investor 1’s optimal consumption rate process is ¢4 := DY, t > 0.

2
loc

Proof. 1. The Martingale Representation Theorem produces an integrand A € £
such that the second equation in (4.18) can be rewritten as

t o
Z1Xue + / ZruDuYudu = Et{ / e—ﬁu(DuYu)l—Vdu]
0 0
oe t
—E| / e (DY) dul + / AdB,  (4.20)
R ’
= Z10X10 +/ A,dB;.
0
[t6’s lemma produces the following dynamics of X; in (.18

dX,, =d | 2Ll
AR

. YA 5 A
= (Kaclr ) + ) — Do¥i + S22 a4 (5, n(3) + 2 ) B

1.t 1,

(4.21)
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By defining the volatility process

1 /s A
sy = §<X1’m(m + ZA;), t>0, (4.22)

we see that the dynamics (4.21]) equal those in (3.18]). In other words, dX; are wealth
dynamics for investor 1 when using ¢, := 1 and ¢, := D,Y; for t > 0.
The initial value in (3.18)) follows from the first formula in (4.18)) and initial clearing

in the money market (i.e., 9%?8_ + «9%_ = () because

9%?3_ + SO — 95?8_ + Xl,O —|— ng()
=010 + X1+ 6% (4.23)
- Xl,O-

To see that (4.22)) ensures that the dynamics dS of the first equation in (4.18))
agree with (3.17), we use (3.18)) and é; = D(1 —Y') to see

dSt = Xm,t + dXZ’t
= () X1,dt + Syo5,(k(Vy)dt + dB,) — DyYidt + (r(Yy) Xoy — éa4)dt (4.24)
= Ttstdt + StO-S,t (H(Yt)dt + dBt) - Dtdt

2. To see ¢ := DY and 6; := 1 are optimal for investor 1, we again use the following
standard duality argument as we did in the proof of Lemma [.1} Let 7' > 0 and let
(¢,0) € A; be arbitrary with corresponding wealth process X; given in (3.18)). Then,

T rpT . R
E |:/ e_ﬁtU(ct)dt} S E / (V(t, ZLt) + Z17tct>dt:|
0 LJ O

r T
<E / (V(t, Z14) + Zl,tct)dt + ZLTXLT]
0

- T
<E / Vi, ZLt)dt} + ZoXig,
LJo
where the first inequality uses Fenchel’s inequality, the second inequality follows from

X1 > 0, and the last inequality is produced by the supermartingale property of the

state-price density Zy. We pass T' 1 oo using the Monotone Convergence Theorem to
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get

E [/ e_BtU(Ct)dt} <E
0 L
=K / <V(t, ZALt) + Zl,tél,t> dt:|
0

—FE / e‘BtU(éLt)dt},
0

/ V(t, Zl,t)dt:| + Z10X10
0

where the first equality uses (4.18]) and the second equality uses (4.3)). &

4.4 Remaining proof

Proof of Theorem[3.6(2). The regularity conditions r(Y;) € L and x(Y;) € LL,
follow from the functions in (3.26)) and the fact that y = 0 and y = 1 are inaccessible
by Lemma|3.2[and Lemma Optimality of (3.27) and 6, := 1 follows from Lemma

and Lemma[4.2] Obviously, these control processes satisfy the clearing conditions

in (3:23). o

1
loc

A The failure of the comparison principle at y =1

This appendix reports on the failure of the comparison principle at ¥y = 1. Theorem
uses Schauder’s fixed-point theorem to construct a local solution of starting
from y = 0. Alternatively, by redefining the set X = X(yo) C C([?Jo, 1]) as those
continuous functions h : [yo, 1] — R for which

_ A2
sup 1-h@l _1-7 (A1)

velo) 1=y T A-1

for a constant y, € [0,1), it is possible to use Schauder’s fixed-point theorem to
construct a local solution of starting from y = 1. However, as the next lemma
shows, the comparison principle, i.e., the conclusion of Theorem [2.3], can fail when we
compare ODEs starting at y = 1. This is the reason why we construct local solutions
starting for y = 0 in Theorem [2.5]

In the next proposition, the function f € C'([0,1)) N C([0, 1]) denotes the unique
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solution produced by setting az := —~ in Theorem of the ODE

F) =52 (7= fw) + 1L, ye 0.0,
fO) =7 1) =1

(A.2)

Proposition A.1. Let v € (0,1), A > 1, let f solve (A.2)), and let he, € C*([0,1]) be
as in Lemma[2.10. Then, we have

1. f¢Ci([0,1]).
2. limyp f'(y) = oo, f0|f’ )dg < o0, cmdfllfq)dq<oo
3. fly) fails the comparison principle with he,(y) fory close to 1.

Proof. 1. To see f ¢ C*([0,1]), we argue by contradiction. By using L’Hopital’s rule
and f(1) =1 1in (A.2), we get

1— f(y)

Ty =2 =1+7f(1).

£ = (L) = 1)+ lim f ) 2

This equation has the unique negative solution f’(1) = —(1++). Theorem [2.4]ensures
that f < 1. However, because f(1) =1, f'(1) < 0 gives the contradiction f(y) > 1
for y close to 1.

2. Step 1/3: We start by proving lim infy 4 %ﬁj’) = 00. Because f(1) = 1, the first
term on the right-hand-side of has limit

lim = (4= £(9)) = =(1=9)(1+7) <0, (A3)

Set k= (1 —v)(1 ++) > 0 and consider any € such that

0<e<k.

The limit in (A.3]) gives y. € (0,1) such that the solution of the ODE (|A.2) satisfies

f@)g—n+e+7ﬂwlfggd,
- (A.4)
S—Ii+€+’y%f§/y)v ye(yﬁl)?
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where the second inequality uses f < 1. Because

(1= fy) 1-fy)  F K- e
dy(( )7) (1 —y)t+ (1_9)72(1—y)7’ (A.5)

we have for y € (y., 1)

L—fly) 1—fly) _ [*d (1—-f(q)
T—yy (- ‘/y ((1 qw)dq
I e o)

((1 -y = (1= ye)l‘”)

R — €
L=y

To argue by contradiction, we assume there is an increasing sequence (Y, )nen C

(Ye, 1) converging to 1 such that

1 - n
lim w = lim inf
n—oo | — UYn, yT1 1— Yy

In that case, we have

n—00 (1 — yn>'7 n—oo | — Un,

In (A.6)), we replace y by vy, and pass n 1T oo to see

1_f(ye) Kk —€ 1—v
Iy - 1—7(1_‘%) '

By multiplying by —(1 — y,)?, we get the contradiction

Ogl_f(yE)S (1_y6)<0a

where the first inequality holds by Theorem [2.4]
Step 2/3: To prove limy4 f'(y) = oo, it suffices to show liminf,4 f'(y) = co. By
taking liminf in the ODE (A.2)) and using f(1) = 1, we get

1 —
liminf f'(y) = —(1 =7)(1 +7) + 7 liminf ———= _f(yy) -



Step 3/3: Consider y. € (0,1) such that f'(y) > 0 for y € (y.,1). Then, f(1) =1

and the Monotone Convergence Theorem give

1 Y
| @g=tm [ @y =t )~ £0) =1~ #0) < o

Because f(1) = 1, by increasing y. if necessary, we can assume o) > 2 fory € (ye, 1).

y
The ODE (|A.2)) gives

147 N e 1- f(y)
Tf(y)+f(y) = T’VJF’Vf(y)ﬁ
zgll%fi/y) Y € (ye, 1).

Because the left-hand-side is integrable over y € (v, 1), the nonnegative function

%S’) is also integrable over y € (y.,1). For y € (0,y.), the bounds v < f(y) <1
give integrability of %ﬁ}y)

3. The ODE for he, in (2.32) and he,(¢) < 1 for all ¢ € [0, 1] give the lower bound

1+~ v+ ((A — el T A> heo (y)
hlﬁo (y) = 7(7 - hEo (y>) + h§0 (y) 1—y (A?)
> 20— ) + he () 2, e 0.1)

To argue by contradiction, we assume that the comparison principle holds for y near
1. Based on (A.2) and (A.7)), the property f(1) = he,(1) = 1 gives he,(y) < f(y) for
y € 10, 1] and so

L= hely) o 1= f(y)
l—y — 1—y

>0, ye(0,1).

However, Lemma [2.10(7) ensures that hg (y) is continuous at y = 1 with limit %

and so we get the contradiction

1— 2 1-
oo>A—_71:hgo(1):hm—zhm—:oo
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