
ar
X

iv
:2

40
6.

07
46

4v
2 

 [
q-

fi
n.

M
F]

  1
3 

Ju
n 

20
24

Convex ordering for stochastic control: the swing contracts case.

Gilles Pagès1 and Christian Yeo1,2

1
Sorbonne Université, Laboratoire de Probabilités, Statistique et Modélisation, UMR 8001, case 158, 4, pl. Jussieu,

F-75252 Paris Cedex 5, France
2Engie Global Markets, 1 place Samuel Champlain, 92400 Courbevoie, France

Abstract

We investigate propagation of convexity and convex ordering on a typical stochastic optimal control
problem, namely the pricing of “Take-or-Pay” swing option, a financial derivative product commonly
traded on energy markets. The dynamics of the underlying asset is modelled by an ARCH model
with convex coefficients. We prove that the value function associated to the stochastic optimal control
problem is a convex function of the underlying asset price. We also introduce a domination criterion
offering insights into the monotonicity of the value function with respect to parameters of the underlying
ARCH coefficients. We particularly focus on the one-dimensional setting where, by means of Stein’s
formula and regularization techniques, we show that the convexity assumption for the ARCH coefficients
can be relaxed with a semi-convexity assumption. To validate the results presented in this paper, we
also conduct numerical illustrations.
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Introduction

This paper explores theoretical properties of the value function in a context of stochastic optimal control
and in connection with convexity. To this end, we rely on convex ordering theory. Let us now recall
the main definitions at the origin of this theory. Denote by L

1
Rd

(
P
)

the space of Rd-valued P-integrable
random vectors for some probability measure P and let U, V ∈ L

1
Rd

(
P
)

with respective distributions µ, ν.
We say that U is dominated for the convex order by V , denoted U �cvx V , if, for every convex function
f : Rd → R, one has

Ef(U) ≤ Ef(V ) (0.1)

or, equivalently, that µ is dominated for the convex order by ν (denoted µ �cvx ν) if, for every convex
function f : Rd → R, ∫

Rd

f(ξ) dµ(ξ) ≤
∫

Rd

f(ξ) dν(ξ). (0.2)

In can be shown that, in the preceding definition, we may restrict to Lipschitz continuous and convex
functions (see Lemma A.4) or to convex functions with at most linear growth (see Lemma A.1 in [1]).
Besides, it is to note that the convex order definition implies that both distributions have the same
expectation thanks to the convexity of functions f(ξ) = ±ξi, i = 1 : d, are convex.

If d = 1 and (0.1) or (0.2) only holds for every non-decreasing (resp. non-increasing) convex functions,
we speak of domination for the non-decreasing (resp. non-increasing) convex order denoted by U �ivx V
(resp. U �dvx V ). Besides, the preceding definitions of convex ordering are consistent in the sense
that, for any integrable R

d-valued random vector U and for any convex function f : Rd → R, one has
Ef(U) ∈ (−∞,+∞] (see Appendix (A.1) for a proof).
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An important remark to keep in mind is that this partial order on L
1
Rd

(
P
)

is closely related to martingale
processes. Indeed, if (Mλ)λ≥0 denotes a martingale indexed by a parameter λ, then λ 7→ Mλ is non-
decreasing for the convex order in the sense that for any 0 ≤ λ ≤ λ′, Mλ is dominated by Mλ′ for the
convex order. This is a straightforward consequence of Jensen’s inequality. The converse is generally not
true, but the Kellerer’s theorem [18] gives a (weaker) converse proposition which states that: if λ 7→ Xλ in
non-decreasing for the convex ordering, then there exists a martingale (Mλ)λ≥0, called the “1-martingale”,

such that Xλ
L∼ Mλ for any fixed λ (note that this is much weaker than equality in law between processes).

Unfortunately, the proof of the existence of a 1-martingale is not constructive. That is, for a non-decreasing
process (Xλ)λ for the convex order with corresponding family of 1-martingale (Mλ)λ there is no explicit
and concrete expression for Mλ. For a thorough analysis of this question, we refer the reader to [14].

Convex ordering-based approaches have recently been used to compare European option prices [7],
American option prices [26] or (in a functional version) to compare functionals of Mckean Vlasov processes
[24, 25] with an application to mean-field games and more recently to compare solutions of Volterra
equations [17]. It has also been used to prove convexity results in case of American-style options [26].
The aim of this paper is to extend the latter type of results to Stochastic Optimal Control problems. To
this end, we focus on swing contracts. This commodity derivative product enables its holder to purchase
amounts of energy qk, at predetermined exercise dates, tk = kT

n (k = 0, . . . , n − 1), until the contract
maturity at time tn = T . The purchase price, or strike price, at each exercise date, is denoted by Kk

and can either be a constant value (i.e., Kk = K, where k = 0, . . . , n − 1) or indexed on either the same
commodity or another commodity past/future prices. The holder of the swing contract ought to purchase,
at every time tk, a quantity qk of the commodity subject to local constraints i.e.

qmin ≤ qk ≤ qmax, 0 ≤ k ≤ n− 1. (0.3)

There also exists a global constraint meaning that, at the maturity of the contract, the cumulative pur-
chased volume must not be lower than Qmin or greater than Qmax i.e.

Qn =
n−1∑

k=0

qk ∈ [Qmin, Qmax], with Q0 = 0 and 0 ≤ Qmin ≤ Qmax < +∞. (0.4)

Such a contract is called a take-or-pay contract, where all constraints are firm. Besides, there exists an
alternative setting where the holder has to respect local constraints but may violate global ones. In this
setting, in case of violation of global constraints, the holder has to pay a penalty, at the expiry date tn = T ,
that is proportional to the excess/deficit of consumption.

For the two volume constraint settings aforementioned, at each exercise date tk, the reachable cumu-
lative consumption Qk =

∑k−1
ℓ=0 qℓ (with Q0 = 0) lies within the set Qm(tk), for m ∈ {firm, pen}, defined

by (we assume qmin = 0 since one may always be reduced to this case [4])

Qfirm(tk) :=
[
max

(
0, Qmin − (n− k) · qmax

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Qd(tk)

,min
(
k · qmax, Qmax

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Qu(tk)

]
and Qpen(tk) :=

[
0, k · qmax

]
(0.5)

depending on the nature of the constraints. The pricing of swing contracts appears as a (discrete time)
stochastic optimal control problem where the sequence (qk)0≤k≤n−1 represents the control. As such, this
contract can be evaluated through the Backward Dynamic Programming Equation. To fix the probabilistic
framework, we assume that the underlying asset (which is generally a forward contract) has a price Ftk at
time tk that can be expressed as:

Ftk = f
(
tk,Xtk

)
, 0 ≤ k ≤ n, (0.6)

where f : [0, T ]×R → R+ is a Borel function and
(
Xtk

)
0≤k≤n

is a R-valued Markov process
(
Xtk

)
0≤k≤n

.

We also consider a filtered probability space
(
Ω, {FX

tk
, 0 ≤ k ≤ n},P

)
where

(
FX
tk
, 0 ≤ k ≤ n

)
is the
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natural (completed) filtration of (Xtk )0≤k≤n. Then, we assume that the decision process (qk)0≤k≤n−1 is
defined on the same probability space and is FX

tk
-adapted. At each time tk, by purchasing an amount

q ≥ 0, the holder of the swing contract makes an algebraic profit given by the following payoff function

Ψk : [0, T ] ×R+ × R
k+1 → R

(tk, q, x0:k) 7→ Ψk

(
tk, q, x0:k

)
, (0.7)

where we used the notation x0:k = (x0, . . . , xk) ∈ R
k+1. Then, under mild assumptions, for k = 0, . . . , n,

c ∈ {firm, pen} and Qk ∈ Qc(tk), one may prove (see [5, 6]) that the swing price is given by the following
backward equation





vk
(
x0:k, Qk

)
= sup

q∈Ac(tk ,Qk)

[
Ψk

(
tk, q, x0:k

)
+ E

(
vk+1

(
x0:k,Xtk+1

, Qk + q
)∣∣Xt0:k = x0:k

)]
,

vn
(
x0:n, Qn

)
= Pc

(
tn, x0:n, Qn

)
,

(0.8)

where Xt0:k :=
(
Xt0 , . . . ,Xtk

)
and Ac(tk, Qk) for c ∈ {firm, pen} is the set of admissible controls at time

tk depending on the cumulative consumption Qk up to time tk−1. As already mentioned, the index c
designates the constraint type, so that the preceding set is defined by





Afirm(tk, Qk) :=
[
max

(
0, Qd(tk+1)−Qk

)
,min

(
qmax, Q

u(tk+1)−Qk

)]
,

Apen(tk, Qk) := [0, qmax],
(0.9)

In Equation (0.8), the function Pc, defined on [0, T ]×R
n+1×R+, corresponds to the penalty function which

is null in the firm constraints setting and proportional the excess/deficit of consumption when considering
a swing contract with penalty. That is,

{
Pfirm

(
tn, x0:n, Qn

)
= 0,

Ppen

(
tn, x0:n, Qn

)
:= −f

(
tn, xn

)
·
(
A ·
(
Qn −Qmin

)
− +B ·

(
Qn −Qmax

)
+

)
,

(0.10)

where A and B are positive real constants. Then, denote by v
[σ]
k the swing value function at time tk, where

the superscript [σ] is to recall that the underlying process Xtk has a volatility function σ(tk, ·) : R → R+.
In a ARCH framework of the form Xtk+1

= Xtk +σ(Xtk)Zk+1 with (Zk)k i.i.d. radial centered, one of the
main results of this paper is the following.

Theorem 0.1 (Main results). Suppose that for any c ∈ {firm, pen}, k = 0, . . . , n, Qk ∈ Qc(tk) and
q ∈ Ac(tk, Qk), the functions R

k+1 ∋ x0:k 7→ Ψk(tk, q, x0:k), R
n+1 ∋ x0:n 7→ Pc(tn, x0:n, Qn) are convex.

Then one has the following two results.

(P1). [Convexity propagation] If for all k = 0, . . . , n, σ(tk, ·) is semi-convex, then, at any time tk, the
swing price function R

k+1 ∋ x0:k 7→ vk(x0:k, Qk) is convex.

(P2). [Domination criterion] For all k = 0, . . . , n, consider two volatility functions σ(tk, ·), θ(tk, ·) :
R → R+. If σ(tk, ·) or θ(tk, ·) is semi-convex then, at any time tk, one has the following monotonicity
result of the swing price function

σ(tk, ·) ≤ θ(tk, ·) =⇒ v
[σ]
k (·, ·) ≤ v

[θ]
k (·, ·).

Both results in the preceding theorem are derived using the Backward Dynamic Programming Principle
(BDPP) presented in (0.8). Convex ordering theory will intervene in the propagation of convexity through
what is often called the continuation value which is represented by the conditional expectation involved
in the BDPP. Besides, it is worth noting that, even if the latter two properties have been specified in

3



dimension one, we prove them for an arbitrary dimension. However, for dimensions that are higher than
one, instead of the semi-convexity assumption, the matrix-valued volatility function σ(tk, ·) will be assumed
to be “convex” in a sense to be defined later on.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 1 provides a brief overview of convex ordering and presents the
main results of this paper, along with the associated proofs, all within an ARCH framework and assuming
the volatility function is convex. In Section 2, we establish that the results stated in Section 1 remain
valid in one dimension when relaxing the convexity assumption to a semi-convexity one. For that, we use
regularization techniques and rely on Proposition 2.1. The latter demonstrates that the “truncated” Euler
scheme can propagate convexity when σ(tk, ·) is only semi-convex. In Section 3, we conduct numerical
simulations to illustrate the results of this paper.

Notations. • R
d is equipped with the canonical Euclidean norm denoted by | · |.

• For all x = (x1, . . . , xd), y = (y1, . . . , yd) ∈ R
d, 〈x, y〉 =∑d

i=1 xiyi denotes the canonical inner (Euclidean)
product.
• x0:k denotes the vector (x0, . . . , xk).
• Md,q

(
R
)

denotes the space of real-valued matrix with d rows and q columns and is equipped with either
the classical Fröbenius norm or the operator norm defined respectively by,

‖A‖F =
√
Tr(AA⊤) =

√√√√
d∑

i=1

q∑

j=1

a2i,j and ‖A‖op = sup
|x|=1

∣∣Ax
∣∣.

• B(0, R) denotes the closed ball with radius R ≥ 1 defined by {x ∈ R
d : |x| ≤ R}. We also define the

uniform norm on this ball: for any continuous function f : Rd → R:

∥∥f
∥∥
B(0,R)

:= sup
x∈B(0,R)

|f(x)|.

• S+
(
q,R

)
and O

(
q,R

)
denote respectively the subsets of Mq,q

(
R
)

of symmetric positive semi-definite
and orthogonal matrices with real entries.
• For a countable set E, |E| denotes its cardinality.
• C2

(
R
)

will denotes the set of real-valued twice continuously differentiable functions.
• f ∗ g is the convolution product on R between two functions f, g : K → K, defined by

(
f ∗ g

)
(x) :=

∫

K

f(t) · g(x− t) dt =

∫

K

f(x− t) · g(t) dt.

• Pp

(
R
d
)

denotes the set of probability distributions on R
d with pth finite moment.

• For all x ∈ R, sgn(x) := 1x>0 − 1x<0 and sgn(x) := 1x≥0 − 1x<0.

1 Ordering of swing contract values

1.1 Short background on convex ordering

We start this section by some preliminaries following the general definition of convex ordering. This will
serve as a basis to establish our main results. We refer the reader to Appendix B for a proof.

Proposition 1.1. (a) Let U, V ∈ L
2
Rd

(
P
)

and define Var(U) := E|U |2 − |EU |2. Then, by setting f :
x 7→ x2i , i = 1 : d, one has,

U �cvx V =⇒ Var(U) ≤ Var(V ).

(b) (Gaussian distributions (centered)): Let Z ∼ N (0, Iq) on R
q and let A,B ∈ Md,q

(
R
)
, then

BB⊤ −AA⊤ ∈ S+
(
d,R

)
=⇒ AZ �cvx BZ

4



or equivalently N (0, AA⊤) �cvx N (0, BB⊤). In particular, if d = q = 1, one has

|σ| ≤ |ϑ| =⇒ N (0, σ2) �cvx N (0, ϑ2).

Remark 1.2 (Convex ordering and risk measure). Convex ordering had been widely used in actuarial
science and quantitative finance to quantify or compare risk through the notion of risk measure [10, 11, 13].
In particular, one may show that convex ordering is consistent with certain risk measures on certain
probability spaces [11]. The latter means that for two integrable random variables X,Y (which may
represent potential losses) and an appropriate risk measure ρ : L1

R

(
Ω,A,P

)
→ R for some probability

space
(
Ω,A,P

)
, one has,

X �cvx Y or X �icv Y =⇒ ρ(X) ≤ ρ(Y ).

Following this definition of the coherence, one may notice that, convex ordering is coherent with standard
deviation, as a deviation risk measure [29], based on result (a), and with the classic Conditional Value at
Risk CVaR assuming X,Y (which is straightforward using the Rockafeller-Uryasev representation [30]).

It is worth noting that, in the preceding proposition, claim (b) admits a generalization for radial
distributions. This is stated in the following proposition and we refer the reader to [16] for a proof.

Proposition 1.3 (Radial distributions (generalization)). Let Z ∈ R
q be a q-dimensional random vector

having a radial distribution in the sense that

∀ O ∈ O
(
q,R

)
, OZ ∼ Z.

Let A,B ∈ Md,q

(
R
)
. Then, we have the following equivalence

BB⊤ −AA⊤ ∈ S+
(
d,R

)
⇐⇒ AZ �cvx BZ. (1.1)

Then, to establish our main results, we will assume that the matrix-valued volatility function σ(tk, ·)
is convex w.r.t. a certain preorder on matrix space specified in the following definition.

Definition 1.4. i. Preorder. Let A,B ∈ Md,q

(
R
)
. We define the following preorder on Md,q

(
R
)

A � B if BB⊤ −AA⊤ ∈ S+
(
d,R

)
. (1.2)

ii. �-Convexity. A matrix-valued function σ : Rd → Md,q

(
R
)

is �-convex if for every x, y ∈ R
d and

every λ ∈ [0, 1], there exist Oλ,x, Oλ,y ∈ O
(
q,R

)
such that

σ
(
λx+ (1− λ)y

)
� λσ(x)Oλ,x + (1− λ)σ(y)Oλ,y (1.3)

i.e.

(
λσ(x)Oλ,x + (1− λ)σ(y)Oλ,y

)(
λσ(x)Oλ,x + (1− λ)σ(y)Oλ,y

)⊤ − σσ⊤(λx+ (1− λ)y
)
∈ S+

(
d,R

)
.

Remark 1.5. In particular, when d = q = 1, by setting Oλ,x = sgn
(
σ(x)

)
one checks that condition (1.3)

is equivalent to the convexity of the real-valued function |σ|.
Remark 1.6 (�-convexity: a quite general example). Condition (1.3) for the �-convexity may appear
difficult to verify at first given a matrix-valued function. However, there exists a quite general class of
matrix which satisfies this condition.

Let λk : R → R, k = 1, . . . , q such that all |λk| are convex. Set:

σ(x) := A · diag
(
λ1(x), . . . , λq(x)

)
·O, A ∈ Md,q

(
R
)
, O ∈ O

(
q,R

)
.

Then σ is �-convex. We refer the reader to Lemma A.5 for a proof.
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1.2 Main results

We establish two key results concerning the convexity of the swing price with respect to the underlying
asset price and its “monotonicity” with respect to the underlying volatility function. To this end, we
consider an (martingale) ARCH framework, meaning that the Markov process is given by the following
discrete dynamics

X
[σ]
tk+1

= X
[σ]
tk

+ σ
(
tk,X

[σ]
tk

)
Zk+1, X

[σ]
t0 = x ∈ R

d. (1.4)

The superscript [σ] emphasizes the dependence of the process
(
Xtk

)
0≤k≤n

on the matrix-valued volatility
function,

σ : [0, T ]× R
d → Md,q

(
R
)
. (1.5)

(Zk)k are i.i.d. copies of an R
q-valued random vector Z which has a radial distribution. This framework

includes the normal distribution which is often used to model a random noise. Besides, note that we could
have considered a more general ARCH process i.e.

X
[σ]
tk+1

= Ak ·X [σ]
tk

+ σ
(
tk,X

[σ]
tk

)
Zk+1, X

[σ]
t0 = x ∈ R

d, Ak ∈ Md,d(R) (1.6)

and all the results in the paper would still hold true. However, we opted to omit the matrix Ak since in
the subsequent analysis, we will be focusing on the Euler scheme.

In the ARCH framework, the BDPP (0.8) reads:





vk
(
x0:k, Qk

)
= sup

q∈Ac(tk ,Qk)

[
Ψk

(
tk, q, x0:k

)
+
(
Gk+1vk+1(x0:k, ·, Qk + q)

)
(xk)

]
,

vn
(
x0:n, Qn

)
= Pc

(
tn, x0:n, Qn

)
,

(1.7)

where for a given function f : Rd → R with at most linear growth, the operator Gk+1 is defined by (for all
k = 0, . . . , n− 1):

R
d ∋ xk 7→

(
Gk+1f

)
(xk) :=

(
T f
)
(xk, σ(tk, xk)) (1.8)

and the operator T is in turn defined by:

R
d ×Md,q

(
R
)
∋ (x,A) 7→

(
T f
)
(x,A) := Ef

(
x+AZ

)
. (1.9)

One of the main results of this paper concerns the propagation of convexity in the BDPP (1.7) provided
that the payoff function and the penalty function are both convex. This uses the propagation of convexity
through the operator Gk+1 (1.8), and consequently, through the operator T (1.9). The following proposition
shows that operator T actually propagates convexity. We refer the reader to Appendix B for a proof.

Proposition 1.7. Let f : Rd → R be a convex function with linear growth. Then, the following properties
hold concerning the operator T defined in (1.9).

i. For all x ∈ R, T f(x, ·) is right O
(
q,R

)
-invariant i.e.,

∀O ∈ O
(
q,R

)
, T f(x,AO) = T f(x,A).

ii. T f(·, ·) is convex.

iii. For all x ∈ R, T f(x, ·) is non-decreasing with respect to the pre-order on matrices (defined in (i.))
i.e., A � B =⇒ T f(x,A) ≤ T f(x,B).
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We now have key ingredients to state the main results of this paper. To this end, we consider a volume
constraint modelling c ∈ {firm, pen} and the following assumptions:

(Hc
1): For all k ∈ {0, . . . , n− 1}, q ∈ [0, qmax] and Q ∈ Qc(tn), the payoff function

(
R
d
)k+1 ∋ x0:k 7→ Ψk

(
tk, q, x0:k

)

and the penalty function, (
R
d
)n+1 ∋ x0:n 7→ Pc

(
tn, x0:n, Q)

are convex with at most linear growth for the | · |sup-norm.

The growth condition on the payoff and the penalty function ensures that the random variables vk(Xtk , ·)
are integrable, provided that Xt0 is integrable. This is a straightforward result of a backward induction
using the BDPP (1.7).

(H
[σ]
2 ): For all k ∈ {0, . . . , n}, σ

(
tk, ·
)

is �-convex, with linear growth for the Fröbenius norm or the
operator norm.

As it will be discussed in Remark 1.9, the volatility function σ(tk, ·) often satisfies requirements of Lemma
1.6, whence is �-convex. In section 2, we will prove that, in a continuous time and in the one-dimensional
case (d = q = 1), this assumption may be relaxed into a semi-convexity assumption.

With these assumptions, we establish the first main result, namely the propagation of convexity through
the BDPP.

Theorem 1.8 (Backward propagation of convexity). Let c ∈ {firm, pen}. Under assumptions (Hc
1) and

(H
[σ]
2 ), for all 0 ≤ k ≤ n and any Qk ∈ Qc(tk), one has

(Rd)k+1 ∋ x0:k 7→ vk
(
x0:k, Qk

)
is convex.

Proof. We proceed by a backward induction on k. For any Qn ∈ Qc(tn), we have vn
(
x0:n, Qn

)
=

Pc

(
tn, x0:n, Qn

)
. Thus owing to assumption (Hc

1), vn
(
·, Qn

)
is convex. Let us assume that the proposition

holds true for k + 1. Let x0:k, y0:k ∈ (Rd)k+1 and λ ∈ [0, 1]. For any Qk ∈ Qc(tk), we have,

vk
(
λx0:k + (1− λ)y0:k, Qk

)
= sup

q∈Ac(tk ,Qk)

[
Ψk

(
tk, q, λx0:k + (1− λ)y0:k

)

+
(
Gk+1vk+1

(
λx0:k + (1− λ)y0:k, ·, Qk + q

))(
λxk + (1− λ)yk

)]
.

By the induction assumption, vk+1

(
λx0:k + (1 − λ)y0:k, ·, Qk + q

)
is convex. Thus Proposition ii. implies

that
(
T vk+1(λx0:k + (1− λ)y0:k, ·, Qk + q)

)
(·, ·) is also convex. Proposition iii. in turns implies that

Md,q(R) ∋ A 7→
(
T vk+1(λx0:k + (1− λ)y0:k, ·, Qk + q)

)
(λxk + (1− λ)yk, A)

is non-decreasing w.r.t. the pre-order on matrices (defined in (i.)). Therefore, using the convexity As-

sumption (H
[σ]
2 ) for the matrix-valued functions σ(tk, ·) with respect to �, there exist Ox, Oy ∈ O(q,R)

such that

(
Gk+1vk+1

(
λx0:k + (1− λ)y0:k, ·, Qk + q

))(
λxk + (1− λ)yk

)

=
(
T vk+1(λx0:k + (1− λ)y0:k, ·, Qk + q)

)(
λxk + (1− λ)yk, σ(tk, λxk + (1− λ)yk)

)

≤
(
T vk+1(λx0:k + (1− λ)y0:k, ·, Qk + q)

)(
λxk + (1− λ)yk, λσ(tk, xk)Ox + (1− λ)σ(tk, yk)Oy

)

= Evk+1

(
λx0:k + (1− λ)y0:k, λ(xk + σ(tk, xk)OxZ) + (1 − λ)(yk + σ(tk, yk)OyZ), Qk + q

)
.
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Thus, since by the induction assumption (Rd)k+2 ∋ x0:k+1 7→ vk+1(x0:k+1, Q+ q) is convex, then one gets
(
Gk+1vk+1

(
λx0:k + (1− λ)y0:k,·, Qk + q

))(
λxk + (1− λ)yk

)

≤ λ · Evk+1

(
x0:k, xk + σ(tk, xk)OxZ,Qk + q

)

+ (1− λ) · Evk+1

(
y0:k, yk + σ(tk, yk)OyZ,Qk + q

)

= λ ·
(
T vk+1(x0:k, ·, Qk + q)

)
(xk, σ(tk, xk)Ox)

+ (1− λ) ·
(
T vk+1(y0:k, ·, Qk + q)

)
(yk, σ(tk, yk)Oy)

= λ ·
(
Gk+1vk+1(x0:k, ·, Qk + q)

)
(xk)

+ (1− λ) ·
(
Gk+1vk+1(y0:k, ·, Qk + q)

)
(yk),

where in the last line, we used the right O
(
q,R

)
-invariance of the operator T (see Proposition i.). Then,

it follows from Assumption (Hc
1) on the convexity of the payoff function that

vk
(
λx0:k + (1− λ)y0:k, Qk

)
≤ λ sup

q∈Ac(tk ,Qk)

[
Ψk

(
tk, q, x0:k

)
+
(
Gk+1vk+1(x0:k, ·, Qk + q)

)
(xk)

]

+ (1− λ) sup
q∈Ac(tk ,Qk)

[
Ψk

(
tk, q, y0:k

)
+
(
Gk+1vk+1(y0:k, ·, Qk + q)

)
(yk)

]

= λvk
(
x0:k, Qk

)
+ (1− λ)vk

(
y0:k, Qk

)
.

This completes the proof.

The previous proposition addresses the convexity of the swing price as a function of the ARCH process
(Xtk )k. However, since this variable is not directly observable in markets, practitioners are typically more
concerned with the properties of the swing price as a function of the forward price (refer to (0.6)), which
is observable. The following remark highlights that the earlier propagation of convexity generally remains
valid when considering the swing price as a function of the forward price.

Remark 1.9 (Convexity with respect to forward price). Forward contracts are generally [9, 8, 21, 28]
modelled through the following general diffusion:

dFt = σ̃(t, Ft)dWt, t ≤ T, (1.10)

where σ̃(t, ·) is convex. Note that the Euler scheme of the preceding diffusion at times (tk, k = 0, . . . , n)
falls into our ARCH model (1.4) with a volatility function

√
T/n · σ̃(tk, Ftk ) which is convex as a function

of Ftk . Thus instead of considering the forward as a function of an ARCH process, we may directly consider
the forward price (i.e. f(t, x) := x) and the propagation of convexity also holds true.

Remark 1.10. The convexity property we have shown in the preceding proposition does not depend
on volume constraints (assuming the space of constraints does not depend on the underlying price).
Furthermore, we claim that, given a stochastic optimal control problem (either constrained or not) with
its associated backward dynamic programming principle, where the set of constraints, if any, does not
depend on the variable of interest, the same proof works in an ARCH framework.

Remark 1.11 (“Hedging”). We call the “delta” of a swing price, the first partial derivative of its price with
respect to the initial forward price F0 (e.g., the starting value of the diffusion in (1.10)). The existence of
such a derivative in our stochastic optimal control problem is guaranteed, under some assumptions, by the
envelope theorem. Besides, since a differentiable and convex function has a non-decreasing first derivative,
we deduce that the delta of the swing contract is an increasing function of the initial forward price. This
result will be illustrated by numerical examples in Section 3 (see also [22] for details).

The convexity of the swing value function, proved in the preceding proposition, enables us to deduce
our second main result concerning the monotonicity of the latter function with respect to the matrix-valued
volatility function σ(tk, ·).
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Theorem 1.12 (Domination criterion). Let c ∈ {firm, pen}. Consider assumption (Hc
1) and the follow-

ing two ARCH processes

X
[σ]
tk+1

= X
[σ]
tk

+ σ
(
tk,X

[σ]
tk

)
Zk+1, X

[σ]
t0 = x ∈ R

d, (1.11)

X
[θ]
tk+1

= X
[θ]
tk

+ θ
(
tk,X

[θ]
tk

)
Zk+1, X

[θ]
t0 = x ∈ R

d, (1.12)

where σ, θ : [0, T ] × R
d → Md,q

(
R
)

and (Zk)k are i.i.d. copies of Z ∈ R
q which distribution is radial.

Assume that assumption (H
[σ]
2 ) or (H

[θ]
2 ) holds as well as the following assumption

(H3) : For all k ∈ {0, . . . , n},
σ
(
tk, ·
)
� θ
(
tk, ·
)
. (1.13)

Then, for all k ∈ {0, . . . , n}, and for all Qk ∈ Qc(tk), one has

v
[σ]
k

(
x0:k, Qk

)
≤ v

[θ]
k

(
x0:k, Qk

)
,

where v
[σ]
k and v

[θ]
k are swing value functions defined by (1.7) associated to processes X

[σ]
tk

and X
[θ]
tk

respec-
tively.

Proof. We prove this proposition by a backward induction on k. The proposition holds for k = n since

v
[σ]
n

(
x0:n, Qn

)
= v

[θ]
n

(
x0:n, Qn

)
for all Qn ∈ Qc(tn). Assume now that it holds for k + 1. For any x0:k ∈

(Rd)k+1 and Qk ∈ Qc(tk), we have,

v
[σ]
k

(
x0:k, Qk

)
= sup

q∈Ac(tk ,Qk)

[
Ψk

(
tk, q, x0:k

)
+
(
T v

[σ]
k+1(x0:k, ·, Qk + q)

)
(xk, σ(tk, xk))

]
. (1.14)

From Assumptions (Hc
1) and (H

[σ]
2 ) or (H

[θ]
2 ), either v

[σ]
k+1

(
·, Qk + q

)
or v

[θ]
k+1

(
·, Qk + q

)
is a convex

function as a result of Theorem 1.8. Then using Proposition iii. and Assumption (H3) in (1.14) yields,

v
[σ]
k

(
x0:k, Qk

)
≤ sup

q∈Ac(tk ,Qk)

[
Ψk

(
tk, q, x0:k

)
+
(
T v

[σ]
k+1(x0:k, ·, Qk + q)

)
(xk, θ(tk, xk))

]

≤ sup
q∈Ac(tk ,Qk)

[
Ψk

(
tk, q, x0:k

)
+
(
T v

[θ]
k+1(x0:k, ·, Qk + q)

)
(xk, θ(tk, xk))

]

= v
[θ]
k

(
x0:k, Qk

)
,

where we used in the second-last inequality the induction assumption and the positiveness of the linear
operator T . This completes the proof.

Corollary 1.13 (Domination with correlation). Let ρ ∈ (− 1
q−1 , 1). Assume that, for all 0 ≤ k ≤ n, the

matrix-valued volatility functions σ(tk, ·) are of the form:

R ∋ x 7→ σ(tk, ·) := λ(x)⊤L(ρ) ∈ M1,q(R), λ(x)⊤ =
(
λ1(x), . . . , λq(x)

)
∈ R

q,

where all functions R ∋ x 7→ λi(x) are non-negative and convex. L(ρ) is the Cholesky decomposition of
the correlation matrix Γ(ρ) :=

[
ρ + (1 − ρ)1i=j ]1≤i,j≤q which is definite positive. Then R ∋ x 7→ σ(tk, x)

is �-convex. Indeed, by simple algebra one has

(
ασ(tk, x) + (1− α)σ(tk, y)

)
·
(
ασ(tk, x) + (1− α)σ(tk, y)

)⊤

− σ(tk, αx+ (1− α)y)σ⊤(tk, αx+ (1− α)y)

=

q∑

i,j=1

ρi,j

[
α2λi(x)λj(x) + 2α(1 − α)λi(x)λj(y) + (1− α)2λi(y)λj(y)

− λi(αx+ (1− α)y)λj(αx+ (1− α)y)
]
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and the r.h.s. is non-negative owing to the convexity of all non-negative function λi. This implies the
�-convexity of volatility functions σ(tk, ·) as a straightforward application of Definition (1.3). Besides,
owing to Proposition C.2, the monotonicity of σ(tk, ·) w.r.t. ρ holds so that the domination criterion
holds. This example proves that, in the considered volatility modelling, the swing price is increasing with
the correlation parameter ρ.

The domination criterion provides a comparison criterion of swing contract prices with respect to the
matrix-valued volatility function in our ARCH setting (1.4). This leads to several practical implications,
some of them are mentioned in the following remark.

Remark 1.14. (a) Consider two matrix-valued volatility functions σlow, σhigh : [0, T ] × R
d → Md,q

(
R
)

and assume that Assumptions (Hc
1) (H

[σlow]
2 ) and (H

[σhigh]
2 ) are in force. If for all k ∈ {0, . . . , n}:

σlow(tk, ·) � σ(tk, ·) � σhigh(tk, ·) (1.15)

then one has,

v
[σlow]
0 (x0) ≤ v

[σ]
0 (x0) ≤ v

[σhigh]
0 (x0).

In particular, in one dimension, if the volatility is bounded by explicit constants σlow and σhigh, then
the swing price is bounded by swing prices corresponding to the volatility bounds. This result may
help knowing the potential range of the swing price following a move of market data (provided that

swing prices v
[σlow]
0 and v

[σhigh]
0 are known). The latter is formalized in the following point.

(b) Assume that the matrix-valued volatility functions σλ(tk, ·) ∈ Md,q(R) (for k = 0, . . . , n) are convex
and depend on a parameter λ ∈ R. Then if R ∋ λ 7→ σλ(tk, x), for any x ∈ R

d, is monotonous (with

the same monotonicity disregarding x), then R ∋ λ 7→ v
[σλ]
0 (x0) will have the same monotonicity. We

can thus pinpoint the effect of a model parameter’s evolution involved in the volatility function. One
may refer to Example 1.13 for an illustration.

Remark 1.15. In light of the proof of the domination criterion, one may notice that the terminal con-
ditions, namely the penalty function, do not need to be the same. More precisely, under assumptions of
Theorem 1.12, the domination criterion still holds true when assuming:

v[σ]n (x0:n, Q) = P [σ]
c (tn, x0:n, Q), v[θ]n (x0:n, Q) = P [θ]

c (tn, x0:n, Q),

with P
[σ]
c (tn, ·, Q), P

[θ]
c (tn, ·, Q) being two convex functions such that P

[σ]
c (tn, ·, Q) ≤ P

[θ]
c (tn, ·, Q). Besides,

note that, if Assumption (H
[σ]
2 ) (resp. (H

[θ]
2 )) holds, then just P

[σ]
c (tn, ·, Q) (resp. P

[θ]
c (tn, ·, Q)) needs to

be a convex function.

To end this section, it is worth noting that the two preceding propositions have been established for the
generic payoff function Ψk defined in (0.7). This may include multiple possible cases of swing contracts.
Among others the most traded contracts are,

• Fixed strike swing contract. In this case, at each exercise date tk, the holder of the swing contract
receives, per unit of exercised volume, the difference between the forward price Ftk (e.g. gas delivery
contract) and a fixed amount K decided at the conclusion of the contract. That is,

Ψk

(
tk, q, x0:k

)
:= q ·

(
f
(
tk, xk

)
−K

)
. (1.16)

• Indexed strike swing contract. This case is the same as the previous one except that the fixed
amount K is replaced by an average of past prices of the same commodity. Namely,

Ψk

(
tk, q, x0:k

)
:= q ·

(
f
(
tk, xk

)
− 1

|Ik|
∑

i∈Ik
f
(
ti, xi

))
, (1.17)

where for all 1 ≤ k ≤ n, we have Ik ⊆ {0, . . . , k − 1}.
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2 One dimensional case: some refinements

The domination criterion and the propagation of convexity proved above rely on the convexity assumption

(H
[σ]
2 ) for the matrix-valued volatility function σ(tk, ·). In general, this assumption cannot be reasonably

relaxed. This section focuses on the one-dimensional setting i.e., d = q = 1, where we prove that, in this
specific case, it is possible to get rid of the convexity assumption.

From now on, in this section, we set d = q = 1 and consider that the payoff functions, at time tk, only
depends on the price at time tk, i.e. of the form:

Ψk : [0, T ] × R+ ×R → R

(tk, qk, xk) 7→ Ψk

(
tk, qk, xk

)
. (2.1)

Besides, we consider the general Brownian diffusion:

Xx
t = x+

∫ t

0
β(s,Xx

s ) ds +

∫ t

0
σ(s,Xx

s ) dWs, x ∈ R, (2.2)

where (Wt, t ≥ 0) is a standard one-dimensional Brownian motion. We assume that the diffusion coeffi-
cients β : [0, T ]×R → R and σ : [0, T ]×R → R+ are Lipschitz continuous in x uniformly with respect to
t ∈ [0, T ] i.e.

∀t ∈ [0, T ],∀x, y ∈ R, |β(t, x) − β(t, y)|+ |σ(t, x) − σ(t, y)| ≤ K|x− y| (2.3)

for a positive constant K so that the integrated SDE (2.2) admits a strong solution. We also assume that
they satisfy:

sup
t∈[0,T ]

|β(t, ·)| + |σ(t, ·)| < +∞. (2.4)

We then consider the swing pricing problem where our ARCH process (1.4) is replaced by diffusion
(2.2) at dates (tk)0≤k≤n. We define by a backward induction the function vk satisfying:





vk
(
x,Q

)
= sup

q∈Ac(tk ,Q)

[
Ψk(tk, q, x) + E

(
vk+1(Xtk+1

, Q+ q)
∣∣Xtk = x

)]
,

vn(x,Q) = Pc(tn, x,Q).
(2.5)

For m ∈ N
∗, we consider a regular discretization of the time interval [0, T ] by dates t

(mn)
ℓ := ℓT

mn for
ℓ = 0, . . . ,mn. Note that these dates coincide, when ℓ = km, with the actual exercise dates of the swing

contract i.e. t
(mn)
km = tk for k = 0, . . . , n. We then consider the Euler scheme of the diffusion (2.2), with

step T
mn , at dates t

(mn)
ℓ i.e. we consider (denoting h = T

mn):

X
x

t
(mn)
ℓ+1

∼ ξ
(mn)
ℓ

(
X

x

t
(mn)
ℓ

, Zℓ+1

)
, X0 = x ∈ R with ξ

(mn)
ℓ (x, z) := x+ hβ

(
t
(mn)
ℓ , x

)
+

√
hσ
(
t
(mn)
ℓ , x

)
z,

(2.6)
where (Zℓ)ℓ are i.i.d. copies of Z ∼ N (0, 1). Note that, in the notation X

x

t
(mn)
ℓ

, we opted not to highlight

the step h = T
mn of the Euler scheme. We made this choice as, in this paper, only this Euler scheme with

step h = T
mn will be used. Thus there is no ambiguity and this choice allows to alleviate notations.

The process
(
X

x

t
(mn)
ℓ

)
0≤ℓ≤mn

is clearly an R-valued Markov chain. We may associate to this process

its transitions defined for a bounded or non-negative Borel function f : R → R by

P
(mn)
ℓ (f)(x) := Ef

(
ξ
(mn)
ℓ (x,Z)

)
, 0 ≤ ℓ ≤ mn− 1. (2.7)

We also define for i < j ∈ {0, . . . ,mn− 1}:

P
(mn)
i:j := P

(mn)
i ◦ · · · ◦ P(mn)

j−1 and P
(mn)
ℓ:ℓ (f) := f. (2.8)
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Then, the BDPP (1.7) related to this Markov chain reads





v
(m)
k

(
x,Q

)
= sup

q∈Ac(tk ,Q)

[
Ψk(tk, q, x) + P

(mn)
km:(k+1)m

(
v
(m)
k+1(·, Q+ q)

)
(x)
]
,

v
(m)
n (x,Q) = Pc(tn, x,Q).

(2.9)

We aim at propagating the convexity through the BDPP (2.5) but, this time, assuming the volatility
function σ is semi-convex. To achieve this, we follow the following scheme (still with h = T

mn).

Proof scheme: We first proceed as in [15] by truncating the Gaussian noise Z. That is, Z is replaced by

Z̃h := Z · 1{|Z|≤sh} (2.10)

for a positive threshold sh such that sh → +∞ when h → 0. We then show in Proposition 2.1 that, for an

appropriate choice of sh, the truncated Euler ξ
(mn)
ℓ (x, Z̃h) propagates convexity i.e. for any convex function

f : R → R, the function R ∋ x 7→ Ef
(
ξ
(mn)
ℓ (x, Z̃h)

)
is convex. This allows us to prove Proposition 2.3

which states that convexity actually propagates through the truncated BDPP (see (2.22)) i.e. the BDPP
(2.9) where the actual white noise Z is replaced by its truncated version Z̃h. To show that the preceding
result still holds true for the BDPP of interest given by Equation (2.5), we send h → 0 and use the fact
that the truncated Euler scheme converges towards the regular one as h → 0.

Let us start by showing that the truncated Euler scheme ξ
(mn)
ℓ (x, Z̃h) propagates convexity. In the

following proposition, the time index k is omitted for generality. Similarly, the time dependence of the
diffusion coefficients β and σ is omitted in notation for simplicity and ξ(mn) is replaced by ξh.

Proposition 2.1. Assume that the volatility function σ : R → R+ is Lipschitz continuous and semi-convex
i.e.,

aσ := inf
{
a ≥ 0 : R ∋ x 7→ σ2(x) + ax2 is convex

}
< +∞. (2.11)

Furthermore, assume that the drift function β : R → R is convex and such that,

cβ := inf
{
c ≥ 0 : R ∋ x 7→ β(x) + cx is non-decreasing

}
< +∞. (2.12)

Let h ∈
(
0, 1

2cβ

)
(with the convention 1

0 = +∞) and set sh = λ√
h·
(
[σ]2

Lip
+aσ
) for some λ ∈

(
0, 1

2+
√
2

)
. Then,

the following propositions hold true:

(a) The random function R ∋ x 7→ ξh
(
x, Z̃h

)
is non-decreasing when L

1
R
(P) is equipped with the stochastic

order.

(b) The random function R ∋ x 7→ ξh
(
x, Z̃h

)
is non-increasing when L

1
R
(P) is equipped with the increasing

convex order.

(c) If β is affine, the random function R ∋ x 7→ ξh
(
x, Z̃h

)
is convex when L

1
R
(P) is equipped with the

convex order.

Remark 2.2. The semi-convexity property (2.11) of the function σ in the preceding Proposition is weaker

than assumption (H
[σ]
2 ) since a convex function is also semi-convex in the sense of (2.11). Besides, the

semi-convexity property has been seemingly introduced in Mathematical Finance [12] and can also be
found in various papers on the pricing and hedging of American style options like [20, 2, 3].

Proof of Proposition 2.1. Our proof is divided into five steps and starts with some preliminary results.
Note that to prove claim (b) (resp. claim (c)), we need to prove that for any function f : R → R which is
convex and non-decreasing (resp. convex) that x 7→ E

[
f
(
ξh(x, Z̃h)

]
is non-decreasing (resp. convex). In

our proof scheme, until Step 5, we will prove these results for f being twice continuously differentiable,
convex and non-decreasing (resp. convex). At Step 5, the C2 regularity will be relaxed.
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Let us start with the first step that jumbles some useful results which will be used in the subsequent
analysis. We assume that the volatility function is not constant. The constant case is not of interest as it
implies the volatility function is convex and this has already been handled.

(Step 1). (Preliminaries). Note that the volatility function σ is not constant so that [σ]Lip > 0 and
sh < +∞. Let ρ be a C∞ probability density on the real line with compact support such that,

∫

R

uρ(u) du = 0 and

∫

R

u2ρ(u) du = 1. (2.13)

ρ is then associated to its sequence of modifiers ρp(x) = p · ρ(px) for all p ∈ N
∗. We also set, for every

p ∈ N
∗,

σp(x) :=

√
1

p
+ ρp ∗ σ2(x) and βp(x) := ρp ∗ β(x).

The continuity of the convex function β implies that βp converges pointwise to β as p → +∞. Likewise,
σp converges pointwise to σ. Thus, to prove the three results of the proposition when σ is non-constant,
we start by proving them when replacing the random function ξh(x, Z̃h) with, for each p ∈ N

∗,

R ∋ x 7→ ξhp (x, Z̃
h) := x+ hβp(x) +

√
hσp(x)Z̃

h.

It follows from triangle inequality and then Cauchy Schwartz’s one that,

∣∣σ2
p(x)− σ2

p(y)
∣∣ ≤

∫

R

∣∣σ(x− z)− σ(y − z)
∣∣ ·
(
σ(x− z) + σ(y − z)

)
ρp(z) dz

≤ [σ]Lip · |x− y| ·
(∫

R

σ(x− z)ρp(z) dz +

∫

R

σ(y − z)ρp(z) dz

)

≤ [σ]Lip · |x− y| ·
(∫

R

ρp(z) dz
)1/2

·
((∫

R

σ2(x− z)ρp(z) dz
)1/2

+
(∫

R

σ2(y − z)ρp(z) dz
)1/2

)

≤ [σ]Lip|x− y|
(
σp(x) + σp(y)

)
,

where in the last inequality we use the fact that
∫
R
ρp(z) dz = 1, since ρ is a probability density and, the

definition of σp. Thus σp is Lipschitz with the same Lipschitz constant as σ. Moreover, since the Lipschitz
continuous function σ has at most affine growth, the non-negative function ρp ∗ σ2 is differentiable and so
is σp. Thus,

|σ′

p| ≤ [σ]Lip. (2.14)

Besides, we know that, x 7→ σ2(x) + aσx
2 is convex since the infinimum defining aσ holds as a minimum.

Hence, its convolution by ρp is convex too and one checks that it is infinitely differentiable. On the other
hand, using (2.13), one has

∫

R

(
σ(x− y)2 + aσ · (x− y)2

)
ρp(y) dy = σ2

p(x) + aσx
2 +

aσ
p2

− 1

p

so that by definition of aσ, x 7→ σ2
p(x) + aσx

2 is convex with
(
σ2
p)

′′ ≥ −2aσ. We also note that βp is
infinitely differentiable, convex and such that x 7→ βp(x) + cβx is non-decreasing.
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(Step 2). (Differentiation). This step aims at formally differentiating the function R ∋ x 7→ E
[
f
(
ξhp (x, Z̃

h)
]

which will be the key to prove claims (b) and (c).

Note that if f : R 7→ R is convex and continuously twice differentiable, since the random variable Z̃h

is bounded by sh < +∞, one may show that the function R ∋ x 7→ E
[
f
(
ξhp (x, Z̃

h)
]

is twice continuously
differentiable with its first two partial derivatives given by:

∂xE
[
f
(
ξhp (x, Z̃

h)
]
= E

[
f

′(
ξhp (x, Z̃

h
))

·
(
1 +

√
hσ

′

p(x)Z̃
h + hβ

′

p(x)
)]

(2.15)

and

∂xxE
[
f
(
ξhp (x, Z̃

h)
]
= E

[
f

′(
ξhp (x, Z̃

h
))

·
(√

hσ
′′

(x)Z̃h + hβ
′′

p (x)
)]

+ E

[
f

′′(
ξhp (x, Z̃

h
))

·
(
1 +

√
hσ

′

p(x)Z̃
h + hβ

′

p(x)
)2]

.
(2.16)

(Step 3). (Claims (a) and (b) for ξhp (·, Z̃h)).

We start by proving (a). When h ≤ 1
2cβ

, since x 7→ βp(x) + cβx is non-decreasing, one has hβ
′

p(x) ≥
−cβh ≥ −1

2 and, by definition of the threshold sh and using (2.14), one has

∂xξ
h
p (x, Z̃

h) = 1 +
√
hσ

′

p(x)Z̃
h + hβ

′

p(x) ≥ 1−
√
h|σ′

p(x)|sh −
1

2
≥ 1− λ− 1

2
> 0

since λ < 1
2+

√
2
< 1/2. Therefore x 7→ ξhp (x, Z̃

h) is non-decreasing with respect to the non-decreasing

stochastic ordering. Thus letting p → +∞ implies (a). It remains then to prove claim (b).

Having in mind that |σ′ | ≤ [σ]Lip, one has

1 +
√
hσ

′

p(x)Z̃
h + hβ

′

p(x) ≥
1

2
−

√
h[σ]Lip · sh ≥ 1

2
− λ > 0. (2.17)

Thus, if f is convex, non-decreasing and twice continuously differentiable, then the partial derivative in
(2.15) is non-negative. Hence, the random function ξhp

(
·, Z̃h

)
is non-decreasing for the increasing convex

order. This partially proves (b) since, as already mentioned, we need to prove the same result but for the
random function ξh

(
·, Z̃h

)
and without assuming that f is twice differentiable.

(Step 4). (Claim (c) for ξhp (·, Z̃h)).

It follows from Stein Lemma that for a twice continuously differentiable function f : R → R, one has

E

[
f

′(
ξhp (x, Z̃

h
))
Z̃h
]
=

∫ sh

−sh

f
′(
ξhp (x, z)

)
ze−

z2

2
dz√
2π

=

∫ sh

−sh

f
′′(
ξhp (x, z)

)√
hσp(x)

(
e−

z2

2 − e−
s2
h
2

) dz√
2π

= E

[
f

′′(
ξhp (x, Z̃

h)
)√

hσp(x)1{Z̃h 6=0}

(
1− e−

s2
h
−(Z̃h)2

2

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
≥0

]
.

Plugging this equality in (2.16) yields,

∂xxE
[
f
(
ξhp (x, Z̃

h)
]
= E

[
f

′(
ξhp (x, Z̃

h)
)
hβ

′′

p (x)
]

+ E

[
f

′′(
ξhp (x, Z̃

h)
((

1 +
√
hσ

′

p(x)Z̃
h + hβ

′

p(x)
)2

+ h1{Z̃h 6=0}
(
1− e−

s2
h
−(Z̃h)2

2
)
σpσ

′′

p (x)
)]

.

(2.18)
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When f is non-decreasing, then the first expectation in the right-hand side is non-negative by the convexity
of βp. It is still non-negative disregarding the monotonicity of f when β is affine since β

′′

p vanishes. Let

us handle the second expectation. Using the identity σpσ
′′

p (x) =
1
2

(
σ2
p

)′′
−
(
σ

′
)2

, the definition of aσ and
the elementary inequality 1− e−u ≤ u, one has

h
(
1− e−

s2
h
−(Z̃h)2

2

)
σpσ

′′

p (x) =
h

2

(
1− e−

s2
h
−(Z̃h)2

2

)(
(σ2

p)
′′

+ 2aσ
)
− h
(
1− e−

s2
h
−(Z̃h)2

2

)(
(σ

′

p)
2 + aσ

)

≥ −h
(
1− e−

s2
h
−(Z̃h)2

2

)(
(σ

′

p)
2 + aσ

)

≥ −h
s2h − (Z̃h)2

2

(
[σ]2Lip + aσ

)

≥ −hs2h
2

(
[σ]2Lip + aσ

)
= −λ2

2
. (2.19)

Inequalities (2.17) and (2.19) imply that, on the event {Z̃h 6= 0},

(
1 +

√
hσ

′

p(x)Z̃
h + hβ

′

p(x)
)2

+ h1{Z̃h 6=0}

(
1− e−

s2
h
−(Z̃h)2

2

)
σpσp

′′(x) ≥
(1
2
− λ

)2 − λ2

2
> 0

since λ < 1 − 1/
√
2 = 1

2+
√
2
. Note that the latter expression is also positive on {Z̃h = 0}. As f

′′

is

non-negative when f is convex, we deduce that the second expectation in the right-hand side of (2.18) is
non-negative. Hence when f is moreover non-decreasing or β is affine (so that βp is affine too), we get

∂xxE
[
f
(
ξhp (x, Z̃

h)
]
≥ 0,

which implies that the random function ξhp
(
·, Z̃h

)
is convex for the convex ordering.

(Step 5). (Claims (b) and (c): General form).

Let f : R → R be a twice continuously differentiable function. As already mentioned βp → β and
σp → σ pointwise and ξhp (x, Z̃

h) is a bounded random variable when h is fixed. When h ∈ (0, 1
2cβ

), if

f : R → R is C2, non-decreasing and convex, one has almost surely f
(
ξhp (x, Z̃

h)
)
→ f

(
ξh(x, Z̃h)

)
as

p → +∞ and
Ef
(
ξh(x, Z̃h)

)
= lim

p→∞
Ef
(
ξhp (x, Z̃

h)
)

(2.20)

since f is locally bounded. The same holds true for regular convex order (with f convex and C2) when β is
affine. Thus, owing to (2.20), claims (b) and (c) previously established for the random function ξhp (·, Z̃h)

also hold for the random function ξh(·, Z̃h) but still assuming f is twice continuously differentiable.

In order to relax the regularity of f , we proceed as previously by considering fp := f ∗ ρp. Assume
f : R → R is non-decreasing and convex. Then f is continuous, fp is well-defined, C∞, convex and
fp → f pointwise. Moreover sup

p
|fp| is bounded on every compact interval [−A,A] ⊂ R (A > 0), by

sup
|y|≤A,u∈supp(ρ)

|f(y − u)| < +∞. As the random variables ξh(x, Z̃h), x ∈ [−A,A], have values in a fixed

compact, it follows by the dominated convergence theorem and result (2.20) that, for every x ∈ R,

Ef
(
ξh(x, Z̃h)

)
= lim

j→∞
Efj
(
ξh(x, Z̃h)

)
= lim

j→∞
lim
p→∞

Efj
(
ξhp (x, Z̃

h)
)
, (2.21)

hence R ∋ x 7→ Ef
(
ξh(x, Z̃h)

)
is non-decreasing since we have previously shown that for all j, R ∋ x 7→

Efj
(
ξhp (x, Z̃

h)
)

is non-decreasing. This completes the proof of (b). To establish convex ordering, we can
restrict to Lipschitz convex functions owing to Lemma A.4. Assume f to be Lipschitz and convex. Then
all the functions fp defined as above are well-defined and uniformly Lipschitz since [fp]Lip ≤ [f ]Lip. Still
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using that ξhp (x, Z̃
h) is a bounded random variable, we derive that (2.21) still holds true for every x ∈ R

owing to the dominated convergence theorem. This allows to transfer convex ordering. Thus result (c) is
completely proved.

We now consider the truncated BDPP, replacing the random noise Z by its truncated version Z̃h in
the BDPP (2.9). That is, we consider:





v
(m)
k

(
x,Q

)
= sup

q∈Ac(tk ,Q)

[
Ψk(tk, q, x) + P

(mn)
km:(k+1)m

(
v
(m)
k+1(·, Q+ q)

)
(x)
]
,

v
(m)
n (x,Q) = Pc(tn, x,Q),

(2.22)

where for i < j ∈ {0, . . . ,mn− 1} (still with h = T
mn ), we used the following notations:

P
(mn)
i:j := P

(mn)
i ◦ · · · ◦ P(mn)

j−1 with P
(mn)
ℓ (f)(x) := Ef

(
ξ
(mn)
ℓ (x, Z̃h)

)
for 0 ≤ ℓ ≤ mn− 1. (2.23)

The truncated BDPP (2.22) is well-defined and the proof is the same as that of the actual BDPP (1.7).
The following proposition shows that the convexity propagates through this truncated BDPP.

Proposition 2.3 (Convexity propagation: truncated BDPP). Let c ∈ {firm, pen}. Under assumption
(Hc

1) and if, in addition, assumptions of Proposition 2.1 hold true, then for any 0 ≤ k ≤ n and Q ∈ Qc(tk),

R ∋ x 7→ v
(m)
k

(
x,Q

)
is convex.

Proof. We proceed by backward induction on k. Owing to Assumption (Hc
1), v

(m)
n

(
·, Q
)

is convex for any
Q ∈ Qc(tn). Let us assume that the proposition holds for k + 1. Let xk, yk ∈ R and λ ∈ [0, 1]. For any
Q ∈ Qc(tk), we have,

v
(m)
k

(
λxk + (1− λ)yk, Q

)
= sup

q∈Ac(tk ,Q)

[
Ψk

(
tk, q, x

)
+ P

(mn)
km:(k+1)m

(
v
(m)
k+1(·, Q+ q)

)(
λxk + (1− λ)yk

)]
.

Since by the induction assumption, v
(m)
k+1(·, Q) is convex for any Q ∈ Qc(tk+1), then using Proposition (c)

and a straightforward induction one shows that

R ∋ x 7→ P
(mn)
km:(k+1)m

(
v
(m)
k+1(·, Q+ q)

)
(x) is convex.

The latter, combined with the convexity Assumption (Hc
1) of the payoff function, yields:

v
(m)
k

(
λxk + (1− λ)yk, Q

)
≤ λ sup

q∈Ac(tk ,Q)

[
Ψk

(
tk, q, xk

)
+ P

(mn)
km:(k+1)m

(
v
(m)
k+1(·, Q+ q)

)
(xk)

]

+ (1− λ) sup
q∈Ac(tk ,Q)

[
Ψk

(
tk, q, yk

)
+ P

(mn)
km:(k+1)m

(
v
(m)
k+1(·, Q+ q)

)
(yk)

]

= λv
(m)
k

(
xk, Q

)
+ (1− λ)v

(m)
k

(
yk, Q

)
.

This completes the proof.

We proved that, given the semi-convexity assumption on σ, the propagation of convexity through
the BDPP holds when the involved random noise is truncated. The next step is to establish that this
property holds even when using the actual random noise. This is stated in Proposition 2.8 and relies
on two ingredients: (1) the convergence of the truncated Euler scheme towards the actual one. (2) the
Lipschitz continuous property of the swing value function.

We still set the threshold sh as in Proposition 2.1. For i ∈ {0, . . . ,mn}, we consider the processes(
X

x,i

t
(mn)
ℓ

)
i≤ℓ≤mn

and
(
X̃x,i

t
(mn)
ℓ

)
i≤ℓ≤mn

denoting the Euler scheme (still with step h = T
mn) and its truncated

version starting at x ∈ R at time t
(mn)
i respectively. Then, we have the following convergence result.
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Proposition 2.4. For all u ≥ 1 and i ≤ ℓ ∈ {0, . . . ,mn} we have, for any compact set K ⊂ R,

sup
x∈K

∥∥∥X̃x,i

t
(mn)
ℓ

−X
x,i

t
(mn)
ℓ

∥∥∥
u
−−−−−→
m→+∞

0. (2.24)

Proof. Let x ∈ K with K ⊂ R being a compact set. Using the proof of Proposition 4.1 in [15], one may
show that there exists a sequence (cm)m≥1 (not depending on x) such that:

∥∥∥X̃x,i

t
(mn)
ℓ

−X
x,i

t
(mn)
ℓ

∥∥∥
u
≤ cm(1 + |x|) with cm −−−−−→

m→+∞
0. (2.25)

The result also holds true when taking the supremum for x lying in the compact set K. This completes
the proof.

To extend our result to the case using the true random noise, we also need to prove our second
ingredient namely, the Lipschitz continuous property of the swing value function. This is the aim of the
following proposition.

Proposition 2.5. Assume the following properties.

(H4) : For all k ∈ {0, . . . , n − 1}, Ψk

(
tk, q, ·

)
is Lipschitz continuous uniformly in q ∈ [0, qmax]. Denote

by [Ψk]Lip the Lipschitz coefficient.

(Hc
5) : For c ∈ {firm, pen}, Pc

(
tn, ·, Q) is Lipschitz continuous uniformly in Q ∈ Qc(tn). Denote by

[Pc,n] its Lipschitz coefficient. Note that
[
Pfirm,n

]
Lip

= 0.

Then, for all k ∈ {0, . . . , n}, the swing value functions v
(m)
k (·, Q) and v

(m)
k (·, Q) are Lipschitz continuous

uniformly in Q ∈ Qc(tk) with a Lipschitz coefficient
[
v
(m)
k

]
Lip

satisfying:

[
v
(m)
k

]
Lip

:= sup
Q∈Qc(tk)

sup
x 6=y

∣∣v(m)
k

(
x,Q

)
− v

(m)
k

(
y,Q

)∣∣
|x− y| ≤

n−1∑

i=k

Cmi
h,β,σ

[
Ψi

]
Lip

+ Cmn
h,β,σ

[
Pc,n

]
Lip

,

where Ch,β,σ := 1 + hCβ,σ := 1 + h
(
[β]Lip +

[σ]2Lip

2

)
.

Remark 2.6. • Note that [v
(m)
k ]Lip is bounded uniformly in m by the constant et

(n)
i Cβ,σ where t

(n)
i :=

T i
n for i ∈ {0, . . . , n}. Indeed, it suffices to notice that using the classic inequality 1+x ≤ ex and the
fact that h = T

mn , one has for all i ∈ {0, . . . , n}:

Cmi
h,β,σ ≤ emihCβ,σ = et

(n)
i Cβ,σ .

• Under Assumptions (H4) and the Lipschitz property of β(t
(mn)
ℓ , ·) and σ(t

(mn)
ℓ , ·) (uniformly in

t
(mn)
ℓ ), one may also show that the value function given by (2.5) is Lipschitz continuous. Indeed, by

a straightforward backward induction, one may notice that:

∣∣vk(x,Q)− vk(y,Q)
∣∣ ≤ [Ψk]Lip · |x− y|+ [vk+1]Lip ·

∥∥∥Xx,tk
tk+1

−Xy,tk
tk+1

∥∥∥
2
,

where Xx,tk
tk+1

denotes the diffusion (2.2) at time tk+1 and starting at x at time tk. The proof ends

by noticing that it is classic background (see Theorem 7.10 in [27]) that the flow R ∋ x 7→ Xx,tk
tk+1

is

Lipschitz continuous in L
2
R
(P).
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Proof of Proposition 2.5. We only prove the Lipschitz property of v
(m)
k (·, Q) using a backward induction

on k. That of v
(m)
k (·, Q) can be proved likewise.

Assumption (Hc
5) implies that the result holds for k = n. Assume now that the result holds for k+1.

Then, it follows from triangle inequality that

∣∣v(m)
k (x,Q)− v

(m)
k (y,Q)

∣∣ ≤ sup
q∈Ac(tk ,Q)

∣∣Ψk

(
tk, q, x

)
−Ψk

(
tk, q, y

)∣∣

+ sup
q∈Ac(tk ,Q)

∣∣∣P(mn)
km:(k+1)m

(
v
(m)
k+1(·, Q+ q)

)
(x)− P

(mn)
km:(k+1)m

(
v
(m)
k+1(·, Q + q)

)
(y)
∣∣∣.

But note that, for any Lipschitz continuous function f : R → R, one has for ℓ ∈ {0, . . . ,mn− 1}
∣∣P(mn)

ℓ (f)(x)−P
(mn)
ℓ (f)(y)

∣∣

≤ [f ]Lip · E
∣∣∣x− y + h(β(t

(mn)
ℓ , x)− β(t

(mn)
ℓ , y)) +

√
h(σ(t

(mn)
ℓ , x)− σ(t

(mn)
ℓ , y))Z

∣∣∣

≤ [f ]Lip ·
∥∥∥x− y + h(β(t

(mn)
ℓ , x)− β(t

(mn)
ℓ , y)) +

√
h(σ(t

(mn)
ℓ , x)− σ(t

(mn)
ℓ , y))Z

∥∥∥
2

≤ [f ]Lip · |x− y| ·
(
1 + h2[β]2Lip + 2h[β]Lip + h[σ]2Lip

)1/2

≤ [f ]Lip · |x− y| ·
(
1 + h

(
[β]Lip +

[σ]2Lip
2

))

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Ch,β,σ

,

where the last majoration is used for the sake of simpler notation. This proves that R ∋ x 7→ P(f)(x) is
Lipschitz continuous. Thus, by a straightforward induction, one shows that for any i < j ∈ {0, . . . ,mn−1},
R ∋ x 7→ P

(mn)
i:j (f)(x) is Lipschitz continuous and its Lipschitz coefficient satisfies:

[
P
(mn)
i:j (f)

]
Lip

≤ [f ]Lip · Cj−i
h,β,σ.

Thus, we deduce that,

∣∣v(m)
k (x,Q)− v

(m)
k (y,Q)

∣∣ ≤
(
[Ψk]Lip + [v

(m)
k+1]Lip · Cm

h,β,σ

)
· |x− y|

so that,

[v
(m)
k ]Lip ≤ [Ψk]Lip + [v

(m)
k+1]Lip · Cm

h,β,σ.

Iterating this inequality yields the desired result.

We now have key components of our last step in the proof of the propagation of convexity under the
semi-convexity assumption of the volatility function. This relies on the following two convergence results.
For the remaining of this section, we consider the discrete volume setting. In other words, we assume
that volume constraints are integers, and Qmax − Qmin is a multiple of qmax. As highlighted in [5], this
configuration ensures the existence of a bang-bang optimal consumption. This implies that, for any time
step k, the set Qc(tk) reduces to a finite set of values.

Proposition 2.7. Let c ∈ {firm, pen} and consider Assumptions (Hc
1), (H4), (Hc

5) as well as the
discrete volume setting. Then, for every compact set K ⊂ R, one has

lim
m→+∞

sup
x∈K

∣∣∣v(m)
k (x,Q) − v

(m)
k (x,Q)

∣∣∣ = 0.
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Proof. We proceed by a backward induction on k. The result clearly holds true for k = n. Assume now it
holds for k+1. For any x ∈ K and Q ∈ Qc(tk), using successively the classic inequality,

∣∣sup
i∈I

ai−sup
i∈I

bi
∣∣ ≤

sup
i∈I

|ai − bi|, and the triangle inequality, one has:

∣∣v(m)
k (x,Q)− v

(m)
k (x,Q)

∣∣ ≤ sup
q∈Ac(tk ,Q)

∣∣∣P(mn)
km:(k+1)m

(
v
(m)
k+1(·, Q+ q)

)
(x)− P

(mn)
km:(k+1)m

(
v
(m)
k+1(·, Q+ q)

)
(x)
∣∣∣

≤ sup
q∈Ac(tk ,Q)

∣∣∣P(mn)
km:(k+1)m

(
v
(m)
k+1(·, Q+ q)

)
(x)− P

(mn)
km:(k+1)m

(
v
(m)
k+1(·, Q+ q)

)
(x)
∣∣∣

+ sup
q∈Ac(tk ,Q)

∣∣∣P(mn)
km:(k+1)m

(
v
(m)
k+1(·, Q+ q)

)
(x)− P

(mn)
km:(k+1)m

(
v
(m)
k+1(·, Q + q)

)
(x)
∣∣∣.

Let us deal with the r.h.s. sum term by term. We omit the supremum for q ∈ Ac(tk, Q) as it holds as

a maximum in the discrete volume setting. Denote by X̃
(mn)

t
(mn)
(k+1)m

the truncated Euler scheme at instant

tk+1 = t
(mn)
(k+1)m and also denote by X

x,km

t
(mn)
(k+1)m

, X̃x,km

t
(mn)
(k+1)m

the Euler scheme (with step h = T
mn) and its

truncation at time tk+1 = t
(mn)
(k+1)m, starting at time tk = t

(mn)
km at point x. Then, for R ≥ 1, it is

straightforward that, for the first term, there exists a positive constant κ
(1)
β,σ,k such that:

∣∣∣P(mn)
km:(k+1)m

(
v
(m)
k+1(·, Q+ q)

)
(x)− P

(mn)
km:(k+1)m

(
v
(m)
k+1(·, Q+ q)

)
(x)
∣∣∣

=
∣∣∣E
(
v
(m)
k+1(X̃

(mn)
tk+1

, Q+ q)|X̃(mn)
tk

= x
)
− E

(
v
(m)
k+1(X̃

(mn)
tk+1

, Q+ q)|X̃(mn)
tk

= x
)∣∣∣

≤
∥∥∥v(m)

k+1(·, Q+ q)− v
(m)
k+1(·, Q+ q)

∥∥∥
B(0,R)

+ E

∣∣∣∣∣
(
v
(m)
k+1

(
X̃x,km

tk+1
, Q+ q

)
− v

(m)
k+1

(
X̃x,km

tk+1
, Q+ q

))
· 1{∣∣X̃x,km

tk+1

∣∣≥R
}
∣∣∣∣∣

≤
∥∥∥v(m)

k+1(·, Q+ q)− v
(m)
k+1(·, Q+ q)

∥∥∥
B(0,R)

+ κ
(1)
β,σ,k · E

((
1 +

∣∣X̃x,km
tk+1

∣∣
)
· 1{∣∣X̃x,km

tk+1

∣∣≥R
}
)
,

where in the last inequality, we used the Lipschitz property of functions v
(m)
k+1(·, Q+ q), v

(m)
k+1(·, Q+ q) with

their Lipschitz coefficients hidden in the positive constant κ
(1)
β,σ,k. Besides, note that for R ≥ 1, using

the Lipschitz property of β(t
(mn)
ℓ , ·), σ(t(mn)

ℓ , ·) uniformly in t
(mn)
ℓ and standard arguments, there exists a

positive constant κ
(2)
β,σ,k such that:

E

((
1 +

∣∣X̃x,km
tk+1

∣∣
)
· 1{∣∣X̃x,km

tk+1

∣∣≥R
}
)

≤ 2

R
·
∥∥∥X̃x,km

tk+1

∥∥∥
2

2
≤

κ
(2)
β,σ,k

R

(
1 + |x|2

)
.

Putting all together, for any R ≥ 1, one has:

sup
x∈K

∣∣∣P(mn)
km:(k+1)m

(
v
(m)
k+1(·, Q+ q)

)
(x)− P

(mn)
km:(k+1)m

(
v
(m)
k+1(·, Q + q)

)
(x)
∣∣∣

≤
∥∥∥v(m)

k+1(·, Q+ q)− v
(m)
k+1(·, Q + q)

∥∥∥
B(0,R)

+
κ
(1)
β,σ,kκ

(2)
β,σ,k

R

(
1 + sup

x∈K
|x|2
)
.

Since K is compact set, first letting m → +∞ and using the induction assumption and then letting
R → +∞ yields:

lim
m→+∞

sup
x∈K,q∈Ac(tk ,Q)

∣∣∣P(mn)
km:(k+1)m

(
v
(m)
k+1(·, Q+ q)

)
(x)− P

(mn)
km:(k+1)m

(
v
(m)
k+1(·, Q+ q)

)
(x)
∣∣∣ = 0.
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We now handle the second term. One has:
∣∣∣P(mn)

km:(k+1)m

(
v
(m)
k+1(·, Q+ q)

)
(x)− P

(mn)
km:(k+1)m

(
v
(m)
k+1(·, Q+ q)

)
(x)
∣∣∣

=
∣∣∣E
(
v
(m)
k+1(X̃

(mn)
tk+1

, Q+ q)|X̃(mn)
tk

= x
)
− E

(
v
(m)
k+1(X

(mn)
tk+1

, Q+ q)|X(mn)
tk

= x
)∣∣∣

=
∣∣∣Ev(m)

k+1

(
X̃x,km

t
(mn)
(k+1)m

)
− Ev

(m)
k+1

(
X

x,km

t
(mn)
(k+1)m

)∣∣∣

≤ [v
(m)
k+1]Lip ·

∥∥∥∥∥X̃
x,km

t
(mn)
(k+1)m

−X
x,km

t
(mn)
(k+1)m

∥∥∥∥∥
1

−−−−−→
m→+∞

0,

where the convergence is uniform w.r.t. x lying in the compact set K, owing to Remark 2.6, Proposition
2.4 and Proposition 2.5. This completes the proof.

Proposition 2.8 (Convexity propagation: dimension one). Let c ∈ {firm, pen} and consider the discrete
volume setting. Under Assumptions (Hc

1), (H4), (Hc
5) and if, in addition, assumptions of Proposition

2.1 hold true, then for all 0 ≤ k ≤ n, Q ∈ Qc(tk) and any compact set K ⊂ R

K ∋ x 7→ vk(x,Q) is convex.

Proof. Since limits propagate convexity, and by Proposition 2.3 the function v
(m)
k (·, Q) is convex, then it

suffices to show that
sup
x∈K

∣∣∣vk(x,Q)− v
(m)
k (x,Q)

∣∣∣ −−−−−→
m→+∞

0.

Hence by Proposition 2.7 and a straightforward application of the triangle inequality, it suffices to show
that

sup
x∈K

∣∣∣vk(x,Q)− v
(m)
k (x,Q)

∣∣∣ −−−−−→
m→+∞

0,

Which we are going to prove using a backward induction on k. The result clearly holds true for k = n. Let
us assume it holds for k+1. For any Q ∈ Qc(tk) and x ∈ K, using the classic inequality,

∣∣sup
i∈I

ai−sup
i∈I

bi
∣∣ ≤

sup
i∈I

|ai − bi|, and then the triangle inequality, one has:

∣∣∣vk(x,Q)− v
(m)
k (x,Q)

∣∣∣ ≤ sup
q∈Ac(tk ,Q)

∣∣∣E
(
vk+1(Xtk+1

, Q+ q)
∣∣Xtk = x

)
− P

(mn)
km:(k+1)m

(
v
(m)
k+1(·, Q+ q)

)
(x)
∣∣∣

≤ sup
q∈Ac(tk ,Q)

∣∣∣E
(
vk+1(Xtk+1

, Q+ q)
∣∣Xtk = x

)
− P

(mn)
km:(k+1)m

(
vk+1(·, Q+ q)

)
(x)
∣∣∣

+ sup
q∈Ac(tk ,Q)

∣∣∣P(mn)
km:(k+1)m

(
vk+1(·, Q+ q)

)
(x)− P

(mn)
km:(k+1)m

(
v
(m)
k+1(·, Q+ q)

)
(x)
∣∣∣.

We then handle the two terms in the r.h.s. sum successively, omitting the supremum on q ∈ Ac(tk, Q)
as it holds as a maximum in the discrete volume setting.

For the first term, one has:

∣∣∣E
(
vk+1(Xtk+1

, Q+ q)
∣∣Xtk = x

)
− P

(mn)
km:(k+1)m

(
vk+1(·, Q+ q)

)
(x)
∣∣∣

=

∣∣∣∣∣E
(
vk+1

(
X

x,km

t
(km)
(k+1)m

, Q+ q
))

− E

(
vk+1

(
Xx,km

t
(km)
(k+1)m

, Q+ q
))∣∣∣∣∣

≤ [vk+1]Lip ·
∥∥∥∥∥X

x,km

t
(km)
(k+1)m

−Xx,km

t
(km)
(k+1)m

∥∥∥∥∥
1

,
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where Xx,km

t
(km)
(k+1)m

,X
x,km

t
(km)
(k+1)m

denote the diffusion (2.2) and its Euler scheme (with step h = T
mn) at time

tk+1 = t
(mn)
(k+1)m, starting at time tk = t

(mn)
km and at point x. It is classic background that the type of

bounds like those established in (2.25) also holds for the error

∥∥∥∥∥X
x,km

t
(km)
(k+1)m

−Xx,km

t
(km)
(k+1)m

∥∥∥∥∥
1

. Thus, one has:

sup
x∈K

∥∥∥∥∥X
x,km

t
(km)
(k+1)m

−Xx,km

t
(km)
(k+1)m

∥∥∥∥∥
1

−−−−−→
m→+∞

0.

Let us now deal with the second term. We apply the same scheme as in the proof of Proposition 2.7.

We show that there exist positive constants κ
(1)
β,σ,k, κ

(2)
β,σ,k such that for any R ≥ 1 one has:

sup
x∈K

∣∣∣P(mn)
km:(k+1)m

(
vk+1(·, Q+ q)

)
(x)− P

(mn)
km:(k+1)m

(
v
(m)
k+1(·, Q+ q)

)
(x)
∣∣∣

≤
∥∥∥vk+1(·, Q+ q)− v

(m)
k+1(·, Q+ q)

∥∥∥
B(0,R)

+
κ
(1)
β,σ,kκ

(2)
β,σ,k

R

(
1 + sup

x∈K
|x|2
)
.

So that letting m → +∞, and then R → +∞ and using the induction assumption yields:

sup
x∈K,q∈Ac(tk ,Q)

∣∣∣P(mn)
km:(k+1)m

(
vk+1(·, Q+ q)

)
(x)− P

(mn)
km:(k+1)m

(
v
(m)
k+1(·, Q+ q)

)
(x)
∣∣∣ −−−−−→

m→+∞
0.

This completes the proof.

3 Numerical experiments

This section illustrates the main results of this paper, namely the convexity result (see Theorem 1.8) and
the monotonicity result (see Theorem 1.12). To this end, we consider a 15-day swing contract with daily
exercise rights and a strike price set at 20. The volume constraints configuration is given by parameters:
qmin = 0, qmax = 6, Qmin = 50, and Qmax = 80. The swing physical space, representing the attainable
cumulative consumption at each exercise date, is illustrated in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: The swing volume grid (firm constraints).

For the pricing, we used the Deep Neural Network (DNN ) approach introduced in [22] and named NN strat,
which has shown competitive performance compared to State-Of-The-Art methods. Our neural network
architecture consists of two hidden layers, of 10 units each. The Rectified Linear Unit (ReLU ) is used
as activation function and a batch normalization is applied. We implement the DNN using the PyTorch
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[19] toolbox and optimize it using the Preconditioned Stochastic Gradient Langevin Descent (PSGLD)
method developed in [23]. To perform the valuation, we use a Monte Carlo simulation with a sample size
of 107. Here, only the spot price is considered, denoted St := Ft,t.

In what follows, we will represent swing prices as well as their sensitivities with respect to the forward
price. The computation of sensitivities boils down to a computation of a derivative of a certain function
which, in our case, is the swing price defined by a stochastic optimal control problem. In this case, as
done in [22], we rely on the envelope theorem.

In the next two sections, we perform numerical illustrations that are built upon a log-normal forward
diffusion model. More precisely, we consider a q-factor forward diffusion model whose dynamics is given
by,

dFt,T

Ft,T
=

q∑

i=1

σ̃ie
−αi(T−t)dW i

t , t ≤ T, (3.1)

where for all
(
W i

t

)
t≥0

, 1 ≤ i ≤ q, are correlated Brownian motion i.e.:

〈dW i
· , dW

j
· 〉t =

{
dt if i = j,
ρi,j · dt if i 6= j.

In model (3.1), the spot price is given by a straightforward application of Itô’s formula,

St = F0,t · exp
(
〈σ̃,Xt〉 −

1

2
λ2
t

)
,

where σ̃ =
(
σ̃1, . . . , σ̃q)

⊤, Xt =
(
X1

t , . . . ,X
q
t

)⊤
and for all 1 ≤ i ≤ q,

Xi
t =

∫ t

0
e−αi(t−s) dW i

s and λ2
t =

q∑

i=1

σ̃2
i

2αi

(
1− e−2αit

)
+

∑

1≤i 6=j≤q

ρi,j
σ̃iσ̃j

αi + αj

(
1− e−(αi+αj)t

)
.

3.1 One factor model

We start by a one-factor log-normal model, that is q = 1. The dynamics (3.1) reads,

dFt,T

Ft,T
= σ̃e−α(T−t)dWt, t ≤ T, (3.2)

where W is a standard Brownian motion and,

St = F0,t · exp
(
σ̃Xt −

1

2
λ2
t

)
, Xt =

∫ t

0
e−α(t−s) dWs and λ2

t =
σ̃2

2α

(
1− e−2αt

)
. (3.3)

The Euler-Maruyama scheme of the diffusion (3.2) writes,

Ftk+1,T = Ftk ,T + σσ̃
(
tk, Ftk ,T

)
Zk+1 with σσ̃(tk, x) = σ̃x

√
∆tke

−α(T−tk),

where ∆tk = tk+1 − tk and (Zk)k are i.i.d. copies of Z
L∼ N (0, 1). Note that this model clearly meets

our ARCH assumption (1.4). Besides σσ̃(tk, ·) is affine (hence convex) and for 0 < σ̃1 ≤ σ̃2, we clearly
have |σσ̃1(tk, x)| ≤ |σσ̃2(tk, x)| meaning that σσ̃1(tk, x) � σσ̃2(tk, x). Hence assumptions for domination
and convexity propagation hold true for this model. Results are illustrated in Figure 2 with α = 0.4, σ̃1 =
0.2, σ̃2 = 0.7. We see that the swing price is increasing with the volatility parameter σ̃ and the first partial
derivative of the swing price (delta) is increasing; confirming the convexity.
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Figure 2: Swing price and its delta in terms of initial forward price for different values of σ̃.

We then consider the call version of the payoff function defined in (1.16). That is,

Ψk

(
tk, q, x0:k

)
:= q ·

(
f
(
tk, xk

)
−K

)+
. (3.4)

For this payoff function, the swing prices are depicted in 3 with σ̃1 = 0.2, σ̃2 = 0.4.
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Figure 3: Swing price and its delta in terms of initial forward price for the call payoff (3.4).

Results presented in Figures 2 and 3 provide numerical evidence that the swing price is convex with respect
to the forward price. Besides, it is also noteworthy that the convex shape of the swing price becomes more
pronounced when the payoff exhibits a stronger convex shape as when we used the call payoff (3.4) (see
Figure 3).

The same numerical illustrations are performed on the penalty setting using A = B = 0.2 for the
penalty function (see (0.10)). Results are depicted in Figure 4 with σ̃1 = 0.3, σ̃2 = 0.7.
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Figure 4: Prices and forward delta in terms of initial forward price (swing with penalty). We considered
the one factor model (3.2).

3.2 Multi-factor model

We finally consider a three factor model (i.e., q = 3) whose dynamics is given by,

dFt,T

Ft,T
=

3∑

i=1

σ̃ie
−αi(T−t)dW i

t . (3.5)

Here we set αi = α = 0.8, σ̃i = 0.7, ρi,j = ρ ∈ [−1, 1]. The Euler-Maruyama scheme of (3.5) is,

Ftk+1,T = Ftk ,T + σρ
(
tk, Ftk ,T

)
· Zk+1,

where the matrix-valued function σρ
(
tk, ·
)

is given by,

σρ(tk, x) =
(
x
√

∆tkσ̃1e
−α1(T−tk), . . . , x

√
∆tkσ̃qe

−αq(T−tk)
)
· L(ρ) ∈ M1,q

(
R
)

(3.6)

with L(ρ) =
(
Li,j(ρ)

)
1≤i,j≤q

being the Cholesky decomposition of the correlation matrix Γ :=
(
ρi,j
)
1≤i,j≤q

given by (assuming ρ > − 1
q−1),

Γ(ρ) =
[
ρ+ (1− ρ)1i=j

]
1≤i,j≤q

=




1 ρ · · · · · · ρ

ρ 1
. . . ρ

...
. . .

. . .
. . .

...
...

. . . 1 ρ
ρ · · · · · · ρ 1




∈ S+
(
q,R

)
(3.7)

and (Zk)k being i.i.d. copies of Z ∼ N (0, I3). For this specific matrix Γ(ρ) (3.7), its Cholesky de-
composition L(ρ) has an explicit form given by Proposition C.1. Besides owing to Proposition C.2, the
matrix-valued function (3.6) meets the domination criterion when parameter ρ varies. That is, if ρ1 ≤ ρ2
then σρ1(tk, x) � σρ2(tk, x). It remains to discuss the �-convexity of σρ(tk, ·). It suffices to note that
σρ(tk, ·) can be written as in Remark 1.6. Indeed, one has

σρ(tk, x) = A · diag
(
x ·
√

∆tk, . . . , x ·
√

∆tk

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
∈Mq,q

(
R

)
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with A :=
(
σ̃1e

−α1(T−tk), . . . , σ̃qe
−αq(T−tk)

)
· L(ρ) ∈ M1,q

(
R
)
. Therefore, with the notations of Remark

1.6, it suffices to set O = Iq ∈ O(q,R). This shows that σρ(tk, ·) is �-convex. Thus, by the domination
criterion, the swing price in model (3.5) is increasing with the correlation parameter ρ. This claims is in
line with what can be observed in the numerical illustrations in [22]. Results are shown in Figures 5 and
6 with ρ1 = 0.1, ρ2 = 0.4.
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Figure 5: Swing price and its delta in terms of initial forward price for different correlation parameters ρ.
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Figure 6: Swing price and its delta in terms of initial forward price for the call payoff (3.4).

We have studied domination criterion with respect to the correlation parameter ρ. However, one may also
prove a domination result with respect to volatility parameters (σ̃j)j . Since the �-convexity of σρ(tk, ·)
has already been shown, it remains to prove the �-monotonicity of the matrix-valued function σρ(tk, x)
with respect to parameters (σ̃j)j (using the pointwise order). This holds owing to Proposition C.3. Indeed,
keeping in mind equation (3.6) and setting,

A
(
σ̃1, . . . , σ̃q

)
:=
(
x
√

∆tkσ̃1e
−α1(T−tk), . . . , x

√
∆tkσ̃qe

−αq(T−tk)
)
∈ M1,q

(
R
)
,

one may deduce, owing to Proposition C.3, that if σ̃j ≤ σ̃′
j for all 1 ≤ j ≤ q then A

(
σ̃1, . . . , σ̃q

)
�

A
(
σ̃′
1, . . . , σ̃

′
q

)
. Results are illustrated in Figure 7. We used ρ = 0.3.
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Figure 7: Swing price (left) and swing price with call payoff (right) in terms of initial forward price.
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A Some useful results

Lemma A.1 (Consistency [1]). Expectations in (0.1) are always well-defined (in (−∞,+∞]). Indeed, for
all x ∈ R

d, since f is convex, we have

f(x) ≥ f(0) + 〈∇sf(0), x〉,

where ∇sf(0) denotes a subgradient of f at 0. Then applying the function x ∈ R 7→ x− := max(−x, 0) on
both sides of the last inequality yields,

f−(x) ≤
(
f(0) + 〈∇sf(0), x〉

)− ≤
∣∣f(0) + 〈∇sf(0), x〉

∣∣ ≤
∣∣f(0)

∣∣+
∣∣〈∇sf(0), x〉

∣∣ ≤
∣∣f(0)

∣∣+
∣∣∇sf(0)

∣∣ ·
∣∣x
∣∣,

where we successively used triangle inequality and then Cauchy-Schwartz inequality. Thus for every U ∈
L
1
Rd

(
P
)

we have,
Ef−(U) ≤

∣∣f(0)
∣∣+
∣∣∇sf(0)

∣∣ · E|U | < +∞.

Therefore,
Ef(U) = Ef+(U)︸ ︷︷ ︸

∈[0,+∞]

−Ef−(U)︸ ︷︷ ︸
∈[0,+∞)

∈ (−∞,+∞],

where x+ := max(x, 0).

Lemma A.2 (Stein lemma). Suppose Z ∼ N (µ, σ2). Then consider a C1 function g : R → R with at most
exponential growth i.e., there exists a positive constant C such that |g(z)| ≤ Ce|z| for any z ∈ R. Then,

E
(
g(Z)(Z − µ)

)
= σ2 · Eg′(Z).

Proof. Without loss of generality we may assume that Z ∼ N (0, 1) since the case where Z ∼ N (µ, σ2)
will then be straightforward by setting Z ′ = Z−µ

σ . Using integration by parts, we get,

E
(
Zg(Z)

)
=

∫ +∞

−∞
zg(z) · e

−z2/2

√
2π

dz =
[
− g(z)

e−z2/2

√
2π

]z=+∞

z=−∞
+

∫ +∞

−∞
g′(z) · e

−z2/2

√
2π

dz.

Owing to the exponential growth assumption, the first term in the right hand side sum is equal to 0. So
that,

E
(
Zg(Z)

)
=

∫ +∞

−∞
g′(z) · e

−z2/2

√
2π

dz = Eg′(Z).

Lemma A.3 (See [17]). For any convex function f : Rd → R there exists a sequence (fn)n of Lipschitz
convex functions such that fn ↑ f .

Proof. Let f : Rd → R be a convex function and consider the inf-convolution,

fn(x) := inf
y∈Rd

(
f(y) + n|x− y|

)
, n ≥ 1.

Then it is straightforward that for all x ∈ R
d and n ≥ 1,

fn(x) ≤ fn+1(x) ≤ f(x). (A.1)
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Moreover, since f is convex, one has for all y ∈ R
d

f(y) + n|y − x| ≥ f(x) + 〈∇sf(x), y − x〉+ n|x− y|
≥ f(x) +

(
n− |∇sf(x)|

)
|x− y|

so that for all n ≥ |∇sf(x)|, one has fn(x) ≥ f(x). In the second last line, we used Cauchy-Schwartz
inequality. Thus combining the latter with Equation (A.1) yields for all n ≥ |∇sf(x)|, fn(x) = f(x) so
that fn ↑ f . The convexity of functions fn is straightforward.

Lemma A.4 (Characterization of convex ordering [17]). In Definition 0.1, other characterizations of
convex ordering allow to restrict proofs to Lipschitz convex functions. Indeed, it suffices to consider the
inf-convolution of the convex function f defined on R

d as follows,

fn(x) := inf
y∈Rd

(
f(y) + n|x− y|

)
, n ≥ 1.

Then, one may show (see Lemma A.3) that fn is a convex function and fn ↑ f pointwise. Thus it suffices
to check inequality (0.1) for Lipschitz convex functions and obtain the same inequality for convex function
as a straightforward application of monotone convergence theorem.

Lemma A.5 (Proof of Remark 1.6). Let α ∈ [0, 1]. For all x ∈ R, set

Oα,x = O⊤ · diag
(
sgn(λ1(x)), . . . , sgn(λq(x))

)
.

Note that, for any x, y ∈ R, matrix Oα,x, Oα,y thus defined are orthogonal as a product of two orthogonal
matrix. Then, by simple algebra, one has

(
ασ(x)Oα,x + (1− α)σ(y)Oα,y

)(
ασ(x)Oα,x + (1− α)σ(y)Oα,y

)⊤ − σσ⊤(αx+ (1− α)y
)

= A
[
D̃α(x, y)−D(αx+ (1− α)y)2

]
A⊤,

where the diagonal matrix D̃α(x, y) ∈ Mq,q(R) is given by,

D̃α(x, y) := α2D2(x)+α(1−α)D(x)OOα,xO
⊤
α,yO

⊤D(y)+α(1−α)D(y)OOα,yO
⊤
α,xO

⊤D(x)+(1−α)2D2(y).

But, using simple algebra and the definition of matrix Oα,x, Oα,y, one has

D(x)OOα,xO
⊤
α,yO

⊤D(y) = D(x) ·D(y) and D(y)OOα,yO
⊤
α,xO

⊤D(x) = D(x) ·D(y)

with
D(x) := diag

(
|λ1(x)|, . . . , |λq(x)|

)
.

Thus the diagonal matrix D̃α(x, y) reads,

D̃α(x, y) = α2D2(x) + 2α(1 − α)D(x) ·D(y) + (1− α)2D2(y)

and the diagonal matrix D̃α(x, y) − D(αx + (1 − α)y)2 has non-negative diagonal entries owing to the
convexity of all |λi|. This prove that D̃α(x, y) −D(αx + (1 − α)y)2 ∈ S+

(
d,R

)
and as a straightforward

consequence that A
[
D̃α(x, y)−D(αx+ (1− α)y)2

]
A⊤ ∈ S+

(
d,R

)
. This completes the proof.
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B Background on convex ordering (Proofs)

Proof of Proposition 1.1. We only prove (B). First notice that if U = E(V |U) then one has for every
convex function f : Rd → R by applying (conditional) Jensen’s inequality and then the law of iterated
expectations, one has

Ef(U) = E
(
f
(
E
(
V |U

)))
≤ E

(
E
(
f(V )|U

))
= Ef(V )

so that U �cvx V . Besides, let Z1, Z2 ∼ N (0, Iq) be independent random vectors. We define

U = AZ1 and V = U +
(
BB⊤ −AA⊤)1/2Z2,

where for some d×d real matrix M ∈ S+
(
d,R

)
, the matrix M1/2 is defined and satisfy M1/2·

(
M1/2

)⊤
= M .

We have V ∼ N
(
0, AA⊤ +

((
BB⊤ − AA⊤)1/2)2) = N

(
0, BB⊤) and the result follows by noticing that

U = E(V |U).

Proof of Proposition 1.7. i. For any O ∈ O
(
q,R

)
, since Z has a radial distribution, Z

L∼ OZ, so that

T f
(
x,AO

)
= Ef

(
x+AOZ

)
= Ef

(
x+AZ

)
= T f

(
x,A

)
.

ii. For any x, y ∈ R
d and λ ∈ [0, 1], the convexity of f yields,

T f
(
λ(x,A) + (1− λ)(y,B)

)
= Ef

(
λ(x+AZ) + (1− λ)(y +BZ)

)

≤ λEf
(
x+AZ

)
+ (1− λ)Ef

(
y +BZ

)

= λT f
(
x,A

)
+ (1− λ)T f

(
y,B

)
.

iii. Note that if A � B then Proposition 1.3 implies AZ �cvx BZ. Thus using the convexity of f(x+ ·)
(owing to the convexity of f), one has

T f
(
x,A

)
= Ef

(
x+AZ

)
) ≤ Ef

(
x+BZ

)
≤ T f

(
x,B

)
.

C Some results on matrix Γ

We focus on the correlation matrix Γ (3.7).

Proposition C.1 (Explicit Cholesky decomposition). Consider the matrix Γ defined in (3.7) with ρ ∈(
− 1

q−1 , 1
)

(so that Γ is a definite positive matrix.). Then the Cholesky decomposition of Γ is given by,

L =




d1 0 0 · · · 0
ℓ1 d2 0 · · · 0
ℓ1 ℓ2 d3 · · · 0
...

. . .

ℓ1 ℓ2 ℓ3 · · · dq




∈ Mq,q

(
R
)
,

where d1 = 1, ℓ1 = ρ and for any j ≥ 2,

dj =
√

d2j−1 − ℓ2j−1 and ℓj =
ρ− 1

dj
+ dj.
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Proof. We proceed by an induction on q. It is straightforward that the result holds for q = 2. Assume
it holds for some q. For convenience we use Γq instead of Γ to specify that Γ lies in Mq,q

(
R
)
. By the

induction assumption and using block partition of Γq, we have,

Γq =

(
Lq−1 0
vq dq

)
×
(
L⊤
q−1 v⊤q
0 dq

)
=

(
Lq−1 · L⊤

q−1 Lq−1 · v⊤q
vq · L⊤

q−1 vq · v⊤q + d2q

)
,

where vq =
(
ℓ1, . . . , ℓq−1

)
. Then equating the bottom right element of these two matrices gives,

vq · v⊤q + d2q = 1. (C.1)

Using (C.1) which implies vq · v⊤q = 1− d2q and then identifying the off-diagonal elements in the final

column yields, for 1 ≤ i < q, ρ =
[
Lq−1 · v⊤q

]
i
so that,

Lq−1 · v⊤q = (ρ, . . . , ρ). (C.2)

Coming back to our purpose which is to show that,

Γq+1 =

(
Lq · L⊤

q Lq · v⊤q+1

vq+1 · L⊤
q vq+1 · v⊤q+1 + d2q+1

)
.

It suffices to prove that Lq · v⊤q+1 = (ρ, . . . , ρ) and vq+1 · v⊤q+1 + d2q+1 = 1. But,

Lq · v⊤q+1 =

(
Lq−1 0
vq dq

)
×
(
v⊤q
ℓq

)
=

(
Lq−1 · v⊤q

vq · v⊤q + dq · ℓq

)
.

Moreover, it follows from (C.1) that vq · v⊤q + dq · ℓq = 1− d2q + dq ·
(ρ−1

dq
+ dq

)
= ρ. Combined with (C.2)

implies that Lq · v⊤q+1 = (ρ, . . . , ρ). Finally, it follows from the block partition of vq+1 and equation (C.1),

vq+1 · v⊤q+1 + d2q+1 = vq · v⊤q + ℓ2q + d2q+1 = 1− d2q + ℓ2q + d2q − ℓ2q = 1.

This completes the proof.

Proposition C.2 (�-monotony in ρ). Let ρ1, ρ2 ∈
(
− 1

q−1 , 1
)

such that ρ1 ≤ ρ2. For any p ∈ {1, 2},
consider the matrix-valued field,

σρp(x) :=
(
λ1(x), . . . , λq(x)

)
· L(ρp) ∈ M1,q

(
R
)
,

for some non-negative (real) functions λi (1 ≤ i ≤ q) and where L(ρp) denotes the Cholesky decomposition
of the correlation matrix Γ(ρp) i.e., the matrix Γ in (3.7) associated with the correlation parameter ρp.
Then we have,

σρ1(x) � σρ2(x).

Proof. Note that,

σρpσ
⊤
ρp(x) =

(
λ1(x), . . . , λq(x)

)
· Γ(ρp) ·

(
λ1(x), . . . , λq(x)

)⊤

=

q∑

i=1

q∑

j=1

Γi,j(ρp)λi(x)λj(x) =

q∑

i=1

λi(x)
2 + ρp ·

∑

1≤i 6=j≤q

λi(x)λj(x).

Thus, since ρ1 ≤ ρ2 and λi(x) are non-negative, then σρ1σ
⊤
ρ1(x) ≤ σρ2σ

⊤
ρ2(x) so that σρ1(·) � σρ2(·). This

completes the proof.
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Proposition C.3. Let A,B ∈ M1,q

(
R
)
. Consider the correlation matrix Γ in (3.7) and denote by L its

Cholesky decomposition. We have the following results.

(a) If,
q∑

i=1

q∑

j=1

(
B1,iB1,j −A1,iA1,j

)
· Γi,j ≥ 0, (C.3)

then, we have AL � BL.

(b) In particular, if ρ ≥ 0, then |A|2 ≤ |B|2 =⇒ AL � BL.

Proof. (a) Since LL⊤ = Γ, we have,

(
BL
)(
BL
)⊤ −

(
AL
)(
AL
)⊤

= BΓB⊤ −AΓA⊤ =

q∑

i=1

q∑

j=1

(
B1,iB1,j −A1,iA1,j

)
· Γi,j.

Thus condition (C.3) implies that 0 ≤ AΓA⊤ ≤ BΓB⊤ which yields AL � BL.

(b) Assume that ρ ∈ [0, 1). Using the definition of the correlation matrix Γ, one has:

q∑

i=1

q∑

j=1

(
B1,iB1,j −A1,iA1,j

)
· Γi,j = ρ

( q∑

i=1

B1,i −A1,i

)2
+ (1− ρ)

q∑

i=1

B2
1,i −A2

1,i

which is non negative if ρ ∈ [0, 1) and |A|2 ≤ |B|2. This completes the proof.
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