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Information Relaxation and Dual Formulation of
Controlled Markov Diffusions

Fan Ye and Enlu Zhou

Abstract

Information relaxation and duality in Markov decision pesses have been studied recently by
several researchers with the goal to derive dual bounds ewatlue function. In this paper we extend
this dual formulation to controlled Markov diffusions: insimilar way we relax the constraint that the
decision should be made based on the current informatiorinapdse a penalty to punish the access to
the information in advance. We establish the weak dualitgng duality and complementary slackness
results in a parallel way as those in Markov decision prazesg/e further explore the structure of
the optimal penalties and expose the connection betweeogtimal penalties for Markov decision
processes and controlled Markov diffusions. We demorestifaé use of this dual representation in a
classic dynamic portfolio choice problem through a new <lak penalties, which require little extra
computation and produce small duality gap on the optimaleal

I. INTRODUCTION

Markov decision processes (MDPs) and controlled Markovusibns play a central role
respectively in modeling discrete-time and continuousetdynamic decision making problems
under uncertainty, and hence have wide applications inrskvdields such as engineering,
operations research and economics. MDPs and controlledkdMVattiffusions can be solved,
in principle, via dynamic programming and Hamlton-JacBbliman (HJB) equation, respec-
tively. However, the exact computation of dynamic prograngnsuffers from the “curse of
dimensionality”- the size of the state space increasesrexg@lly with the dimension of the
state. Many approximate dynamic programming methods haga proposed for solving MDPs
to combat this curse of dimensionality, such as [1], [2], [4]. The HJIB equation also rarely
allows a closed-form solution, especially when the statesps of high dimension or there are
constraints imposed on the controls. Several numericahodst have been developed including
[5], [6]; another standard numerical approach is to disoeethe time space, which reduces the
original continuous-time problem to an MDP and hence thhrigpies of approximate dynamic
programming can be applied.
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It is worth noting that the approximate dynamic programnmmgthods for solving MDPs often
generate sub-optimal policies, and simulation under acptimmal policy leads to a lower bound
(or upper bound) on the optimal expected reward (or cosgugh the accuracy of a sub-optimal
policy is generally unknown, the lack of performance gutgaron a sub-optimal policy can be
potentially addressed by providing a dual bound, i.e., goeufpound (or lower bound) on the
optimal expected reward (or cost). Valid and tight dual lsibhased on a dual representation of
MDPs were recently developed by [7] and [8]. The main ideahid tluality approach is to relax
the non-anticipativity constraints on decisions but imgpaspenalty for getting access to the
information in advance. In addition, this duality approawtly involves pathwise deterministic
optimization and therefore is well suited to Monte Carlo wiation, making it useful to evaluate
the quality of sub-optimal policies in complex dynamic gyss.

The dual formulation of MDPs is attractive in both theoratiand practical aspects. On one
hand, the idea of relaxing the non-anticipativity constrasn the control policies in MDPs
dates back to at least [9], as exposed by [10]. In additioa,dptimal penalty is not unique:
for general problems we have the value function-based pedaleloped by [7] and [8]; for
problems with convex structure there is an alternativenogitipenalty, that is, the gradient-based
penalty, as pointed out by [11]. On the other hand, in ordatetdve tight dual bounds, various
approximation schemes based on different optimal pesdtave been proposed including [8],
[11], [12], [13]. We notice that this dual approach has foumcteasing applications in different
fields, such as [14], [11], [15], [16], [17].

The goal of this paper is to extend the information relaxatiased dual representation of
MDPs to controlled Markov diffusions. Particularly, weenid to answer the following questions.

« Can we establish a similar framework of dual formulationdontrolled Markov diffusions

based on information relaxation as that for MDPs?

« If the answer is yes, what is the form of the optimal penaltythia setting of controlled

Markov diffusions?

« If certain optimal penalty exists, does its structure imahy computational advantage in

deriving dual bounds on the optimal value of practical peoix?

The answer to the first question is yes, at least for a wides dbsontrolled Markov diffusions.
To fully answer all the questions we present the informatedaxation-based dual formulation of
controlled Markov diffusions based on the technical maehjrfanticipating stochastic calculus”
(see, e.g., [18], [19]). We establish the weak duality,regrduality and complementary slackness
results in a parallel way as those in the dual formulation ddm4. We investigate one type
of optimal penalties, i.e., the so-called “value functimmsed penalty”, to answer the second
guestion. One key feature of the value function-based @ptpenalty is that it can be written
compactly as an Ito stochastic integral under the natuitahtibn generated by the Brownian
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motions. This compact expression potentially enables udesign sub-optimal penalties in
simple forms and also facilitates the computation of thel duand. Then we emphasize on
the computational aspect using the value function-basékinappenalty so as to answer the
third question. A direct application is illustrated by asda dynamic portfolio choice problem
with predictable returns and intermediate consumptiores:cansider the numerical solution to
a discrete-time model that is discretized from a continttouge model; an effective class of
penalties that are easy to compute is proposed to derivelauwadds on the optimal value of
the discrete-time model.

It turns out that [20], [21], [22] have pioneered a seriesaddted work for controlled Markov
diffusions. They also adopted the approach of relaxing theré information and penalizing.
In particular, [20] proposed a Lagrangian approach for [pesitzon, where the Lagrangian term
plays essentially the same role as a penalty in our dual freme in addition, this Lagrangian
term has a similar flavor as the gradient-based penalty gexpby [11] for MDPs. The main
difference of their work from ours is that we propose a moreegal framework that may
incorporate their Lagrangian approach as a special casepptimal penalty we develop in
this paper is value function-based, which differs from th@ioposed Lagrangian approach. In
addition, their work is purely theoretical and does not ®sjgany computational method. In
contrast, we provide an example to demonstrate the pracisz of the value function-based
penalty.

Another closely-related literature focuses on the duatasgntation of the American option
pricing problem (that is essentially an optimal stoppinglpem) [23], [24], [25]. In particular,
the structure of the optimal martingale (i.e., the optimahglty) under the diffusion process
is investigated by [26], [27], which leads to practical aiuns for fast computation of tight
upper bounds on the American option prices. The form of thér@ martingale also reflects
its inherent relationship with the value function-basetopl penalty in the controlled diffusion
setting.

We summarize our contributions as follows:

« We establish a dual representation of controlled Markofusibns based on information
relaxation. We also explore the structure of the optimalaitgrand expose the connection
between MDPs and controlled Markov diffusions.

« Based on the result of the dual representation of contrdladkov diffusions, we demon-
strate its practical use in a dynamic portfolio choice peafl In our numerical experiments
the upper bounds on the optimal value show that our proposgdlies are near optimal,
comparing with the lower bounds induced by sub-optimalgedi for the same problem.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section d,review the dual formulation
of MDPs and derive the dual formulation of controlled Markd¥fusions. In Section Ill, we
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illustrate the dual approach and carry out numerical studiea dynamic portfolio choice
problem. Finally, we conclude with future directions in 8ea IV. We put some of the proofs
and discussion of the connection between [26], [27] and aankvin Appendix.

[I. CONTROLLED MARKOV DIFFUSIONS ANDITS DUAL REPRESENTATION

We begin with a brief review of the dual framework on Markovd3#on Processes that
was first developed by [7] and [8]. We then state the basicpsefuthe controlled Markov
diffusion and its associated Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellmanagigun in Section II-B. We develop the
dual representation of controlled Markov diffusions andsent the main results in Section II-C.

A. Review of Dual Formulation of Markov Decision Processes

Consider a finite-horizon MDP on the probability spd€e ¥, P). Time is indexed by? =
{0,1,--- ,K}. SupposeZ” is the state space and is the control space. The staf®} follows
the equation

Xk+1:f(xk7akyvk+l)7 k:O717“'7K_17 (1)

whereay € 7 is the control whose value is decided at tilmeand{vs,--- ,vk } are independent
random variables for noise taking values in the getwith known distributions. The natural
filtration is described bys = {%, -+, %} with %= g{Xo,Vv1---,V}; in particular, ¥ = %.

Denote byA the set of all control strategies= (ag,---,ax_1), i.e., eachay takes value in
/. Let Ag be the set of control strategies that are adapted to thetibirés, i.e., eachay is
“Y-adapted. We also cadl € Ag a non-anticipativepolicy. Given anxg € 2", the objective is to
maximize the expected sum of intermediate rewe{rgi&ﬁ;ol and final reward\ by selecting a
non-anticipative policya € Ag:

Vo(Xo) = supJo(Xo; @),

acAg
K—1
where Jo(xo;@) £ E | 5 k(X a) +A(X)
K=o

XO] : (2

The expectation in (2) is taken with respect to the randonuesecgv = (vi,---,Vk ). The value
function\p is a solution to the following dynamic programming recursio

VK (XK) £ /\(XK);

Vk(xk) = Sug{gk(xkv ak) +E[Vk+l(xk+l)|xk7 ak]}? k=K-— 17 T 70'
ST
Next we describe the dual formulation of the value functiGiixy). Here we only consider
the perfect information relaxationi.e., we have full knowledge of the future randomness,esinc

this relaxation is usually more applicable in practice.
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DefineExx[-] £ E[-|% = X]. Let.#(0) denote the set afual feasible penalties &, v), which
do not penalize non-anticipative policies in expectatios,

Eox[M(a,v)] <0 forallxe 2 andac Ag.

Denote byZ the set of real-valued functions o#'. Then we define an operatéf : .#(0) — Z:

(XM) (X) = EQX
acA | k=0

K—1
SUD{ > Ok a) +AX) — M(a,v)}] : 3)

Note that the supremum in (3) is over the dehot the setAg, i.e., the controby, can be based
on the future information. The optimization problem inside expectation in (3) is usually
referred to as thénner optimization problemin particular, the right hand side of (3) is well
suited to Monte Carlo simulation: we can simulate a redbraof v = {vy,---,v} and solve
the following inner optimization problem:

K-1
l (X7 M7V) £ maaX % gk(xk7 ak) +/\(XK) - M (a7 V) (4a)
k=
S.t.Xg = X,
Xk+1 = f(Xk,ak,Vk+1), k= 07 e 7K - 17 (4b)
akG«Q{k, kZO?"'7K_17 (4C)

which is in fact adeterministicdynamic program. The optimal valuéx,M,v) is an unbiased
estimator of(.ZM)(x).

Theorem 1 below establishes a strong duality in the sengddhall xg € 2",

asellinO(XO,a) = (M) (x0)-

In particular, Theorem 1(a) suggests théM (xg) can be used to derive an upper bound on the
value functionVp(xp) given anyM € .#(0), i.e., 1 (Xo,M,V) is a high-biased estimator ®§(Xo)
for all o € 2°; Theorem 1(b) states that the duality gap vanishes if thé phadlem is solved
by choosingM in the form of (5).

Theorem 1 (Theorem 2.1 in [8])

(a) (Weak Duality) For all Me .#(0) and all xe 2", Vo(X) < (ZM)(X).
(b) (Strong Duality) For all xe 2, Vo(X) = (ZM*)(x), where

K-1

M*(a,v) = k; (V1 (K1) — EMer1 (Xi1) X, a]) - ()

Remark 1
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1) Note that the right hand side of (5) is a function @fvj, since {xc} depend on(a,v)
through the equation (1).

2) Note that the optimal penalty Na,v) is the sum of a-martingale difference sequence
whena € Ag; therefore, M (a,v) € .#(0). Since M depends on the value functighy},
it is referred to as thevalue function-based penalty

The optimal penalty (5) that achieves the strong dualitplves the value functiogVg}, and
hence is intractable in practical problems. In order to iobteht dual bounds, a natural idea
is to derive sub-optimal penalty functions based on a goqgucegmate value functior{\?k} or
some sub-optimal polica. Methods based on these ideas have been successfully iemmtiedn
in the American option pricing problems by [23], [24], [2%nd also in [8], [14], [15].

B. Controlled Markov Diffusions and Hamilton-Jacobi-Bedn Equation

This subsection is concerned with the control of Markovudiibn processes. Applying the
Bellman'’s principle of dynamic programming leads to a sekorder nonlinear partial differential
equation, which is referred to as the Hamilton-JacobiiBah equation. For a comprehensive
treatment on this topic we refer the readers to [28].

Let us consider a@"-valued controlled Markov diffusion process:)o<i<t driven by an
m-dimensional Brownian motiorfw )o<t<t On a probability spac€Q,.#,P), following the
stochastic differential equation (SDE):

dx = b(t,x, u)dt+o(t,x)dw, 0<t<T, (6)

where the controly takes value iZ ¢ R% (d, € N), while b and o are functionsb: [0,T] x
R"x 7 —R"and o : [0,T] x R" — R™™M. The natural (augmented) filtration generated by the
Brownian motions is denoted bl = {.%#;,0 <t < T} with .# = .Z7. In the following || - ||
denotes the Euclidean norm.

Definition 1 A control strategyu = (Us)s-; 7] is called an admissable strategy at time t if
1) u= (Us)scpt,7] is an F-progressively measurable process taking valueg/n(i.e., u is a
non-anticipative policy), and satisfyiri@[ftT ||ug|[2dg < oo;
2) Erx[supcp T |1%s|[?] < 0, whereEx -] £ E[-[% = X].
The set of admissible strategies at time t is denoted/bit).

With the following standard technical conditions imposedtnand o, the SDE (6) admits a
unique pathwise solution whane %4(0), i.e., (X)o<t<T IS F-progressively measurable and has
continuous sample paths almost surely gixga- x € R".
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Assumption 1 b and o are continuous on their domains, respectively, and for soorestants
C1,Cy, and G >0,
1) ||bt,xu) | + || o(t,x) |[<Ce(1+ || x| + || u]|) for all (t,x) € Q and ue %;
2) [Ib(t,x,u) =b(s,y,u) [| + [ o(t,x) —a(s,y) | < Ca([t —s|+ || x—y|]) for all (t,x),(sy) € Q
and ue 7.
3) ET(aa™)(t,x)€ >Cqy || & ||? for all (t,x) €[0,T] xQ and& € R".

LetQ=[0,T) xR" andQ= [0, T] x R". We define the functiond : R" — R andg: Qx% —Ras
the final reward and intermediate reward, respectivelyuAssthat\ andg satisfy the following
polynomial growth conditions.

Assumption 2 For some constantsZca,Cq, Cg > 0,
1) |AX)| <Ca (14 || x||) for all x € R,
2) |g(t,x,u)[ < Cg(L+ [| x[|% + [ u|%) for all (t,x) € Q.

Then we introduce the reward functional

J(t,x;u) = Fy x [/\(XT) -|-/tT a(s, Xs, us)ds} :

Given an initial condition(t,x) € Q, the objective is to maximizé(t,x,u) over all the controls
uin %(t):

V(t,x) = sup J(t,xu). (7)
UG%}F(t)

Here we abuse the notations of the stgtéhe rewards\ andg, and the value functioN, since
they play the same roles as those in MDPs.

Let C1?(Q) denote the space of functidrit,x) : Q — R that is continuously differentiable in
(i.e.,C') in t and twice continuously differentiable (i.&€2) in x on Q. For L € C%?(Q), define
a partial differential operatoA" by

AUL(t,X) 2L (t,X) + L (t,x)b(t,x, u) +%tr (Lxx(t,x) (aaT) (t,x)) ,

wherel, Ly, andLyy denote thd-partial derivative, the gradient and the Hessian with eespo

x respectively, andoo ") (t,x) £ a(t,x)o ' (t,x). Let Cp(Q) denote the set of functioh(t,x) :
Q — R that is continuous 0@ and satisfies a polynomial growth conditionxni.e.,

IL(t,)] < CL(3+ || x[|*)

for some constant§_ andc,.. The following well-known verification theorem provides affs
cient condition for the value function and an optimal cohstategy using Bellman’s principle
of dynamic programming.
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Theorem 2 (Verification Theorem, Theorem 4.3.1 in [28])Suppose Assumptions 1 and 2 hold,
andV e C12(Q) NCy(Q) satisfies
sup{g(t,x,u) + AW(t,x)} = 0 for (t,x) € Q, (8)
ue
andV(T,x) = A(x). Then
(a) J(t,x;u) < V(t,x) for anyu € Z(t) and any(t,x) € Q.
(b) If there exists a function*u Q — % such that

g1t XU (£,39) + A9V (1) = max(g(t.xu) + AV (6,9} = 0 ©
ue

for all (t,x) € Q and if the control strategy defined a8 = (U )ico1) With i 2 u(t,%) is
admissible at timé (i.e., u* € 2#(0)), then

1) V(t,%) =V(t,X) = SUR,c 4,y It x;1). for all (t,x) € Q.

2) u* is an optimal control strategy,e., V(0,x) = J(0,x; u*).

Equation (8) is the well-known HJB equation associated Wit problem (6)-(7).

C. Dual Representation of Controlled Markov Diffusions

In this subsection we present the information relaxatiaseol dual formulation of controlled
Markov diffusions. In a similar way we relax the constraihit the decision at every time
instant should be made based on the past information andsengp@enalty to punish the access
to future information. We will establish the weak dualitytosig duality and complementary
slackness results for controlled Markov diffusions, whigérallel the results in MDPs. The
value function-based optimal penalty is also charactdribemotivate the practical use of our
dual formulation, which will be demonstrated in Section l1lI

We consider the perfect information relaxation, i.e., we fresee all the future randomness
generated by the Brownian motion so that the decision ma@dmyatimet € [0, T] is based on
the information set# = .%7. To expand the set of the feasible controls, we 4s@) to denote
the set of measurablé -valued control strategies at tintei.e., U= (Us)scr1) € Z (1) if U is
A([t,T]) x F-measurable ands takes value inZZ for se [t,T]|, where Z([t,T]) is the Borel
o-algebra ont,T]. In particular,% (0) can be viewed as the counterpart Adfintroduced in
Section II-A for MDPs.

Unlike the case of MDPs, the first technical problem we haviate is to define a solution of
(6) with an anticipative contral € % (0). Since it involves the concept of “anticipating stochastic
calculus” and Stratonovich integral, we postpone the teehmletails to Appendix A, where we
use the decomposition technique to define the solution ofndicipating SDE following [20],
[18].
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Right now we assume that given a control strategy % (0) there exists a unique solution
(X )te[o,1) tO (6) that is%([0, T]) x 7 -measurable. Next we consider the set of penalty functions
in the setting of controlled Markov diffusions. Suppds@,w) is a function depending on a
control strategyu € % (0) and a sample path of Brownian motion= (W )tejo.1)- We define
the set.#y(0) of dual feasible penalties(h,w) that do not penalize non-anticipative policies
in expectation, i.e.,

Eox[h(u,w)] <0 for all xe R" andu € %4(0).

In the following we will show.#r(0) parallels the role of.#(0) for MDPs in the dual
formulation of controlled Markov diffusions.

With an arbitrary choice oh € .#r(0), we can determine an upper bound on (7) with O
by relaxing the constraint on the adaptiveness of contrategies.

Proposition 1 (Weak Duality) If h € .#(0), then for all xe R,

sup J(0,x;u) < Eqx

ue(0) ue (0)

sup {/\(XT)+/OTg(t,xt,ut)dt—h(u,W)}] : (10)

Proof: For anyu € %%(0),

T
J(0,x;u) =Eqx /\(xT)-i—/0 g(t,xt,u_t)dt}

;
<Eox /\(xT>+/0 g(t,&,ﬁt)dt—h(ﬁw]

.
<FEox| sup {/\(XT)+/ g(t,xt,uodt—h(u,W)}]-
| ue (0) 0

Then inequality (10) can be obtained by taking the supremuen o< % (0) on the left hand
side of the last inequality. [ |
The optimization problem inside the conditional expecotatin (10) is the counterpart of (4)
in the context of controlled Markov diffusions: an entiretlpaf w is known beforehand (i.e.,
perfect information relaxation and the objective function depends on a specific trajgabdr
w. Therefore, it is a deterministic and path-dependent agticontrol problem parameterized
by w. We also call it aninner optimization problemand the expectation term on the right
hand side of (10) is alual boundon the value functiorV(0,x). References [20], [22], [21]
have conducted a series of research on this problem underathe of “anticipative stochastic
control”. In particular, one of the special cases they hawgsitered idh = 0, which means the
future information is accessed without any penalty; [204relcterized the value of the perfect
information relaxation. We would expect that the dual boasdociated with the zero penalty
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can be very loose as that in MDPs. The evaluation of the duahdas well suited to Monte
Carlo simulation: we can generate a sample pativ ahd solve the inner optimization problem
in (10), the solution of which is a high-biased estimatolMg0, x).

An interesting case is when we choose

T
h*(u,w) :/\(XT)+/O g(t, %, u)dt —V(0,x). (11)
Note thath* € .#y(0), since by the definition o¥(0,x),

T
Eox {/\(XT) +/ a(s, Xs, us)ds} <V(0,x) for all xe R" andu € %4(0).
0

We also note that by plugging= h* in the inner optimization problem in (10), the objective
value of which is independent af and it is always equal t¥(0,x). So the following strong
duality result is obtained.

Theorem 3 (Strong Duality) For all x € R",

-
sup J(O,x;u) = inf {EQX sup {/\(XT)-l-/ g(t,xt,ut)dt—h(u,w)}]}. (12)
) 0

uex(0) he.(0) ue (0
The minimum of the right hand side of (12) can always be aelidy choosing an & .#(0)
in the form of (11).

Proof: According to the weak duality, the left side of (12) shouldlegs than or equal to

the right side of (12); the equality is achieved by chooding h* in (11). [ ]

Due to the strong duality result, the left side of (12) is refd to as theprimal problem
and the right side of (12) is referred to as ttheal problem If u* is a control strategy that
achieves the supremum in the primal problem, Bnd a dual feasible penalty that achieves the
infimum in the dual problem, then they are optimal solutiomshie primal and dual problems,
respectively. The “complementary slackness conditionthim next theorem, which parallels the
result in the discrete-time problem (Theorem 2.2 in [8])aretterizes such a paju*, h*).

Theorem 4 (Complementary Slackness)Givenu* € %4(0) and hr € .#%(0), a sufficient and
necessary condition far* and h* being optimal to the primal and dual problem respectively is
that

Eox[h*(u*,w)] =0,

and

.
Box [ A00)+ [ a5, 6)ds—h' (" w)

:EQX

sup {/\(XT)-l-/oT g(s,Xs, Us)ds— h*(u,w)}] , (13)

ue7 (0)
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where X is the solution of (6) using the control strategy= (U )co.1] oNn [0,t) with the initial
condition ¥ = x.

Proof: We first consider sufficiency. Let" € %4 (0) andh* € .Z5(0). We assumé&q x[h*(u*,w)| =
0 and (13) holds. Then by the weak dualily, andh* should be optimal to the primal and dual
problem, respectively.
Next we consider necessity. Lat € 24(0) andh* € .#y(0). Then we have

T
Eox| sup {/\(XT)+/ g(t,xt,ut)dt—h*(u,w)}]
uez (0) 0
T
2o [N06) + [ oK )t w)
>J(0,x;u™).

The last inequality holds due to € .#y(0). Since we know* andh* are optimal to the primal
and dual problem respectively, then by the strong dualisylte

J(0,x;u*) = Eqx
ue7 (0)

sup {/\(xﬂ +/OT g(t,xt,ut)dt—h*(u,w)}] ,

which implies all the inequalities above are equalitieserBfiore, we knowEq x[h*(u*,w)] =0
and (13) holds. [ |

Here we have the same interpretation on complementary re¢éaskcondition as that in the
dual formulation of MDPs: if the penalty is optimal to the dymmoblem, the decision maker
will be satisfied with an optimal non-anticipative contraidasegy even if she is able to choose
any anticipative control strategy. Clearly, if an optimahtrol strategyu* to the primal problem
(6)-(7) does exist (see, e.g., Theorem 2(b)), thémndh*(u,w) defined in (11) is a pair of the
optimal solutions to the primal and dual problems. Howewer,note that the optimal penalty
in the form of (11) is intractable as it depends on the exalttevaf V(0,x). The next theorem
characterizes the form of another optimal penalty, whichivates the numerical approximation
scheme that will be illustrated in Section III.

Theorem 5 (Value Function-Based Penalty)Suppose that the value functior(t¥x) for the
problem (6)-(7) satisfies the assumptions in Theorem 2(b, ya= (t,%)ico1) Satisfies the
conditions in Proposition 3 in Appendix A (i.e., the Ito fadanfor Stratonovich integral (38) is
valid for F =V (t,x) andy = (t, % )tc[o,T]), Where (X )ic[o,T] is the solution to (6) withu € % (0).
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For u € % (0), define

w2 5 [ e )] o

T

2Jo

V! (1, %) (_iaia%t,xﬁ) Fr (vxx(t,m(aaT)a,xt))] dt. (14)
Then

1) If ue 2%(0), (14) reduces to the form
) = [ W o x)dw, a5)

and H(u,w) € .#r(0).
2) The strong duality holds in

T
V(0,x) =Eox | sup {/\(XT)-i-/ g(t,xt,ut)dt—hij(u,w)}].
ue (0) 0
Moreover, the following equalities hold almost surely wigh= x

T

V(0,x) = sup {/\(XT)-l-/ g(t,xt,ut)dt—hj(u,w)} (16)
uez (0) 0
-

=AGG)+ [ gt u)dt—h(u' w), an

where (X )ic(o,1) is the solution of (6) using the optimal controt = (U )icjo 1) (defined
in Theorem 2(b)) on0,t) with the initial condition § = x.

Since the value function§V (t,x),0 <t < T} are unknown in real applications, (15) implies
that if an approximate value functiofV (t,x),0 <t < T} is differentiable with respect ta,
then heuristically,h: can be approximated bip,(u,w) £ f()TVXT(t,xt)a(t,xt)de at least for
u € %(0). Noting that{ [V, (s,xs) (S, Xs)dWs}o<t<T iS anF-martingale ifu € %4:(0) (assuming
thatV,' (t,x)a(t,x) satisfies the polynomial growth condition i); therefore,Eq.[hy(u,w)] =
0 for all x e R" andu € %(0). As a result,h,(u,w) € .#x(0), i.e., h is dual feasible, which
means thath, can be used to derive an upper bound on the value fundti@x) through
(20). Hence, in terms of the approximation scheme impliedhgyform of the optimal penalty,
Theorem 5 presents walue function-based penalthat can be viewed as the continuous-time
analogue oM*(a,v) in (5).

It is revealed by the complementary slackness conditionoth loliscrete-time (Theorem 2.2
in [8]) and continuous-time (Theorem 4) cases that any agtipenalty has zero expectation
evaluating at an optimal policy; as a stronger version, teesfunction-based optimal penalty
in both cases assign zero expectation to all non-antiepatlices (note thd¥l* in (5) is a sum
of martingale differences under the original filtrati@}).
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Intuitively, we can interpret the strong duality achievedthe value function-based penalty
as to offset the path-dependent randomness in the inneniaation problem; then the optimal
control to the inner optimization problem coincides witlattho the original stochastic control
problem in the expectation sense, which is reflected by thefpsf Theorem 5 in Appendix
B for controlled Markov diffusions. In Appendix C we briefleview the dual representation
of the optimal stopping problem, where an analogous redultheorem 5 exists provided the
evolution of the state is modelled as a diffusion process.

[1l. DYNAMIC PORTFOLIO CHOICE PROBLEM

We illustrate the practical use of the dual formulation ohtrolled Markov diffusions, espe-
cially the value function-based optimal penalty developedheorem 5, in a classic dynamic
portfolio choice problem with predictable returns and intediate consumptions (see, e.g.,
[29], [30], [31]). Since most portfolio choice problems ofaptical interest cannot be solved
analytically, various numerical methods have been deeelapcluding the martingale approach
[32], [33], state-space discretization methods [34], [2Bld approximate dynamic programming
methods [36], [6]. These methods all produce sub-optimkties, and it is not difficult to obtain
lower bounds on the optimal expected utility by Monte Cailmidation under these policies;
on the other hand, an upper bound is constructed by [37] abdrEspectively based on the
work by [38] and [8]. The gap between the lower bound and theeufpound can be used to
justify the performance of a candidate policy.

In this section we solve discrete-timedynamic portfolio choice problem that is discretized
from a continuous-time model (see, e.g., [38], [39]). We sider the time-discretization as it
is a common approach to numerically solve the continuaus-tproblem, and the decisions
of investment only occur at discrete-time points. We focus generating upper bounds on
the optimal expected utility of the discrete-time problesing the information relaxation dual
approach. In particular, we propose a new class of pendtirethe discrete-time problem by
discretizing the value function-based optimal penaltieshe continuous-time problem. These
penalties make the inner optimization problem much easieolve compared with the penalties
that directly approximates the optimal penalty of the disettime model. We demonstrate the
effectiveness of our method in computing dual bounds thmougmerical experiments.

A. The Portfolio Choice Model

We first consider a continuous-time financial market withtéirfiorizon[0, T], which is built
on the probability spac¢Q,.7,P). There are one risk-free asset andisky assets that the
investor can invest on. The prices of the risk-free assetrimkg assets are denoted I8 and
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S=(S, -, 7, respectively, and the instantaneous asset returns depeiimém-dimensional
state variableg:

dS): rf§dt
dS = Se(udt+0dz), (18)
da = pfdt+ P dz + 0%dz, (19)

wherer¢ is the instantaneous risk-free rate of return, @l (z)o<t<t andZ £ (%)o<t<T are
two independent standard Brownian motions that are of deéem and d, respectively; the
drift vector iz = u(t,@) and the diffusion matrixo; = o(t,@) in (18) are of dimensiom and
nx n, where the symboé denotes the component-wise multiplication of two vecttins; terms
u? = pet, @), o®t = a%lt, @), 6%% = o?2(t,@) in (19) are of dimensiom, mx n, and
mx d, respectively.

We denote the filtration by = {%#,0 <t < T}, where % is generated by the Brownian
motions{(zs,Z),0 < s<t}.

Let 7 = (78,---, ") " and¢ denote the fraction of wealth investedrirrisky assets and the
instantaneous rate of consumption, respectively. The wegalth\W of a portfolio that consists
of the n risky assets and one risk-free asset evolves according to

AW =Wt |77 (dt+ordz) +r¢ (1- 7 1) dt— o]
=W <TET(Ut—rf1n>+rf—6t) dt+W ' 6idz, (20)

wherel, is then-dimensional all-ones vector. The control proce%(ut)ogtg with u = (7%, &)
is an admissible strategy in the sense that

1) The controlu is F-progressively measurable ameT U [2dt] < oo;

2) W>0,¢ >0, andfoTV\Ac”:tdt < a.s.;

3) w € %, whereZ is a closed convex set R,
We still useZx(t) to denote the set of admissible strategies at tinaed we will specify the
control spaceZ later. Suppose thad is a strictly increasing and concave utility function (see,
e.g., [40]). The investor’'s objective is to maximize the glged sum of the expected utility of
the intermediate consumption and the final wealth:

Vitaw) = sup 5| [ apU@wdst (- apTumnaw|. @y
UEXp(t) t
where 8 € [0,1) is the discount factor, and € [0,1] indicates the relative importance of the
intermediate consumption.
The value function (21) sometimes admits an analytic smhtfior example, under the assump-
tion thaty, is a constant vector angl is a constant matrix in (18), and there is no constraint on
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w = (7%,&). A recent progress on the analytic tractability of (21) carfdund in [39]. However,
(21) usually does not have an analytic result when there igsitipn constraint org.

Considering that the investment and consumption can otly pdace in a finite number of
times in the real world, we discretize the continuous-timabpem (19)-(21). Suppose the decision
takes place at equally spaced tim{@s=tg,t1--- ,tx } such thakk =T /98, whered =ty 1 —ty for
k=0,1,--- ,K—1. We simply denote the time grids §.1,--- ,K}. Note that (18) is equivalent
to

dlog(S) = (ut - % : Pdiag(Zt)) dt+ aidz,

where Pdiag®;) denotes am-dimensional vector that is the principal diagonabef= gig;', the
covariance matrix of the instantaneous return. That is ¥ Sa1 = Rk 1 ® S with distribution
log(Rir1) ~ N( kﬂ?*”“(us— %Og)dsflf§+l)5zsds). Hence, we can discretize (19),(18), and (20)

as follows:
B = &+ U3+ 0001 + 007V k1, (22a)
00(Re-1) = (- 507 ) &+ 0cVBZecn, (22b)
Wheo1 =W (RE 178 ) + W (1 17 7)) Ry — Wi,
—Wk (R + (R~ Reln) Tk~ ) (22¢)

where{(Z, Z),k=1,---,K} is a sequence of identically and independently distribataddard
Gaussian random vectors. In particular, we &e= 1+r¢d and the decision variable, to
approximated 1% and ¢ due to the discretization procedure.

Here we abuse the notatioggW, and T in the continuous-time and discrete-time settings.
However, the subscripts make them easy to distinguish: hecsiptt € [0, T] is used in the
continuous-time model, while=0,--- K is used in the discrete-time model.

Denote the filtration of the process (22) 6y = {%, -, %}, where % is generated by
{(Zj,Zj),j =0,---,k}. In our numerical examples we assume that short sales anoing are
not allowed, and the consumption cannot exceed the amoutiieofisky-free asset. Then the

constraint, on the contral, = (7%, c) for the discrete-time problem, can be defined as
o £ {(mc) e R"Ym>0,c>0,c<Rf(1—1)m)}. (23)

Sincecy is used to approximated, (23) corresponds to a control set for the continuous-time
model, which is defined as

U L {(m,E) e R"Ym>0,6>0E<R;(1—1) 1)/}
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Let Ag again denote the set of -valued control strategies= (ag, --- ,ax 1) that are adapted
to the filtrationG. The discretization of (21) serves as the value functionht discrete-time
problem:

Ho(g,Wo) = supEq

acAg

K-1
S aB*oU (M) + (1 - a)B U (Wk)] : (24)

K=0
which can be solved via dynamic programming:
Hic (¢, Wk) = (1 — @) B<°U (Wk);
Hi(@, W) = sup {GBK5U (CW) O + B [Hicy 1 (@1, Wkt 1)] } : (25)
ae

We will focus onsolving the discrete-time modé€22)-(24), which is discretized from the
continuous-time model (19)-(21). Though our methods psegddater can be applied on general
utility functions, for the purpose of illustration we codsr the utility functions of the constant
relative risk aversion (CRRA) type with coefficiept> 0, i.e, U (x) = rlyxlfy, which are widely
used in economics and finance. Since the utility functioeshCRRA type, both value functions
(21) and (24) have simplified structures. To be specific, #leesfunction to the continuous-time
problem can be written as the factorization (see, e.g.,)[39]

Vit W) = BWNt @), (26)
whereJ(T,¢r) = (1—a)/(1—y), and

~ T a . _ l-a. 1
J(t,@)= sup EV Bs*l—(csws)l Vds+ BT ‘1—Wr1 Y
ue(t) t —Y -y

and the value function to the discrete-time problem, duehto factorization scheme, can be
written as

Hi( @ W) = B*OW Y3 (), 27)

whereJy, the discrete-time reward functional, is defined recutgies Jx (¢«) = (1—a)/(1—y)
and

J(@)= sup {%c&‘yéw% | (Re+ (Rer1 —R) 7= 6" ks (@) |4 } (28)

(Th.C)e o/ v

It can be seen that the structure of the value functions tb bonhtinuous-time model and
discrete-time model are similar: they can be decomposedasdaict of a function of the wealth
W and a function of the market state variaigelf & is small,J(k&, @) andJ, (@) may be close to
each other. As a byproduct of this decomposition, anottetufe of the dynamic portfolio choice
problem with CRRA utility function is that the optimal asséfocation and consumptiofrg, &)
in continuous-time model are independent of the wedkhgiven @ (respectively, the optimal
(1%, ck) in discrete-time model are independent of the wedigiven ¢). So the dimension of
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the state space in (25) is actually the dimensiogofA number of numerical methods have been
developed to solve the discrete-time model based on thesieau28) including the state-space
discretization approach [34], [35], and a simulation-loaseethod [36].

B. Penalties and Dual Bounds

In this subsection, we compute upper bounds on the optimakudy of the discrete-time
(and continuous-state) model (22)-(24) based on the dyaloaph for MDPs in Theorem 1.
We illustrate how to generate two dual feasible penaltieg directly approximates the value
function-based penalty of the discrete-time problem, avtiie other one is derived by discretizing
the value function-based penalty of the continuous-tinebjem (19)-(21). We discuss why the
latter approach is more desirable to generate upper boumddyan terms of computational
tractability of the inner optimization problem.

Throughout this subsection we assume that an approximaigtidn of J(¢), say Jq(¢)
(therefore, Hic( ¢, W) éWklnyAk(gq() is an approximation oHy), and an approximate policy
ac Ag are available. We do not require théaishould be derived frondy (@) or vice versa; in
other words, they can be obtained using different appraadhe first describe the information
relaxation dual approach of MDPs in the context of our pdidfohoice problem. We focus on
the perfect information relaxation that assumes the iovesin foresee the future uncertainty
Z=(Z, - ,Z«) andZ = (Zy,--- , Zx), i.€., all the market states and returns of the risky assets.
function M(a,Z,Z) is adual feasiblepenalty in the setting of dynamic portfolio choice problem

if for any (¢, Wb),
E[M(a,Z,2)|@,W] <0 forall ac Ag. (29)

Let .#;(0) denote the set of all dual feasible penalties. FWbe .#(0) we define.ZM as a
function of (@,Wo):
K-1
(ZM)(g0Wo) = | sup( 5 aB U (G 3 + (1 — ) B°U (W) — M(a,Z,Z)}'%,VVo} (30)
acA k=0

Based on Theorem 1(a),.ZM)(@, W) is an upper bound oHlo(@,Wp) for anyM € .7 (0) .

To ease the inner optimization problem, we introduce edemialecision variableBl, =W 7§
and C, = Wck, which can be interchangeably used withand cg. We still usea to denote an
admissable strategy, though in termg@f, Cy) now. Then we can rewrite the inner optimization
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problem inside the conditional expectation in (30) as feo

(g0, W0, M, Z,2) £ max {Kzlaﬁk“u (G + (1—a)BXOU W) — M(a,z,Z)} (31a)

k=0
1
log(Rer1) = (ki — 503)5 + 0V 3Zy41, (31c)
W11 = WkRf + (Rer1 — Ri1n) M —Cy, (31d)
Mg >0, C¢>0, (31e)
Ci < R(Wk— 1, M), for k=0,--- K —1. (31)

Note that (31b)-(31d) are equivalent to (22a)-(22c), ahd)331f) are equivalent to (23). The
advantage of this reformulation is that the inner optim@aproblem (31) has linear constraints.
Therefore, we may find the global maximizer of (31) as longhesdbjective function in (31a)
is jointly concave ina.

Heuristically, we need to design near-optimal penalty fioms in order to obtain tight dual
bounds orHg. A natural approach is to investigate the optimal pen®tyfor the discrete-time

problem according to (5):
K—1

M*(a,Z2,Z) = %AHkﬂ(a,Z,Z),
k=

whereAH, . ; is the deviation irHy ; from the conditional mean. In practice we can approximate
Hy by Hy :Wkl_yjk; however, it does not mean thAt,,; can be easily computed, since an
intractable conditional expectation (that]Iﬁg[lqu]) over (n+d)-dimensional space is involved.
Another difficulty is thatM* = zE:‘OlAHkH enters into (31a) with possibly positive or negative
signs for different realizations QZ,Z), making the objective function of (31) nonconcave, even
if U is a concave function. Therefore, it might be extremely harlibcate the global maximizer
of (31).

To address these problems, we exploit the value functisedaptimal penalty for the
continuous-time problem (19)-(21), recalling that ourcdete-time problem is discretized from
the continuous-time model. Based on the formhpfwe will proposea dual feasible penalty
in the sense of (29) for the discrete-time problemnich is also easy to compute. Assuming
that all the technical conditions in Theorem 5 hold, we caphaphe result (15) by selecting
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Wra 0

T
hi(u,z,2) :/T Vol(t, @, W) ot a??\ (da
\' & 0 \AN(qu?W) \M]'Eo't O dzt

K=1 /(k+1)5
=5 /k6 [VJ(t,cn,V\Dat‘”
k=0

ol g2 dz
=(@,WM), V(t,x)=V(t,aW), ot,x) = " t ], anddw = d such that

+V, (t,@,W)0; o2dz + My (t, @, V\A)V\matdz}
K-1 ,(k+1)d
= Z/k b [ V0,37 (1 @) o dz + W0 (t @) 0 2dz

+(1- v)V\élyi(t,fn)matda}, (32)

for u= (1%, 6 )o<t<T € % (0), and the last equality holds due to the structure of the Viainetion
(26). In particular, we usﬂq,j to denote the gradient of the functighwith respect top. By
discretizing the Ito stochastic integrals in (32), we pre&gpa heuristic — using thd-+ 1)-th term
in the summation — to approximaféHy 1 in M*, that is,

AHy 41~ [ yD(ka (o )Géo’l\/gzkﬂ
W Opd (@) 082V 02k
+ (1= Y)W Y@My 01V 8Z11) (33)

where we usel (@) to approximatei(kd, @) and also use the substitutiéty, = WTg.

We then describe a procedure to empirically approxiniviite= ztolAHkH based on (33) us-
ing simulation. Given a realization ¢Z,Z) we can obtain the realized terms@f2 @@, Z,2),
02 o(@), 072 aP(k, @), 077 £ a92(k, @); with an admissible strategy= (4o, - - - , &k ),
we can also obtaif 2 Wi (W, 3 ( ,V\/o,Zk,Zk),Zk,Zk) via (22c) as an approximation to the
wealth under the optimal policy. Then we can approxithéa,Z,Z) by

K-1
Mi(a,Z,2) 2 % (Wi (8,2,2) Zy1 +WE(a.Z,2) Zk11) (34)
k=
where
Wh@z.2) =B W (@) GPVE+ (- YW " @on{an/e] . (35)

Wi(@,2,2) =pWN = (@) o7V,

and wherez}() is a scalar function o, whereass2(-) is anm-dimensional function ofp. As
suggested by (33EL(-) and=2(-) are preferably chosen dg(-) — an approximation ad(-), and

October 10, 2018 DRAFT



20

DwJAk((n() — an approximation oflyJ«(¢x), respectively. In the case thi{ ) is not differentiable
in @, we may apply the the finite difference method iR(m) to obtain the difference quotient
as=2(-) (i.e., a nominal approximation ciﬂwjk(gq()). We verify in Proposition 2 below thd#l,

is dual feasible and henc#M; is an upper bound oHlo.

It remains to show why the forms GP,{ and \Pﬁ make the inner optimization problem (31)
easy to solve. This is because both functionsadfein a, regardless of the realizations @f
andZ. To be specific, when a realization @f,Z) is fixed, W2 is a constant with respect @
while LIJ& is affine inMy (hence, ina). Therefore, together with the concave propertyUdf),
the inner optimization problem (31) is guaranteed to be ernwith M = M;. To find some
variants of the penalties while still keeping the convexifythe inner optimization problem, we
also generatevl—'ﬁ ., based on a first-order Taylor expansiontlé{Lrl in (35) around the strategy
a1, k=1,--- K (we only expand the first term, since the second term is ajréadar inly):

q”l%ﬂ(a,Z’Z) :Bk(S [Vvkl—y+ (1— V)Vvk_y((ﬁk —Rg¢ 1n>T(|_|k—1 - r_lk—l)
—(C1-Ci1))] - ZT (@) GVE+ B (1— YW, VZR(@)M a3,

whereR 2 Ri(®,Z,Z), (Mk,Ck) 2 &(@,Wb,Z,Z). ThenW}, , is affine inM_; andC_1. We
can also obtain a variant 662, ; that is is affine inMy_; andCc_1, sayWZ,,, in exactly the
same way. In our numerical examples we will consider duahblsugenerated biyl; as well as
M, where

K-1
z (LPIJ(-(a7zaz>Zk+l+LIJE(avaZ)Zk-i-l) . (36)
k=0

~

Mz(a,Z,Z>

>

A

To go further, we can also generate a penalty function byatiaang LIJ&H around(&o, -+ ,8_1).
We showM; € .#(0) in Proposition 2 as well.

Proposition 2 Both My and M, are dual feasible in the sense of (29), i.e.;,M> € .#;(0).
Hence, bothZM; and M, are upper bounds on ¢

Proof: First, we show thawik(a,Z,Z) is %-adapted given ang € Ag for i =1,2. Noting
that ¢, E&(@), EE(@), Ok, EE’j (j = 1,2), andW are naturally%-adapted under a fixed non-
anticipative policya € Ag. Therefore,wﬁﬂ(a,z,i) is %-adapted. We also observe thHag is
“%c-adapted as € Ag; therefore,‘Pﬁ(a,Z,Z) is Y%-adapted for any@ € Ag.

Second, sinc&,; and Zk+1 have zero means and are independeroand (@, W), along
with the linearity ofLIJl{ (resp.,LIJﬁ) in Z,1 (resp.,Zx;1), we have fork=0,--- . K—1,

E[WE- Zies1| @0, Wo] = Eo [WE-Ex[Zii1]] =0 for all ac Ag;
E[WE-Ze. 1|, Wo] = Eo [W-Ex[Zci1]] =0 for all ac Ag.
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Therefore,E[Ml(a,Z,Z)|¢b,Wo] =0 for alla€ Ag, and henceM € .#(0). The same argument
can also apply oM,. Therefore Mz € . (0). [

The penalties in the form of (34) or (36) bear several adegaFirst, unlike <_J AHy, 1 that
directly approximates the optimal penalty of the discitetee model, our proposed penalties (34)
and (36) does not involve any conditional expectation amdbzaevaluated efficiently; therefore,
a substantial amount of computational work can be avoidedoi&d, the design of such penalties
is quite flexible: we can use any admissible policy to obtadtual feasible penalty, and linearize
around this policy if necessary, which guarantees the cotyvef the inner optimization problem
(32).

C. Numerical Experiments

In this section we discuss the use of Monte Carlo simulatoevaluate the performance of
the suboptimal policies and the dual bounds on the expedikty (24). We consider a model
with three risky assetén = 3) and one market state variablsn= 1). The dynamics (18)-(19)
of the market state and assets returns are the same as thwsdeced in [37]. In particular,
let u = —A @ Hk = Ho+ ik Ok = 0, 0" = 0?1, and 6P? = 0%2, in (22a)-(22b). The
parameter values are listed in the following tables inelgdis, A, Lo, 1, o, 0?1, and g2
Note from (19) that the market state follows a mean-reverting Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process:
it has relatively small mean reversion rate and volatilitythe parameter set 1, while it has
relatively large mean reversion rate and volatility in treggmeter set 2. We choo3e= 1 year
and 6 = 0.1 year in our numerical experiments. In addition, we ase 0.5 for the weight of
the intermediate utility function and ugeé= 1 as the discount factor. We assume= 0 and
Wp = 1 as the initial condition and impose the constraint (23) lo& ¢ontrol spaces in the
following numerical tests.

TABLE |
PARAMETER SET 1

Ho Ha g It
0.081 0.034 0.186 0.000 0.000

log(R) ( 0.110) ( 0.059) ( 0.228 0.083 0.000) 0.01
0.130 0.073 0.251 0.139 0.069

® A 0%l 0?2
0.336 (-0.741 -0.037 -0.060) 0.284

For each parameter set we first use the discrete state-spaecanation method to solve the
recursion (28). In particular, we approximate the markatesvariableg using a grid with 21
equally spaced grids froma2 to 2, and the transition between these grid points is débeahn
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TABLE I
PARAMETER SET 2

Ho Hi g It
0.081 0.034 0.186 0.000 0.000
log(R) ( 0.110) ( 0.059) ( 0.228 0.083 0.000) 0.01
0.130 0.073 0.251 0.139 0.069
[0} A a?

1
1.671 (-0.017 0.149 -0.058) 1.725

.2

by (22a) noting that 1 ~ N(@+ 23, (|| o2 |12 + || 627 |[2)5); the random variableg
andZ, are approximated by Gaussian quadrature method with 3fiineach dimension (see,
e.g., [41]). So the joint distribution of the market stated ahe returns are approximated by
a total of 3 x 21 =567 grid points, which are used to compute the conditiongleetation
in (28): we assumeap 1 and R¢.1 are independent conditioned am, then the conditional
expectation reduces to a finite weighted sum. For the opditimz problem in (28) we use CVX
([42]), a package to solve convex optimization problems IATMAB, to determine the optimal
consumption and investment policy on each gridgefat timek. We record the value function
and the corresponding policy on this grid at each tknre0,--- K. Note that the market state
variable g, is one dimensional, so the value function and the policy aamdturally defined on
the market statey, that is outside the grid by piecewise linear interpolatibonour numerical
implementation the extended value function and the extrmigicy play the roles oEL(¢)
(i.e., J«(@)) and the approximate policit to the discrete-time problem (22)-(24); and we take
the slope of the piecewise linear functi}(¢) as Eﬁ((p), if ¢@ is between the grid points;
otherwise, we can use the average slope of two consecuties ﬁsEﬁ(go).

We then repeatedly generate random sequencq‘z,(if), based on which we generate the
sequences of market states and returns according to thaipjobability distribution (22)-(24).
Then we apply the aforementioned poligyon these sequences to get an estimate of the lower
bound on the value functiohklp; based on each random sequence we can also solve the inner
optimization problem (31) with penaltiyl; in (34) or M, in (36), which leads to an estimate
of the upper bound ohlg. We present our numerical results in the following tablés fower
bound, which is referred to as “Lower Bound”, is obtained leperating 100 random sequences
of (Z,Z) and their antithetic pairs (see [43] for an introduction otithetic variates) in a single
run and a total number of 10 runs; the upper bounds inducedebglfiesM; and M,, which
are referred to as “Dual Bound 1” and “Dual Bound 2” respesjivare obtained by generating
30 random sequences ()I,Z) and their antithetic pairs in a single run and a total numider o
10 runs. To see the effectiveness of these proposed penalieuse zero penalty and repeat the
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TABLE 11l
RESULTS WITHPARAMETER SET 1

Lower Bound Dual Bound 1 Dual Bound 2 Zero Penalty Duality Gap

y Value CE Value CE Value CE Value CE Value CE

15| —5480 01332 | -5391 Q1376 | —5.392 Q1376 | -4.861  0.1693| 1.61% 3.30%
(0.003  (0.0001) | (0.008 (0.0004 | (0.007) (0.0004 | (0.012) (0.0008)
30 | —42887 01080 | —39227 Q1129 | —39873 Q1120 | -27.562  0.1347 | 7.53% 3.70%
(0.036)  (0.0001) | (0.164) (0.0002 | (0.317) (0.0004 | (0.252) (0.0006)
50 | —24459 01005 | —20665 01049 | —20255 01054 | -1105.7  0.1226 | 15.51% 4.38%
(1.635  (0.0001) | (22019 (0.0003 | (17.833 (0.0002 | (16.438) (0.0004)

TABLE IV
RESULTS WITHPARAMETER SET 2

Lower Bound Dual Bound 1 Dual Bound 2 Zero Penalty Duality Gap

y Value CE Value CE Value CE Value CE Value CE

15| —5466 01339 | —5380 Q1382 | —5381 Q1381 | -4.864 0.1691] 1.56%  3.14%
(0.005  (0.0001) | (0.011) (0.0006 | (0.015  (0.0008 | (0.020) (0.0008)
30 | 42585 0.1084 | —39645 Q1123 | —39690 Q1122 | -27.708 0.1343| 6.80%  3.51%
(0.081)  (0.0001) | (0.229) (0.0003 | (0.155  (0.0002 | (0.209) (0.0005)
50 | —24316 01007 | —20438 01052 | —20407 01052 | -1122.1 0.1222| 15.95% 4.47%
(75100  (0.0001) | (11.881) (0.0002 | (19.882) (0.0003 | (9.842) (0.0004)

same procedure to compute the upper bounds that are refereed“Zero Penalty” in the table.
These bounds on the value functibig (i.e., the expected utility) are reported in the sub-column
“Value”, where each entry shows the sample average and &éinelatd error (in parentheses) of
the 10 independent runs. We also compute the certainty &guitvof the expected utility in the
sub-column “CE” (this is reported in the literature such 33j], where “CE” is defined through

U (CE) = Value For ease of comparison, we compute the duality gaps — diiteeof the lower
bound with each upper bound on the expected utility and msicey equivalent — as a fraction
of the lower bounds, and list the smaller fraction in the oohu‘Duality Gap”.

We consider utility functions with different relative riskversion coefficientg = 1.5,3.0, and
5.0, which reflect low, medium and high degrees of risk avessidrhe dual bounds induced
by zero penalty perform poorly as we expected. On the othed,hé is hard to distinguish
the performance of “Dual Bound 1” and “Dual Bound 2”, which ynianply that the second
term in (35) plays an essential role in the inner optimizagiooblem in order to make the dual
bounds tight in this problem. We observe that the dualitysgap the value functiomdy are
generally smaller whewy is small, implying that both the approximate policy and pges are
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near optimal. For example, when= 1.5, the duality gaps are within 2% of the optimal expected
utility for all sets of parameters. Ag increases, the duality gaps generally become larger.
There are several possible reasons for the enlarged dggljgg on the value function with
increasingy. Note that the utility functiorlJ (x) is a power function (with negative power of
1-—y) of x and it decreases at a higher rate with largeasx approaches zero. This is reflected
by the fact that both the lower and upper bounds on the valoetifin Hy decrease rapidly
with higher value ofy. In the case of evaluating the upper bounddHnit can be inferred that
with largery the objective value (31a) is more sensitive to the solutibtihe inner optimization
problem (31), and hence the quality of the penalty functidnsother words, even a small
torsion of the optimal penalty will lead to a significant dewon of the dual bound. In our
case the heuristic penalty is derived by discretizing thielevdunction-based penalty for the
continuous-time problem; however, this penalty may becdaneaway from optimal for the
discrete-time problem whepincreases. Similarly, obtaining tight lower bounds on thkpeeted
utility by simulation under a sub-optimal policy also suffehe same problem, that is, solving
a sub-optimal policy based on the same approximation scludrtiee recursion (28) may cause
more utility loss with largery. The performance of the sub-optimal policy also influendes t
quality of the penalty function, since the penaltis and M involve the wealthAf induced by
the suboptimal policy and its error compared with the wealider the optimal policy will be
accumulated over time. Hence, the increasing duality gaps® value function with larger risk
aversion coefficients are contributed by both sub-optinadicies and sub-optimal penalties.
These numerical results provide us with some guidance mgesf computation when we
apply the dual approach: we should be more careful with desigthe penalty function if the
objective value of the inner optimization problem is nuroelly sensitive either to its optimal
solution or to the choice of the penalty function. Fortuhatéhe sensitivity of the expected
utility with respect toy in this problem is relieved to some extent by consideringcédainty
equivalent. We can see from the table that the differencésdam the lower bounds and the
upper bounds in terms of “CE” are kept at a relatively cortstange for different values of.

IV. CONCLUSION

In this paper we study the dual formulation of controlled Mar diffusions by means of
information relaxation. This dual formulation provideswnénsights into seeking the value
function: if we can find an optimal solution to the dual prahla.e., an optimal penalty, then the
value function can be recovered without solving the HIB @qonaFrom a more practical point
of view, this dual formulation can be used to find a dual boundhe value function. We explore
the structure of the value function-based optimal penaltyich provides the theoretical basis
for developing near-optimal penalties that lead to tighaldaounds. As in the case of MDPs,
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if we compare the dual bound on the value function of a coleioMarkov diffusion with the
lower bound generated by Monte Carlo simulation under acpilmmal policy, the duality gap
can serve as an indication on how well the sub-optimal pgdesforms and how much we can
improve on our current policy. Furthermore, we also expbsecbnnection of the gradient-based
optimal penalty between controlled Markov diffusions an®R& in Appendix.

We carried out numerical studies in a dynamic portfolio cloproblem that is discretized
from a continuous-time model. To derive tight dual bounddhanexpected utility, we proposed
a class of penalties that can be viewed as discretizing thee yanction-based optimal penalty
of the continuous-time problem, and these new penaltiesentiad inner optimization problem
computationally tractable. This approach has potenti@lingnany other interesting applications
where the system dynamic is modeled as a controlled Marktysthn. Moreover, we investigate
the sensitivity of the quality of both lower and upper bouirdterms of duality gaps with respect
to different parameters. These numerical studies compiethe existing examples of applying
the dual approach to continuous-state MDPs.
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APPENDIX

In the appendix we aim to develop the value function-basethlpe as a solution to the
dual problem on the right side of (12), which can be viewedhes dounterpart of (5) in the
setting of controlled Markov diffusions. For this purpose weed to define a solution to the
stochastic differential equation(SDE) (6) with an antitipe controlu € % (0). Therefore, we
introduce the Stratonovich calculus and anticipatinglsastc differential equation in Appendix
A, and present the value function-based optimal penaltyppekdix B. We also review the dual
representation of the optimal stopping problem under tfffesion process in Appendix C.

A. Anticipating Stochastic Differential Equation

There are several ways to integrate stochastic procesaéstd not adapted to Brownian
motions such as Skorohod and (generalized) Stratonovielyrials (see, e.g, [19], [18]). In this
subsection we present the Stratonovich integral and itcaded Ito formula. Then we generalize
the controlled diffusion (6) to the Stratonovich sensedwihg [20].

We first assume that = (W );c (o 1) is @ one-dimensional Brownian Motion in the probability
space(Q,.#,P). We denote by an arbitrary partition of the interva0, T| of the forml = {0=
to<ti<---<th=T}

Definition 2 (Definition 3.1.1 in [19]) We say that a measurable procgss (Vi)icjo,] Such
that fOT lyt|dt < c0 a.s. is Stratonovich integrable if the family

S g P 0

t|+1_t
converges in probability asug<j<n_;(tir1—t) — 0, and in this case the limit will be denoted
by Jo ytodw.

Remark 2 We can translate an Ito integral to a Stratonovich integidly = (Vt)icjo1] IS @
continuous semimartingale of the form

t t
Yt ZYO+/O Usds'i‘/o (s 0w,

where (Ut)iejo,1) @nd (G)iejo1) are adapted processes taking valueRA and R™™ such that
fOT | Us || ds< o and fOT | ¢s||? ds< o a.s.. Thery is Stratonovich integrable on any interval
[0,t], and

t t t 1 st
/YSOdWs:/ YsdWs+ (Y, W)t :/ YSdWs+—/ {sds (37)
0 0 0 2Jo
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where (y,w); denotes the joint quadrature variation of the semimartiegaand the Brownian
motionw. Definition 2 and the equality (37) can be naturally extentiedhe vector case.

Then we present the Ito formula for Stratonovich integraPmoposition 3 (see, e.g., Section
3.2.3 of [19)).

Proposition 3 (Theorem 3.2.6 in [19])Letw= (w{,--- ;WMejo,7) be an m-dimensional Brow-
nian motion. Suppose thap ¥ D2, use L12, and ' e ]Lé"‘, i=1,---,m. Consider a process
Y= (Yt)te[o,T] Of the form

t m t )
w=Yo+ [ vsdst Y [ Zhodul 0<t<T,
0 i=1/0

Assume thatyi)o<t<t has continuous paths. Let:FR" — R be a twice continuously differ-
entiable function. Then we have

t m ot _ _
FO0 =Fo)+ [ R 0usdst 3[Ry ¢ odwl 0t<T, (39
1=
where F(-) denotes the gradient of F w.r.t. y.

Proposition 3 basically says that the Stratonovich integioays the ordinary chain rule.

Based on the definition of Stratonovich integral and Remanke& generalize the SDE (6) to
the Stratonovich sense (referred to as S-SDE) assumingp isdtounded an€?! in (x,u); o is
bounded and? in x. Then (6) is equivalent to

t_ m t . .
xt:x-i-/ b(t, %, u)dt + Zl/ oi(t,x)odw, 0<t<T, (39)
0 i£&1/0

where g' : [0,T] x R" — R" is thei-th column ofg, i =1,---,m, and b(t,x,u) = b(t,x,u) —
35M, gio'(t,x). Here gia'(t,x) denotes am x 1 vector with z?zl‘%m(t,x)a“(t,x) being its
k-th entry ando®(.) is the k-th component ofo’(:). Since the stochastic integral in (39)
is in the Stratonovich sense, S-SDE (39) adopts its solutiothe space of%4([0,T]) x .7 -
measurable processes, which may not be adapted to theidiitrg¢énerated by the Brownian
motion. Therefore, we are allowed to consider anticipagigbciesu € % (0) in (39).

Finally, we need to ensure the existence of a solution to §-89) if the control strategy
u € 7% (0) is anticipative. Following [20],[18], we have a repres¢iota of such a solution using
the decomposition technique:

X = &(Nt), (40)
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where {i(X) }teo,1) denotes the stochastic flow defined by the adapted equation:

dé = Za‘a,a) odw,

1 .
=5 ZIU;(UI (t,&)dt+a(t, &)dw, So=Xx, (41)
i=
and (Nt )iepo,1) Solves an ordinary differential equation:
d &\t -
(%) mbEmM.wW, m-x @2)

where %—it denotes then x n Jacobian matrix of§; with respect tox. Under some technical
conditions (see Section 1 of [20]), the solution (40) is dediralmost surely: observe thét
does not depend on the contmgl i.e., it is the solution to a regular SDE in the Ito sengg;

is not defined by a stochastic integral so it is the solutiomrtioordinary differential equation
parameterized byv (note that‘;—it is well-defined a.s. foft,x) € [0, T] x R", becausé&;(X) is
flow of diffeomorphisms a.s..). Hencr,= & (n:) is well-defined regardless of the adaptiveness
of u= (U)o<t<T. TO check thatg = & (n:) satisfies (39), we need to employ a generalized Ito

formula of (38) for Stratonovich integral (see Theorem 4 11i8]).

B. Value Function-Based Penalty

The tools we have introduced in the last subsection, edpettia I1to formula for Stratonovich
integral, enable us to show the value function-based opr@aalty for the controlled Markov
diffusions that developed in Theorem 5.

Proof of Theorem 5: Supposeu € %4#(0) and lety; = V,/ (t,%)0'(t,%) in Remark 2 for
i=1,---,m We can immediately obtain

R = 3 [T x0a o = [V ot du,

Note thatVy and o both satisfy a polynomial growth, sina&(t,x) € C1?(Q)NCp(Q). Then we
have

;
Eox {H/O V,! (t,%)0(t, %) szt} < o,

and thereforeEqx[h(u,w)] = 0 whenu € %4(0). Hence hj(u,w) € .#r(0). We then show the
strong duality

\4 (07 X) = IEO,X
ue7 (0)

sup {/\(XT)+/()Tg(t,>q,ut)dt—h\‘j(u,w)}] ) (43)
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According to the weak duality (i.e., Proposition 1),

V(0,x) < Eox

sup) {/\(XT) +/OT o(t, %, )dt — h{i(u,w)}] ) (44)

uez (0

Next we prove the reverse inequality. Note that wigh= X,
T
/\(xT)+/O gt %, U)dt — b (U, w)
T _
:V(O,X)-i—/o Vet ) V5 (8.x)B(t, x, w)] d
m o Tr o . .
| _ h*
+3 [, Wexo e oo —riww

)
=VOX)+ [ [gltx,w)+ ARVt x)]dt

where the first equality is obtained by applying Ito formuta fStratonovich integral (i.e.,
Proposition 3) orV (t,x) with V(T,xt) = A(xT):

T —
V(T,x7) :V(o,xO>+/0 [Vt(t,xo+VXT(t,Xt)b(t,xt,ut>} dt
+.§/OT |:VXT(t7Xt>O-i(t7xt>:| odw.

Since we assume the value function satisfies all the assonspith Theorem 2(b), there exists
an optimal control™ = (U )icjo,1] With U = U*(t, %) and it satisfies

g(tx.u(t,%)) + ARV (. X) = max{g(t.x.u) + AV (t,%)} =0,
uew
then we have

sup {A<XT>+ /Tga,xt,ut)dt—hz(u,w)}

ue7 (0)
= sup { (0,X) -l—/ [ (t, %, U) + A"V (t, xt)}dt}
ue (0
.
V() + sup{g(t,xt,u>+AUV<t,xt>}dt (45)
0 uew

—V(0,x +/ (X, U) AU?V(t,x:)] dt
—V(0,). (46)

Taking the conditional expectation on both sides, we have

\4 (07 X) > IEO,X

Sup) {/\(Xﬂ +/OT g(t, x, U)dt — hé(UhW)}] -

ue (0
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Together with the weak duality (44) , we reach the equali§).(4
Due to the fact of the equality (43) (that is in expectationsgd and the pathwise inequality
(46), we find that the only inequality (45) should be an edqgyah almost sure sense. So the
equality (16) holds in almost sure sense. To achieve theliggira(45), the optimal controu*
should be applied, which implies the equality (17).
[ |

C. Optimal Stopping under Diffusion Processes and Its DugdrBsentation

References [26], [27] use the martingale duality approachampute upper bounds on the
prices of American options, which is a typical optimal stmgpproblem. By viewing the
martingale-based dual approach as a case of the perfecation relaxation, [26], [27] both
explored the structure of the “optimal penalty” to the duéltlze optimal stopping problem
under thediffusionprocess. We briefly review these results that parallel Térads for controlled
diffusions.

Suppose an uncontrolled diffusi@® );c(o1) follows the SDE

dx = b(t,x)dt+o(t,x)dw, 0<t<T.

We still useF to denote the natural filtration generated by the Browniartiona(w )ic(o.T1-
The primal representation of the optimal stopping problem i
V(t,x) = supE; x[9(T,%7)], 47)
€ %
whereg: (5—> R is a reward function, and#; is the set ofF-stopping times taking value in
[t,T]. Suppose tha¥ (t,x) is uniformly bounded and is sufficiently smooth to apply leorfula,
we have the following dual representation of the optimappiog problem.

Proposition 4 (Theorem 1 and Theorem 2 in [27] )Let 7 represent the space Bfmartingales
{Pt}teo.) with ho = 0 and supcjo 1y E[|ht[] < . Then

V(0,x) = hg%Eo,x[tQ%{g(t,m —h}], (48)

In particular, the optimal martingaléh; };cjo 1) that achieves the minimum in (48) is of the form

t
W:/va(s,xs)Ta(s,xs)dWs. (49)

Noting that the maximization problem inside the expectaterm (48) is the “inner optimization
problem” in the dual representation of the optimal stoppingblem, since the only control in
the primal (47) is to choose “continue” or “stop” the proce$be strong duality result (48)
holds for general Markov processes, which relies on the thebEMeyer decomposition of the
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process{V (t,%) }tcjo.1;; however, the form of the optimal martingale (or penalty)in (49)
is true only under the diffusion process. The formhdfexposes its connection with the value
function-based penalty presented in Theorem 5.
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