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BSDEs with singular terminal condition
and control problems with constraints
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We provide a probabilistic solution of a not necessarily Markovian control
problem with a state constraint by means of a Backward Stochastic Differ-
ential Equation (BSDE). The novelty of our solution approach is that the
BSDE possesses a singular terminal condition. We prove that a solution
of the BSDE exists, thus partly generalizing existence results obtained by
Popier in [9] and [10]. We perform a verification and discuss special cases for
which the control problem has explicit solutions.
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Introduction

In these notes we provide a pure probabilistic solution of the control problem that
consists in minimizing the functional

o) = E [ [ Gl -+l 0

over all absolutely continuous paths (;):cjo,r) starting in £ € R and ending in 0 at time
T. Here p > 1 and (7, ) are two non-negative stochastic processes that are progressively
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measurable with respect to the natural filtration (F;) generated by a Brownian motion.
We choose the control strategies = to be adapted to (F).

Such a control problem arises for example when economic agents have to close a
position of £ asset shares in a market with a stochastic price impact (see e.g. [I] and the
references therein). The first term fOT n¢|2¢|Pdt in (II) can be interpreted as the liquidity
costs entailed by closing the position, where 7 is a stochastic price impact factor. The
second term can be seen as a measure of the risk associated to the open position.

Our method for solving the control problem () draws on the notion of backward
stochastic differential equations (BSDEs). BSDEs have turned out to be a powerful tool
for analyzing stochastic control problems, and for providing pure probabilistic solutions.
We refer to the survey article [2] and the book by Pham [8] for examples of control
problems solved with BSDEs. The control problem ([II) considered here imposes a con-
straint on the terminal value of the control process x, namely xr = 0. In the following
we characterize its solution with the BSDE

v
dy, = ((p - 1)77qt_1 - ’Vt) dt + Z,dW, (2)
¢
(where ¢ = 1/(1 — %)) possessing the singular terminal condition
}1}1% Y, = 0. (3)

We show that if 1 and ~ satisfy some nice integrability condition, then there exists a
minimal solution (Y, Z) of the BSDE (2]) with terminal condition (B]). We subsequently
prove, without any further assumptions, that there exists an optimal control of the

problem (I]) and that it is given by z} = &e™ LG lds. Note that the terminal condition
([B)) is necessary for the constraint 2% = 0 to be satisfied.

One can also derive the singularity (B)) by considering the value function associated
to the control problem: as ¢ converges to T, the value function converges to infinity,
provided the position z # 0. We will show that the value function is a power function
of the position variable, multiplied with the solution of the BSDE (). The singularity
of the value function translates into the BSDE’s singularity at the terminal condition.

BSDEs with singular terminal conditions have so far been studied only in Popier [9]
and [I0]. One of the present paper’s goal is to reveal their power for solving the stochastic
control problem (IJ). BSDEs with singular terminal conditions have not been detected
as an efficient tool for solving stochastic control problems yet.

The control problem (), more precisely some versions of it, have been already studied
in the literature. In [11] a similar class of control problems is solved by means of so-called
superprocesses. The functional of the control problem considered in [I1] is slightly more
general, but the pair (7, 7) is assumed to be Markovian. The BSDE approach we present
here is not bound to a Markovian model set-up.

Ji and Zhou [3] consider a very general control problem with terminal state constraints.
They assume that the state process is disturbed by some white noise with a volatility



that is invertible in the control. Notice that in our setting the state process x is not
disturbed.

In [I] the authors consider the special case of the control problem () where p = 2, 7
is a constant and + is a function of a homogeneous Brownian martingale (in particular
v is a Markov process). They solve the control problem with analytical techniques,
characterizing the optimal control and the value function with a solution of a PDE in
the viscosity sense.

A probabilistic solution of a related control problem is given in [5] (and the preceding
paper [6]), also by means of BSDEs: the authors consider the problem of how to opti-
mally follow a trading target in an illiquid market with a non-temporary price impact
depending on order sizes. Optimal controls, however, are singular and are verified with
BSDEs that have non-singular terminal conditions.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section [I] we precisely describe the modeling
set-up and present the main results. Moreover, we give a heuristic derivation of why the
BSDE (2) with singular terminal condition provides a solution of the control problem.

In Section [2] we prove, given some nice integrability conditions on 1 and +, that there
exists a solution of the BSDE (2]).

Section [3] turns to a verification: we show that the optimal control and value function
can indeed be characterized by the BSDE solution constructed in Section 2L

Finally, in Section (] we study in detail the special case where ~ is zero and n has
uncorrelated multiplicative increments. We show that in this case the optimal control
is deterministic.

1 Main results

We fix a deterministic, finite time horizon 7' > 0 and a probability space (€2, F, P) which
supports a d-dimensional Brownian motion (W;)o<¢<r, where d € N. Let (F;)scjo,1] de-
note the completed filtration generated (W;)o<i<7. Throughout we assume that (1;)cjo,r]
and (7¢)¢e[o,r) are nonnegative, progressively measurable stochastic processes. We assume
p > 1 and denote by ¢ = 1/(1 — %) its Holder conjugate. We consider the stochastic
control problem to minimize the functional

o) = E [ [ Gl -+l ()

over all progressively measurable processes = : 0 x [0,7] — R that possess absolutely
continuous sample paths and satisfy the constraints zo = £ € R and xr = 0 a.s. We
denote the set of all these controls by Ay, and define

v = inf J(x). (5)

€Ay

We show that under some nice integrability conditions on n and ~y there exists an optimal
control z* € Ag; i.e. J(z*) =v. Moreover we characterize the optimal control by means



of a BSDEs with a singular terminal condition. We define the notion of a solution in
the style of [9].

Definition 1.1. We say that a pair of progressively measurable processes (Y, Z) with
values in R x R? solves the BSDE () with singular terminal condition Y7 = oo if it
satisfies

(i) foral 0 < s <t <T: Y, :Yt—f: ((p—l) Yol —w) dr—f:ZrdWT;

'
(ii) forall 0 <t < T: E [SUpogsgt Y.|? + f(f |Zr|2dr] < 00;
(iii) liminf; ~p Y} = 00, a.s.
We introduce the following spaces of processes. For i = 1,2 and ¢t < T let
MH0,t) = L' (2 x [0,8], P, P® \)

where A\ is the Lebesgue measure and P denotes the o-algebra of (JF;)-progressively
measurable subsets of Q x [0,7]. Throughout we assume that 7 and 7 satisfy the
integrability conditions

(I1) n e M*0,T) and 1/977t € M*0,T),

T
(12) E/ (T — 5)Pv,ds < oo and v € M?(0,t) for all t < T.
0

In our first main result we prove existence of a minimal solution of the BSDE ().

Theorem 1.2. Assume that Conditions (I1) and (12) are satisfied. Then there exists a
minimal solution (Y, Z) of the BSDE ([2) with singular terminal condition Yp = oo.

In the second main result we characterize the value function and the optimal control
in terms of the minimal solution.

Theorem 1.3. Suppose Conditions (I1) and (12), and let (Y, Z) be the minimal solution
of @). Then

v = Yol¢?

and the optimal control is given by
t q—1
Y
x; = exp —/ <—) ds |,
0 Ns

The following deterministic example illustrates that a violation of the integrability
condition 1/ € M1(0,T) may lead to a minimization problem where no optimal
control exists.

for all t € [0,T].



Example 1.4. Let T =1, 9, = (1 —t)? for some 3 >0, =0 and p = q=2. Then
we have 1/n?' € L'([0,T]) if and only if B < 1. In this case Theorem [1.3 yields that
z, = (1—1)'7 is an optimal control. In the case B > 1 consider the control x; = (1—1)®
for some a > 0. We compute

1 1
J(z) = / naldt = a2/ (1 —t)% P24,
0 0

Since > 1> 1— 2« the integral is finite and has the value

a2

T 2a+p/-1

J(x)

Taking the limit o \, 0 yields v = 0, but there exists no control in Ay attaining this
value.

Remark 1.5. If p = 1, then the control problem also does not possess an optimal
control in Ay (except for some simple cases). For p = 1 the right formulation of the
problem would be to allow for singular controls; and consequently the description of
optimal controls would require different methods.

We prove Theorem [L.2 in Section 2] (see Theorem 2.2)) and Theorem [[.3]in Section [3]
(see Theorem [3.2). Before tackling the proofs we provide a heuristic derivation of the
BSDE (2).

Heuristic derivation of the BSDE

Throughout this section we assume & > 0. First we show that in this case we can
restrict attention to non-increasing non-negative controls. To this end we denote the set
of controls in Ay with non-increasing sample paths by Dy.

Lemma 1.6. Fvery control x € Ay can be modified to a control x € Dy such that
J(x) > J(z). In particular, we have v = inf,cp, J(z).

Proof. Let x € Ay and define its running minimum cut off at zero by x, = ming<s<; x5 V0.

Notice that z is absolutely continuous since z, = fot T3l{y,=z yds. Hence z € Dy. Observe
that || < |4|, and therefore we have F [fOT nt|j:t|pdt} > F [fOT nt\zt|pdt]. Since z < x
on 2 x [0, 7] it follows that E [fOT fyt\:ct|pdt] > F [fOT %\gt\pdt]. Thus, we obtain J(z) >
J(z). O

The next result, a maximum principle, provides a sufficient condition for optimality
in (). We remark that we use it only for the heuristic derivation of the BSDE (2). The
rigorous verification in Section [3] will be performed via a penalization.

Proposition 1.7 (Maximum principle). Assume that x € Dy and that M; = pny|@¢|P~ +
P[5 vsal~'ds is a martingale with E[M2] < co. Then x is optimal in (5).



Proof. Let g(2) = |z|P and x € Dy such that M; = pn|a|P~? +pf0t*ysx§_1ds is a
martingale with F[M2] < oo. Let y € Dy and introduce 6; = x; — y;. Then 6 satisfies
6y = O = 0 a.s. Furthermore, since x and y are non-increasing it follows that 6 is

bounded: |6;] < 2|€]. Since @ < 0 on Q x [0,T] we have ¢'(i;) = —pl|a|P~!. The
convexity of g implies for all ¢ € [0, 7]

9(&) = 9(9e) < g'(20) (&0 — B).
Thus, by integration by parts we obtain

T T T t
| st —gina < [ ugayan - [ ( / msxf;lds—Mt) a6,
0 0 0 0
T T
= / Qtht_/ Veg' (21)0dt.
0 0

Since 6 is bounded and M is a martingale with E[M2] < oo it follows that the integral
process fo 0,dM; is a martingale starting in 0. In particular, it vanishes in expectation.
Using again the convexity of ¢ yields for ¢ € [0, T]

9(we) — 9() < g' () (@ — 1)

Taking expectations implies optimality of x:

B[ [ wtota) — stonar) < 5| [ wonar] < -] [ utota) - st

O

Remark 1.8. Observe that the previous two results hold in a more general framework
than the one under consideration here. We can replace y — |y|? by any convex function
which attains its minimum at y = 0.

We next observe that the relative control rate r; = z—i of an optimal control = € Ajq
is independent of the current state z;. To this end fix t < T and & > & > 0. Assume

that (x )t<s<T is an optimal control to close the p081t10n &1 in the perlod [t,T]. Then

the homogeneity of y + |y[P implies that the control z? = gj xl, s € [t,T], is optimal
to close the position §2 in the period [t,T]. In particular the relative control rates at
time ¢ coincide 511 5 Hence, an optimal control can be represented in feedback form
T; = ryxy, where r; is the relative control rate, which does nqot1 depend on x;. We denote

Y
i3
Y and make the ansatz that an optimal control x is of the form

)

with o = 1. The solution of this pathwise ordinary differential equation is given by

by ¢ the Holder conjugate of p and rewrite r; as r, = — for some semi-martingale

Ty =€ fg(g_;)“‘lds. (7)



Proposition [[L7] shows that = € Ay is optimal if the process pn|z|P~! +p fo vswP~tds is
a martingale. Since (F;) is a Brownian filtration this is equivalent to the existence of a
predictable process ¢ such that

d('l’]|lt'|p_1)t + j/tl'f_ldt = ¢tth'

Using the equality n;|z¢[P~! = Yia¥ ~! and applying the integration by parts formula to
the product YzP~! we obtain

dn|zP~Y, + vl = 2P7NAY; + (p— V)Yl Pdry 4yl dt

_ p—1 Ytq
=z} ay, — ( (p — 1)77(1_1 — v | dt ).
¢

Setting Z; = <;5t/3:f—1 we see that Y satisfies the BSDE

q

Y,
dy, = <(p — 1)?7 L — %) dt + Z;dW,. (8)

q—
t

In view of Equation (7)) the singular terminal condition Y7 = oo is necessary to ensure
that 7 = 0. In Theorem we show that this condition is indeed sufficient.

2 Construction of a BSDE solution with singular
terminal condition

In this section we construct a solution of the BSDE (2]) with singular terminal condition.
To this end we first show existence of solutions to BSDEs with cut off drivers and finite
deterministic terminal condition L > 0. In a second step we let L tend to infinity and
obtain a solution with a singular terminal condition. We show that this particular solu-
tion is the minimal solution of (§). We remark that the second step of our construction
bears similarities with the existence proof conducted by Popier in [9] resp. [10].

Let us clarify some terminology concerning BSDEs. The pair consisting of the driver
and the terminal condition of a BSDE will be referred to as its parameters. Given a
solution (Y, Z) of a BSDE, we call the first component Y the solution process and the
second component Z the martingale component.

2.1 Approximation
Consider the BSDE

dy}t = <(p —1) (Y@lq — (1 A L)) dt + ZEaw,, (9)

ni

with terminal condition Y* = L.



Proposition 2.1. Assume that n € M?(0,T) and nql_l € M0,T). Then there exists a

solution (YL, Z%) to @) with ZL € M?(0,T). For every t € [0,T] the random variable
YL is bounded from below and above as follows

(T i t)pE {/tT(”s + (T — s)P,)ds

1
— <Y< (1+T)LA
1 T 1 p
(e + B [ sl 7))

Proof. Let f(t,y) = —(p — 1)713—31 + (7 A L) denote the driver of the BSDE ([@). Define

fot,y) = —(p — 1)# + (7 A L) for § > 0. Being decreasing in y, bounded in w,

the driver (w,t,y) — f°(t,y vV 0) - which does not depend on z - satisfies all conditions
of Theorem 2.2. in [7]. Hence, for every L > 0 there exists a solution (Y%L, Z%L) to the

BSDE with parameters (f°(t,y V 0), L). Moreover, any such solution satisfies

f} (10)

T

E [ sup |V,h? +/ (Zf’L)th} < 00. (11)
0<t<T 0

For L = 0 the solution is given by (Y9 Z°%) = (0,0). The comparison theorem [7,

Theorem 2.4] implies that Y is nonnegative and, hence, Y% is also a solution to the

BSDE with parameters (f°, L).

We can also derive an upper bound for Y'** by appealing to the comparison theorem.
Note that we have f°(t,y) < L for y > 0. This implies

voE<(1+T)L (12)

for all ¢ € [0, T7.

We obtain a solution of the BSDE (@) by letting § converge to zero. Indeed, the
mapping § — f? is increasing, which implies that YouF < Y%L if §; < §,. In particular
we can define Y* as the decreasing limit of Y% as § \, 0. For the convergence of the

control process Z%%, let (0n)n>0 be a sequence with d,, \, 0 as n — oco. Fix n > m.
Then we have YL < Yoml Forall 0 <t < T Itd’s formula leads to

T
/ (Zgn,L _ ng’L)st _ (Yoén,L _ YO(Sm’L)Q
0
T
— 2/ (Ysén,L N Ysém,L)(Zgn,L . Zf’”’L)dWS (13)
0
T
b2 [ IR0, i) — (5, YO ds
0
Estimates (II]) and (I2)) imply

T
. U (Yl = Yoy (Z0h — Z0mh)aW,| = 0,
0



By monotonicity of fo» and estimate (IZ) we have

(VIE V) ([ (5, Y] = o (3, Y0 E)
< (V= VIR (P (5, V) — (5, Y )

1 1
— _ Om,, L _ On, L on,L\q _
A ) ((ns Vo)t (nsV 5m)q‘1)

s 1 - 1
B (N5 V 0p) T (s V Oy )0

for all s € [0,7] and a constant C' > 0. Taking expectations in Equation (I3]) yields

g On,L Om,L\2 ’ 1 1
mny _ msy < _ .
| [ -aropa] <en| [ (G - mosym) )

The sequence <W>n>0 converges in M(0,T) to nq%l as n — oo. This implies

that (Z°),>0 is a Cauchy sequence in M?2(0,T) and converges to Z= € M2(0,T). In
particular the random variable ftT ZomLdW, converges to ftT ZEdW, in L?(Q) as n — oo.
We obtain almost sure convergence by passing to a subsequence. Taking the limit n — oo

m

T Y5n,L q T
Yt =L—(p- 1)/ T )_1dr—/ Zr AW,
¢ (M V0n)d t

and using estimate (I2) yields that (Y%, ZL) satisfies almost surely the BSDE
t )

T
YE=L—(p— 1)/ ?7‘;’1 dr—/ ZEaw,.
t t

We proceed by deriving the upper and lower bound in (I0). We first estimate Y%
against a linear BSDE with driver

Y 7 Vo
ty)=— .
9(t.y) gl il

By using the inequality
(p =1y’ = pa"'y +a? >0,

which holds for all y > 0,a > 0, one can show that f(t,y) < g(t,y) (take a = (n; V
§)(T —t)7P/9). Let € > 0 and denote by W¢ the solution process of the BSDE on [0, T — €]
with parameters (g, Yrﬁi). By the solution formula for linear BSDEs we have

T—
¢ Ve

U= E Ty YF / (20 4 ) as|F

=t [ () i),



where

t p
P T—1
F — — = _ .

The comparison theorem implies

1 T—e
V<= B v [ v - spaE] G
t

for all t € [0, T] and € > 0. By letting € | 0 we obtain with dominated convergence

vt s [ [ v+ 1 - alz).

By letting d | 0 we obtain the upper bound in (I0).
In order to derive the lower estimate, let V; = 7 +FE [ ftT Wdzs ‘.7-}] , and observe
that there exists a process Z € M?(0,T) such that

1
AV, = ——dt + Z,dW,.
R PRV T

Notice that 7 < V; < k 1= i+ + 5. Next let U, = # With Ito’s formula one
can show that there exists Z € M?(0,T) such that

dUt — —h(t, Uta Zt)dt + thVVt,
where

(uAL)Y 1 p 22

M) === VG R T ap—Tuv (1)

Note that h(t,u,z) < fo(t,u). Since Up = L = Y%, the comparison theorem for
quadratic BSDEs (see e.g. Theorem 2.6 in [4]) implies that U, < Yf’L. Finally, by
letting 9 | 0, we obtain the lower estimate in (I0).

U

2.2 Existence of solutions for BSDEs with singular terminal
condition

First we establish the convergence of (Y, Z%) from Proposition 2] to a pair (Y, Z)
which is a solution to the BSDE (8) with singular terminal condition Y7 = oo in the
sense of Definition 11

10



Theorem 2.2. Assume (I1) and (12) hold true. Let (Y, Z%) be the solution to () from
Proposition [21. Then there exists a process (Y, Z) such that for every 0 <t < T the
random variable Y, converges a.s. to Y; and Z* converges in M?(0,t) to Z as L — oco.
The limit process (Y, Z) is a solution to the BSDE (Rl) with singular terminal condition
Yr = 00. Moreover, for every t € [0,T] the random variable Y; is almost surely positive:

1
(B[ sl 7))

Proof. The proof is partly a generalization of the arguments in [9] to our setting. Ap-
pealing to the comparison theorem [7, Theorem 2.4] yields that Y* < YN if N > L
(Observe that although assumption (ii) of [7, Theorem 2.4] is not satisfied here, the
comparison holds, since the process «; from the proof is non-positive here as well). By
Equation (I0) for fixed ¢ < T the family of random variables (Y%, L > 0) is bounded
from above as follows

Y >

(15)

p—1-

vE <

ST " uT(ns +(T - 8)1’%)618\3] : (16)

Hence, for all ¢ < T we can define Y; as the increasing limit of Y;* as L — oo. Notice
that by Conditions (I1) and (I2) the random variable on the RHS of (I6) is square
integrable. By dominated convergence, therefore, Y, converges to Y; in L?(Q).

Taking the limit L oo in the lower bound for Y* from Inequality (I0) yields that

Y satisfies (I5]). We write F [ftT nq%ldsu-"t} = M,— A, with M, = F [fOT nq%ldsu:t] and

A = 5 nq%lds. Since (F3) is a Brownian filtration the martingale M is continuous. This

implies

T
1
lim £ U —1ds\ft] = lim(M; — A;) = My — Ap = 0.
t /T ¢ nd t /T

Hence, it follows from (I3]) that Y satisfies the singular terminal condition lim inf, »Y; =
00

For the convergence of (Z%) let 0 < s < t < T. Then Ito’s formula implies, for
N,L >0,

t t
(YN _YhR 4 / 2N~ ZMPdr = (YN — Y} -2 / (YN —yE)ZY — Zhaw,
s . S (17)
1 / YN YN YY) — fE Y

Y+ (3 AL) in y yields for 3,5/ > 0

The monotonicity of the driver fL(r,y) = —(p— 1)nq

=y )Nry) = A ry) < w—y) (N y) = fAry) = (=) (3w AN — 5 A L),

11



and hence
t t
Y=y [ 12 - 2 < (7 - vi2 -2 [N - vz - zhaw,
s . § (18)
2 [ (0= YE 0 AN =3 ALY
Since Y2 and Y¥ are bounded and Z%, ZV¥ € M?(0,T), we have
t
B| [0 -vi - zhaw| <o
Then estimate (I8) implies

B[ [ 1z - zipar] < B lop —veyez [0 - vie AN - nar] 09

and for a constant Cy

E{sup (SQN—YSLV] < B[N -Y"?+CF \// — Y2 ZN — ZF|2dr
0<s<t

v26 | [0 -y 00N = A L], (20)

where we used the Burkholder-Davis-Gundy inequality. From Young’s inequality we
derive

t
\/ / CYER|ZN — ZEdr| < E | sup \YSN—YSH\/ / 2N — ZL2dr
0<s<t 0

< —E[sup(y YL)]+01 U |1ZN — ZL\er],
401 0<s<t

which implies, together with (20) and (19,

1B s 0 | < camo - vy

0<s<t
t
+2C,F U YN —~YE) (. AN =, A L)dr} :
0

where Cy = 1 + C%?. Again with Young’s inequality we get

E U;MV —Y) (% AN =3 A L>dr]

t 2
(/ |’YrAN—fyr/\L\d7’)].
0

< —F|sup (Y -YH)? + C.F
— 40, ngt( )] ?

12



Finally we arrive at
t
Blsw v -vh2| < a0 -vErs AN —sapae). @
0<s<t 0

for a constant C5 > 0. The RHS of (2I]) converges to zero as N, L — oo. In particular,
Inequality (1) implies that (Z) is a Cauchy sequence in M?(0,t) and converges to Z €
M?(0,t) for every ¢t < T. Moreover, Inequality (ZI) yields that E [supgc,, Y] < oc.
Finally, taking the limit L 7 oo in

L L ! (YL)q ! L
Yo=Y — (p—1) o dr— [ Z dW,

implies that Y satisfies () for every 0 < s <t < T. O

Proposition 2.3. The solution obtained in Theorem [2.3 is minimal: If (Y', Z') is an-
other nonnegative solution of (8) with singular terminal condition Yr = oo, then Y, > Y;
a.s. for allt € [0,T].

Proof. The proof is an adaptation of [10, Theorem 7] to our setting.

Fix L > 0 and let (Y1, ZL) denote the solution of (@) with terminal condition Y% = L.
Let (Y’,Z") be a nonnegative solution of () in the sense of Definition [l Set A; =
Y/ -YL Ty =27 — ZF and

p— 1Y) — (V1)
=< gitt Y =YE

0, else.

it i (Y] = V) #0

Note that a is nonnegative. For every ¢ < T the process (A, ') solves the linear BSDE
dA, = [asAg — (4 — L)T]ds + T'ydW,

on [0, t] with terminal condition A; = Y/ — Y;X. Hence, by Lemma {10 in the Appendix
the solution A admits the explicit representation

t
A, =F {Ate_ Js adr +/ e fsumdr(% - L)+du|]:s] )

s

Since Y is nonnegative and Y* < (1+T)L by Proposition 2.1], we have A; > —(1+T)L.
Thus Ase~J: @4 is bounded from below by —(1+4T)L and we can apply Fatou’s lemma
to obtain

t
Y!—Yr = A, =liminf E |Awe foord [ e Serdr(y — L)*dul| F,
5 5 t T <

> F {limiante_f:“*dW}_g} > 0.
t ST

Finally, taking the limit L " oo yields the claim. O
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3 Optimal Controls

In this section we first consider a variant of the minimization problem (), where we omit
the constraint 7 = 0 in the set of admissible controls but penalize any nonzero terminal
state by L|zr|P. We show that optimal controls for this unconstrained minimization
problem admit a representation in terms of the solutions Y% from Proposition 2.1 We
then use this result to derive an optimal control for (H).

Throughout this section we assume (I1) and (I2) without further mentioning it.

3.1 Penalization

In this section we consider the unconstrained minimization problem
T
ol = 11613 JE(z) = iI€1£E {/ (me|de|” + (¢ A L)|ze|P)dt + Lar|? (22)
x xT 0

for some L > 0, where we take the infimum over A, the set of all progressively measurable
processes x : 2 x [0, 7] — R with absolutely continuous sample paths starting in zo = .
Next, we show how to obtain a minimizing control for ([22)) from the solution Y'* to ({@).

Proposition 3.1. Let (YL, ZL) be the solution to () from Proposition[21. Then

L\9-1
Y,
5 ) ds

s

is optimal in [22) and we have v* = Y |¢|P.

Proof. To simplify notation we assume £ = 1 and set yZ = v, A L. Let g(z) = |2|P and
M, = pY(aly=" + p [ vF(xL)P~1dt. Applying the integration by parts formula to M
results in
dM; = p(x)'7'dY, + plp — V)Y (2 )P day + ) (af )P~ dt
= plzby=tzEaw,.
Since x is bounded and Z* € M?(0,T), the process M is a martingale. Let z € A and

introduce §; = xF — x;. Then 0 satisfies §y = 0. Similar considerations as in Lemma

imply that we can assume that x is pathwise non-increasing and hence |6;] < 2.

Furthermore, we have 7,9/ (iF) = —pn|al|P~! = —pYF(2L)P~1. The convexity of g¢

implies for all ¢ € [0, T]

g(#y) = g(e) < g'(@7) (@7 — ).

Thus, it follows from integration by parts

T T T t
[ wtataty~geonte < [ ngabrin = [ [intarias - an) a
0 0 0 0

T T
= —Lgl(:p%)QT + / Qtht — / ’}/tLgl(l’t)etdt
0 0

14



Since M is a square integrable martingale, we obtain F [ fOT Qtht} = 0. Using convexity

of g once more, we obtain

g(xy) — g(ze) < g'(2) (zy — ).

This implies optimality of z*:
B[ [ oty ~g@na) < -8 [rhor+ [ tgeonal
< & [Lteh —gter)+ [ tlotet) - steoa]

It remains to verify the identity v* = Y. To this end we apply the integration by parts
formula to the process Y ()P to obtain

AY (@), = ((Yt " b+ ,W)p) dt + (eHP ZEW,,

q—1
M

Moreover we have

Thus we obtain

T
Ve | [l oflatial = s = ot

3.2 The constrained case

We now turn to the constrained case and prove Theorem [[L3l For the reader’s conve-
nience we restate the theorem here.

Theorem 3.2. Let (Y, Z) be the minimal solution to (8) with singular terminal con-

dition Ypr = oo from Theorem [2.2.  Then v = Yy|&|P; moreover the control x; =
q—1

& exp (— fot <YS> ds) belongs to Ay and is optimal in ([B).

s

Proof. To simplify notation assume that £ = 1. As in the proof of Proposition B.1] we
introduce M; = pY;af iy fot vs22~1dt. Performing integration by parts yields

dM, = 7' Z,dW,.

15



Hence, M is a nonnegative local martingale on [0,7") and in particular a nonnegative
super-martingale. Thus it converges almost surely in R as ¢ / T. Since Y satisfies the
terminal condition liminf; -7 Y; = co we have that

—1
My —p [ yartds ) a1
OSxt:< e =P o sy s) S(—Mt) — 0

pY; pY;

a.s. for t ~T. It follows that x € A,.
Next we apply the integration by parts formula to the process Y P to obtain

d(YfL'p)t = — ('f}t|i‘t|p + ’thf) dt + :L‘thth

Since Z € M?(0,t) and |x;] < 1 we can deduce for t < T
¢ ¢
Yo=F [ / (sl ]” + wsx%:)ds} + E[Yal] > B / (nsls]? + 7oal)ds| -

0 0

Taking the limit ¢ /T and appealing to monotone convergence theorem yields

Yo > E UOT (mss[? +%x§)d8} = J(z). (23)

Next, note that for every T € Ay we have J(z) > JX(Z). This implies v > v’ for
every L > 0. By Proposition B we have Y = v*. Minimality of ¥ implies Y, =
limy, oo Y = limy, oo v% < v. Consequently we obtain with Equation (23)

Yo > J(x) 2 v >
and thus optimality of x. O

Remark 3.3. The solution Y from Theorem 2.2]does not only lead to optimal controls in
the case where the liquidation period begins at time ¢t = 0 and the initial position position
is equal to g = 1 but also for general initial states. Let z € Ay denote the optimal
control from Theorem For a general initial position £ € R the homogeneity of z —

|z|P implies that the process ¢ — &x; minimizes the functional £ [ fOT (e|Ze|P + il |P) dt}
over all progressively measurable processes T with absolutely continuous paths starting
in 2o and ending in 0. The value of this minimization problem is then given by Yj|xo|P.
If liquidation starts at an arbitrary time ¢t < 7" the minimization problem reads

T
V, = inf B V (sl [P + 75| Eo[P) ds
t

-Ft:|7

where the infimum is taken over all progressively measurable processes T starting in a
Fi-measurable random variable ¢ and ending in 0. In this case the optimal control is

given by
s Y. q—1
T, = exp —/ (—r) dr
t \Tr

and the value is equal to V; = Y;|¢|P.
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In the next proposition we state an integrability condition that allows to identify the
minimal solution of (§)).

Proposition 3.4. Let (Y, Z) be a nonnegative solution of (8) with singular terminal

Ns
and assume that xP=17Z € M?(0,T). Then'Y is the minimal solution of (8.

q—1
condition Yr = oo. Let xy = exp (— fot (L) ds) denote the associated position path

Proof. Let Y™ denote the minimal solution of (). Without loss of generality we only
consider the point in time ¢ = 0 and show that Yy = Y. For general t < T we refer
to Remark B3] which shows that Y™ is the value of the liquidation problem starting in
time t. We proceed as in the proof of Theorem Let M; = pY}x?*l + pfot vsxPLdt.
Then we obtain by integration by parts

th = l’?il thWt .

Hence, M is a nonnegative true martingale with E[M2] < oo and converges a.s. in R as
t /' T. Since Y satisfies the terminal condition lim inf, »Y; = oo we have that z, — 0
as t A/ T. Consequently, z € Ay and Lemma [L.7 implies optimality of z. Again an
application of the integration by parts formula yields

d(YI’p)t = ('I’]t|j7t|p + ’}/tl'f)dt + fotth

By assumption the process ¢t — fot ¥ Z,dW; is a true martingale. Moreover we have
lim; ~r Y;af = 0 and hence Theorem implies Yy = J(z) = v = Yo O

4 Processes with uncorrelated multiplicative increments

In this section we study the special case of the control problem (&) where v = 0 and 7
has uncorrelated multiplicative increments. We first give a rigorous definition of what
the latter means.

We say that a positive, progressively measurable process n has uncorrelated multi-

plicative increments if F [%U—"S} =F [%} for all s <t < T. We show that it is precisely

this class of processes which leads to deterministic optimal controls for the minimization
problem (@) (with v = 0). Moreover we show that if 7 is a martingale, then it is optimal
to close the position at a constant rate.

Observe that any process n where % is independent of F; for s <t < T has uncorre-
lated multiplicative increments. The converse does not hold true.

In the next lemma we give an equivalent characterization of processes with uncorre-
lated multiplicative increments.

Lemma 4.1. A positive, progressively measurable process n has uncorrelated multiplica-

tive increments if and only if the process ( E’E;t] is a martingale. Any such process
t<T

satisfies E [%] = g:;j foralls <t<T.
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Proof. Let n have uncorrelated multiplicative increments. We first show that for s <

t < T any such 7 satisfies F [%} = % Indeed, we have

S

Eln]=E [mE [% J-"H — E[n,)E [ﬂ .

Next let M, = Lm for t <T. For s <t < T the process M satisfies

Bl
f% =k E[Qﬁ::AL.

1 1
EIM|F) = ——Ep|F) = —— [@ns

Eln] Elm]  Lns Elm]  Lns
For the converse direction, let M, = % be a martingale for ¢ < T'. Then we have for
s<t<T
Eln]

Elm| Fs] = Eln E[My| Fs) = En | M, = %7)3-

Thus the random variable £ [%\Fs] is deterministic, which implies F [%U:s} =F [ﬂ} :

Ns

U

Lemma [ Tlimplies that any positive martingale has uncorrelated multiplicative incre-
ments. Further examples are provided by the following class of diffusions.

Example 4.2. Let n be a diffusion with linear drift, i.e. n solves
dy = p(t)nedt + o (L, 1) dWr,

where the drift p is a deterministic function of time and the stochastic volatility o :
[0, T]xRxQ — Ry is such that t — o(t,n) € M?>(0,T). Then the process nexp(— [, p(r)dr)
is a martingale, and hence we have E [n;|Fs] = ns exp(ﬁu(’r)d’r). This implies that the
random variable K [%U—}} s determanistic. Therefore n has uncorrelated multiplicative

merements.

We first show that if the optimal control from Theorem is deterministic, then the
process 7 has necessarily uncorrelated multiplicative increments.

Proposition 4.3. Let n be positive, progressively measurable and such thatn € M?*(0,T),
1/ni=t € MY0,T). Assume that the optimal control x € Aqy from Theorem [3.3 is de-
terministic. Then n has uncorrelated multiplicative increments.

q—1
Proof. The optimal control from Theorem satisfies ©; = — (%) x; where Y is
the minimal solution of () with singular terminal condition Y7 = co. Since z is deter-

Y:

qg—1
m) is deterministic as well.

ministic it follows that the nonnegative process o = <
Furthermore Y satisfies the linear BSDE

dY; = (p — VaYidt + ZdW,

18



and hence Lemma [4.T0 implies for s <t < T

717]3 — }/TS — E [}/Qeffst(pfl)ardr‘.rs] — ai)ile* fst(pfl)ardTE [nt‘Fs] .

Consequently, the random variable E [Z—t}]:s} is deterministic for all s < ¢t < T and
hence n has uncorrelated multiplicative increments. O

We next show that the converse of Proposition holds true as well: If  has uncor-
related multiplicative increments, then there exists an deterministic optimal control for

@).

Proposition 4.4. Assume that n has uncorrelated multiplicative increments and satisfies
the integrability assumptions (I1) and ny € L*(Q). Then

1

T p—1
(ft TRvAE dS)

is the minimal solution to ([§) with singular terminal condition. The deterministic control

B 1 T p
U sy Bt

fo ElnsJa—t

Y, =

is optimal in ([B). In particular the optimal control rate is inversely proportional to
B[],

Proof. First note that we have by Jensen’s inequality

/ SR N !
e gds = (1 — 1
o Bl R (ft Ens|F] ds)

This implies that Y is bounded from above as follows

1 T
YV, < ——F sd . 24
< | el 2
Next we use the fact from Lemma [Tl that Ens|F| = mFE [%} = g% for s >t to
rewrite Y as
1
}/;f Mt 1
=)
where the process M denotes the martingale M; = [ T Moreover, we have by assump-

tion E[M2] = E[n2]/E[nr]?> < oo. Hence, M is a square integrable martingale. Let
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¢ € M?(0,T) denote the integrand from its martingale representation. Then we obtain,
by integration by parts,

1 M, o
ay, = (p—-1) dt + —dW,
Elnplet (T _ 1 P T p—1
(I ) (ST )
Y;q
= (p— 1) q—ldt_'_thWt’
t
with

Zt . ¢t (25)

_ .
(" prters)

Hence, we have Z € M?(0,t) for every t < T. An application of the Burkholder-Davis-
Gundy inequality as in the proof of Theorem in combination with Inequality (24])
yields E[supy«,; Y] < oo for all ¢t < T. Hence, (Y, Z) is a solution to (§) with singular
terminal condition Yy = oc.

The associated path x satisfies

try. q—1 t 1
Ty = exp —/ (_8) ds| = exp —/ A ds
0 Ts 0 E[T]S]q_lﬁ Wd?"

1 |
= 7 / — ds.
fo ds Jt E[m’]q

ElnsJa—t

In particular it follows from (25) that 2#~'Z € M?(0,T) and hence Proposition B.4]
yields that Y is the minimal solution of (). Theorem then implies optimality of
T. U

If  is monotone in expectation, then we obtain the following result about the path
of the optimal control.

Corollary 4.5. Let n satisfy the assumptions of Proposition [{.4 If the mapping t —
E[n] is nondecreasing (nonincreasing), then the optimal control x € Aqy from Proposition
is a convex (concave) function of time.

Proof. The optimal control rate from Proposition [£.4] is given by &; = % with

B
c= fOT st. In particular ¢ — &; is nondecreasing (nonincreasing) if ¢ — E[n,] is

nondecreasing (nonincreasing). O
Proposition [4.4] includes the case where 7 is a martingale as a special case.

Corollary 4.6. Let n be a positive martingale satisfying 1/n7t € MY(0,T) and nr €

L*(Q). ThenY; = (T:Zﬁ solves the BSDE (8]) with singular terminal condition Yr = oo
¢

and the control with constant control rate v, = 1 — % is optimal in (&l).
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Proof. The process 1? is a submartingale and hence E[n?] < E[nZ] for all ¢ < T', which
implies that n € M?(0,T). Moreover, Lemma [£1] yields that n has uncorrelated multi-
plicative increments. Hence, all assumptions of Proposition [4.4] are satisfied which yields
the claim. O

Another special case of Proposition .4 is the case where 7 is a deterministic function
of time.

Corollary 4.7. Assume that n is deterministic and satisfies 1/n?~' € L*([0,T]), n €
L*([0,T]) and nr < oo. Then

p—1

1
Yi=| —
C\U s

qg—1
solves () with singular terminal condition Yr = oo and the control

T 1
——T dS
ft nd!

— (26)
foT ,ﬂ%ld‘s

Ty =

is optimal in (0.

Remark 4.8. The results about the optimal control in Corollary and Corollary [4.7]
hold also true under weaker assumptions on the process 1. In the martingale case it
suffices to assume that 7 is a positive martingale with E[n%] < oo. Then Proposition [T
directly implies that the control with constant rate is optimal. In the deterministic case it
is straightforward to show that under the integrability condition 1/n?~! € L'([0,T]) the
function n|#[P~! is constant for the control x from Equation (26). Then again Proposition
[L7 implies optimality of x.

A particular example for a process with uncorrelated multiplicative increments is the
geometric Brownian motion.

Example 4.9. Assume that n evolves according to a geometric Brownian motion
dne = pnedt + onedWs
with drift p € R, volatility o > 0 and initial value ng > 0. In this case

M _ (1= ) =) +o (W)
UE

for s <t <T and hence n has uncorrelated multiplicative increments. Moreover we have
E[n| Fa] = nse=2) and n satisfies the integrability conditions n € M*(0,T), E[n < ]
and ftT st < 00. In the case = 0 the price impact process n is a martingale and
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Corollary[£.0] yields that linear closure is optimal in (Bl). In the case pu # 0 Proposition
implies that a solution of (§) is given by

Mt
(1 — e~mla=D(T-0)P~!

Y, = p(qg — 1P

and that the optimal control for (Bl) satisfies

e—tla=1t _ o—p(g—1)T

1 — e—#g-1T

Ty =

Appendix

Here we provide a uniqueness result about linear BSDEs with a driver that is unbounded
from below.

Lemma 4.10. Let (ay)o<i<r and (Bt)o<i<T be progressively measurable processes and &
a Fr-measurable random variable. Assume that o is bounded from above. Any solution
(Y, Z) with Z € M?(0,T) to the linear BSDE

dY; = (s + By) dt + Z,dW,
with Yr = & admits the representation
T T s
Y,=F [feft asds +/ ele O‘“duﬁsds|.7:t] )
t

Proof. Let (Y, Z) be a solution. Set

t
pr=Yiehiewtoy [ eli ety as
0

Then by integration by parts we obtain
ngt = e‘fg astthWt.

Since « is bounded from above and Z € M?(0,T) the integrand belongs to M?(0,T) as
well. Therefore ¢ is a martingale and consequently

T
ot = ElprlF] = E [fefo s | / o audwsds\ft] |
0

which yields the claim. O
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