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We consider a stochastic control problem for a class of nonlinear ker-
nels. More precisely, our problem of interest consists in the optimization,
over a set of possibly nondominated probability measures, of solutions of
backward stochastic differential equations (BSDEs). Since BSDEs are non-
linear generalizations of the traditional (linear) expectations, this problem can
be understood as stochastic control of a family of nonlinear expectations, or
equivalently of nonlinear kernels. Our first main contribution is to prove a dy-
namic programming principle for this control problem in an abstract setting,
which we then use to provide a semimartingale characterization of the value
function. We next explore several applications of our results. We first obtain a
wellposedness result for second order BSDEs (as introduced in Soner, Touzi
and Zhang [Probab. Theory Related Fields 153 (2012) 149-190]) which does
not require any regularity assumption on the terminal condition and the gen-
erator. Then we prove a nonlinear optional decomposition in a robust setting,
extending recent results of Nutz [Stochastic Process. Appl. 125 (2015) 4543~
4555], which we then use to obtain a super-hedging duality in uncertain, in-
complete and nonlinear financial markets. Finally, we relate, under additional
regularity assumptions, the value function to a viscosity solution of an appro-
priate path—dependent partial differential equation (PPDE).
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1. Introduction. The dynamic programming principle (DPP for short) has
been a major tool in the control theory, since the latter took off in the 1970s. In-
formally speaking, this principle simply states that a global optimization problem
can be split into a series of local optimization problems. Although such a princi-
ple is extremely intuitive, its rigorous justification has proved to be a surprisingly
difficult issue. Hence, for stochastic control problems, the dynamic programming
principle is generally based on the stability of the controls with respect to condi-
tioning and concatenation, together with a measurable selection argument, which
roughly speaking, allow to prove the measurability of the associated value func-
tion, as well as constructing almost optimal controls through “pasting”. This is
exactly the approach followed by Bertsekas and Shreve [6], and Dellacherie [24]
for discrete time stochastic control problems. In continuous time, a comprehen-
sive study of the dynamic programming principle remained more elusive. Thus,
El Karoui, in [33], established the dynamic programming principle for the optimal
stopping problem in a continuous time setting, using crucially the strong stability
properties of stopping times, as well as the fact that the measurable selection ar-
gument can be avoided in this context, since an essential supremum over stopping
times can be approximated by a supremum over a countable family of random vari-
ables. Later, for general controlled Markov processes (in continuous time) prob-
lems, El Karoui, Huu Nguyen and Jeanblanc [35] provided a framework to derive
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the dynamic programming principle using the measurable selection theorem, by
interpreting the controls as probability measures on the canonical trajectory space
(see, e.g., Theorems 6.2, 6.3 and 6.4 of [35]). Another commonly used approach to
derive the DPP was to bypass the measurable selection argument by proving, under
additional assumptions, a priori regularity of the value function. This was the strat-
egy adopted, among others, by Fleming and Soner [42], and in the so-called weak
DPP of Bouchard and Touzi [14], which has then been extended by Bouchard and
Nutz [9, 11] and Bouchard, Moreau and Nutz [8] to optimal control problems with
state constraints as well as to differential games (see also Dumitrescu, Quenez and
Sulem [29] for a combined stopping-control problem on BSDEs). One of the main
motivations of this weak DPP is that it is generally enough to characterize the value
function as a viscosity solution of the associated Hamilton—Jacobi—Bellman partial
differential equation (PDE). Let us also mention the so-called stochastic Perron’s
method, which has been developed by Bayraktar and Sirbu (see, e.g., [4, 5]), which
allows for Markov problems to obtain the viscosity solution characterization of the
value function without using the DPP, and then to prove the latter a posteriori. Re-
cently, motivated by the emerging theory of robust finance, Nutz et al. [65, 71] gave
a framework, which allowed to prove the dynamic programming principle for sub-
linear expectations (or equivalently a non-Markovian stochastic control problem),
where the essential arguments are close to those in [35], though the presentation is
more modern, pedagogic and accessible. The problem in continuous-time has also
been studied by El Karoui and Tan [40, 41], in a more general context than the
previous references, but still based on the same arguments as in [35] and [65].

However, all the above works consider only what needs to be qualified as the
sublinear case. Indeed, the control problems considered consists generically in the
maximization of a family of expectations over the set of controls. Nonetheless, so-
called nonlinear expectations on a given probability space (that is to say operators
acting on random variables which preserve all the properties of expectations but
linearity) have now a long history, be it from the capacity theory, used in economics
to axiomatize preferences of economic agents which do not satisfy the usual ax-
iom’s of von Neumann and Morgenstern, or from the seminal g-expectations (or
BSDEj5) introduced by Peng [74]. Before pursuing, let us just recall that in the sim-
ple setting of a probability space carrying a Brownian motion W, with its (com-
pleted) natural filtration F, finding the solution of a BSDE with generator g and
terminal condition £ € F7 amounts to finding a pair of F-progressively measurable
processes (Y, Z) such that

T T
Yt:g‘—/t gS(YS,ZS)ds—/t Z,-dW,,  te[0,T], as.

This theory is particularly attractive from the point of view of stochastic control,
since it is constructed to be filtration (or time) consistent, that is to say that its
conditional version satisfies a tower property similar to that of linear expectations,
which is itself a kind of dynamic programming principle. Furthermore, it has been
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proved by Coquet et al. [18] that essentially all filtration consistent nonlinear ex-
pectations satisfying appropriate domination properties could be represented with
BSDEs (we refer the reader to [49] and [17] for more recent extensions of this re-
sult). Our first contribution in this paper, in Section 2, is therefore to generalize the
measurable selection argument to derive the dynamic programming principle in the
context of optimal stochastic control of nonlinear expectations (or kernels), which
can be represented by BSDEs (which as mentioned above is not such a stringent
assumption). We emphasize that such an extension is certainly not straightforward.
Indeed, in the context of linear expectations, there is a very well established the-
ory studying how the measurability properties of a given map are impacted by its
integration with respect to a so-called stochastic kernel (roughly speaking, one can
see this as a regular version of a conditional expectation in our context; see, for
instance, [6], Chapter 7). For instance, integrating a Borel map with respect to a
Borel stochastic kernel preserves the Borel measurability. However, in the context
of BSDEs, one has to integrate with respect to nonlinear stochastic kernels, for
which, as far as we know, no such theory of measurability exists. Moreover, we
also obtain a semimartingale decomposition for the value function of our control
problem. This is the objective of Section 3.

Let us now explain where our motivation for studying this problem stems from.
The problem of studying a controlled system of BSDE:s is not new. For instance,
it was shown by El Karoui and Quenez [38, 39] and Hamadene and Lepeltier [46]
(see also [37] and the references therein) that a stochastic control problem with
control on the drift only could be represented via a controlled family of BSDEs
(which can actually be itself represented by a unique BSDE with convex genera-
tor). More recently, motivated by obtaining probabilistic representations for fully
nonlinear PDEs, Soner, Touzi and Zhang [84, 85] (see also the earlier works [15]
and [83]) introduced a notion of second-order BSDEs (2BSDEs for short), whose
solutions could actually be written as a supremum, over a family of nondomi-
nated probability measures (unlike in [39] where the family is dominated), of stan-
dard BSDEs. Therefore, the 2BSDEs fall precisely in the class of problem that
we want to study, that is, stochastic control of nonlinear kernels. The authors of
[84, 85] managed to obtain the dynamic programming principle, but under very
strong continuity assumptions w.r.t. @ on the terminal condition and the generator
of the BSDEs, and obtained a semimartingale decomposition of the value function
of the corresponding stochastic control problem, which ensured well-posedness
of the associated 2BSDE. Again, these regularity assumptions are made to obtain
the continuity of the value function a priori, which allows to avoid completely the
use of the measurable selection theorem. Since then, the 2BSDE theory has been
extended by allowing more general generators, filtrations and constraints (see [52,
53, 62, 63, 77, 79]), but no progress has been made concerning the regularity as-
sumptions. However, the 2BSDEs (see, for instance, [64]) have proved to provide
a particularly nice framework to study the so-called robust problems in finance,
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which were introduced by [2, 60] and in a more rigorous setting by [26]. How-
ever, the regularity assumptions put strong limitations to the range of the potential
applications of the theory.

We also would like to mention a related theory introduced by Peng [76], and
developed around the notion of G—expectations, which lead to the so-called G-
BSDEs (see [47, 48]). Instead of working on a fixed probability space carrying
different probability measures corresponding to the controls, they work directly on
a so-called sublinear expectation space in which the canonical process already in-
corporates the different measures, without having to refer to a probabilistic setting.
Although their method of proof is different, since they mainly use PDE arguments
to construct a solution in the Markovian case and then a closure argument, the fi-
nal objects are extremely close to 2BSDEs, with similar restrictions in terms of
regularity. Moreover, the PDE approach they use is unlikely to be compatible with
a theory without any regularity, since the PDEs they consider need at the very
least to have a continuous solution. On the other hand, there is more hope for the
probabilistic approach of the 2BSDE:s, since, as shown in [71] in the case of linear
expectations (i.e., when the generator of the BSDE:s is 0), everything can be well
defined by assuming only that the terminal condition is (Borel) measurable.

There is a third theory which shares deep links with 2BSDEs, namely that of vis-
cosity solutions of fully nonlinear path dependent PDEs (PPDEs for short), which
has been introduced recently by Ekren, Keller, Touzi and Zhang [30-32]. Indeed,
they showed that the solution of a 2BSDE, with a generator and a terminal con-
dition uniformly continuous (in ), was nothing else than the viscosity solution
of a particular PPDE, making the previous theory of 2BSDEs a special case of
the theory of PPDEs. The second contribution of our paper is therefore that we
show (a suitable version of) the value function for which we have obtained the dy-
namic programming principle provides a solution to a 2BSDE without requiring
any regularity assumption, a case which cannot be covered by the PPDE theory.
This takes care of the existence problem, while we tackle, as usual, the uniqueness
problem through a priori IL? estimates on the solution, for any p > 1. We empha-
size that in the very general setting that we consider, the classical method of proof
fails (in particular since the filtration we work with is not quasi-left continuous
in general), and the estimates follow from a general result that we prove in our
accompanying paper [13]. In particular, our wellposedness results contains as a
special case the theory of BSDEs, which was not the case neither for the 2BSDEs
of [84], nor the G-BSDE. Moreover, the class of probability measures that we can
consider is much more general than the ones considered in the previous literature,
even allowing for degeneracy of the diffusion coefficient. This is the objective of
Section 4.

The rest of the paper is mainly concerned with applications of the previous the-
ory. First, in Section 5, we use our previous results to obtain a nonlinear and robust
generalization of the so-called optional decomposition for supermartingales (see,
for instance, [39, 56] and the other references given in Section 5 for more details),
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which is new in the literature. This allows us to introduce, under an additional
assumption stating that the family of measures is roughly speaking rich enough, a
new notion of solutions, which we coined saturated 2BSDEs. This new formulation
has the advantage that it allows us to get rid of the orthogonal martingales, which
generically appear in the definition of a 2BSDE (see Definitions 4.1 and 5.2 for
more details). This is particularly important in some applications; see, for instance,
the general principal-agent problem studied in [21]. We then give a duality result
for the robust pricing of contingent claims in nonlinear and incomplete financial
markets. Finally, in Section 6, we recall in our context the link between 2BSDEs
and PPDEs when we work under additional regularity assumptions. Compared to
[31], our result can accommodate degenerate diffusions.

To conclude this Introduction, we really want to insist on the fact that our new
results have much more far-reaching applications, and are not a mere mathemat-
ical extension. Indeed, in the paper [21], the well-posedness theory of 2BSDEs
we have obtained is used crucially to solve general principal-agent problems in
contracting theory, when the agent controls both the drift and the volatility of the
corresponding output process (we refer the reader to the excellent monograph [22]
for more details on contract theory), a problem which could not be treated with the
technics prevailing in the previous literature. Such a result has potential applica-
tions in many fields, ranging from economics (see, for instance, [20, 61]) to energy
management (see [1]).

Notations: Throughout this paper, we fix a constant p > 1. Let N* := N\ {0}
and let R”} be the set of real positive numbers. For every d-dimensional vector b

with d € N*, we denote by bl, ..., b? its coordinates and for «, B e R? we denote
by « - 8 the usual inner product, with associated norm || - ||, which we simplify
to | - | when d is equal to 1. We also let 1; be the vector whose coordinates are

all equal to 1. For any (¢, c) € N* x N*, M, .(R) will denote the space of £ x ¢
matyiges with real entries. Elements of the matrix M € M, . will be denoted by
(M"/)1<i<e,1<j<c» and the transpose of M will be denoted by MT. When ¢ =

c, we let My(R) := My ((R). We also identity M, ;(R) and R¢. The identity
matrix in M (R) will be denoted by I,. Let Sgo denote the set of all symmetric
positive semi-definite d x d matrices. We fix a map v : Sgo —> My (R) which
is (Borel) measurable and satisfies ¥ (a)¥ (a)" = a for all a € Sgo, and denote
ar = ¥ (a). Finally, we denote by a® the Moore-Penrose pseudo-inverse of a €

Sgo. In particular, we know that a — a® = limg\o(aTa +68I;) 'aT is Borel
measurable.

2. Stochastic control for a class of nonlinear stochastic kernels.
2.1. Probabilistic framework.

2.1.1. Canonical space. Let d € N*. We denote by Q := C([0, T], R?) the
canonical space of all R4-valued continuous paths w on [0, T'] such that wg =
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0, equipped with the canonical process X, that is, X;(w) := wy, for all w € Q.
Denote by F = (F;)o<:<r the canonical filtration generated by X, and by F, =
(FiHo<r<r the right limit of F with 7" := ., F; for all # € [0, T) and F; :=
Fr. We equip © with the uniform convergence norm ||@||oc := SUpy<;<7 ll@; ||, so
that the Borel o -field of 2 coincides with Fr. Let Py denote the Wiener measure
on  under which X is a Brownian motion.

Let M denote the collection of all probability measures on (€2, F7). Notice that
M is a Polish space equipped with the weak convergence topology. We denote by
B its Borel o-field. Then for any P € M, denote by ]-"t[ED the completed o-field
of F; under P. Denote also the completed filtration by FF = (ﬂp)te[o,T] and FE
the right limit of F*, so that FE satisfies the usual conditions. Moreover, for P C
M, we introduce the universally completed filtration FV .= (ftU)nggT, FP .=
(EP)OSIST’ and FP* .= (.7:,P+)05;5T, defined as follows:

FU=N FE,  FP=NFE  reloT]
PeM; PeP

Frt=FrL, tel0,T), and Fr':=FF.

We also introduce an enlarged canonical space Q := Q x Q’, where Q' is identi-
cal to €2. By abuse of notation, we denote by (X, B) its canonical process, that is,
Xi(®) := oy, Bi(®) := w] for all ® := (v, ') € Q, by F = (F;)o<t<r the canoni-
cal filtration generated by (X, B), and by FX = (.Ttx)ogfr the filtration generated
by X. Similarly, we denote the corresponding right-continuous filtrations by Fi{

and I, , and the augmented filtration by Ff’[? and F]i, given a probability measure
Pon Q.

2.1.2. Semimartingale measures. We say that a probability measure P on
(82, Fr) is a semimartingale measure if X is a semimartingale under P. Then on
the canonical space €2, there is some F-progressively measurable nondecreasing
process (see, e.g., Karandikar [51]), denoted by (X) = ({X);)o</<7, Which co-
incides with the quadratic variation of X under each semimartingale measure P.
Denote further

PO (X)r — (X)i—¢
a; :=limsup —.
e\0 &

For every t € [0, T], let P,W denote the collection of all probability measures P on
(2, Fr) such that:

e (Xg)sepr.1) 18 a (P, IF)-semimartingale admitting the canonical decomposition
(see, e.g., [50], Theorem 1.4.18)

R
XSZ/ bPdr+ X, selr, T]Pas.,
t
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where b¥ is a FF-predictable R?-valued process, and X¢¥ is the continuous
local martingale part of X under PP.
o ((X)s)serr, 1] 1s absolutely continuous in s with respect to the Lebesgue measure,

and a takes values in Sjo, P-a.s.

Given a random variable or process A defined on €2, we can naturally define its
extension on 2 (which, abusing notation slightly, we still denote by A) by

(2.1) M@) = AMw), Vo = (w, o) € Q.

In particular, the process @ can be extended on Q. Given a probability measure
Pe th, we define a probability measure P on the enlarged canonical space Q by
P:=P® Py, so that X in (Q, Fr,P, F) is a semimartingale with the same triplet
of characteristics as X in (2, Fr,P,IF), B is a F-Brownian motion, and X is
independent of B. Then for every P € PV, there is some R¢-valued, F-Brownian
motion W = (WrP),SrSS such that (see, e.g., Theorem 4.5.2 of [87])

S s —
2.2) XS:/ bf’dwr/ al2aw?,  selr.T) Pas.,
t t

where we extend the definition of ¥ and @ on € as in (2.1), and where we recall
that @!/2 has been defined in Notation above.

Notice that when Zirl /2 is nondegenerate P-a.s., for all r € [¢, T], we can con-
struct the Brownian motion WY on € as follows:

t
WP :=/0 a12axe?,  1e[0,T], P-as.,

and do not need to consider the above enlarged space equipped with an indepen-
dent Brownian motion to construct W .

REMARK 2.1 (On the choice of @'/2). The measurable map a —> al’? is
fixed throughout the paper. A first choice is to take a'/? as the unique nonnegative
symmetric square root of a (see, e.g., Lemma 5.2.1 of [87]). One can also use the
Cholesky decomposition to obtain a'/? as a lower triangular matrix. Finally, when
d =m + n for m,n € N*, and @ has the specific structure of Remark 2.2 below,
one can take a'/? in the following way:

T

(oo o 12_(o O
2.3) a_<GT In> and a _<In 0), for some o € M, 5.

2.1.3. Conditioning and concatenation of probability measures. We also re-
call that for every probability measure P on 2 and F-stopping time t taking
value in [0, T'], there exists a family of regular conditional probability distribution
(r.c.p.d. for short) (P}) e (see, e.g., Stroock and Varadhan [87]), satisfying:

(i) Forevery w € @, [P} is a probability measure on (£2, Fr).
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(ii) Forevery E € Fr, the mapping w — P} (E) is F;-measurable.

(iii) The family (P}),cq is a version of the conditional probability measure of
P on F7, that is, for every integrable Fr-measurable random variable & we have
EP (€| F; 1(w) = EPo[£), for P-ae. w € 2.

(iv) For every w € @, P} (Q2¥) =1, where Q¥ :={w € Q : &(s) = w(s),0 <
s <t(w)}.

Furthermore, given some P and a family (Qy)epeq such that w —> Q,, is F;-
measurable and Q,,(R2¥) =1 for all w € 2, one can then define a concatenated
probability measure P ®; Q. by

P®, Q.[A] := /Q Q.[AIP(dw) VA€ Fr.

2.1.4. Hypotheses. We shall consider a random variable £ : 2 — R and a
generator function

fit,@,y,2,a,b) €0, T x 2xRxR! x §7° x R — R.
Define for simplicity
f?(y»z) :=f(sax‘/\55yvz9aSsb£P) and f:ﬂm,o ::f(S,X./\S,O,O,Zl\S,bLP).

Moreover, we are given a family (P(f, ®))1,0)e[0,T1xx Of sets of probability mea-
sures on (2, Fr), where P(t, w) C PtW for all (¢, w) € [0, T] x 2. Denote also
Pr :=Upeq P(t, w). We make the following assumption on &, f and the family

(P(t, w))(1,0)€0,T]x Q-

ASSUMPTION 2.1. (i) The random variable & is Fr-measurable, the generator
function f is jointly Borel measurable and such that for every (¢, w, y,y’, z, 7/,
a,b)e[O,T]xQxRxRx]Rdedngode

|[f(t,w,y,z,a,b) — f(t,w,y,7,a,b)| <C(ly—y|+|z—7

).

and for every fixed (y,z,a,b), the map (t,w) —> f(t,w,y,z,a,b) is F-
progressively measurable.
(i) For the fixed constant p > 1, one has, for every (¢, w) € [0, T'] x €2,

T
(2.4) sup EP[|5|P +/ | £(5, X.ns, O, O,ﬁs,bfﬂpds} < 4o00.
PeP(t,w) t

(iii) For every (¢, w) € [0, T'] x €2, one has P(t, w) = P(t, w.o;) and P(Q) =1
whenever P € P(¢, ). The graph [[P]] of P, defined by [[P]] :={(¢,w,P): P e
P(t, w)}, is upper semi-analytic in [0, T'] x € x M.

(iv) P is stable under conditioning, that is, for every (¢, w) € [0, T] x €2 and
every P € P(t, w) together with an [F-stopping time t taking values in [¢, T'], there
is a family of r.c.p.d. (Pw)weg such that P, € P(t(w), w), for P-a.e. w € Q.
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(v) P is stable under concatenation, that is, for every (¢, w) € [0, T] x 2 and
P € P(t, ) together with a F-stopping time 7 taking values in [¢, T'], let (Qu)weg
be a family of probability measures such that Q,, € P(t(w), w) for all w € Q and
w — Q,, is F;-measurable, then the concatenated probability measure P ®, Q. €

P(t, w).
We notice that for t =0, we have Py := P (0, w) for any w € Q.

2.2. Spaces and norms. We now give the spaces and norms which will be
needed in the rest of the paper. Fix some ¢t € [0, T] and some w € 2. In what
follows, X := (X;):<s<r Will denote an arbitrary filtration on (€2, F7), and P an
arbitrary element in P(¢, w). Denote also by Xp the P-augmented filtration asso-
ciated to X:

e For p>1, L}, (X) (resp., L, (X,P)) denotes the space of all Xr-

measurable scalar random variable £ with

1617, = sup E[|§1P]<+oo  (resp. €1l o, :=E[1517] < +00).
Lo PeP(t,w) 1,0

° Hf »(X) (resp., Hf (X, P)) denotes the space of all X-predictable R?-valued
processes Z, which are defined @y ds-a.e. on [¢, T'], with

g T2, \2
1ZI”, = sup EPK/ |@\?" z| ds) j|<+oo
Hio  pep,w) t y

P B[ ([T mmT oy 125\
(resp., 1ZIgp ) =E [(f |@"%) " Z| ds) ]<+oo>-

° Mﬁ » (X, P) denotes the space of all (X, P)-optional martingales M with
P-a.s. cadlag paths on [¢, T'], with M; =0, P-a.s., and
M2, = EP[[M]f] < +00.
My, (P)
Furthermore, we will say that a family (M P)]}De'p([’w) belongs to Mff o(XP)Per(r,0))
if, for any P € P(t, w), M* € MY ,(Xp, P) and

sup | MPHM&(P) < +o00.
PeP(t,w) ’
. ]If X, P) (resp., ]If”f; (X, P)) denotes the space of all X-predictable (resp. X-
optional) processes K with P-a.s. cadlag and nondecreasing paths on [z, T'], with
K; =0, P-a.s., and

||K||£,,w® =EF[Kf] <400  (resp. ||K||£,,£(P) =EF[KP] < +00).
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Similarly we will say that a family (K P)Pep(hw) belongs to ]Iff o (XP)Pep(t,w)
(resp., I D (Xp)pep(r.w))) if, for any P € P(t, w), K¥ € IF ,(Xp, P) (resp. K¥ €
170 (Xp,P)) and

sup | KP“JI,%(P) < 400 (resp. sup || K lor ey < -|—oo),
PeP(t,w) ’ PeP(t,w) ,

° Df” »X) (resp., }D)fj’ »(X, P)) denotes the space of all X-progressively measur-
able R-valued processes Y with P(¢, w)-q.s. (resp., P-a.s.) cadlag paths on [¢, T'],
with

1Yl = sup EF[ sup |¥|] < +oo
Lo PeP(t,w) t<s<T

(resp. ||Y||]]l;>{fw(IP) = EPLSS?ET |Ys|p] < +oo).

e Foreach & e Ltl’w(X) and s € [t, T'], denote

EPoR[g]:= esssup” EF[£]4]
P'eP; o (s,P,X)
where P; (s, P, X) := {P' € P(t,w), P’ =P on X;}.
Then we define for each p >k > 1,

L7 (X) = {& € LT, (X), 1§ | px < +o00},

where

P . »
6= sup E¥fessup(EE e 61
Lo PeP(t,w) t<s<T

]

e Similarly, given a probability measure P and a filtration X on the enlarged
canonical space Q, we denote the corresponding spaces by Df (X, P), Hf , (X, P),
M/, (X, P), ... Furthermore, when ¢ = 0, there is no longer any dependence on w,
since wo = 0, so that we simplify the notation by suppressing the w-dependence
and write IHI(‘;7 (X), Hg (X, P), ... Similar notation are used on the enlarged canoni-
cal space.

2.3. Control on a class of nonlinear stochastic kernels and the dynamic pro-

gramming principle. For every (¢, w) € [0, T] x Q2 and P € P(¢, w), we consider
the following BSDE:

T
Vs =§ —/ Fr Xonr Ve, @) 2,3, bF) dr

T P T
—</ Zr-dXﬁ’P> - / dM,, P-ass.,
s S

(2.5)
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where ( fST Z - de’[FD)IED denotes the stochastic integrable of Z w.r.t. X <P under
the probability P. Following El Karoui and Huang [34], we define a solution
to BSDE (2.5) as a triple O, ZF, M) e 7y € DF,(FE, P) x HY ,(FL, P) x
Mf’, w(]FP,IP)) satisfying the equality (2.5) under P (well- posedness 1S a conse-
quence of Lemma 2.2 below). We then define, for every (¢, w) € [0, T] x 2,
(2.6) V(w):= sup EF[YF].

PeP(t,w)
Our first main result is the following dynamic programming principle.

THEOREM 2.1.  Suppose that Assumption 2.1 holds true. Then for all (1, w) €
[0, T] x Q, one has Y,(w) = Y, (w;1.), and (t, w) — V() is B0, T]) ® Fr-
universally measurable. Moreover, for all (t, w) € [0, T] x Q and F-stopping time
T taking values in [t, T], we have

V()= sup EF[VF(z, 0],

PeP(t, )

where yt (t, y,) is obtained from the solution to the following BSDE with terminal
time t and terminal condition y,, verifying for any t € [0, 7], P-a.s.:

T
Y, = yr—/ F(5: Xonss Vs, @72) T 25,3, bF) dis

t

T . P T
—</ Zs-dX§’P> - ["am,,
t t

where ([} Z; -de’P)]P denotes the stochastic integral of Z w.r.t. X under prob-
ability P.

2.7)

REMARK 2.2. Insome contexts, the sets P (¢, w) are defined as the collections
of probability measures induced by a family of controlled diffusion processes. For
example, let C; (resp., C2) denote the canonical space of all continuous paths !
in C([0, T1,R") (resp., »* in C([0, T],R™)) such that w} = 0 (resp., wj = 0),
with canonical process B, canonical filtration F!, and let Py be the corresponding
Wiener measure. Let U be a Polish space, (u,0) : [0,T] x C; x U — R" x
M, be the coefficient functions. Then given (z, a)l) € [0, T] x Cq, we denote by
J(t, w") the collection of all terms

= (QF, F* P F" = (F) 120 W, (V) 120- X%,

where (Q%, F¢, P F%) is a filtered probability space, W* is a F*-Brownian mo-
tion, v* is a U-valued F*-predictable process and X“ solves the SDE (under some
appropriate additional conditions on u and o), with initial condition X¥ = a)sl for
all s € [0, 7],

N
X?‘:wtl—i—/ (r, X3, v dr—i—f (r, X3, vY)dWE,
t

s €t, T], P*-as.



STOCHASTIC CONTROL FOR NONLINEAR KERNELS 563

In this case, one can let d = m + n so that Q = C; x C, and define P(¢, w)
for = (w',w?) as the collection of all probability measures induced by
(XY, B yeg(t.01)-

Then, with the choice of @!/2 as in (2.3), one can recover o from it directly,
which may be useful for some applications. Moreover, notice that P(¢, w) depends
only on (¢, wh) for w = (0!, @?), then the value j)\, (w) in (2.6) depends also only
on (¢, w!).

2.4. Proof of Theorem 2.1.

2.4.1. An equivalent formulation on enlarged canonical space. 'We would like
formulate the BSDE (2.5) on the enlarged canonical space in an equivalent way.
Remember that Q := Q x Q' and for a probability measure IP on Q, we define P :=
P ® Py. Then a P-null event on 2 becomes a P-null event on  if it is considered
in the enlarged space. Let 7 : Q x Q' —> Q be the projection operator defined by
T(w, @) :=w, for any (0, ®') € Q.

LEMMA 2.1.  Let A € Q be a subset in Q. Then saying that A is a P-null set
is equivalent to saying that {@ : (@) € A} is a P :=P ® Py-null set.

PROOF. For A C Q, denote A :={&: m(®) € A} = A x Q. Then by the defi-
nition of the product measure, it is clear that

P(A)=0 <<= P®Py(A) =0,
which concludes the proof. [

We now consider two BSDEs on the enlarged canonical space, w.r.t. two differ-

ent filtrations. The first one is the following BSDE on (<2, ?)T(, P) w.r.t the filtration

=X,P
F e

v g 5 (AT Z A P
V=5 = [ 0 X T @) B0 ) dr

T P T
—(/ Z,-de’P) —/ dM,,
S N

a solution being a triple @f’, glsp, ﬂgb)se[tj] € Dﬁw(Ff’P, P) x Hf,w(F{’P, P) x
Mf’ w(FfP, PP) satisfying (2.8). Notice that in the enlargement, the Brownian mo-

tion B is independent of X, so that the above BSDE (2.8) is equivalent to BSDE
(2.5) (see Lemma 2.2 below for a precise statement and justification).

(2.8)
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We thell introduce a second BSDE on the enlarged space (€2, Fr.P), wrt. the
filtration F

~ T - -
Vo=6X0 = [ £ X @) Z )

T _ P T
- (/ z .a}/deF> —f A,
) R
a solutlon being a triple (yJP’ ZIP> M;F)se[,,r] € Dﬁw(Fﬁ,@) X Hfiw(ﬁ;,@) X
z,w(F+a P) satisfying (2.9).

2.9)

LEMMA 2.2. Let(t,w) €[0,T] x Q,Pe P(t,w) and P :=P Q Py, then each
of the three BSDEs (2.5), (2.8) and (2 9) / has a unique solution, denoted respec-

tively by (Y, Z2, M), (Y, Z, M) and Y, Z, M). Moreover, their solution coincide
in the sense that there is some functional

W= (WY, w2 M) [, T]x Q@ — R x RY xR,

such that WY and WM are F+-progressively measurable and P-a.s. cadlag, W7 is
F-predic-table, and

Vs = \Ilf, Z. = \Ier, a,dr-a.e.on[t,s],
M, = \IISM, forall s € [t,T], P-a.s.,
V=V, =vY(X), Z,=Z =vXX), Gdraeonlt,s],
My =M, =wM(x),
foralls € t,T], P-a.s.

PROOF. (i) The existence and uniqueness of a solution to (2.9) is a classical
result; we can, for example, refer to Theorem 4.1 of [13]. Then it is enough to show
that the three BSDEs share the same solution in the sense given in the statement.
Without loss of generality, we assume in the following t = 0.

(ii) We next show that (2.8) and (2.9) admit the same solution in (<2, I—'P ,P).
Notice that a solution to (2.8) is clearly a solution to (2.9) by (2.2). We then show
that a solution to (2.9) is also a solution to (2.8).

— —=X,P . . . .
Let¢ : Q2 —> Rbea F;" -measurable random variable, which admits a unique
martingale representation

_ T T
(2.10) ;=EP[§]+/ Zg-dXsc’P—i-/ M,
0 0

. =xP . . .
w.r.t. the filtration I, . Since B is independent of X in the enlarged space, and
since X admits the same semimartingale triplet of characteristics in both space,
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the above representation (2.10) w.r.t. F_{’P is the same as the one w.r.t. ﬁi, which
are all unique up to a P-evanescent set. Remember now that the solution of BSDE
(2.9) is actually obtained as an iteration of the above martingale representation
(see, e.g., Section 2.4.2 below). Therefore, a solution to (2.9) is clearly a solution
to (2.8).

(iii) We now show that a solution V, Z, M) to (2.8) induces a solution to (2.5).

Notice that ) and M are Ff’P—Optional, and Z is Fi’P-predictable, then (see, e.g.,
Lemma 2.4 of [85] and Theorem IV.78 and Remark IV.74 of [25]) there exists
functional (\I/ lI/ U ) [0,T]x € — R x R4 >< R such that \I/ and \IJ are

F —progresswely measurable and P-a.s. cadlag, ¥ s TN -predictable and )); =
\Ilt V2= \Il and/\/lt_\llt ,forall 7 € [0, T], P-a.s. Define

(@), ¥ ), ¥ ) == (T (©,0), ¥ ©,0), " @,0),
where 0 denotes the path taking value O for all ¢ € [0, T'].

Since (WY WZ WM) are Fx—progressively measurable, the functions (WYO

—Z,
v O, ) are then F-progressively measurable, and it is easy to see that they

provide a version of a solution to (2.5) in (Q, Fx, P).

(iv) Finally, let (), Z, M) be a solution to (2.5), then there is a function
(WY, wZ wMy .10, T] x @ — R x R? x R such that ¥ and WM are F+-
progresswely measurable and P-a.s. cadlag, WZ is F- -predictable, and ), = WV,
Z = \IJ and M, = WM forallr [0, T], P-as. Since P:=P ® Py, it is easy to
see that (\IJY vz, \IfM ) is the required functional in the lemma. [

The main interest of Lemma 2.2 is that it allows us, when studying the BSDE
(2.5), to equivalently work with the BSDE (2.9), in which the Brownian motion
WP appears explicitly. This will be particularly important for us when using lin-
earization arguments. Indeed, in such type of arguments, one usually introduce a
new probability measure equivalent to IP. But if we use formulation (2.5), then one
must make the inverse of @ appear explicitly in the Radon—Nykodym density of
the new probability measure. Since such an inverse is not always defined in our
setting, we therefore take advantage of the enlarged space formulation to bypass
this problem.

2.4.2. An iterative construction of the solution to BSDE (2.5). In preparation
of the proof of the dynamic programming principle for control problem in Theo-
rem 2.1, let us first recall the classical construction of the )¥ part of the solution
to the BSDE (2.5) under some probability IP € P(¢, w) using Picard’s iteration. Let
us first define for any m > 0

E"i=E Am)V (—m),
Mt w,y,z,a,b):=(ft,w,y,z,a,b) Am) Vv (—m).
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(1) First, let yf”’o’m =0and ZF’O”” =0, forall s €[z, T].
(i) Given a family of I -progressively measurable processes Q/F’”"",
ZF’n’m)se[t’T], we let

. T
gt g e [T g 3P @ 2P
(2.11) g
a,. bF) dr’]-"s], P-a.s.

n+1l.m

(iii) Let Y+ be a right-continuous modification of ?P defined by
(2.12) YEntLm . lim supylrp’nﬂ’m, P-a.s.
Q>ors

(iv) Notice that YP"*1.™ s a semimartingale under P. Let (YT 7+1m x)F
be the predictable quadratic covariation of the process ¥+ and X under P.
Define

P.n+1,m X P _ P,n+1,m X P
(2.13) Z;P’”H’m =a? (lim sup W Xy = . >s_€>.
Q2¢l0 &

(v) Notice that the sequence (yﬂ”’"’m)nzo is a Cauchy sequence for the norm

T 2 T
I, 2)|? ;:EP[/O e‘“IYslzds} +EP[/O e"‘s||(2is1/2)TZs||2ds]

for o large enough. Indeed, this is a consequence of the classical estimates for
BSDEs, for which we refer to Section 4 of [13].> Then by taking some suitable
subsequence (nf’m)kz 1, we can define

2

P . P,
Yo" i=limsup Yy " *
k— o0

m

(vi) Finally, we can again use the estimates given in [13] (see again Section 4)
to show that the sequence (yP”m)mzo is a Cauchy sequence in Dg (FI_PL, IP), so that
by taking once more a suitable subsequence (mf) k>1, we can define the solution
to the BSDE as

P
(2.14) VP = limsup ;"¢

k— o0

SNotice here that the results of [13] apply for BSDEs of the form (2.9) in the enlarged space.
However, by Lemma 2.2, this implies the same convergence result in the original space.
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2.4.3. On the measurability issues of the iteration. Here, we show that the
iteration in Section 2.4.2 can be taken in a measurable way w.r.t. the reference
probability measure P, which allows us to use the measurable selection theorem to
derive the dynamic programming principle.

LEMMA 2.3. Let P be a measurable set in M, (P, w,t) —> H}P(a)) be a
measurable function such that for all P € P, HY is right-continuous, F -adapted
and a (P, FE)-semimartingale. Then there is a measurable function (P, »,t) —>
(H )Z]P(a)) such that for all P € P, (H )P is right-continuous, F -adapted and IF]?L-
predictable, and

(H )P is the predictable quadratic variation of the semimartingale H P under P.

PROOF. (i) For every n > 1, we define the following sequence of random
times:

7" (@) =0, e,

2.15) {7 w) =inf{r > 1" (),

H (@) = H, (@) 227"} AT,

weQ,i>0.

We notice that the rip’" are all F -stopping times since the H" are right-continuous
and F -adapted. We then define

(2.16) [H] (@) :=limsup Y (H%, (@) —H%, (@)

T
n—-+00 i>0 i+1

It is clear that (P, w,?) —> [HY];(w) is a measurable function, and for all
P € P, [H"] is nondecreasing, F -adapted and Fﬁ—optional. Then it follows by
Karandikar [51] that [HF] coincides with the quadratic variation of the semi-
martingale H® under P. Moreover, by taking its right limit over rational time in-
stants, we can choose [H'] to be right continuous.

(i1) Finally, using Proposition 5.1 of Neufeld and Nutz [66], we can then con-
struct a process (H )?(a)) satisfying the required conditions. [J

Notice that the construction above can also be carried out for the predictable
quadratic covariation (H™!, H"2)F by defining it through the polarization iden-
tity

1
(217) <HP’1, HP,Z)P = Z«HP’I + H]Rz)]P) _ (HP,I _ HP’2>P),
for all measurable functions Htp’l(a)) and Htp’z(a)) satisfying the conditions in
Lemma 2.3. We now show that the iteration in Section 2.4.2 can be taken in a
measurable way w.r.t. P, which provides a key step for the proof of Theorem 2.1.
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LEMMA 2.4. Let m,n > 0 be fixed, (s, 0, P) —> (V5" (w), ZE"™ () be
a measurable map such that for every P € P;, Y'"™™ is right-continuous, F.y-
adapted and Fﬁ-optional, ZPnm s B -adapted and Fﬁ-predictable. Then we
can choose a measurable map (s, w, P) —> (y?*”’m(a)), ZED M (w)) such that for
every P e P;, YPrtm s right-continuous, F-adapted and FI_PL—optional, and
ZPntlm s R adapted and F]_};i-predictable.

PROOF. (i) First, using Lemma 3.1 of Neufeld and Nutz [66], there is a ver-
sion of (V' """} defined by (2.11), such that (P, w) —> Y. " T is B @ F,-
measurable for every s € [¢, T'].

(i1) Next, we notice that the measurability is not lost by taking the limit along

. . ~P,n+1, .-
a countable sequence. Then with the above version of () n m), it is clear that

the family (y}f’ n+1Lm () defined by (2.12) is measurable in (s, @, P), and for all
P e P;, YPr+1lm is F, -adapted and Fﬁ—optional.

(iii) Then using Lemma 2.3 as well as the definition of the quadratic covariation
in (2.17), it follows that there is a measurable function:

(s, 0, P) — (Y0 XV (),

such that for every P € P;, (VP x)\P is right—continuous, F-adapted and
coincides with the predictable quadratic covariation of Y¥"+1 and X under P.

(iv) Finally, with the above version of ((Y""+1m Xx)P) it is clear that the
family (Z;P> n+Lm (4))) defined by (2.13) is measurable in (s, w, P) and for every
Pe P, ZPrtlm is F -adapted and IF]_PL—predictable. U

LEMMA 2.5. For every P € Py, there is a right—continuous, F]i-martingale
MErFLm bethogonal to X under P, such that P-a.s.

T
Y = g — / F s Xonss Vo @) T2 a, b7 ds
t

(2.18)
T T P
_[ dM;P,n—l-l,m _ (/t ZF,n—I—l,m _dXsC,IP’) )

. , . . . —Pu+tl, .
PROOF. Using Doob’s upcrossing inequality, the limit lim, |5 V), ntdm exists
PP-almost surely, for every P € P;. In other words, Y+ is version of the right-

. . . . . ~P.n+1, . .
continuous modification of the semimartingale ) e Using the martingale
representation, it follows that there is a right-continuous, I_Pl;—martingale MPntLm

orthogonal to X under P, and an FE -predictable process ZPntlm guch that

T
P,n+1, ~ T ~
pretm—gn (1 s X, YER @) 250 5, 08 ds
t

r P T ZP P F
—/ dMgmrm (/ ZBntlm g ) :
t t
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In particular, ZF" 1.7 satisfies
t -~
(YPntlm xeP) / a,ZPnrlmgs  Pas
0

Besides, by the definition of ZP.ntlm in (2.13), one has

;=

t t PR
/ a, zPmrlm gg = (YFntlm xePy — / a Zintlmas P,
0 0
It follows that

t —~
[ @) gk - ZRetm 2 as
0

t ~ —~
:/0 (ZF,n—I—l,m o ZE”,n-{—l,m)Tas (ZiP’,n-i-l,m o ZE,P’”—H’m)dS =0, P-as.
Hence, (2.18) holds true. [

LEMMA 2.6. There are families of subsequences (l;f’m,k > 1) and (m?,
. . P, " mfP
i > 1) such that the limit ygf"(w) = lim; _s o0 limg_s 00 Vs MM oxists forall s €

[¢, T1, P-almost surely, for every P € Py, and (s, w, P) —> ){lp(w) is a measurable
function. Moreover, Y provides a solution to the BSDE (2.5) for every P € P,.

PROOF. By the conditions in (2.4), Qrnm ZP*””")”E 1 provides a Picard it-
eration under the (P, 8)-norm, for 8 > 0 large enough (see, e.g., Section 4 of
[13]%), defined by

lpliE 5 :=EF| sup_ePlg,I].
t<s<T
Hence, Y™ converges (under the (P, 8)-norm) to some process V'™ as n —>
o0, which solves the BSDE (2.5) with the truncated terminal condition £” and
truncated generator f”'. Moreover, by the estimates in Section 4 of [13] (see
again Footnote 6), (ylp’m)m21 is a Cauchy sequence in Df’, w(FIi, P). Then using
Lemma 3.2 of [66], we can find two families of subsequences (nf’m, k>1,PePy)
and (m?, i > 1, P € Py) satisfying the required properties. [

2.4.4. End of the Proof of Theorem 2.1. Now we can complete the proof of
the dynamic programming in Theorem 2.1. Let us first provide a tower property
for the BSDE (2.5).

6Again, we remind the reader that one should first apply the result of [13] to the corresponding
Picard iteration of (2.9) in the enlarged space and then use Lemma 2.2 to go back to the original
space.
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LEMMA 2.7. Let (t,w) €[0,T] x Q, P € P(t,w), T be an F-stopping time
taking values in [t, T'] and ¥, 2P MP) be a solution to the BSDE (2.5) under P.
Then one has

VIT.6) =Y (. V) =YV (. EF[VE|F]),  P-as.

PROOF. (i) Given a solution (M¥, ZF, M) to the BSDE (2.5) under P w.r.t
the filtration IE‘]_PL = (]-';P 1 )r<s<T, one then has

T
VE =38 = [T 7 X0 VE @) 2 a0 ds

T AP T
—</ ZF-de,’P) —/ dME, P-as.
t t

By taking conditional expectation w.r.t. ]-"? under P, it follows that, P-a.s.,

T
37 =BT+ [ X 0 3 @) T2, ) ds

T P T
- (/ zP. dX?’]P)) —f dM:,
t t
where /W[E) = ]EP[Mgl]:f], and M{ED = MEP when s < 7. By identification, we
deduce that M]ff M]f + EPD/IP |Fz] — 3)? . Moreover, it is clear that MP e
M? (FT | P) and MF is orthogonal to the continuous martingale X under P.

(i1) Let us now consider the BSDE with generator f and terminal condition
IEP[)/? |J-"f ], on [¢, T]. By uniqueness of the solution to BSDE, it follows that

VAT, e) =Y (2. V) =Y (.EF[V{1F7]).,  Pas. 0

PROOF OF THEOREM 2.1. (i) First, by the item (iii) of Assumption 2.1, it
is clear that 37; (w) = 57, (wyp.). Moreover, since (¢, o, P) —> y}P’ (w) is a Borel
measurable map from [0, 7] x € x M to R by Lemma 2.6, and the graph [[P]]
is also a Borel measurable in [0, T] x 2 x M; by Assumption 2.1, it follows
by the measurable selection theorem that (¢, w) —> 37, (w) is B([0,T)) ® Fr-
universally measurable (or more precisely upper semi-analytic; see, for example,
Proposition 7.47 of Bertsekas and Shreve [6] or Theorem III.82 (page 161) of
Dellacherie and Meyer [25].

(i) Now, using the measurable selection argument, the DPP is a direct conse-
quence of the comparison principle and the stability of BSDE (2.5). First, for every
P € P;, we have

VAT.6) =Y (. V) =YV (. E' L)),  Pas.
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It follows by the comparison principle of the BSDE (2.5) (see Lemma A.3 in the
Appendix together with Lemma 2.2) that

Viw):= sup EF[YIT,6)]= sup EF[IF(r, EF[DE1F])]

PeP(t,w) PeP(t,w)

< sup YV (t, o).
PeP(r,w)
Next, for every P € P(¢, w) and ¢ > 0, using the measurable selection theorem
(see, e.g., Proposition 7.50 of [6] or Theorem II1.82 in [25]), one can choose a
family of probability measures (Qf)weq such that w — Qf is F;-measurable,
and for P-a.e. w € Q,

Q% € P(r(w), w) and E&v[Y r(W)(T 6] = Ve W) —&.

We can then define the concatenated probability P° := P ®,; Q° so that, by As-
sumption 2.1(v), P* € P(t, »). Finally, using the stability of the solution to BSDE
(2.5) in Lemma A.1 (together with Lemma 2.2), it follows that

Vi) = EX [V =EX [V (2, 0] = EF ()7 (. EF [VF | 7))
>EF[VF (2, V)] -

for some constant C > 0 independent of &, and hence the other inequality of the
DPP holds true by the arbitrariness of ¢ > 0 as well as that of P € P(¢, w). U

2.4.5. Further discussions. Notice that the essential arguments to prove the
measurability of Y (w) is to construct the solution of the BSDE in a measurable
way with respect to different probabilities. Then the dynamic programming prin-
ciple follows directly from the measurable selection theorem together with the
comparison and stability of the BSDE. This general approach is not limited to
BSDEs with Lipschitz generator. Indeed, the solution of any BSDEs that can be
approximated by a countable sequence of Lipschitz BSDEs inherits directly the
measurability property. More precisely, we have the following proposition which
also applies to specific super-solutions (see Section 2.3 in [37] for a precise defi-
nition) of the BSDEs.

PROPOSITION 2.1. Let Y* be the first component of the (minimal) super-
solution of a BSDE with possibly non-Lipschitz generator. We have:

() If there is a family (Y™™, which corresponds to the first component of a
amily of Lipschitz BSDEs, and a family o subsequence (n? Yik>1 such that, P —>
k

nt ¢ IS (Borel) measurable, and VP = hmk_>OO P ny .Then (s, w,P) —> EPD}P] is
a measurable map, and (t, w) — y, (w) is B([0, T]) ® Fr-universally measur-
able.
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(ii) Furthermore, if the (possibly non-Lipschitz) BSDE for Y* admits the com-
parison principle and the stability result w.r.t. the terminal conditions, then for all
(t,w) €10, T] x Q and F-stopping times t taking value in [t, T], we have

V()= sup EF[YF(z,I0)].

PeP(t,w)

In particular, this result can be applied to BSDEs with linear growth [59], to
BSDEs with general growth in y [73], to quadratic BSDEs [3, 54, 55], to BSDEs
with unbounded horizon [23], to reflected BSDEs [36], to constrained BSDEs [19,
75] (for the point (i) only), etc.

REMARK 2.3. In Assumption 2.1, the terminal condition & : @ — R is as-
sumed to be Borel measurable, which is more restrictive comparing to the results
in the context of controlled diffusion/jump process problems (where & is only
assumed to be upper semi-analytic; see, e.g., [65] or [40]). This Borel measur-
ability condition is however crucial in our BSDE context. For example, when
ft,w,y,z,a,b) = |z|], we know the solution of the BSDE (2.5) is given by
infp_5 EP[£] for some family P of probability measure equivalent to P. However,
as is well known, the upper semi-analytic property is stable by taking supremum
but not by taking infimum.

3. Path regularization of the value function. In this section, we will char-
acterize a cadlag modification of the value function ji\ as a semimartingale under
any [P € Py and give its decomposition. In the next section, we will show that this
cadlag modification of the value function Y is the solution to some second-order
BSDE defined there (see Definition 4.1). First of all, we recall from Theorem 2.1
that we have for any [F-stopping times 7 > o,

3.1) Yow(@) = sup B[V, (. V)]
PeP(o(w),w)

Moreover, we also have

.2 yc(w) (@)= IP’GP?:(IZ)) ) EP@PO [ya(%)))o(r’ yf)]’

where 375(%)0 (T, JZ) is the equivalent of y}f’(w) (T, jﬂ) but defined on the enlarged

space, recall (2.9) and Lemma 2.2.

Let us start with the following technical lemma. Formally, it can be obtained by
simply taking conditional expectations of the corresponding BSDEs. However, this
raises subtle problems about negligible sets and conditional probability measures.
We therefore refer the reader to [16] for the precise details.
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LEMMA 3.1. For any P € Py, for any F-stopping times 0 <o <t <T, we
have

o (w) NPZ((U) QP o~
]EPw ®Py [yo'(a)) O(T, yf)]

— EP®Po DN;(ITP@IP’O (z, j}t) |?a](w, a)/), P ® Py-a.e. on Q,

o (w) PZ (w) o~

E]P)w [yo‘(w) (Tv y‘[)]
=E' iz, yr)|Fa](w), for P-a.e. w € Q.

Let us next remark the following immediate consequences of (3.1) and (3.2):

(33 Yo 2E V)@ V0)].  forany PeP(o(0), w),

B4 Vo 2 EFIEN (@, D], forany P e P(o(w), ).

o (w)

With these inequalities, we can prove a down-crossing inequality for Y, which
ensures that )V admits right- and left-limits outside a Pp-polar set. Recall that

J/C;P(% Z) ::f(s’X-ASsyv Z,a\s’b?)v .}’C;IRO = f(SsX-/\SaOa Ova\s’bf)-

Let J := (t,)neN be a countable family of F-stopping times taking values in [0, T']
such that for any (i, j) € N2, one has either 7, <T1j,0rT; > 7, forevery w € Q. Let
a > b and J, C J be a finite subset (J, ={0 <711 <--- <1, <T}). We denote by
Ds (f, Jy) the number of down-crossings of the process (32,{)1516” from b to a.
We then define

DS(JA), J):= sup{DS(f, Ju) : Jy C J, and J, is a finite set}.

The following lemma follows very closely the related result proved in Lemma A.1
of [12]. However, since Y is not exactly an £ * -supermartingale in their terminol-
ogy, we give a short proof.

LEMMA 3.2. Fix some P € Py and let Assumption 2.1 hold. Denote by L the
Lipschitz constant of the generator f. Then, for all a < b, there exists a probability
measure Q, equivalent to P ® Py, such that

EQ[DS(D. J)]
LT

¢ E@[e”o?o Ab—a)—e T rAab—a)yt +eTVr Ab—a)~
a

bh—
r [T ]
+e /0 {fs (a,0)|ds.

=
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Moreover, outside a Py-polar set, we have

im Y= I V. (), d
re(@ﬁ(ltl:l%"],rw yr (CU) re@ﬂ(ltl,l}],ru yr (a)) an
im Y= 1 .
reQN( Thr 1t aC reQN T V(@)

PROOF. Without loss of generality, we can always suppose that 0 and 7 be-

longto J and b > a =0. Let J, ={r9,71,...,Tu} With O =19 <11 < -+ <
1, = T. We then consider for any i = 1,...,n, and any o € , the following
BSDE in the enlarged space under qu(w) = Ptifl(w) ®Poon [t;_1, 7]
N',Pl—l(‘”) ~ T 1'[71((0) .~ ]P)l 1 (@) = ~"@1i—l(ﬂ))
Ve :=yf,-—/ (FF7 04aiPyte 1gl-@ATE )as
t
T o pli—-1@ i1 (@) T pli-1@
- [ERT arawE T [T
t t
P s,

where A’ and 5’ are the two bounded processes appearing in the linearization of f
[recall Assumption 2.1(i)]. We consider then the linear BSDE, also on the enlarged
space:

—i,Pli- 1(@) A i 1()0 ]P)l 1 (@) Ry i,pft;l(w)
v =Y (!fs |+ 1Y +u @) 25 )ds
T _i’Frl—,l(w) R 7i_1(®) T _i’@ri,l(w)
—f 25T g qwEs ™ [T gt
t t
STi—1(®)
P, -a.s.

It is immediate that

=T _1(w) — . .
—l,IP’I[ 1 71 () ~ Tj i
y‘[iial) — E]Pw L‘L’i yfi efti—l )‘s dS
T fs. }\.i dr Aﬁpfj_[(w) 0 —+
_-/r' 1811_1 ' ‘fsw ' |dS ‘]:Ti—l ’
i—

t ]P” 1 (@)
LZ‘ :g(/ dWS >$ te[‘[i—l’fi]'
Ti—l

By Assumption 2.1(iv), for P-a.e. w € €2, Pg_l(w) € P(1i—1(w), ). Hence, by the
comparison principle for BSDEs, recalled in Lemma A.3 below, and (3.2), it is
clear that

=71 (®) —~ Tj i T S )\.i dr 7 _1(®) —+
EPo [Lri (y,,.effi_lksds_/ o |f?w ’O]ds ‘.7-",1.71
Ti—1

<V ().

where
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But, by the definition of the r.p.c.d., this implies that
—[ - i i T i—10)
E@[yr,-ef’til hyds _ / el /\[rdr|fpr 1
Ti—1

P ® Pp-a.s.,

0|ds“7:'[ 1] Ejzfl',l’

where the probability measure Q is equivalent to P ® Py and defined by

40 o
([ eaw?). retuan
dP@ PO ( - 7’5 Ky e [tl 1 Tl]

Let Ay :=>"" )uf;l[fi_l?ri)(s), then one has that the discrete process (Vz,)o<i<n
defined by

~ 7 Ti s
. Asd Ardr| 7P,0
Ve, i= Yy elo' b S—fo elorrdr| FRO| 4,

is a Q-supermartingale relative to F. Then the control on the down-crossings can
be obtained exactly as in the proof of Lemma A.1 in [12]. Indeed, it is enough to
observe that the original down-crossing inequality for supermartingales (see, e.g.,
[28], page 446) does not require the filtration to satisfy the usual assumptions. We
now prove the second part of the lemma. We define the set

Y i={we st Y.(») has no right- or left-limits along the rationals}.

We claim that % is a Po-polar set. Indeed, suppose that there exists I’ € Py sat-
isfying P(¥) > 0. Then, X is nonempty and for any w € X, the path Y.(w) has,
for example, no right-limit along the rationals at some point ¢ € [0, T]. We can
therefore find two rational numbers a, b such that
lim Y@ <a<b< _lm (o),
reQn(t,T,rt reQN@,Tlrlt

and the number of down-crossings Db (37 J)(w) of the path 37 (w) on the interval
[a, b]is equal to +00. However, the down -crossing inequality proved above shows
that Db (y J) is Q-a.s., and thus P-a.s. (see Lemma 2.1), finite, for any pair (a, b).
This 1mphes a contradiction since we assumed that P(X) > 0. Therefore, outside
the Py-polar set X, Y admits both right- and left-limits along the rationals. [J

We next define, for all (¢, w) € [0, T) x £,

(3.5) Vr:= Iim
reQN@,T1,rlt

and 37; :=Yr. By Lemma 3.2,

5/\,+ = lim 37,, outside a Py-polar set,
reQN(,T1,rit

and we deduce that Yt is cad outside a Po- -polar set. Hence, since for any 7 €
[0, T], y, is by definition F; U+—measurable we deduce that y+ is actually FPo+.
optional. Our next result extends (3.3) to y+
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LEMMA 3.3. Forany0<s <t <T,forany P € Py, we have
VIV Y,  Pas

PROOF. Fix some (s,f,w) € [0, T] x [s, T] x © and some P € Py. Let r,l €
Qns, T, r,} J s and r,% eQnq, 1], r,% J t. By (3.3), we have for any m,n > 1
and]P’eP(r,},a)):

Vi (@) = EF VA (2. 9,2)]-

In particular, thanks to Assumption 2.1(v), for P-a.e. w € 2, we have

(3.6) y1<w>>EP [VF

rn

02,3, D =E° [ (. V)17 @),
where we have used Lemma 3.1. By definition, we have

lim y 1= ys+, P-a.s.

n——+00

Next, we want to show that

B[ O V1P = Y5 0 ). for thenorm -y

n——+00 m

Indeed, we have

(2. 5) — VE 2. ) ).

Then, since yP (r y 2) is cadlag, we know that yP (r y 2) converges, P-a.s.,

to yP(rm, y ) as n goes to +o0o. Moreover, by the estimates of Lemma A.1

(together w1th Lemma 2.2), the quantity in the expectation above is uniformly
bounded in L?(FLT,P) and, therefore, forms a uniformly integrable family by
de la Vallée—Poussin criterion (since p > 1). Therefore, the desired convergence
is a simple consequence of the dominated convergence theorem. Hence, taking a
subsequence if necessary, we have that the right-hand side of (3.6) goes P-a.s. to
yff(r,i, )7% ) as n goes to +00, so that we have

2T, Pas
Next, we have by the dynamic programming for BSDEs
Vs (s V) = V5 (.90
=Y (i Viz) = I3 (s V) + 95 (6,977 0, ) = 95 (6, 7).
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The first difference on the right-hand side converges to 0, IP-a.s., once more thanks
to the estimates of Lemma A.1 (together with Lemma 2.2) and the definition of
Y. As for the second difference, the same estimates show that it is controlled by

B[ = ¥ (. FOINIF],
for some 1 < p < p. This term goes P-a.s. (at least along a subsequence) to 0 as m

goes to +o00 as well by Lemma A.2 (together with Lemma 2.2), which completes
the proof. [J

The next lemma follows the classical proof of the optional sampling theorem
for cadlag supermartingales and extends the previous result to stopping times.

LEMMA 3.4. For any F-stopping times 0 <o <t < T, for any P € Py, we
have
52\; > y}f’(r, j)\j), P-a.s.
In particular Y is cadlag, Po-q.s.

PROOF. Assume first that o takes a finite number of values {¢{,...,?,} and
that 7 is deterministic. Then we have for any P € Py

n n
=Y Voo =2 YV (0. VN omiy =V5 (2. V). Pas.

i=1 i=1
Assume next that both 7 and o take a finite number of values {¢1, ..., t,}. We have
similarly

yP (z, y+ Zyp t,,yt Je=) <Zy+1{r ) y+ P-a.s.

i=1

Then, if o is general, we can always approach it from above by a decreasing se-
quence of Ft-stopping times (0"),>1 taking only a finite number of values. The
above results imply directly that

y o AT = y n/\.[(f, j}\j—), P-a.s.

Then we can use the right-continuity of y+ and yP(r, ?j ) to let n go to +oc and
obtain

37; = yf(f, 37:), P-a.s.

Finally, let us take a general stopping time 7. We once more approach it by a
decreasing sequence of F*-stopping times (t"),>; taking only a finite number of
values. We thus have

VE=VE", V), P-a.s.
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The term on the right-hand side converges (along a subsequence if necessary)
P-as. to yJP’ (7, y+) by Lemma A.2 (together with Lemma 2.2).

It remains to justify that Y+ admits left-limits outside a Po- -polar set. Fix some
P € Py. Following the same arguments as in the proof of Lemma 3.2, we can
show that for some probability measure Q equivalent to P ® Py and some bounded
process A,

t
35 [Tasd Saudu) 7P,0
Vi :ytelo = 0 el u|fs |ds,

is a right-continuous (Q, F )-supermartingale, which is in addition uniformly in-
tegrable under Q since Y and fP 0 are uniformly bounded in LL” (Fr,P®Py), and
thus i 1n L?(Fr,Q) for some 1 < jp < p. Therefore, for any increasing sequence

of FH -stopping times (p,),>0 taking values in [0, T'], the sequence (IE [Vo,Dn=0
is nonincreasing and admits a limit. By Theorem VI-48 and Remark VI- SO(D of
[25], we deduce that V, and thus 37+, admit left-limits outside a @—negligible (and
thus P-negligible by Lemma 2.1) set. Moreover, the above implies that the set

{w e Q: Yt () admits left-limits},
is Pp-polar, which completes the proof. [

Our next result shows that 37+ satisfies the representation formula (4.3). Part of
it requires the following stronger integrability assumption.

ASSUMPTION 3.1. There is some « € (1, p] such that, § € L§“ (F),

T (T %
d)j;"( = sup Ep[essﬂ]}sup( esssup’ EF |:/ | fEO ds‘]-“t{|) i| < +o0.
0

PePy 0<t<T \P'ePy(t,P,Fy)

LEMMA 3.5. For any F-stopping times 0 <o <t <T, forany 0 <t <T,
and for any P € Py, we have

Y, = esssup’ EF[DY (¢, V") F].  P-as.,  and
P'ePy(o,P,F)

37t+= esssupP y}P/(T,g), P-a.s.,
P'ePy(t,P,Fy)

where Po(o, P, IF) is defined in Section 2.2. In particular, if Assumption 3.1 holds,
one has Y+ € D (F70T).

PROOF. We start with the first equality. By definition and Lemma 3.1, for any
P’ € Py(o, P, F) we have

Vo =EV Y (2, V) 7], Pas.
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But since both sides of the inequality are .7-"3 -measurable and P’ coincides with
P on F, (and thus on .7-'(? , by uniqueness of universal completion) the above also
holds P-a.s. We deduce

o~

Y, > esssup’ EF VY (z, V)1 7], P-as.
P'ePo(o,P,F)

Next, notice that by Lemmas 2.6 and 2.7, (f,w,Q) — EQ[th(T, &)] =
EQDJ,Q(I, y;@)] is Borel measurable. As in the proof of Theorem 2.1, it follows by
the measurable selection theorem (see, e.g., Proposition 7.47 of [6]) that for every
e > 0, there is a family of probability measures (Qf)weq such that w — Qf, is
Fs measurable and for P-a.e. w € Q,

Vo) <ES[YI 116 Pas.

Let us now define the concatenated probability P* := P ®, Qf so that P* e
Po(o, P, ), it follows then by Lemma 3.1 that

Y, <E¥ [yjf>£ (7, y?)|fo]+g < esssup’ EP’[yE”(r, yf,)l}"g]—l-s, P-a.s.
P'ePy(0,P,F)

We hence complete the proof of the first equality by arbitrariness of ¢ > 0.
Let us now prove the second equality. Let r,l eQnN(,T], r,l | t. By the first
part of the proof, we have

Vo= esssup’ EFVE(T.6)|F.].  Pas
P ePy(rl,P,F) 8

Since for every n € N, Po(r,l, P, F) C Po(t,P,Fy), we deduce as above that for
any ' € Py(t, P, F1) and for n large enough

Yy zEF V(T 9IF, ] Pas.
Arguing exactly as in the proof of Lemma 3.3, we can let n go to +o00 to obtain
j}\t—i_ Zy}P/(T7 5)7 P'a-s-a
which implies by arbitrariness of P’

)7,+2 esssupIF> y}P”(T,g), P-a.s.
PrePy(t,P,F)

We claim next that for any n € N, the following family is upward directed:
(EF [V (T, V)15, 1. P € Po(r,, P )}

Indeed, this can be proved exactly as in Step 2 of the proof of Theorem 4.2.
According to [67], we then know that there exists some sequence (P)'),,~0 C
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770(?,1, P, F) such that

o~

Y= lim tEM [y N(T.6)\F,],  Pas.

m—400

By dominated convergence (recall that the V¥ are in }D)g (FP+, P), with a norm in-

dependent of P, by Lemma A.1), the above convergence also holds for the ]Lg (P)-
norm, for any 1 < p < p. By the stability result of Lemma A.1 (together with
Lemma 2.2) and the monotone convergence theorem, we deduce that

VP D) = Vi (ras tim A B[V (T0)IF]). P

= 1m Y EY[VT0IF,),  Pas
n Pm le

=, am_ Vi, B [V (T.9IF,]).  Pas.

- mll)l;ri_l yt ( n ’ yf]?‘n (T’ S))a ]P'a.s.

— lim Y (T,£), P-as.
m——+00

< ess sup]P> y,P/(T, &), P-a.s.,
PePyt,P,FT)
where we have used in the third equality the fact that P}’ coincides with [P on F, 1

and that y,P is F, -measurable, Lemma 2.7 in the fourth equality and the dynamic
programming principle for BSDEs in the fifth equality.

Finally, it remains to let n go to +o00 and to use Lemma A.2 (together with
Lemma 2.2) to obtain the desired equality, from which we deduce exactly as in the
proof of Theorem 4.4 that Yt € Df (FPH). O

The next result shows that YT is actually a semimartingale under any [P € Py,
and gives its decomposition.

LEMMA 3.6. Let Assumptions 2.1 and 3.1 hold. For any P € Py, there is
(ZF, M*, K"y e HY (F*+, P) x M (F*T, P) x IF (F*+, P) such that

o / »\\1/2 f ZP . axe?
- / aM? + / dK?,  1€[0,T], P-as.
t t

Moreover, there is some FP0-predictable process Z which aggregates the family
(Z")pep,-
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PROOF. Fix some PP € Py. Consider the following reflected BSDE on the
enlarged space. For 0 <t < T, P ® Pp-a.s.,

T
v =&— / GF, @) "zF) ds —/ a2 awr
t
‘/, P + & kP,
AR
T P 35 P
| GE =) ak =o.

By Theorem 3.1 in [13], this reflected BSDE is well-posed and " is cadlag. By
abuse of notation, we denote YT (@) := Y (7 (®)). We claim that 3* = Y, P®
Po-a. s Indeed, we argue by contradiction, and assume without loss of generality
that yO > yo For each 8 > 0, denote 7, := inf{r : )_’; < j)\, + €}. Then t, is an
F, —stopping time and yt_ > yt +e> Yt forall r <. Thus kP 0,P®
Py-a.s., for 0 <t < t,, and thus

Te
P_ P PP (~1/2\T P
Y =Yz, _/t fs (ys ) (as/ ) Zs)ds
Te Te
—/ zﬁf”-ag/zdwf”—/ dm?,  P®Py-as.
t t

The same linearization argument that we used in the proof of Lemma A.1 implies
that

5 = V5 (e, I + CEFPRO[57 — DF] = V™" (w. 9) + C,

for some C > 0. However, by Lemma 3.4, we know that yg ®Fo (te, 37; ) < 37; ,
which contradicts the fact that yg) > )73' .

Then, by exactly the same arguments as in Lemma 2.2, we can go from
the enlarged space to Q2 and obtain for some (zP )pep, C Hg (F?, P), and
(M?, KB pep, € ME (FEF, P) x 15 (FEH, P)

g / FEOF, @?) Z]P’ / 2P . dxc®
- / dMF + / dK?, 1[0, T], P-as.
t t

Then, by Karandikar [51], since Ytisa cadlag semimartingale, we can define
a universal process denoted by (57+, X) which coincides with the quadratic co-
variation of Yt and X under each probability P € Py. In particular, the process
()7+, X) is Po-quasi-surely continuous, and hence is F70F -predictable (or equiva-
lently FP0-predictable). Similar to the proof of Theorem 2.4 of [69], we can then
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define a universal F70-predictable process Z by

ayt, x
Z, ;:’a‘t@%’

where we recall that @2 represents the Moore—Penrose pseudo-inverse of @;. In
particular, Z aggregates the family {ZF, P e Py}. O

We end this section with a remark, which explains that in some cases, the path
regularization that we used is actually unnecessary, and we can obtain a semi-
martingale decomposition for Y directly.

REMARK 3.1. Assume that for any (z, w) € [0, T] x €2, all the probability
measures in P(¢, ) satisfy the Blumenthal 0-1 law. This would be the case for
instance if we where working with the set P defined and used in [84]. Then, for
any P € P(¢, w), the filtration FP is right—continuous and, therefore, satisfies the
usual conditions. Assume that the process Yis FP-optional, then it is also ladlag,
and by Lemma 3.5, it verifies

sup EF[essup® |),|7] < +o0.
PePy t€l0,T]

Moreover, by the Blumenthal 0-1 law, (3.1) and (3.2) rewrite

Vowy@)=_ sup V@ V)= sup Y 2P0, Vo).
PeP (o (w),w) PeP(o(w),w)

Hence, Y is a £ * -supermartingale in the terminology of [12]. We can then ap-
ply Theorem 3.1 of [12] to obtain directly the semimartingale decomposition of
Lemma 3.6. The aggregation of the family (ZP)PGPO can still be done, but requires
to use Karandikar’s approach [51], combined with the Itd formula for ladlag pro-
cesses of [58], page 538. Then one can also generalize the results on 2BSDEs of
the section below. This however requires that in the definition of a 2BSDE (see
Definition 4.1), the processes Y and K are only ladlag, instead of cadlag. With this
change, all our results still go through.

4. Application to 2BSDEs.

4.1. Definition. We shall consider the following 2BSDE, which verifies
Po-q.s.:

T T T P
v, =& — / 7R (Y. @) Zs)ds—( Zs-dxﬁ’P)
4.1) ! !
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DEFINITION 4.1. We will say that the quadruple (Y, Z, (MP)[PepO,
(KF)pepy) € Dy (FPF) > Hy (FP0) x MY (F Dpep,) x 1§ (Fpep,) is a so-
lution to the 2BSDE (4.1) if (4.1) holds Pp-q.s. and if the family {K PPepy)
satisfies the minimality condition

42  K'= essinff EF[KF|FPF],  0<i<T,P-as.,VPeP.
P'ePy(t,P,Fy)

REMARK 4.1. If we assume that b” = 0, P-a.s. for any P € P, then we have
that X¢F = X, P-a.s. for any P € P). Then we can use the general result given by
Nutz [68]” to obtain the existence of a Py-q.s. cadlag F70F -progressively measur-
able process, which we denote by fo Z, -d X, such that

. ) P
f Z,-dX, = (/ Z -dXs) , P-a.s.
0 0

Hence, we can then also find an F70%-progressively measurable process N
which aggregates the process M' — KT, and which is therefore a (FT,P)-
supermartingale for any P € Py. However, the Doob—Meyer decomposition of N
into a sum of a martingale and a nondecreasing process generally depends on P.
If furthermore the set Py only contains elements satisfying the predictable martin-
gale representation property, for instance the set Pg used in [84], then we have that
MP =0, P-as., for any P € P, so that the above reasoning allows to aggregate
the nondecreasing processes K.

We first state the main result of this part.

THEOREM 4.1. Let§ € }Lg’K. Under Assumptions 2.1 and 3.1, there exists a
unique solution (Y, Z, (M®)pep,, (K¥)pep,) to the 2BSDE (4.1).

4.2. Uniqueness, stochastic control representation and comparison. We start
by proving a representation of a solution to 2BSDEs, which provides incidentally
its uniqueness.

"Notice that this result only holds under some particular set-theoretic axioms. For instance, one
can assume the usual Zermelo—Fraenkel set theory, plus the axiom of choice (ZFC for short), and
either add the continuum hypothesis or Martin’s axiom (which is compatible with the negation of
the continuum hypothesis). Actually, the required axioms must imply the existence of the so-called
medial limits in the sense of Mokobodzki. As far as we know, the weakest set of axioms known to
be sufficient for the existence of medial limits (see [45], 538S and [57]) is ZFC plus the statement
that the reals are not a union of fewer than continuum many meager sets. Moreover, ZFC alone is
not sufficient, in the sense that by Corollary 3.3 of [57], If ZFC is consistent, then so is ZFC + “there
exist no medial limits”.
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THEOREM 4.2. Let Assumptions 2.1 and 3.1 hold, and let & € Lg’K. Consider
a solution (Y, Z, (M®)pep,, (K¥)pep,) to the 2BSDE (4.1). For any P € Py, let
OF, 2P MPy e Dg(FP,IP’) X HS(FP,P) X Mg(IFP,]P)) be the solutions of the
corresponding BSDEs (2.7). Then, forany P € Pypand 0 <t <t, <T,

4.3) Yy = esssupp yf/(tz,le), P-a.s.

P'ePo(t1,P,F5)
Thus, the 2BSDE (4.1) has at most one solution in ID)(’)7 (FPot) x Hg (FPoy x
Mg (FL)per,) X 1§ (FL)perp,)-

PROOF. We start by proving the representation (4.3) in three steps.

(i) Fix some P € Py and then some P’ € Py(11, P, IF[_PL). Since (4.1) holds P'-a.s.,
we can see Y as a super-solution of the BSDE on [t1, 2], under P, with gener-
ator ]ﬂw and terminal condition Y;,. By the comparison principle of Lemma A.3
(together with Lemma 2.2), we deduce immediately that Y;, > y}j’ ' (12, Yy,), P'-as.
Then, since yf/(tz, Y;,) (or a P’-version of it) is Ef—measurable and since Y;, is

f 0% _measurable, we deduce that the inequality also holds P-a.s., by definition

of Po(t1,P,F,) and the fact that measures extend uniquely to the completed o -
algebras. We deduce that

P P’
Y, > esssup ytl (12, Yy,), P-as.,
P'ePo(ty,P,Fy)

by arbitrariness of P’.
(i1) We now show that

Cl = esssup" EP/[(KE/ — K}T,)pl}"ff] < 400, P-a.s.
P'ePy(t,PFy)

First of all, we have by definition

/ / ) / p ) » p
o =y (s, e (117 0as) o ([ 1@ 2 as))
1 1

n=t=<n
[%) IP’/ p
+C(/ Zy-dX© )
n

for some constant C > 0, so that we obtain by BDG inequalities

p t /
+| | am?
n

/ / / 14
@4 EF[(K; = K;)' < (67  + VI, + 12115, + sup EF[[MF]F]),
0 0 Pep,

for some other constant C > 0 and hence CE < +o00, P-a.s. Next, we claim that
the family

[EP[(KE - KBV \FFL P e Py, P F L)),
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is upward directed. Indeed, let us consider (P!, IF’z) € Po(t,P,Fy) x Po(t1, P,
[FT), and let us define the following subsets of Q:

1 1 1 2 2 2

Ari={weQ:E' (K, —K; ) IF @ >E"[(K;, —K; )'IF (@)},

Ay :=Q\ Al
Then Ay, As € EITJF, and we can define the following probability measure on
(2, Fr):

PY2(B) :=P'(A; N B) + P*(A, N B), for any B € Fr.

By Assumption 2.1(v), we know that P2 ¢ Po, and by definition, we further have
P2 e Py(1y, P, F.) as well as, P-a.s.,

IP)[,Z ]P:LZ ]P:LZ ]Pnl ]Pl Pl IP)Z PZ ]Pa2
E [(Kl‘z _Kt1 )pl‘}—t—:—] =K [(Ktz _Kl‘l )pl‘}—tT]VE [(Kl‘2 _Kl‘l )p|]:t-1’_]’

which proves the claim.
Therefore, by classical results for the essential supremum (see, e.g., Neveu
[67]), there exists a sequence (P"),>0 C Po(t1, P, F) such that

esssup”  BU[(K — Ki)PIF ] = lim 4 E[(K" = Ky") I
P'ePy(t,P,Fy)

Then using (4.4) and the monotone convergence theorem under P, we deduce that
Pr P . PP P, P,
E'[C,] = lim 4B E[(K," — K,")"1F]]
4
<C(¢2  + Y2, + 12117, + sup EF[[MF]2]) < +o0,
< (6 + YUy +1Z0gy + sup E¥[[m7]7])

which provides the desired result.

(iii) We now prove the reverse inequality. Since we will use a linearization ar-
gument, we work on the enlarged space, remembering that this is without loss of
generality by Lemma 2.2. Fix P € Py. Forevery P’ € P’ € Py (11, P, F;), we extend
the definition of (Y, Z, (M®)pep,, (K¥)pep,) on  as in (2.1), and denote

5y =y - YFeP s5z.=7 - ZFeR0 and smM¥ .= MF — MFER,

By Assumption 2.1(i), there exist two bounded processes A¥ and n¥' such that for
ally) <t <t, P @Py-as.,

5] , , n /
8Y,:/ (s, +nF -(al/Z)Tazs)ds—/ 8Zy-all?aw?
t t

N

o} ' /
= / dmMr — KT,
t
Define for #; <t < 1, the following continuous process:

/ t / 1 / t / /
45) AF ::exp</z <,\I§’ - §||n§P Hz> ds—/t nt -dWE"), P’ ® Po-a.s.
1 1
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Note that since A¥ and nP " are bounded, we have for all p > 1, for some constant
C, > 0, independent of I’

(4.6) EP/‘@PO[ sup (AF)” + sup (A],P/)*p|7:] <C,, P’ ® Pp-a.s.

H=<t<t 1=<t<tr

Then, by Itd’s formula, we obtain

4.7 5Y, —EP®P°[ f AV ak”

71

because the martingale terms vanish when taking conditional expectation. We
therefore deduce

L
¥, = (BP0 sup |aF [ ]) 7T @K - )T F )
n=<t<n
< C(C?)PH (PR [KE — KE [T,

Remember Y and K¥ are extended on € as in (2.1), then it only depends on X
and not on B. Going back now to the canonical space €2, it follows by Lemma 2.2
that

. P’ P\ 71 (RP [P _ kP .
8Y, =Y, =Y, <C(C;)r(E"[K,, — K, |F])r
By arbitrariness of P’ we deduce, thanks to (4.2), that

/
Y;, — ess supP y}? (2, Ys,) <0, P-a.s.
P'ePo(t;.P.Fy)

Finally, the uniqueness of Y is immediate by the representation (4.3). Then, since
t
(Y, X); =/ asZgds, P-a.s.,
0

Z is also uniquely defined, a; dt ® Po-q.s. We therefore deduce that the processes
MP — K¥ are also uniquely defined for any P € Py. But, since they are (F- , P)-
supermartingales, such that in addition (K[, M}) € L§(FY,P) x Ly (FL, P) for
any ¢ € [0, T'], and since KT is Fﬁ—predictable, the uniqueness of M* and K¥ is a
simple consequence of the uniqueness in the Doob—Meyer decomposition of these
supermartingales. [J

With the previous theorem in hand, the following comparison result is an im-
mediate consequence of the corresponding one for BSDEs (see, for instance,
Lemma A.3 in the Appendix)

THEOREM 4.3. Fori=1,2, let ' and &' be respectively a generator map
and a terminal condition satisfying the required properties in Assumptions 2.1
and 3.1. Let also Y' be the first component of the solution to the 2BSDE with
generator f' and terminal condition E'. Suppose in addition that for any P € P,
we have:
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) &' <& P-as.
() Aol @2 = FREOR @2, ds x dP-ae., on [0,T] x €,
where fori = 1,2, (y', z') are the first two components of the solution of the BSDE

under P with generator f’*P and terminal condition &' .
Then we have le < Ytz, t €10, T], Po-q.s.

4.3. A priori estimates and stability. In this section, we give a priori estimates
for 2BSDEs, which, as in the case of the classical BSDEs, play a very important

role in the study of associated numerical schemes for instance. The proofs are
actually based on the general results given very recently in [13].

THEOREM 4.4. Let Assumptions 2.1 and 3.1 hold, and let § € ]Lg’K. Consider
a solution (Y, Z, (M]P)I[Depo, (KP)PGPO) to the 2BSDE (4.1). Then there exists a
constant Cy. depending only on p, k, T and the Lipschitz constant of f such that

P
Y12, +1Z1%, + sup EF[(KT)"]+ sup EF[[M]7] < Ce(IEN7 e + &%),
0 0 Pep, PePy 0

PROOF. First, by Lemma 3.5, we have for any P € Py:

Y, = esssupP y,]P),(T,E), P-a.s.
P ePo(t,P,Fy)

Furthermore, by Lemma A.1 (together with Lemma 2.2), we know that there exists
a constant C (which may change from line to line) depending only on «, 7" and the
Lipschitz constant of f, such that for all P,

T ¢
“.8)  |VHT, ) §C<EP[|S|K+/ |f:P’O]"ds‘}"t+D . Pas.
t
Hence, we deduce immediately
p p p.x
I¥15, < CAENTpx + 7).

Now, lﬁ/ extending the definition of (Y, Z, (M P)Pepo, (K P)Pe’po) on the enlarged
space €2 (see (2.1)), one has, for every PP € Py,

T T
Y, =¢ —ft ﬁ(n,(ﬁj/z)Tz‘Y)ds—/t Zs-al? dwF

T T
—f dM}?+/ dKE,  P®Pj-as.
t t

Then for every P € P, (Y, Z, M P_K™) can be interpreted as a super-solution of a
BSDE in the enlarged space 2. We can therefore use Theorem 2.1 of [13] (notice
that the constants appearing there do not depend on the underlying probability
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measure) to obtain the required estimates. Noticing once again that the norms of
Z, K” and MP are the same on the enlarged space Q or on €2, it follows then

D
1ZI1P, + sup E¥[(K7)"]+ sup EF[[M"]7]
o PePy PePy

T
< (11 + o5 + 117 + sup BF| [ 7797 as] )

PePy
= CUENTps + 7).

for some constant C > 0, where we used the fact that by definition

T
IE07, <€ and sup]EP[/O IﬁP’°|pds]s¢§’K .

PePy

Next, we also have the following estimates for the difference of two solutions
of 2BSDEs, which plays a fundamental role for stability properties.

THEOREM 4.5.  Let Assumptions 2.1 and 3.1 hold, and let us be given two
generators ' and f? such that Assumption 3.1 holds. Assume that &' € ]Lg “ and

(Yt 7, (Mi’P)pep(), (Ki’.P)[[DepO) is a solution to the 2BSDE with generator f'
and terminal condition &', for i = 1, 2. Define

T —~
¢f1 2 7= sup ]EP[ess supPEPK/O | fLE — f2R

PePy 0<t<T

()’s ’(AI/Z)T IIP’ ds) ‘}-Jrﬂ

T 1 (o~
Wi o= sup B [C71F - PP @) 2 s .

PePy

Then there exists a constant Cy. depending only on «, T and the Lipschitz constant
of f and f? such that

IV = P12, < Culle! =12y + 77 )
12! = 222, + sup EF[[N'F — N*P17]
o PePy

, En(p—D)
<Cel8" = &0 pn + 071 o + 6" — 87"

+wfl f2+(¢f1 f2) /\(17—1))’

where we have once more defined NP .— piP Ki’Pfor anyPePy,i=1,2.
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PROOF. First of all, by Lemma A.1 (together with Lemma 2.2), we know thg}
there exists a constant C depending only on «, T and the Lipschitz constant of f,
such that for all P € Py, we have P-a.s.

9P = 52F < o (7' - 1
4.9) |
T i
+ [IRP = BRI @A AR as| 7] )
t

This immediately provides the estimate for ¥! — Y2 by the representation formula
(4.3) and the definition of the norms and of ¢?’1K 2 Next, we argue exactly as
in the proof of Theorem 4.4 by working on the erilarged space Q and using now
Theorem 2.2 of [13] to obtain the required estimates. [

4.4. Existence through dynamic programming. In this section, we will show
that )7+ defined in Section 2 is indeed a solution to the 2BSDE (4.1), thus com-
pleting the proof of Theorem 4.1.

Recall that 37+ is defined by (3.5), and one has processes (Z, (MP)PGPO,
(K¥)pepy) € HY (F70) x Mg (F*)pep,) x 1§ (F"F)pep,) given by Lemma 3.6,
so that the only thing left for us is to show that the family (K P)]}Depo satisfies the
minimality condition (4.2).

Next we again extend the definition of (Y, Z, (M[P)]pe’po, (KIP)[PG’])O) and 37+,
yP/(T,E) on Q as in (2.1) (recall also Lemma 2.2). Then by (4.7), denoting
sYt =Yt — YF(T, &), we have for any 7 € [0, T], for any P € Py and any
P € Py(t,P,FT)

v ! r / / | —
8.‘)7,'":]EIP) ®P()[/ AISP’ ngp ]__:-i|
t
P’@PO . P/ ]P,/ _ ]P), — )
zE [tgl?ffr Ay (Kr — K| F; ], P-a.s.,

where A is defined in (4.5). We therefore have
EFSR[KT — K |7/ ]

< (EF®F0[ inf A{E/(K?—KF/)F,*])%

t<s<T
/ / / —+ 1 / . N\ Y9 =+ ~
x (BT RL(KT — K)"1F ) (PR n A7) F )

<C(CF)» (63,

with ¢ > 1 such that % + é =1.
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Notice that by definition K P (defined on Q) only depends on X and not on B,
so that we can go back to 2 and obtain

/ / / ! L =5 l
E°[Ky — K IR = C(C)7 (637)2.
Then the result follows immediately thanks to Lemma 3.5.

REMARK 4.2. For other classes of 2BSDEs with possibly a non-Lipschitz
generator, such as 2BSDEs under a monotonicity condition [77], quadratic 2BS-
DEs [79] or second-order reflected BSDEs [63], if a Doob—Meyer decomposition
for the corresponding nonlinear supermartingales is available under any probabil-
ity measure in the set Py, then together with Proposition 2.1, we can generalize the
well-posedness result in Theorem 4.1 to these classes of 2BSDEs when there is no
regularity condition on the terminal condition and the generator. In particular, all
probability measures in the nondominated set considered in the articles above do
satisfy this property, which means that our result extends directly to their context.

5. Nonlinear optional decomposition and super-hedging duality. In this
section, we show that under an additional assumption on the sets Py, basically
stating that it is rich enough, we can give a different definition of second-order
BSDEs, which is akin to a nonlinear optional decomposition theorem, as initiated
by [39, 43, 56] in a dominated model framework, and more recently by [69] for
nondominated models.

5.1. Saturated 2BSDEs. We introduce the following definition.

DEFINITION 5.1. The set Py is said to be saturated if, when P € Py, we have
Q € Py for every probability measure Q on (€2, F) which is equivalent to P and
under which X is local martingale.

We give now an alternative definition for 2BSDEs of the form

T 12T T p\*
=g [ Fe@?) z)as - ([ zaxc)

+K;—KF,  0<t<T.

S.D

DEFINITION  5.2. (Y, Z,(K¥)pep,) € DPEVHP) x HP(FVP) x
HO*”((FE)]}»G%) is a satu-rated solution to 2BSDE (5.1) if (5.1) holds Py-q.s. and
if the family {K P P e Py} satisfies the minimality condition (4.2).

REMARK 5.1. In the above definition, two changes have occurred. First, the
orthogonal martingales M" have disappeared, and the nondecreasing processes
K" are assumed to be Fli—optional instead of predictable.
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We then have the following result.

THEOREM 5.1. Let Assumptions 2.1, 3.1 hold and assume in addition that the
set Py is saturated. Then there is a unique saturated solution of the 2BSDE (5.1).

PROOF. By Theorem 4.1, we know that the following 2BSDE is well-posed:

T ~1/2\T T er\l L
Y’=5_/t 7Y, (@) Zs)ds—</t ZS-dXS’) —ft am!

+ Ky —KF, 0<t<T,Pyqs.

In particular, this means that the process
' ~1/2\T
Y. — fo 7. @72 Z4) ds,

isa (FF, P)-supermartingale in Dg (F® , P) for every P € Py. Since Py is saturated,
it follows by TheoremNI of [43] (see also Theorem 3.1 of [44]), that there exists a
F-predictable process Z* such that

Y — / A1/2 Zy)ds _/ Z¥ . dx¢¥ is nonincreasing,
0

P-a.s., for every P € Py.

Hence, we can write

Y, =& — /fs . A1/2 (/ 7.4 Xc]P’)

+KE—K?, 0<t<T,Poq.s.,

where for any P € Py, K is cadlag, nondecreasing P-a.s. and FF I_i—optional. More-
over, by identification of the martingale parts, we deduce that we necessarily have
7% = 7,3, dt x Py- -q.s. Finally, followmg the same arguments as in the proof of
Theorem 4.4, we deduce that (K¥ Ypep, € 19P ((F )Pep,), Which completes the
proof. [J

5.2. A super-hedging duality in uncertain, incomplete and nonlinear markets.
The result of the previous section finds an immediate application to the so-called
problem of robust super-hedging. Before discussing the related results in the liter-
ature, let us explain exactly what the problem is.

We consider a standard financial market (possibly incomplete) consisting of
a nonrisky asset and n risky assets whose dynamics are uncertain. Concretely,
let U be some (nonempty) Polish space, U denote the collection of all U-valued
F-progressively measurable processes, (i, 0) : [0, T] x Q x U — R? x S¢ be
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the drift and volatility coefficient function which are assumed to be bounded (for
simplicity) and such that for some constant L > 0,

(e, o), 0, u) — (u,0) (', &' u)| < L(|t = '] + |@ta. — @)1 ])-

Recall that the canonical process X on the canonical space €2 is a standard Brow-
nian motion under the Wiener measure Py. Then the dynamics of risky assets are
given by S-“-¥, which is the unique solution to the SDE

S
S = o+ [l 0 v dr
t

R
+/ o(r, S5V, v.)dX,, s €t, T], Po-as.,
t

with initial condition SV = w; for s € [0,¢] and v € U.
Then we define for every (¢, ) € [0, T] x Q:

PY(t, w) :={Pyo (St"‘)’”)_l, veU}.

It is known (see Theorem 3.5 and Lemma 3.6 in [41] or Theorem 2.4 and Proposi-
tion 2.2 in [65] in a simpler context) that these sets do satisfy Assumption 2.1. We
assume in addition that 7316’ is saturated.

A portfolio strategy is then defined as a R"-valued and TP -predictable process
(Zt)te10,1]> such that Zf describes the number of units of asset i in the portfolio
of the investor at time ¢. It is well known that under some constrained cases, the
wealth YY0:Z associated to the strategy Z and initial capital yo € R can be written,
for every P € PU  as

t t
Y ? ;:y0+/0 ﬁP(YgOvZ,(as‘/z)Tzs)dH/O Zg-dXSF,  re[0,T],P-as.

For instance, the classical case corresponds to
(5.2) o o=ry+z-6,

where r, is the risk-free rate of the market and 6F is the risk premium vector

under P, defined by Q;P = Zisl / 2)69(19? —rgl,), where (Zz}! / 2)® denotes the Moore—

Penrose pseudo-inverse of Zz}l /2
The simplest example of a nonlinear f* corresponds to the case where there are
different lending and borrowing rates r, <7;, in which (see Example 1.1 in [37])

Fy=ry+z-6F —F—r)O—z-1,)".
fr

7

We will always assume that
2.1 and 3.1.

Let us now be given some Borel random variable & € L” (FY Y ). The problem
of super-hedging & corresponds to finding its super-replication price, defined as

Pop(€) :=inf{yg e R:3Z € H, "7 > £, PH-qs.},

satisfies our standing hypotheses in Assumptions
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. . . : U
where the set of admissible trading strategies # is defined as the set of FU-Fo -

predictable processes Z such that in addition, (¥, O’Z),e[o,T] isan &7 -supermar-
tingale under PP for any IP € 738{ ,thatis, forany 0 <s <t <T

Z P Y0.Z
Y0 > Yot Y70, P-a.s.

In the case where fp corresponds to our first example (5.2) with r = 0, and where
the set of measures considered satisfy the predictable martingale representation
property (i.e., the financial market is complete under any of the measures consid-
ered) this super-hedging price has been thoroughly studied in the recent literature;
see among others [2, 7, 26, 27, 65, 70, 72, 76, 78, 83, 85, 86]. The extension to
possibly incomplete markets has been carried out notably by [10] in discrete-time
and more recently by [69] in continuous time for models possibly incorporating
jumps. Our result below extends all the results for continuous processes to markets
with nonlinear portfolio dynamics. Of course, the same proof would go through
for the more general jump case, provided that a 2BSDE theory, extending that of
[52, 53], is obtained in such a setting.

THEOREM 5.2. Let (Y, Z) be the first two components of the saturated solu-
tion of the 2BSDE with generator fP and terminal condition &. Then

Pap(&) = sup EF[Yo],
PeP!

and Z € H is a super-hedging strategy for &.

PrOOF. First of all, assume that we have some Z € H such that Y%O’Z > £,

7361 -q.s. Then, since Y. %O’Z isan &7 -supermartingale under PP for any P € 7761 , We
have

yo > ygb(T, Y%O’Z), Pg—q.s.

However, by the comparison result of Lemma A.3 (together with Lemma 2.2), we
also have V5 (T, Y7° 2y > YV5(T, €), from which we deduce

yo= Vs (T,€),  P-as.

In particular, for any P € Pg , we deduce that

o= esssup” Vi (T.&)=Yy, Pas.,
P'ePy (0,P,F+)
where we have used Lemma 3.5. It therefore directly implies, since yo is determin-
istic, that

Yo = sup EF[¥pl.
PeP!
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For the reverse inequality, let (Y, Z, (KP)PE,P(Z)/{) e DP(FUHPH) x HP(FUPS) x

I°:P( (IF'[E)]P> ePﬁ’) be the unique saturated solution to the 2BSDE with generator fP

and terminal condition £. Then we have for any P € 73(1)4

T T
1/ T ,
Yo +/O 2y, @V%) ' zy) ds +/0 Zy-dXSP =g+ KF —KF >¢,  Pas.
. : PY + . : N
However, since Y is only F,” -measurable, it is not, in general, deterministic,
so that we cannot conclude directly. Let us nonetheless consider, for any P € PY,

y(I)P the smallest constant which dominates Yy, P-a.s. We therefore want to show
that for any P € 733’ :

o < sup EF[Yol,
IP’E'P(Z)'{

which can be done by following exactly the same arguments as in the proof of
Theorem 3.2 in [69]. Finally, we do have Z € H, since by Lemma 3.4, Y is auto-

matically an £ fm -supermartingale for every P € 778‘ .

6. Path-dependent PDEs. In the context of stochastic control theory, using
the dynamic programming principle, we can characterize the value function as a
viscosity solution of PPDE. Recall that , o, U as well as U are the same given in
Section 5.2, we introduce a path-dependent PDE

6.1) du(t, ®) + G (1, , v(t, ®), dpv, 32 ,v) =0,

where

Gt,w,y,2,y):= Sug{f(t, w,y,0()z, 1w, a)t,w,u))
ue

1
+M(t,w,u)-z+§a(t,w,u):y}-

As in the survey of Ren, Touzi and Zhang [81] (see also [80]), one may define
viscosity solutions of path dependent PDEs by using jets. For a € R, € R?,
y €S9, denote

1
%PV (t,x) =t +B-x + 3V (xxT) forall (7, x) e Rt x R?,

where Ay : Ay :=Tr[A1A,]. Let BUC([O, T] x 2) denote the set of all bounded
functions in €2 which are in addition uniformly continuous w.r.t. the metric d de-

fined by
d((1.0). (1)) i= It =]+ [orn = @)y |



STOCHASTIC CONTROL FOR NONLINEAR KERNELS 595

Then define the semi-jets of a function u € BUC([0, T'] x €2) at the point (¢, w) €
[0,T) x Q by

Ju(t,w) := {(a, B,v):u(t,w) = max & o[ur — % P71], for some § > 0},

TE Hg

Ju(t,w) = {(a, B,y):ult,w)= min &, ,[ur — ¢$’ﬂ”’”’w], for some § > 0},
1:67?{(S ’

where

Erowl€l:= sup EF[g], & ,l6]:= inf EF[£]
IP’EP,Zf{w P€Ptzf{w

and Hs(0') := 8 Ainf{s > 0 : |w| > 8} and Ty, denotes the collection of all F-
stopping times larger than Hg, and d)?”g’y’t’w = ¢“”3’V(s —t, X5 —wy).

DEFINITION 6.1. Letu € BUC([O, T] x 2).

(i) u is a PY-viscosity subsolution (resp., super-solution) of the path dependent
PDE (6.1), if at any point (f, w) € [0, T) x € it holds for all (e, 8, y) € Ju(t, w)
(resp. Ju(t,w)) that

—a—G(t,w,u(t,w), B,y) < (resp. >)0.

(i) u is a PY-viscosity solution of PPDE (6.1), if u is both a PY-viscosity
subsolution and a P-viscosity super-solution of (6.1).

Using the dynamic programming principle, and by exactly the same arguments
as in [31], Section 4.3, we can characterize the value Y as viscosity solution of the
above PPDE.

THEOREM 6.1. Let Assumptions 2.1 and 3.1 hold. Suppose in addition that
wr+— &(w) and w — f(t,w,V,z,b,a) are uniformly continuous with respect
t0 || - |loo- Then the value function v(t, w) := Y;(w) € BUC([0, T] x 2) and v is a
viscosity solution of PPDE (6.1).

Of course, in order to have a complete characterization of the solution to a
2BSDE as viscosity solution of the corresponding PPDE, the above result has to
be complemented with a comparison theorem. In the case of a fully nonlinear
PPDE, such a result has been recently achieved by Ren, Touzi and Zhang [82].
However, their main result, Theorem 4.2, needs to consider viscosity subsolutions
and super-solutions in a smaller set than BUC([0, T] x €2). Namely, define for
any £ > 0 the set BUCY([0, T] x €2) of all bounded functions in € which are in
addition uniformly continuous w.r.t. the metric d¢ defined by

de((t, w), (', o)) = /|t = t'| + |w.nr — &\,

YA
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T+1 . !
ool = (/0 o ds) .

We then have the following result.

where for any w € Q

THEOREM 6.2. Let Assumptions 2.1, 3.1 hold and let G satisfy Assump-
tion 4.1 of [82]. Suppose in addition that w — &(w) and w — f(t,®,y,z,b,a)
are uniformly continuous with respect to || - || ¢ for some € < p. Then the value func-
tion Y;(w) is the unique viscosity solution of PPDE (6.1) in BUCZ([O, T] x 2).

PROOF. The only thing to prove here is that ¥ does belong to BUC!([0, T'] x
2), since we can then apply immediately Theorem 4.2 of [82]. However, this regu-
larity can be obtained from classical a priori estimates for BSDEs, and arguments
similar to the ones used in Example 7.1 of [82]. [

APPENDIX

In this appendix, we collect several results related to BSDE theory, which are
used throughout the paper. We fix r € [0, T] and some P € P(r, w). A generator
will here be a map g : [r, T] x @ x R x R? — R, which is F_-progressively
measurable and uniformly Lipschitz in (y, z), satisfying

T
EE”U |&5(0, 0)|Pds] < +o0.

Similarly, a terminal condition will be a Fr-measurable random variable in
L2(F*,P). To state our results, we will actually need to work on the enlarged
canonical space €2, but we remind the reader that by Lemma 2.2, it is purely a

technical tool. Let P := P ® Py. We will then say that (y, z, m) € Df (FP+, P) x

H? (FP, P) x M? (FPJr, P) is a solution to the BSDE with generator g and terminal
condition & if

T
yi=E(X) — / gs(vs. (@7 zy) ds

(A.1) . .
—f Zs -551/2dWF —/ dmy, telr,T], P-as.
t t

Similarly, if we are given a process k € 4 (ﬁm, P), we call (y,z,m, k) a super-
solution of the BSDE with generator g and terminal condition & if
T T
== [ gl @A) s)ds— [ z-ataw?

t

(A2) ’ .
—/ dmg +/ dkg, t€lr, T, P-as.
t t
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A.1l. Technical results for BSDEs.

LEMMA A.l1 (Estimates and stability). Let Assumption 2.1 hold. Then, for
i = 1,2, let us denote by (y', 7, m") the solution of the BSDE (A.1) with generator
g' and terminal condition &'. Then, for any k € (1, p), there exists some constant
C > 0 such that

. ST T T\ F _
|y;|§C(EP[|Sl|K+/ |g;(0,0)|de‘]:,+]> . te[rT],Pas.,
and

. . ) T .
121 e, + 1 gy = €161+ EF| [ 0,007 as )

1

Denoting 8& =&V — &2, 8y ==yl —y2, 8z: =z — 22, 8m :=m' —m?, 8g :=

(g' — gD, ¥, zY, we also have

_ T L \: _
|§y:| < C(EP[|5§|K —|—/ 18gs |« ds‘]::riD , telr,T],P-a.s.,
r

and

— T
18202 gy + 1m0y gy < € (10617, + EF| [ 188:17 ds]).
PROOF. See Section 4 of [13]. [J

LEMMA A.2. For any F-stopping times 0 <r < p <t < T, any decreas-
ing sequence of F-stopping times (t,)y>1 converging P-a.s. to t, and any F*-
progressively measurable and right-continuous process V € DE(FE | P), if y(-, V.)
denotes the first component of the solution to the BSDE (A.1) on [r, -] with terminal
condition V. and some generator g, we have

EP[|y, (T, Vo) = v (tu, Vi,)|]] —> 0.

n—400
PROOF. First of all, by Lemma (2.7), we have
yp(f’ Vo) — yp(fn» Vi,) = )’p(fa Vi) — y,o(f» Ve (T, Vrn))-

By Lemma A.1, we therefore have for any « € (1, p]:

EF[|y, (T, Vi) — ¥ (T, ye (T, Vo)) |] < CEF[| Vi = ye (ta, Vi) [<].

Next, again by a linearization argument, we can find bounded processes A and 7,
which are F-progressively measurable such that

Tn
Ve (‘En ’ an) = EP@PO |:g </ Ns - dW;P))
T

n Tn s —
x (efr hedsy, / el Mudug (0, O)ds>)fj].
T
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Hence, choosing k¥ < p < p,
EFOR[[yp(z. Vo) = 3o (7. ye (T, Vs,)) ]

T K ™
< CEP@’PO[S(/ ns -dWE”) K Asdsy, V,|"}
T

T ™ ‘K
1—5(/ ns.dwiP’)efz Asds |V,|K]
T

7, K (T, -
+euPonle([Tnaw) [T e g 0,00 as]
T T

< C(EF®PO[|V,, — V,|P)) 7

n P f’"xds”%“ a
1—8(/ ns-dWs>ef s )

T
T -
+CEP®P°|:/ el ): Mds|gs(0,0)|pds],
T

where we have used Holder inequality, that A is bounded and the fact that since 7 is
also bounded, the Doléans—Dade exponential appearing above has finite moments
of any order. Now the terms inside the expectations on the right-hand side all
converge in probability to 0 and are clearly uniformly integrable by de la Vallée—
Poussin criterion since V € DY (FL | P) and p < p. We can therefore conclude by
dominated convergence. [

+ CE]P®]P0 |:

+C (EE”@PO [

LEMMA A.3_(Cpmpari§0n). Let Assumption 2.1 hold. Then, for i = 1,2, let
us denote by (y',z',m', k') the super-solution of the BSDE (A.2) with generator
g' and terminal condition &'. If it holds P-a.s. that

& > &, k' — k% is nondecreasing and gl(s, ysl, Z;) = 82(S, ysl, Zsl),

then we have for allt € [0, T]
v = yi P-a.s.

PROOF. We remind the reader that since W¥ and m', i = 1,2 are orthogonal
and since WT is actually continuous, we not only have [WP, m'] =0, P-a.s., but
also

(WP, mi) = (WP, mi’C’F) = (WP, mi’d’F> =0, P-as.,

where m"¢F (resp., m">4 Py is the continuous (resp., purely discontinuous) martin-
gale part of m', under the measure IP.
Then, since the g' are uniformly Lipschitz, there exist two processes A and n

which are bounded, P-a.s., and which are respectively F]i—progressively measur-

able and Fp—predictable, such that

(s, vl 2l) = g% (s, v2, 2D) = a0 = y2) + s (2] = 22), ds x dP-a.e.
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. . .. =P
Forany 0 <t <s < T, let us define the following continuous, positive and I, -
progressively measurable process

S S ] S
A g ::exp(f kudu—/ nu.de—Ef ||17M||2du>.
t t t

By It6’s formula, we deduce classically that

1
yz_

_ T —
=B | Aur€ =)+ [ Aralle' =) (5,502 dsdl —2)][F e |

from which we deduce immediately that y! >y, P-a.s. O
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