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It is now established that under quite general circumstances, including
in models with jumps, the existence of a solution to a reflected BSDE is
guaranteed under mild conditions, whereas the existence of a solution to a
doubly reflected BSDE is essentially equivalent to the so-called Mokobodski
condition. As for uniqueness of solutions, this holds under mild integrabil-
ity conditions. However, for practical purposes, existence and uniqueness are
not enough. In order to further develop these results in Markovian set-ups,
one also needs a (simply or doubly) reflected BSDE to be well posed, in the
sense that the solution satisfies suitable bound and error estimates, and one
further needs a suitable comparison theorem. In this paper, we derive such es-
timates and comparison results. In the last section, applicability of the results
is illustrated with a pricing problem in finance.

1. Introduction. Itis now established that under quite general circumstances,
including in models with jumps, the existence of a solution to a (simply) re-
flected BSDE (RBSDE for short in the sequel) is guaranteed under mild condi-
tions, whereas the existence of a solution to a doubly reflected BSDE (R2BSDE)
is equivalent to the so-called Mokobodski condition. This condition essentially pos-
tulates the existence of a quasimartingale between the barriers (see, in particular,
Hamadeéne and Hassani [22], Theorem 4.1, and previous works in this direction
[13, 18, 20, 23, 26, 27]). As for uniqueness of solutions, this is guaranteed under
mild integrability conditions (see, e.g., Hamadene and Hassani [22], Remark 4.1).

However, for practical purposes, existence and uniqueness is not enough. Let us,
for instance, consider the application of R2ZBSDEs to convertible bonds in finance
(see Section 6 and [5, 6, 8]). In this case, the state process (first component) ¥ of
a solution to a related RZBSDE may be interpreted in terms of an arbitrage price
process for the bond. As demonstrated in [7], the mere existence of a solution to
the related R2BSDE is a result with important theoretical consequences in terms
of pricing and hedging the bond. Yet, in order to further develop these results
in Markovian set-ups, we also need the R2BSDE to be well posed, in the sense
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that the solution satisfies suitable bound and error estimates, and we also need a
suitable comparison theorem.

Now, as opposed to the situation prevailing for RBSDEs (see, e.g., El Karoui
et al. [17]), universal a priori estimates cannot be obtained for RZBSDEs. In order
to get estimates for R2ZBSDEs, one needs to specialize the problem somewhat.
Likewise, universal comparison theorems do not hold in models with jumps (see
[2] for a counterexample in the simple case of a BSDE without barriers).

Section 2 presents an abstract set-up in which our results are derived, as well
as the BSDEs under consideration (Section 2.1). In Sections 3 and 4, we establish
the a priori bound and error estimates (Theorem 3.2) and our comparison theo-
rem (Theorem 4.2). The a priori error estimates immediately imply uniqueness
of a solution to our problems (Section 5.1). Assuming an additional martingale
representation property and the quasi-left-continuity of the barriers, we then give
existence results (Section 5.2). In Section 6, we show that all of the required as-
sumptions are satisfied in the case of the convertible-bonds-related R2BSDE:s, in
a rather generic Markovian specification of our abstract set-up. These R2ZBSDEs
thus admit (unique) solutions.

These results can be used to develop a related variational inequality approach in
the Markovian case (see [10-12]).

2. Set-up. Throughout the paper we work with a finite time horizon T > 0,
a probability space (€2, ¥, P) and a filtration F = (¥7);¢[0,7], with Fr = F, sat-
isfying the usual conditions of right-continuity and completeness. By default, we
declare that a random variable is ¥ -measurable and that a process is defined on
the time interval [0, T'] and F-adapted. We may, and do, assume that all semi-
martingales are cadlag, without loss of generality.

Let B = (B;):e[0,7] be a d-dimensional standard Brownian motion. Given an
auxiliary measured space (E, BE, p), where p is a nonnegative o-finite mea-
sure on (E, Bg), let u = (u(dt,de))ie[o,1),ccc be an integer-valued random
measure on ([0, T] x E, B([0,T]) ® Br). Writing P=P® BE, where P is
the predictable sigma field on € x [0, T'], recall that an integer-valued random
measure 1 on ([0, T] x E, B([0,T]) ® Bg) is an optional and J/g—sigma finite,
N U {+o00}-valued random measure such that pu(w, {t} x E) <1, identically (Ja-
cod and Shiryaev [25], Definition I1.1.13, page 68; see also [1, 29]).

We assume that the compensator of u is defined by ¢ (w, e)p(de)dt for a
P -measurable nonnegative uniformly bounded (random) function ¢. The moti-
vation for the introduction of the random density ¢ is to account for depen-
dence between factors in applications, for instance, in the context of financial
modeling (see Section 6.2 and [3, 9-12]). We refer the reader to the litera-
ture [1, 25, 29] regarding the definition of the integral process of $-measurable
integrands with respect to random measures such as wu(dt,de), its compen-
sator dt ® ¢dp = {(w, e)p(de)dt or its compensatrix (compensated measure)
n(dt,de) = u(dt,de) — ¢ (w, e)p(de) dt.
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By default, in the sequel, all (in)equalities between random quantities are to
be understood dP-almost surely, dP ® dt-almost everywhere or dPP ® dt ® ¢dp—
almost everywhere, as suitable in the situation at hand. For simplicity, we omit all
dependences on w of any process or random function in the notation.

We denote by:

e |X|, the (d-dimensional) Euclidean norm of a vector or row vector X in R? or
R1®d .

o M, =M(E, Bg, p; R), the set of measurable functions from (E, B, p) to R
endowed with the topology of convergence in measure;
o forve M,andr €0, T],

12
(1) |v|,=[ [ v(e)%(e)p(de)} € R, U {+oo);

e B(0O), the Borel sigma field on O, for any topological space O.

Let us now introduce some Banach (or Hilbert, in the case of L2 J(’g or ,}fi)
spaces of processes or random functions:

e L2, the space of square integrable real-valued (F7-measurable) random vari-
ables & such that

€112 == (B[] < +o0;

° 4 5 , for any real p > 2 (or 47, in the case d = 1), the space of R¢-valued cadlag
processes X such that

1/p

° Jff (or #2, in the case d = 1), the space of R'®¢-valued predictable processes

Z such that
T ) 1/2
12 = (B[ [ 1ZiPar]) " <o

° ]63, the space of P-measurable functions V : Q x [0, T] x E — R such that

[ef. (1)
T 1/2
”V”ﬂi:(EUo mﬁer

B T 5 i|)1/2 '
—(EUO waa L@pdeydr|) < 4oo:

e AZ, the space of finite variation continuous processes K with (continuous and
nondecreasing) Jordan components K* € £ null at time 0;
° Al-z, the space of nondecreasing processes in A2,
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REMARK 2.1. By a slight abuse of notation, we shall also write || X|| 42 for

(E[ fOT |X;|*>dt])!/? in the case of a progressively measurable (not necessarily pre-
dictable) real-valued process X.

Observe that in particular:

e [0Z:dB; and [; [ Vi(e)[i(dt, de) are (true) martingales for any Z € ,}fj and
Vet

e K=Kt — K~ and K¥ define mutually singular measures on R* for any K €
.AZ'

e K=K forany K € A?2.

It is worth noting that our results admit a straightforward extension to the case

where the Brownian motion B is replaced by a more general continuous local

martingale. In this case, the space dez is defined as the space of R!®?_valued
predictable processes Z such that

T 12
12l 5= (2] [ 1zPamn)) <o

(IIX || s¢> being still defined as || X|| g2 = (E[[OT X,2 dt])'/? in the case of a progres-
sively measurable real-valued process X).

2.1. Reflected and doubly reflected BSDE' .

2.1.1. Basic problems. Suppose we are given a real-valued random variable
(terminal condition) £ and a P ® B(R) ® BR®) @ B(M p)-measurable driver
coefficient g: Q2 x [0, T] x R x R1®4 x M, — R. Throughout the paper, we work
under the following standing assumptions:

(H.0) £ e L2
(H.1.1) g.(y,z,v) is a progressively measurable process for any y € R,z €
RI® y e M,
(H.1.11) ||g.(0,0,0)|| g2 < +00;
(H.1.iii) g is uniformly A-Lipschitz continuous with respect to (y, z, v), in the
sense that A is a constant such that for any 7 € [0, T'] and (y, z, v), (', Z/,
v') € R x R'®4 x M, identically,

g (v, z,0) — g (v, V) < Ally = Y[+ 1z =21 + v =V'])).
We also introduce the barriers (or obstacles) L and U, such that:

(H.2i) L and U are cadlag processes in 42;
(H2ii) L, <U;,te[0,T)and LT <& <Ur, P-a.s.
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DEFINITION 2.2. A solution to the R2BSDE with data (g,&,L,U) is a
quadruple (Y, Z, V, K) such that:

() Yes®, ZeHs Ve, KV

T
() Y, =& +/ e (Ys, Zy, Vo) ds + K7 — K,
t

T T
~ [ zean.~ [ [ Vs, de) @
forany ¢ € [0, T], P-a.s.;

(i) L, <Y, <U for any r € [0, T'], P-a.s.

T T
and/ (Y,—Lt)dK,*=/ (U —Y)dK;, =0, P-a.s.
0 0

The inequalities and the integral conditions in (&)(iii) are called the barrier
constraints and the minimality conditions, respectively.

Let us now consider the case when there is only one barrier, say, for instance,
a lower barrier L. A solution to the RBSDE with data (g,&, L) is a quadruple
(Y, Z,V, K) such that:

() Yes82, ZeHs VeH KeAl
T
(ii) Y,=s+/ g5 (Y. Zs. Vo) ds + K7 — K,
t
T T
— stBs—/ /VSeNds,de
_/t‘ ] E (),u( ) (g/)

forany t € [0, T], P-a.s.;
(i) L, <Y, for any ¢ € [0, T'], P-a.s.

T
and / Yy —L)dK, =0, P-a.s.
0

When there is no barrier, we define likewise solutions to the BSDE with data (g, §).

REMARK 2.3. (i) All of these definitions (as well as the ones introduced in
Section 2.1.2 below) admit obvious extensions to problems in which the driving
term contains a further finite variation process A (not necessarily absolutely con-
tinuous).

(ii) Since the integrands are cadlag and the integrators lie in /42 in the minimal-
ity conditions, these are equivalent to

T
/ (Y- — L,_)dK;" =0,
0

T
/ (Ut_—Yt_)dK;ZO
0
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2.1.2. Extensions with stopping time. Motivated by applications (see [5, 7, 8]),
we now consider two generalizations of the above problems involving a further
stopping time 7 € T .

Reflected BSDE with random terminal time. A solution to a BSDE (resp. RB-
SDE, resp. R2BSDE with random terminal time ) is defined as in Definition 2.2,
with the only difference being that 7 is replaced by 7 therein (including in the
definition of the involved spaces of random variables, processes and random func-
tions; so, in particular, we assume here that £ is #;-measurable). A solution to
a BSDE with random terminal t is thus defined over the random time interval
[0,z] [0, T].

In particular, in the sequel, we denote by (&) the RBSDE with random terminal
time 7 and data (g, &, L) on [0, 7] (assuming, in this case, that £ is F7-measurable).
Note that in the special case = T, (§') reduces to (§”). So, (§’) is the first possible
generalization of (€”).

REMARK 2.4. (i) Given a solution (Y, Z, V, K) to (8_’) on [0, 7], let us extend
(Y, Z, V, K) to the whole interval [0, T'] so that on (z, T'], the extended processes
and random functions Y, K, Z and V satisfy Y =Y;, K =K., Z =V =0. One
thus gets a solution to the RBSDE (&’) with data (1.<; g, &, L.A;). Note that the
data (1.<;g,&, L.A7) satisty (H.0), (H.1) and (the assumptions regarding L in)
(H.2) on [0, T], provided (g, &, L) satisfy (H.0), (H.1) and (H.2), with 7 instead of
T therein. Given these observations, the estimates and comparison results derived
in this paper for solutions to RBSDEs (on [0, T']) will thus, in effect be applicable
to solutions to (&").

(i) BSDEs with random terminal time were introduced in Darling and Pardoux
[14] (without barriers and in a context of Brownian filtrations). In [14], the random
terminal time is a priori unbounded, whereas in this paper, 0 < v < T. In this
respect, the situation that we consider here is rather elementary.

Upper barrier with delayed activation. We shall also consider 7-R2BSDE:s,
namely the generalization of the R2ZBSDE (&) on [0, T'] in which the upper barrier
U is inactive before t. Formally, we replace U by U, = 1it<rj00 + 1> U; in
(&)(iii), with the convention that O x +00 = 0. The resulting problem is denoted
by (8). Note that in the special case Tt =0 (resp. t =T), (&) reduces to (€) [resp.
(&)]. Thus, (&) is a generalization of both (&) and (&").

3. A priori bound and error estimates. A (cadlag) quasi-martingale X
can be defined as a difference of two nonnegative supermartingales (see Sec-
tions VI.38 to V1.42 and Appendix 2 of Dellacherie and Meyer [15]; see also Prot-
ter [30], Chapter III, Section 4). Among the various decompositions X = X! — X2
of a quasi-martingale X as a difference of two nonnegative supermartingales
X! and X2, there exists a (unique) decomposition X = X' — X2, referred to
as the Rao decomposition of X in the sequel, which is minimal in the sense
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that X! > X!, X% > X2, for any such decomposition X = x! — x2 ([15], Sec-
tion VL.40). Also, note that any quasi-martingale X belonging to 8> is a special
semimartingale with canonical decomposition X = Xo + M + A such that M is a
uniformly integrable martingale and A is a predictable finite variation process of
integrable variation ([15], Appendix 2.4).

We shall now see that when L (resp. U) is a quasi-martingale in 42, we have
an explicit representation for the process Kt (resp. K~) of a solution to (&)
(Lemma 3.1). This will enable us to derive related a priori bound and error es-
timates in Theorem 3.2.

The results of this section thus extend to R2ZBSDEs with jumps the results of El
Karoui et al. [17] (see also [16] for a survey) regarding RBSDEs in a continuous
set-up: representation of K+ (cf. [17], Proposition 4.2) and a priori bound and
error estimates (cf. [17], Propositions 3.5 and 3.6).

Note that in El Karoui et al. [17], the representation of K is incidental and the
estimates are universal, whereas in our case, the representation of K+ or K~ is
actually used in the derivation of the estimates, assuming that one of the barriers
is a quasi-martingale in 82 (or a suitable limit in 82 of quasi-martingales).

We only state and prove the results regarding L. The results for U follow by
considering the problem with data (—g, —&, —L, —U).

LEMMA 3.1. (i) Let (Y, Z,V, K) be a solution to (§), in the case where L is
a quasi-martingale in 8% with canonical decomposition
(2) LZ=L0+M[+AZ‘7 IE[O’ T]’

for a uniformly integrable martingale M and a predictable process of integrable
variation A. Then,

3) dK; < Liv,=r,) (& (Y1, Zs, V) dt +dA]),

where A= AT — A~ is the Jordan decomposition of A.
(ii) If, in addition,

for a progressively measurable time-integrable process a, then K is an Lebesgue
absolutely continuous process with density k™ such that

o) ki <Ly—r,(er Vi, Zo, V) + ),  t€[0,T].

PROOF. Note that (3) immediately implies (5), under condition (4). Therefore,
it only remains to prove (i). By (&), we have

© d(Yz—Lt)=—gt(Yt,Zz,Vz)dl‘—d(Kt—'——Kt_)—dAt
+ZldBt+/ Vt(e)ﬁ(dt,de)—th.
E
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Besides, we have, by application of the Meyer—Tanaka formula to the semimartin-
gale Y — L, denoting by ® the local time of Y — L at O (see, e.g., [30], page 214),

dY; —Lp*
= _]]-{Y[>Lt}gt(Yt, Zta Vf)dt
(7) - :H‘{Yt>Lt} th+ + :H‘{Yt>Lt} dKl_ - ]]'{Yz>Lz} dA;

+Lyy,>1,1Z:dB; + /E Lyy,_>r,y\Vi(e)u(dt,de) — Lyy,_~p,_ydM;

+ Ly, sr, )Y — L)~ + Ly, <r, (Y, — L) T + %dG)t.
By the lower barrier constraint on Y, we have that
(Y —-L)" =0, Y-L)yt=vY-1L, Ty, =1, dK, =dK,.
Whence, by identification of (6) and (7),

I].{Yt:LI}(Zt dB[ +L V,(e)ﬁ(dl, de) — dM[)

(8) =Ly,=r) (& Vi, Z, V) dt + dA}) + 1dO, + 1y, _—1, JA(Y — L),
+dK;" — Ly,= (g7 Ve, Ze, Vi) dt + dA; +dK[).

Since M is integrable, the second line of (8) defines a nondecreasing integrable
process. Denoting its compensator by R and its compensatrix by R, it becomes

S (ZidB+ [ Vot de - am;) - aF,
©)
=dR, — 1y,=1,)(g7 (Yr, Z:, Vi) dt +dA; +dK; ) +dK, .

Note that A~ is predictable, like A (see Dellacherie and Meyer [15], page 129).
Since K is continuous, all terms are predictable in the second line of (9), whence
equality fo zero in (9). In particular,

whence
(11) dK <y,=r)(&7 Vi, Ze, Vi) dt +d AT +dK]).

Inequality (3) follows by mutual singularity of K™ and K. [

The proof of the following theorem (a priori bound and error estimates) is de-
ferred to Appendix A.

THEOREM 3.2. We consider a sequence of R2ZBSDEs of the form considered
in Lemma 3.1(1), with data and solutions indexed by n, the data being bounded in
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the sense that the driver coefficients g" are A-equi-Lipschitz continuous and, for
some constant P,

(12) €™+ 118" 0,0,0) (15,2 + IL" 15 + U 152 + IA™ |15, < .
We then have, for some constant c(A),

(13) Y5+ 12" W + 1V W + K™ 15 + 1K™ T < c(M) 9.

Indexing by P the differences - — -P, we also have

Y"1 + 12" W + VP 15 + 1K™V,
(14)
<c(M)D(IE™PIZ+ 1" P (X", Z", VI e + IL"P |l g2 + U™ P || 2).

Assume, further, that the barriers L" satisfy the assumptions of Lemma 3.1(ii),
so dA™™ < af dt for some progressively measurable processes o with ||o" || 52
finite for every n € N. We may then replace ||L”||§2 and ||L"?| 52 by ||L"||§(,2 and
|L"™P|| 402 in (12) and (14).

Suppose, additionally, that ||a"|| 4> is bounded over N and that when n — o0:
e g™ (Y., Z.,V) J(’z-converges to g.(Y., Z., V.) locally uniformly w.rt. (Y,Z,V) €
82 x H3 x Ha:
o (£, L", UM L2 x H? x 8%-converges to (£, L, U).

Then, (Y",Z", V" K") 8% x J(’j X in X /32-converges to a solution (Y, Z,V,
K) of (8). Moreover, (Y, Z,V, K) also satisfies (13)—(14) (with “n = o0’ therein).

REMARK 3.1. (i) By symmetry, analogous results are valid when the U" are
quasi-martingales in 42 (with dA™t < o}t dt for some progressively measurable
processes o such that ||a”]| 42 is bounded over n € N, for the last part of the
theorem).

(i1) The reader can check by inspection of the proofs in Appendix A that The-
orem 3.2 is in fact valid for more general sequences of 7-R2BSDEs (see Sec-
tion 2.1.2), given a further stopping time 7 € J (the same for every n).

In the case of RBSDEs like (&), the following results can be proven along the
same lines as Theorem 3.2.

THEOREM 3.3. Let us consider a sequence of RBSDEs, the data being
bounded in the sense that the driver coefficients g"* are A-equi-Lipschitz continu-
ous and, for some constant P,

(15) 18" 113 + llg” (0,0, 0) 1502 + IL" 52 < .
We then have, for some constant c(A),

(16) 1Y 152+ 12" 50 + IV 15 + 1K 52 < c(A)@.
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Indexing by P the differences -" — -P, we also have

1Y P52 + 12" 1 + 1V P15 + K™ P15
(17)
<c(M)Q(IE™PI5+ 18P (X", Z VI 5 + IIL™P | 52).

If, moreover, the barriers L" satisfy the assumptions of Lemma 3.1(ii), we may
then replace ||L”||§2 and ||L""P|| 52 by ||L”||=2%,2 and ||[L""P|| 452 in (15) and (17).
Suppose that, when n — 00:

o ¢"(Y.,Z.,V.) #H>*-converges to g.(Y., Z., V.) locally uniformly w.rt. (Y, Z, V) €
52 x ,%’3 X Jfﬁ;

o (E", LM L2 x Jz-converges to (¢, L) [or merely (§", L") L2 x sz-converges
to (€, L), in the case where the barriers L" are as in Lemma 3.1(ii)].
Then, (Y™, Z", V", K™ 82 x Jr’fj X ]fi X /32-converges to a solution (Y, Z,V,
K) of (&). Moreover, (Y,Z,V,K) also satisfies (16)—(17) (with “n = 00”
therein).

4. Comparison. In this section, we specialize (H.1) to the case where

(18) 2 (7.2, v) =§t(y,z, [ v(e)m(em(e)p(de))

for a $-measurable nonnegative function 7, (e) with |n; |; uniformly bounded and a
P Q@ B[R) R BR!®?) ® B(R)-measurable function g : Q2 x [0, T] x R x RI®4 x
R — R such that:

(H.1.1)" g.(y,z,r) is a progressively measurable process for any y € R,z €
1®d .
R® relR;
(H.1.ii)" [12.(0,0,0)|| g2 < +00;
H.Lii))" 18 (v, z,7) = &0 2 r) < A(ly = ¥'| + 1z = 2| + |[r — r']) for any
tel0,T],y,y €R,z,z €eR!® and r, 1’ € R;
(H.1.iv)" r + 2;(y, z, r) is nondecreasing for any (¢, y,z) € [0, T] x R x RI®4

Using, in particular, the fact that

VE(v(e) —v'(@)ni(e)g(e)p(de)| < v —v'||n]

with |n;|; uniformly bounded, it follows that g defined by (18) satisfies (H.1).

Our next goal is to prove a comparison result for (&) [or (§'), see Remark 4.1(ii)]
in this case, thus extending to RBSDEs and R2BSDEs the comparison theorem of
Barles, Buckdahn and Pazdoux [2], Proposition 2.6, page 63 (see also Royer [31])
for classic BSDEs (without barriers). We refer the reader to Barles, Buckdahn and
Pazdoux [2], Remark 2.7, page 64, for a counterexample in the general case, not
assuming (H.1.iv)'.

To this end, we shall first prove the following lemma relative to a linear BSDE
(without barriers). This BSDE is slightly nonstandard inasmuch as its driving term
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contains a finite variation non-absolutely-continuous process. This poses no spe-
cial problem, however [see Remark 2.3(1)].

LEMMA 4.1 (Linear BSDE). Suppose we are given & € £L2,a process A € A2
and

8,2, 1) =By +zr| Fir

for uniformly bounded predictable real-valued (resp. R'®?-valued) processes 8
and k (resp. ), with kn > —1. Let (Y, Z, V) solve the BSDE with terminal con-
dition & at T and driving term defined by, for t € [0, T],

t
A+ fo 2 (y, z, fE v(e)ns(em(e)p(de)) ds.

Then, forany t € T,

T
(19) F0Y0=E|:FTY,+/ I'sdA;
0

3"0], P-a.s.,
where the cadlag adjoint process U is the solution of the linear (forward) SDE
20) dIy= F,_(,B; dt +m,dB; + K, /E ne(e)p(dt, de)), te[0,T],
with initial condition T'g = 1. In particular, I > 0 on [0, T].

PROOF. Using (20), the integration by parts formula gives, for r € 77,

T
LoYo=T:Y; +A Fs[dAs + (,Bsys + an;r
iy /E Vi(e)ns ()2 (e)p(de)) ds}
T T
—/ FS,ZSdBS—/ /‘F‘;,Vs(e)[i(ds,de)
0 0 E
T
- fo Ys_rs_(ﬂs ds + 7, dBy + K, fE ns(e)ﬁ(ds,de)>
T T
- [ rzalas = [ [ Toviewanendds, de
0 0 E
T T
—T.Y, +f0 Iy dA, —fo [y (Zs + Yy7,) d By

— [ ] Pl @) Vate) + k(@Y Jids. de).

In particular T'Y + fo I's d Ay is a local martingale. Moreover, suppo.77 1Y | belongs
to £ and so does (by Burkholder’s inequality) suppo, 77 II'|, hence their product



2052 S. CREPEY AND A. MATOUSSI

is integrable. Thus, the local martingale I'Y + f; 'y d A, is a uniformly integrable
martingale whose value at time O is the ¥p-conditional expectation of its value at
the stopping time v € 7. This yields (19). Finally, we recognize in I' the stochastic
exponential of

0:= [ puds+ [mdb+ [ [ cns.de,
which is explicitly given in terms of ® by
1) [, =27 1200% TT (1 + A0,)e 29", tel0,T].
O<s<t

Therefore, I" > 0, since kn > —1. [

THEOREM 4.2. Let (Y,Z,V,K) and (Y',Z',V',K') be solutions to the
R2BSDE:s with data (g,&,L,U) and (g', &', L', U’) satisfying assumptions (H.0),
(H.1) and (H.2). We further assume that g satisfies (H.1). Then, Y <Y',dP ® dt-
almost everywhere, whenever:

(i) & <&', P-almost surely,
(i) g.(Y/,Z,V])<g/(Y!,Z!,V]),dP ® dt-almost everywhere;
(iii) L <L and U <U’, dP ® dt-almost everywhere.

PROOF.  We write the proof in the case d = 1, for notational simplicity. Let us
write £ =& — &’ and, for ¢ € [0, T']

81‘ = gt(Yt,’ Z;» V[,) - g;(Yt/’ Z;’ V[/)’

g — | G =YD (e 20 Vo) — (Y], Z1 V). i Yy 2 Y
O, lf Yt - Yl‘/’
o N =2 Y 2, V) — (Y 20 V), i Zi £ 7
"o, if Z, =7/,
gl‘(Y/v Z;’ ‘/l‘) - gl(Ylv Z;v Vt,)
JeWie) = Vi (e)ni(e)i(e)p(de)’
@ = it [ (Vite) = V/@)n(@)a(erp(de) 0.
0. it [ (V€)= Vi@)m@s(e)p(de)=0.

By assumption (H.1)" on g, we have
gt(Yt,7 Zl/‘v VI) - gl(Y/v le‘v vt/)

- @(Y;, z, fE Vz(e)me);t(e)p(de))

- §t(Y;, z, /E W(e)m(e)@(e)p(de))
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The Lipschitz continuity property of g with respect to (y, z, ) implies that g8, 7, k
are real-valued uniformly bounded progressively measurable processes. Moreover,
(181l 72 is finite. Furthermore, x > 0 on [0, T'], by assumption (H.1.iv)’ on g.

Now, by linearity, (Y, Z,V):= (Y —Y’, Z — Z', V — V') solves the following
linear BSDE with terminal condition £ = £ — £’ at T, in which A, := K, — K| +
o 8s ds [see Remark 2.3(i)]:

_ T/ _ _
Y, —E+Ar— A+ /, (Ysﬂs + 7oy + 1, /E V(e (e)ts (e)p(de)) ds

—/ITngBs—/ZT/EVS(‘/’)ﬁ(dS’de)’ te€[0,T].

Lemma 4.1 then yields, forany 7 € 7,

— _ T T
FOY():E[F,Y, +f I8, ds+f Iyd(KF+K)
0 0
(22) .
—/0 rsd(K;++K;)‘$o]

Now:

e k>0, hence I' > 0, by Lemma 4.1;
e §<0anddK'", dK~ >0.

Therefore, if we choose
t=inf{s €[0,T]; Ys =L} Ainf{s € [0, T, Y, =U;} AT,

then Y; <0 and KT = K~ =0 on [0, 7], yielding Yo < 0, P-almost surely,
by (22). Since time 0 plays no special role in the problem, we have, in fact, ¥; <Y/,
[P-almost surely, for any ¢ € [0, T']. As Y and Y’ are cadlag processes, we conclude
that Y, <Y/ for any ¢ € [0, T], P-almost surely. [

REMARK 4.1. (i) By inspection of the above proof, it appears that one may
relax assumptions (H.1.ii) and (H.1.iii) on g" to ||g/(Y/, Z!, V/)|| 42 < oo in Theo-
rem 4.2.

(i1) This comparison theorem admits obvious specifications to RBSDEs and BS-
DEs. We thus recover Barles, Buckdahn and Pazdoux [2], Proposition 2.6, page 63
(see also Royer [31]).

5. Existence and uniqueness results. Recall that (&) is more general than
(8”), whereas (&) can be considered as a generalization of either (&) or (€’) (see
Section 2.1.2). So, some of the statements are, in a sense, redundant in Proposi-
tions 5.1 and 5.2 below. However, we find it convenient to state them explicitly, for
greater clarity.
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5.1. Uniqueness.

PROPOSITION 5.1.  Under assumptions (H.0), (H.1) and (H.2):

(1) uniqueness holds for (&) and (8');

(ii) given a further stopping time t© € T, uniqueness holds for the RBSDE
with random terminal time (&') (assuming & to be F;-measurable) and for the
7-R2BSDE (§).

PROOF. (i) Uniqueness for (&’) results directly from the error estimate (17).
As for (&), careful examination of the proof of estimate (14) in Section A.2 shows
that in the special case L™? = U™? =0, estimate (14) can be strengthened under
weaker assumptions, namely we have

Y2152 + 12" W + 1V P g + 1K™ P52
(23)
<c(W)P(IEMP % + 18P (Y, Z1, VI3,
for any sequence of R2BSDEs with common barriers L and U and such that

IE™ 13 + 118"(0,0,0)||%,2 < @

(without any of the assumptions specific to Lemma 3.1). Uniqueness for (&) then
directly follows from (23).

(ii) Given Remark 2.4(i), uniqueness for (§') follows from the uniqueness, by
part (i), for the RBSDE with data (1.<; g, &, L.A.). Finally, uniqueness for (8) can
be established as that for (&) above, given Remark 3.1(1i). [

5.2. Existence. In this section, we work under the following square integrable
martingale predictable representation assumption:

(H) Every square integrable martingale M admits a representation
t t
(24) M; = M, +f Zsd By —i—/ f Vs(e)ii(ds, de), tel0,T],
0 0 JE

for some Z € ,%3 and V € J(ﬁ
We also strengthen assumption (H.2.i) to the following:
(H.2.1)" L and U are cadlag quasi-left-continuous processes in 8.

Recall that for a cadlag process X, quasi-left-continuity is equivalent to the
existence of a sequence of totally inaccessible stopping times which exhausts the
jumps of X, whence PX = X._ (Jacod and Shiryaev [25], Propositions 1.2.26,
page 22 and 1.2.35, page 25). We thus work in this section under assumptions
(H), (H.0), (H.1) and (H.2)’, where (H.2)" denotes (H.2) with (H.2.i) replaced by
(H.2.1)'.
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The proof of the following proposition, which is essentially contained in earlier
results by Hamadeéne and Ouknine [21] and Hamadeéne [22], is given in Appen-
dix B. By the Mokobodski condition in this proposition, we mean the existence of
a quasi-martingale X with Rao components in 42 and such that L < X < U over
[0, T]. This is, of course, tantamount to the existence of nonnegative supermartin-
gales X!, x? belonging to 482 and such that L < X' — X2 < U over [0, T'] (cf. first
paragraph of Section 3). X is then obviously a quasi-martingale in 42. Note that
the question of whether any quasi-martingale in 42 has Rao components in 2 is
unsolved, to the best of our knowledge.

PROPOSITION 5.2. Assuming (H), (H.0), (H.1) and (H.2)":

(i) existence holds for (8') and (assuming that & is F-measurable here) (&);

(i1) existence of a solution to (8) is equivalent to the Mokobodski condition,
which also implies existence of a solution to (8), and in particular, existence holds
for (&), whence (), when L or U is a quasi-martingale with Rao components in
82 [in which case, L or U is obviously a quasi-martingale in 82, as postulated in
Lemma 3.1(1)].

The complete characterization of existence for (€) of course depends on the
specification of the stopping time 7. Recall that in the special case T = T, ()
reduces to (€’) [whence always a solution to (€) in this case], whereas in the
special case 7 =0, (&) reduces to (&) [whence, in this case, equivalence between
existence of a solution to (&) and the Mokobodski condition].

6. An application in finance. In the case of the convertible-bonds-related
R2BSDE:s in finance (see Section 1), the lower barrier L is given by a call pay-
off functional of the underlying stock price process S, the latter being typically
modeled as a jump-diffusion (with possibly random coefficients). This motivates
the following developments.

6.1. Abstract set-up.

PROPOSITION 6.1. Let S be given as an Ito—Lévy process with square inte-
grable special semimartingale decomposition components, so

t t t
25 S$=5 +/ asds +/ Zsd By +/ / vs(e)ii(ds, de), tel0,T],
0 0 0 JE

for some z € J(’dz, Ve %ﬁ and a progressively measurable time-integrable process
a such that ||a|| zp2 < 400. In turn, let L be given as L = S V £ for some constant
£ eRU {—o0}.

L is then a (cadlag) quasi-left-continuous quasi-martingale with Rao compo-
nents in 8. Moreover, L satisfies all of the conditions in Lemma 3.1 [including the
hypotheses on L in (H.2)], with, in particular, a™, the negative part of a in (25),
for a in (4)—(5).
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PROOF. We have by the Meyer-Tanaka (or simply 1t6—Lévy, in the case ¢ =
—o00) formula, much as in the proof of Lemma 3.1,

sz=1{S,>E}szBt+/E]l{s,,>z}vz(€)ﬁ(dt,d€)—Jl{S,>e}a;_dt

(26)

+ 1520} (St — O +1(s_<e) (S — O + 3dO, + L5~ pa;" dt,
where © is the local time of S at € (or 0, in the case ¢ = —o0). We thus have, for
1€[0,T],

g 1
L;=E|Lr —/ s, >eyau du — 5(O17 — ©;)
t
(27)

= Y Y5 oS — O + s, <0 (Su — z)ﬂ%} =L — L7,

t<u<T

where we set, for ¢t € [0, T'],

T
Ll :E[L}r—i-/ ]l{gu>e}au_du)?}},
t
2 - T 1
L;=E|L; +/ ]l{SM>(}a; du + §(®T —0)
t

+ D0 L5 00— 07 + s, <0(Su = ﬁ)ﬂ}‘,}

t<u<T

Here, L' and L? are nonnegative supermartingales, as optional projections of non-
increasing processes. Moreover, L and L! and thus, in turn, L2, belong to 4§ 2 Lis
therefore a quasi-martingale with Rao components in §2.

Observe, further, that the second line of (26) defines a nondecreasing integrable
process. Denoting by R and R its compensator and its compensatrix, we get

dL; =1(s,>02: dB; + /;E Lis,_>eyve(e)pi(de, de) — dﬁ;

(28)
+dR; — 1s,~¢ya, dt.

So, the predictable finite variation component A of L is given by A = R —
JoLs,>eya; dt,where R and [;1(s,~¢a, dt are nondecreasing processes and thus
the Jordan component A~ of A satisfies dA;” < 1(5,~¢a, dt. [

6.2. Jump-diffusion setting with regimes. Motivated by applications (see [4, 9,
7, 10-12]), we now present a rather generic specification for a Markovian model
X (which, in the context of financial applications, will correspond to a Markov-
ian factor process underlying a financial derivative) and show how it fits into the
abstract set-up of the present paper.



REFLECTED BSDES WITH JUMPS 2057

6.2.1. Specification of the model. Given integers d and k, we define the fol-
lowing linear operator § acting on regular functions u = u'(t, x) for (¢,x,i) €
[0, T] x RY x I, where I ={1,...,k}:

d
Gu' (1, %) = dpu' (1, %) + 5 D af 4 (6, %) gy ' (2,%)
l,qg=1

d
#20(bi0 = [ o) ex ymidy) ) gt e,
+ A&d (u'(t,x +8'(t,x,y)) —u'(t,x)) f' (t, x, y)m(dy)

+ ) ki) (t,x) —u' (1, x)).
Jjel
In this equation, m(dy) is a finite jump measure on R¢ and all the coefficients are
Borel-measurable functions such that:

e the a'(t,x) are d-dimensional covariance matrices, with a’(¢,x) = o'(t,
x)oi(t, x)T for some d-dimensional dispersion matrices ol(t, x);

e the b (t, x) are d-dimensional drift vector coefficients;

e the intensity functions f'(¢,x,y) are bounded and the jump size functions
8'(t, x, ) are absolutely integrable with respect to m(dy);

o the [A; j(t, x)]; jes are intensity matrices such that the A; ;(z, x) are nonnegative
and bounded for i # j, and A; ; (t, x) = — Zje,\{i} Aij(t, x).

We shall often find it convenient to write v(z, x, i, ...) rather than v (¢, x, ...)
for a function v of (¢, x, i, ...),and A(¢, x, i, j) for A; ; (¢, x). For instance, the nota-
tion f (¢, X, N¢, y) [oreven f (¢, X, y), with X; = (X;, N;) below] will typically
be used rather than fN’ (t, X, y). Also, note that a function u on [0, T'] x R x [
may equivalently be referred to as a system u = (u')jes of functions u’ = u' (¢, x)
on [0, T] x R4,

The construction of a model corresponding to the previous data is a nontrivial
issue treated in detail in [10] (see also [12], or Theorems 4.1 and 5.4 in Chap-
ter 4 of Ethier and Kurtz [19] for abstract conditions regarding the existence and
uniqueness of a solution to the martingale problem with generator ). We will thus
be rather formal at this point of the present paper, referring the reader to [10, 12]
for the complete statement of “suitable conditions” below.

So, “under suitable conditions” (see [10, 12]), there exists a stochastic ba-
sis (2,F,P) on [0, T], endowed with a d-dimensional Brownian motion B,
an integer-valued random measure x and an (2, F, P)-Markov cadlag process
X = (X, N) on [0, T'] with initial condition (x, i) at time 0, such that:

e defining v as the integer-valued random measure on / which counts the transi-
tions v,(j) of N to state j between time 0 and time ¢, the P-compensatrix ¥ of
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v is given by
(30) dvi(j) = dvi(j) — LN jyr (@, Xy, j) dt

[with A(s, X, j) = An,,j (s, X;)], whence the canonical special semimartingale
representation for NV,

Gl dN; =) A, X, )G — Nodi+ Y (j — N dv(j),  t€[0,T];
jel jel

e the P-compensatrix ¥ of x is given by
X(dt,dy) = x(dt,dy) — f(t, X, y)m(dy) dt

and the R?-valued process X satisfies, for t € [0, T]
(D dX=b.X)dr+ o, X)dB+ [ 5t X DTy, d).
R

Further, the following estimates are available, for any p € [2, 4-00):

(33) ||X||§5 <Cp(1+IxIP).

We then have the following variant of the It6 formula (see, e.g., Jacod [24], The-
orem 3.89, page 109), where du denotes the row-gradient of u = u'(¢, x) with
respect to x:

du(t, Xr) = Gut, X)) dt + u(t, X))o (t, X;)dB;
(34) [ X+ 8530, M) = )Ty d)

3wt Xemy ) —ult, X,2))dV(j), 120,
jel

for any system u = (u');e; of functions u’ = u' (¢, x) of class €12 on [0, T'] x R¥.
In particular, (2, F, P, X) is a solution to the time-dependent local martingale
problem with generator § and initial condition (¢, x, i) (see Ethier and Kurtz [19],
Sections 7.A and 7.B).

Finally, still “under suitable conditions” (see [10, 12]), every (€2, I, P)-square-
integrable martingale M in this model admits a representation

t t _
Mt = MO+/0 Zs st +/0 Ad Vf(y)i(dy,d&')
(39) |
+ X [ Wanay. e,

Jjel

for some Z € H#3, Ve J(.’)z( and W € #2.
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6.2.2. Mapping with the abstract set-up. Let 04 stand for the null in R¢. The
model F = (X, N) is thus a rather generic Markovian specification of our abstract
set-up, with (cf. Section 2):

e E, the subset (R? x {0}) U ({04} x I) of R4*1;

e B, the sigma field generated by B(R?) x {0} and {04} x £ on E, where B(R?)
and { stand for the Borel sigma field on R? and the sigma field of all parts of I,
respectively;

e p(de) and ¢ (e) respectively given by, for any e = (v, j) € E,

_ [ m(dy), if j =0,
p(de) = { 1, if y =0y,
f(tvxl‘ay) 1f]=0,
Li(e) = . . e o
Lin, £ A, Xgs J), if y=04;

e 1, the integer-valued random measure on ([0, T'] x E, B([0, T]) ® BE) count-
ing the jumps of X of size y € A and the jumps of N to state j between 0 and ¢,
foranyt >0, A e B(R?),jel.

‘We write, for short,

(E, Be,p)=(R'@ 1, BRY) @ 4, m(dy) ®1).
So, in the present context,
(36) M, = MR, BRY), m(dy); R) x RF

and the compensator of  is given by, for any r >0, A € B(RY), j € I, with A ®
{7} := (A x{0h U {04} x {j}),

t
[ c@peras
0 JA®{/}

! t
:A /Af(s’ vay)m(dy)dS‘i‘A ﬂ{Ns7éj})"(sa:X;s9‘])dS
Finally, note that (35) is a martingale representation of the form (24), with, for
€= (y’ .])’
Vi), ifj=0,

Hence, the model X has the martingale representation property (H).

Vi(de) = {

6.3. Markovian BSDEs. We consider, in this model, the BSDE naturally con-
nected with the It6 formula (34), namely, for r > 0,

—dY, = 80 % Y. 20, Vi) di = Z0dBy = [ 00Ty dny = X Wi i),
jel
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with V = (V, W), possibly supplemented by suitable barrier and minimality con-
ditions, and for a suitable driver coefficient g(¢, X,, v, z, v), where v = (V, W) €
MR, BRY), m(dy); R) x RF [cf. (36)].

Let & denote the class of functions « on [0, 7] x R? x I such that u! is Borel-
measurable with polynomial growth in x for any i € /. Let us suppose further
that we have real-valued continuous running cost functions g;(t, x, u, z, r) [where
(u,z,r) € Rk x RI®4  R], terminal cost functions Wi(x) and lower and upper
obstacle functions £i(t, x) and h' (¢, x), such that:

(M.O) V¥ liesin &;
M.1.1) (t,x,i)— g;(t,x,0,0,0) lies in P;
(M.1.ii) g is uniformly A-Lipschitz continuous with respect to (u, z,r), in the
sense that A is a constant such that for every for any (¢, x,i) € [0, T] x
R x I and (u,z,7), W', 7, 1) e RF x R1®4 x R,
18t x,u,z,r) =it x,u' 2 r) < Au—u'|+ |z =2/ [+ |r = r']);

(M.1.iii) g is nondecreasing with respect to r;
(M.2.1) £ and h lie in P;
M.241) £ <h, T, )<V <h(T,").

We define, for any (¢,y,z,v) € [t,T] x R x RI®d » My, with v = (U, W) €
MR, BRY), m(dy); R) x R¥,

G gt Xy 2 v) =8, X W 2, F) — Y wik(t, X, ),
JEIN{N;}

where 1, = i, (y, w) and 7; = 7 (V) are defined as
y7 ] :Nl"
y+wj, J# Ny,
We then consider the data

gl‘(a)’yaza U)=g(t,xt,y,z,v)7 %_:\Ij(:x;T)a

Ly =4£(t, Xy), Ur=h(t, Xy).

(38) (ﬁ»f:{ o= [ 50 %0 ym@).
Rd

39)

REMARK 6.1. The connection between the Markovian R2BSDEs with data of
the form (39) and the Markovian R2BSDEs which appear in risk-neutral pricing
problems in finance (see [7]) is established in [10] (see also [11, 12]).

PROPOSITION 6.2. The data (39) satisfy assumptions (H.0), (H.1) and (H.2)'.

PROOF. Given (M.0), (M.1), (M.2) and the estimate (33) on X, the verification
of (H.0), (H.1) and (H.2)’ is straightforward (see [10] for all details). [



REFLECTED BSDES WITH JUMPS 2061

Within model X, we are able to specify a concrete class of processes S which
satisfy the conditions of Proposition 6.1. We thus have the following.

LEMMA 6.3. Let ¢ = (¢')ics be a system of real-valued functions ol =
@' (¢, x) of class CL2 on [0, T] x RY such that

@0y ¢.99.090. (x> [ (80 x+8" 0 ) midy) € 2.
Then, the process S defined by, for t € [0, T,

St = (1, X4),

is an Ito—Lévy process with square integrable special semimartingale decompo-
sition components, with related process a in (25) given as a; = $¢ (¢, X;) for
tel0,T].

PROOF. Under our polynomial growth assumptions and given the estimates
(33) on X, the result follows by application of the It6 formula (34) to ¢ (¢, X;).
g

EXAMPLE 6.2. The standing example we have in mind for S in Proposi-
tion 6.1 is S = X!, the first component of X of our model X = (X, N) (assuming
d > 1 therein). This corresponds to the case where ¢'(t,x) = x1 in Lemma 6.3.
Note that, in this case,

g"p:bl’ a¢0=017
[0 x4 8@ x )ty = [ e+ 81x ) lm(dy)
R4 R4
so that (40) reduces to

(1) broon, x> [ 1810, ) im(dy) € 2.
R

THEOREM 6.4. Given the data (39) with £ specified as ¢ V c, where ¢ satisfies
(40) [e.g., ¢ = x1, assuming (41)] and for some constant c € RU{—o00}, the related
R2BSDE (&) admits a unique solution (Y, Z, V, K). Moreover, K™ is an Lebesgue
absolutely continuous process with density k™ satisfying (5). The RBSDE (&') also
admits a unique solution. Finally, given a further stopping time Tt € T, the RBSDE
with random terminal time (&) (assuming & to be F;-measurable here) and the
7-R2BSDE (€) also have unique solutions.

PROOF. First, our model X has the martingale representation property (H)
(see end of Section 6.2.2). Moreover, assumptions (H.0), (H.1) and (H.2) are sat-
isfied, by Proposition 6.2. Finally, L is a quasi-martingale with Rao components in
42, by application of Proposition 6.1 and Lemma 6.3 (see also Example 6.2 in the
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case ¢ = x1). Therefore, (§) admits a unique solution (Y, Z, V, K), by Proposi-
tion 5.2(i). Moreover, all of the conditions of Lemma 3.1(ii) are fulfilled, by Propo-
sition 6.1. Consequently, K is an Lebesgue absolutely continuous process with
density k™ satisfying (5). The remaining results follow likewise by application of
Proposition 5.2. [

APPENDIX A: PROOF OF THEOREM 3.2

In this appendix, ¢ denotes a “large” constant which may change from line to
line. We do not track the dependency of the constants line after line, leaving the
reader to check in the end that the overall dependency is indeed as stated in Theo-
rem 3.2.

A.1. Proof of the bound estimate. We have to show that there exists a con-
stant ¢ with the required dependencies such that, forany r € [0, T] and n € N,

T
E[ sup |Y,”|2+/ 12" % ds
t€[0,T] 0

(42)

T n 2 n,+\2 n,—\2
+f0 fEWS (© ¢, (@) p(de) ds + (K12 + (KD )}sc.

We omit indices " in the rest of this section to simplify the notation. Standard
computations based on 1t6’s formula and Gronwall’s lemma yield

T T T
E[/ vids+ [ 1ZPds+ [ /|Vs(e>|zcs<e>p<de>ds]
(43) 0 0 0 E

T T T
ch[ser/O gf(o,o,O)der/O |Ls|sz++/O |Us|d1(;]

Further, using (3) and the Lipschitz continuity property of g, we have

T T T
E[(K#)Z]sE[(A;)% /0 22(0,0,0)ds + fo Y, 2 ds + /O |Zs|*ds

T
+ /0 /E |vs(e>|2v<ds,de>}

T T
5E(A;)2+cE[52+fo gf(o,o,O)derfo |Ly|dK}

T
+f0 |Us|d1<;},

by (43). Moreover, we likewise have by the related R2BSDE,
E(K} — K7)*

(44)

(45) T T T
§cE[§2+/0 gf(o,o,O)derfO |LS|dKS++/0 |Us|sz_]
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So, combining (44) and (45),
E[(KF)? + (K7)*)

(46)
2 —\2 T 2 2 2
50E|:$ + (A7) +/ 8:(0,0,0)ds + sup L+ sup US}
0 0<s<T 0<s<T
and, finally,
2 T 2 T 2 2 —\2
E[um +f A ds+f f|vs<e)| ¢ (@)p(de)ds + (K7 +(KT)}
(47) 0 0 E

T
ch[52+(AT)2+/O g2(0,0,0)ds + sup L2+ sup Uf]

0<s<T 0<s<T

Again applying Ito’s formula to Y2 and taking first suprema in time, then expecta-
tions, we deduce (42) by the Burkholder inequality.

Moreover, in the case dA™™ < «}'dt for some progressively measurable
processes o with ||a”|| 42 finite, we have, by application of Lemma 3.1(ii),

dK" T =k""dt  with k™" < Ly (88 (Y 20 VDT + o).
In particular, ||kK"F| 42 is finite, by the previous results. One may then replace

illlgg)isg L2 by fy L2ds in (46) and (47) and then, in turn, ||L" |2, by [|L"||2,, in

A.2. Proof of the error estimate (14). Again making indices " and ? explicit,

we get, by the 1t6 formula and the Lipschitz continuity property of g, with “g”
standing for “< up to a martingale term,”

T T
=y [C1zi-ziRas+ [ vie - vi@Pa@pdeds
. T
<le"— P42 [ gL ZE V) — gl (00 20 VP ds
t
T T
v [Ciwr-vepds+d [z - zrids
t t
1 T 2
w3 [ [ vie-vi©Ps©pdeds
t

T
+2 [ 07 - ¥D@K; - dkD).
t
Now, by the barriers conditions,
T
f (Y" — YP)(dK" —dKP)
8

T
< / (LY — LYK} —dKPY) — (U —UP)Y(AKP~ —dKP 7).
t
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Thus,
> 1 [T ) (T
E[IY,H_Y,Pl +§/ 0 — Z7| ds+§/ /Ew(e)
4 t
— VP (o)t (e)p(de) ds}
T
zem|s" 6P+ [ 10 - ePas
(49) ‘

T
[ Iz v — g,z v PRds
t

+ sup L' — LP|(KpT + KPT)

0<s<T
+ sup (U2 = UPIKE + KPO)),
0<s<T
Using arguments already used in the previous section, we get the required control
over || Y713, + ||z'w’||§t,2 + | V"P|%,, by Gronwall’s lemma, estimate (13) and
d H

the Burkholder inequality. The control over || K™? ||§2 follows using the equation
for K™? deduced from the related R2ZBSDEs.

Moreover, in the case where d A"~ < «y' dt for some progressively measurable
processes o with || || 42 finite (see end of Section A.1), the barriers conditions
(48) become

T
/ (Y —YP)(dK] —dKP)
t

T T
< [ @i - @t —khds - [T - un@Ke —dkro).
t t

We thus have (49) with fOT LY — Lf’l(k;“r + kf’+) ds instead of supy_,-7 |L§ —
LY|(K}Ft 4 K2 therein, which, in turn, implies (14) with || L™? || ;> instead of
|L"™P|| 42 therein.

A.3. Convergence proof. We now turn to the situation considered in the
last part of the theorem. In this case, we are, for each n, in the situation of
Lemma 3.1(ii), whence

dK" Y =k""dt with k™" < Ly (87 (Y 20 VDT + o).

So, [|k™ | 52 is bounded, by the results of the previous section (assuming [lee" || 52
the bounded).

(Y™, Z", V") is bounded in 82 x J7 x J¢3, by (13). Hence, (Y", Z", V", K") is
a Cauchy sequence in 82 x ch% X J(’i x 82, by (14). Therefore, (Y", Z", V", K™)
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82 x ]fg X ]fﬁ x 82-converges to some limiting process (¥, Z, V, K). Let us show
that (Y, Z, V, K) solves (§).

By the bound estimate (13), we have that ]E[(K¥’+)2] < ¢, so the K™ are
bounded in #2, as are the K", whence the K~ . Besides, ||k"’+||§,{2 is bounded,
as noticed above. Thus, by application of the Banach—-Mazur lemma (see Cvitanic
and Karatzas [13], page 2046 and references therein), there exist, for every n € N,

an integer N (n) > n and weights w > 0 with ZN(") w =1 such that
N(n)
KmE = Z u)?l(j’jE — K*
j=n
and
N(n)
Kt = Z w;-lkj’+—>%+ in J¢2 as n — oo.
j=n

This implies, in particular, that K= = [k du (cf. Cvitanic and Karatzas [13],
page 2047). Moreover, since

KT —K"T=K"  with K"* e AZ,
we have
Kt—K =K  withdK*>0

(and E = =), by passage to the limit in #2. So, finally, K*e Az also using
the cont1nu1ty of K. In addition, by passage to the limit, estimate (13) holds for
(Y,Z,V,K*, K™) and the process (Y, Z, V, K), with K = K+ — K, satisfies
the limiting equation (ii) in (§). We alsohave L <Y < U.

Finally, we have, using the fact that fOT =YY" dK ," = =0 in the second line,

T - T - T
05/0 (Ut—Y,)dK,_:/(; (U,—Yt)(th_—dK,"’_)—l—/O (U,—Y;)dK,"’_

T N T

Now, fOT(Ut — U+ Y —Y,)dK;"~ converges to 0 in expectation, by (82)2-
convergence of (Y U ") to (¥, U) and bound estimate (13) on the K™ . Fur-
ther, we have convergence in #2, hence in measure, of K~ — K™ 100 (at least
along a suitable subsequence). Moreover, by Proposition 1.5(d) in Mémin and
Slominski [28] (see also Prigent [29], Theorem 1.4.2(4), page 102), the sequence
(K= — K™ ), is predictably uniformly tight (see J acod and Shiryaev [25], V1.6a,
page 377), as converging in law (to 0) with (K "), bounded in £ for
every t € [0, T']. Therefore, fOT(U, - Y,)(d[?,_ - dK, ") converges in measure
(for the Skorokhod topology) to O (Jacod and Shiryaev [25], Theorem VI1.6.22(c),
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page 383, see also Prigent [29], Chapter 1.4) so that, finally, foT(U, —Y)d K ; =0.
Likewise, [y (Y; — L,)dK;" =0.

Since K = Kt — K+ with K* ¢ Aiz, the Jordan components K* of K are also
in A? and such that K* < K*. Thus, f) (U; — Y,)dK; = [ (Y, — L) dK;" =0.

APPENDIX B: PROOF OF PROPOSITION 5.2

B.1. Basic problems. With the exception of Becherer [3], previous works on
BSDEs with jumps (see, e.g., [2, 18, 21, 22, 32]) deal more specifically with the
case where the integer-valued random measure p is a Poisson random measure.
Becherer [3] treats the case of a classic BSDE (no barriers) in the present set-up,
thus extending to the case of a random density ¢;(e) the results of [2, 32].

We leave to the reader the routine task of checking that all the results in [18, 21,
22] can be immediately extended to the abstract set-up of the present paper. So,
our RBSDE (&’) admits a (unique) solution (see Hamadéne and Ouknine [21]). As
for (&), we know by Hamadeéne and Hassani [22], Theorem 4.1 and Remark 4.2,
that the existence of a solution to (&) is equivalent to the Mokobodski condition.
In particular, existence holds for (§) when L or U is a quasi-martingale with Rao
components in 4.

REMARK B.1. By application of Theorem 3.3(ii) and in view of Re-
mark 3.1(i), existence for (&) also holds when L (or U) is a limit in 42 of quasi-
martingales L" (resp. U”) with Rao components in 42, provided the predictable
finite variation components A™~ of L (resp. A" of U") have densities o’ with
llo" || 42 bounded over n € N.

B.2. Extensions with stopping time. Given a further stopping time 7 € T,
we now consider the variants of the above problems introduced in Section 2.1.2.

B.2.1. Reflected BSDE with random terminal time. By inspection of the ar-
guments of Hamadeéne and Ouknine [21], it appears that the existence result for
(&") admits an immediate extension to the case of a reflected BSDE with random
terminal time t [in the sense of Darling and Pardoux [14], but in the rather ele-
mentary situation where our stopping time 7 is bounded here; cf. Remark 2.4(ii)].
So, assuming that £ is #;-measurable, existence of a solution to the RBSDE (€")
also holds true.

B.2.2. Upper barrier with delayed activation. We finally consider the
7-R2BSDE (&). Note that in applications (see [5, 7, 8]), T is typically given as
a predictable stopping time. In this case, the upper barrier U has a jump at a pre-
dictable stopping time and (H.2.i)’ (or an immediate adaptation to the case of an
R U {4o00}-valued upper barrier) is not satisfied by U. This is why the 7-R2BSDE
deserves a separate treatment.
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In order to show that the -R2BSDE (€) with data (g,&, L, U, 1) has asolution
under the Mokobodski condition, let (?, 7 , f/\, K ) denote the solution to (&). This
solution is indeed known to exist (and be unique) under the Mokobodski condi-
tion, by the results reviewed in Section B.1. Likewise, (Y, Z,V,K) let denote the
solution, known to exist by the result of Section B.2.1, to the RBSDE with random
terminal time 7 and data (}7,, g, L) on [0, T]. Now, if we define (¥, Z, V, K) by

Y = I7]1[<‘[ + ?jltzra
Kt :=Klior + K+ (Kr —K)izr, K™= (K = K)Lyzr,
Z .= Z]ltfr + Zﬂt>rs V.= ‘71151 + ‘71[>rv

then, by construction, (Y, Z, V, K) is a solution to the 7-R2BSDE (&)on [0, T].
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