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Abstract

In this article, we build upon the work of Soner, Touzi and Zhang [35] to define a
notion of a second order backward stochastic differential equation reflected on a lower
cadlag obstacle. We prove existence and uniqueness of the solution under a Lipschitz
type assumption on the generator, and we investigate some links between our reflected
2BSDEs and non-classical optimal stopping problems. Finally, we show that reflected
2BSDEs provide a super-hedging price for American options in a market with volatility
uncertainty.
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1 Introduction

Backward stochastic differential equations (BSDEs for short) appeared in Bismut [7] in the
linear case, and then have been widely studied since the seminal paper of Pardoux and
Peng [28]. Their range of applications includes notably probabilistic numerical methods for
partial differential equations, stochastic control, stochastic differential games, theoretical
economics and financial mathematics. On a filtered probability space (2, F, {F;}y<;<q ;s P)
generated by an R%valued Brownian motion B, a solution to a BSDE consists on f{nding
a pair of progressively measurable processes (Y, Z) such that

T T
n=£+/ fs<Ys,Zs)ds—/ ZudB,, t€[0.T], P as.
t t

where f (also called the driver) is a progressively measurable function and £ is an Fp-
measurable random variable.

Pardoux and Peng proved existence and uniqueness of the above BSDE provided that the
function f is uniformly Lipschitz in y and z and that £ and f4(0,0) are square integrable.
Reflected backward stochastic differential equations (RBSDEs for short) were introduced
by El Karoui, Kapoudjian, Pardoux, Peng and Quenez in [13], followed among others by El
Karoui, Pardoux and Quenez in [14] and Bally, Caballero, El Karoui and Fernandez in [2]
to study related obstacle problems for PDE’s and American options pricing. In this case,
the solution Y of the BSDE is constrained to stay above a given obstacle process S. In
order to achieve this, a non-decreasing process K is added to the solution

T T

}/t = £+/ fs(}/Sst)ds _/ stBs +KT—Kt, le [O,T], P—a.s.
t t

Y; > S, t€[0,T], P—a.s.

T
/ (Ys — S5)dKs =0, P—a.s.,
0

where the last condition, also known as the Skorohod condition means that the process K
is minimal in the sense that it only acts when Y reaches the obstacle S. This condition is
crucial to obtain the uniqueness of the classical RBSDEs.

Following those pioneering works, many authors have tried to relax the assumptions on the
driver of the RBSDE and the corresponding obstacle. Hence, Matoussi [26] and Lepeltier,
Matoussi and Xu [25] have extended the existence and uniqueness results to generator with
arbitrary growth in y. Similarly, Hamadeéne [18] and Lepeltier and Xu [24] proved existence
and uniqueness when the obstacle is no longer continuous.

More recently, motivated by applications in financial mathematics and probabilistic nu-
merical methods for PDEs (see [16]), Cheredito, Soner, Touzi and Victoir [9] introduced
the notion of Second order BSDEs (2BSDEs), which are connected to the larger class of
fully nonlinear PDEs. Then, Soner, Touzi and Zhang [35] provided a complete theory of
existence and uniqueness for 2BSDEs under uniform Lipschitz conditions similar to those
of Pardoux and Peng. Their key idea was to reinforce the condition that the 2BSDE must



hold P — a.s. for every probability measure P in a non-dominated class of mutually sin-
gular measures (see Section [2] for precise definitions). In these regards, this theory shares
many similarities with the quasi-sure stochastic analysis of Denis and Martini [I1] and the
G-expectation theory of Peng [32].

Our aim in this paper is to provide a complete theory of existence and uniqueness of Second
order RBSDEs (2RBSDEs) under the Lipschitz-type hypotheses of [35] on the driver. We
will show that in this context, the definition of a 2RBSDE with a lower obstacle S is very
similar to that of a 2BSDE. We do not need to add another non-decreasing process, unlike
in the classical case, and we do not need to impose a condition similar to the Skorohod
condition. The only change necessary is in the minimal condition that the increasing process
K of the 2RBSDE must satisfy.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2] we recall briefly some notations,
provide the precise definition of 2RBSDEs and show how they are connected to classical
RBSDEs. Then, in Section Bl we show a representation formula for the solution of a
2RBSDEs which in turn implies uniqueness. We then provide some links between 2RBSDEs
and optimal stopping problems. In Section M, we give a proof of existence by means of
r.c.p.d. techniques, as in [33] for quadratic 2BDSEs. Let us mention that this proof requires
to extend existing results on the theory of g-martingales of Peng (see [29]) to the reflected
case. Since to the best of our knowledge, those results do not exist in the literature, we
prove them in the Appendix in Section [Al Finally, we use these new objects in Section [Bl to
study the pricing problem of American options in a market with volatility uncertainty.

2 Preliminaries

Let Q := {w c C([0,T),R%) : wy = 0} be the canonical space equipped with the uniform
norm |[jwl||o, = supg<i<r [wif, B the canonical process, Py the Wiener measure, F :=
{Ft}o<i<r the filtration generated by B, and Ft .= {‘E+}0<t<T the right limit of F.
We first recall the notations introduced in [35].

2.1 The Local Martingale Measures

We will say that a probability measure P is a local martingale measure if the canonical
process B is a local martingale under P. By Karandikar [20], we know that we can give
pathwise definitions of the quadratic variation (B), and its density a;.

Let Py denote the set of all local martingale measures P such that
(B), is absolutely continuous in ¢ and @ takes values in S, P — a.s. (2.1)

where Sio denotes the space of all d x d real valued positive definite matrices.

As usual in the theory of 2BSDEs, we will concentrate on the subclass P, C Py consisting
of all probability measures

t
P* := Py o (X*) ™! where X := / al/2dB,, t €[0,T], Py — a.s. (2.2)
0
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for some F-progressively measurable process o taking values in Sio with fOT | |dt < 400,
Py — a.s.

2.2 The non-linear Generator

We consider a map Hy(w,y,z,7) : [0,7] x Q x R x R x Dy — R, where Dy € R¥*? is a
given subset containing 0.

Define the corresponding conjugate of H w.r.t.y by

1
Ft(w7y7z7a) ‘= Sup {—TI'(CL"}/) - Ht((")?yuza’}l)} for a € S>07
YEDY 2

ﬁt(y,z) = F(y, z,a;) and ﬁto = E(0,0),

We denote by Dp,,.) = {a, Fi(w,y,2,a) < +oc} the domain of F' in a for a fixed
(t,w,y,2).
As in [35] we fix a constant x € (1,2] and restrict the probability measures in P§, C Pg

Definition 2.1. Pf; consists of all P € Ps such that

2

T, |k ]
df <a<a®, dt xdP — a.s. for some a’,a" € Sio, and EF </ ‘Fto‘ dt) < +oo
0

Definition 2.2. We say that a property holds Pf;-quasi-surely (Py-q.s. for short) if it
holds P-a.s. for all P € Pp.

We now state our main assumptions on the function £ which will be our main interest in
the sequel

Assumption 2.1. (i) The domain Dp,, ) = Dp, is independent of (w,y, 2).
(ii) For fized (y,z,a), F is F-progressively measurable in Dp,.

(iii) We have the following uniform Lipschitz-type property in y and z

.y 27 b a,w), |Fw,yza) = Ry, 20| <O (ly-y|+]a/ (= )

).

(iv) F is uniformly continuous in w for the || - ||oo norm.

Remark 2.1. The assumptions (i) and (ii) are classic in the second order framework ([35]).
The Lipschitz assumption (iii) is standard in the BSDE theory since the paper [28]. The
last hypothesis (iv) is also proper to the second order framework, it is linked to our intensive
use of reqular conditional probability distributions (r.c.p.d.) in our existence proof, and to
the fact that we construct our solutions pathwise, thus avoiding complex issues related to
negligible sets.



Remark 2.2. (i) P} is decreasing in k since for k1 < ko with Holder’s inequality

T . = T, =
EP (/ (F,? 1dt> "| < CEP (/ (F,P 2dt> ’
0 0

(il) The Assumption 2, together with the fact that EO < 400, P-a.s for every P € Py,
implies that a; € Dp,, dt x P-a.s., for all P € Py;.

2.3 The Spaces and Norms

We now recall from [35] the spaces and norms which will be needed for the formulation of
the second order BSDEs. Notice that all subsequent notations extend to the case k = 1.

For p > 1, L’;}“ denotes the space of all Fp-measurable scalar r.v. & with
€15 o == sup EF [|€]P] < +o0.
H PePy

H?f denotes the space of all Ft-progressively measurable R%valued processes Z with

T 3
HZH%p,H := sup EF [(/ ]?iiﬂZt\zdt) < +00.
H PePy, 0

H

]D)’I’f denotes the space of all F-progressively measurable R-valued processes Y with

sup |Yi|P| < 4o0.

0<t<T

Pi — q.s. cadlag paths, and [|[Y[|7,.. := sup EF
H PPy,
H’I){’“ denotes the space of all F™-progressively measurable R-valued processes K null at 0
with

Pi — q.s. cadlag and non-decreasing paths, and HKH%f = sup EF [(K7)P] < +oc.
PPy,

For each € € L}f, P € P}, and t € [0,7] denote

EFF[e] := esssup’ EF [¢] where Pt P) := {]P’/ ePl:P =Pon ]-';r}
P'ePy, (t+,P)

Here Ef[¢] := E¥[¢|F;]. Then we define for each p > k,
b

esssup’ <Ef’P[|§|“]>H] .

0<t<T

L = {£ e LY" - 1€llLe, < +oo} where |[]|7s.x := sup EF
H PePy

Finally, we denote by UCy(€2) the collection of all bounded and uniformly continuous maps
¢ : Q — R with respect to the ||-|| . ,-norm, and we let £7" be the closure of UCy(2) under
the norm ||-||]LZN, for every 1 < x <p.



2.4 Formulation

First, we consider a process S which will play the role of our lower obstacle. We will always
assume that S verifies the following properties

(i) S is F-progressively measurable and cadlag.
(ii) S is uniformly continuous in w in the sense that for all ¢
[Se(w) = 8@ < p(lw =Bl , ¥ (w,@) €

for some modulus of continuity p and where we define ||w]|, := sup |w(s)|.
0<s<t

Then, we shall consider the following second order RBSDE (2RBSDE for short) with lower
obstacle S

T T
n:g+/ FS(YS,Zs)ds—/ ZydBs + Ky — Ky, 0< t <T, Pl — q.s. (2.3)
t t

We follow Soner, Touzi and Zhang [35]. For any P € P}, F-stopping time 7, and F,-
measurable random variable & € L2(P), let (37,2 k%) := (4% (7,€), 25 (7,€), k¥ (7,€)) de-
note the unique solution to the following standard RBSDE with obstacle S (existence and
uniqueness have been proved under our assumptions by Lepeltier and Xu in [24])

ytP:£+ftTﬁs(yE;’Z§)ds_ftTZEDdBS“‘kE)_kF, 0<t<T7, P—as.
yi > S, P—as.
JEWE =S, )dkE =0, P—a.s., Vi€ [0,T).

Definition 2.3. For £ € L?f, we say (Y,Z) € D?f X H?f is a solution to the 2RBSDE
@&3) i
o Yr=¢ and Yy > Sy, t € 0,7, Py — q.s.

o VIP € Py, the process KP¥ defined below has non-decreasing paths P — a.s.
t t
Kl =Yy-Y, - / Fy(Yy, Z)ds +/ ZydBs, 0<t<T, P—a.s. (2.4)
0 0

o We have the following minimum condition

KP — kP = ossinf® EP [K&’i' - /&;ﬂ L0<t<T, P—as, YPePy.  (2.5)
P ePy (t+,P)

Remark 2.3. In our proof of existence, we will actually show, using recent results of

Nutz [27)], that under additional assumptions (related to axiomatic set theory) the family

(K P)P cpr Can always be aggregated into a universal process K.
H



Following [35], in addition to Assumption 2] we will always assume
Assumption 2.2. (i) P}, is not empty.

(ii) The processes FO and S satisfy the following integrability conditions

2

T "

oo = Psétgz EF eos<sts<u%)P <EtH’P [/0 ]Fg!“d%) < +00 (2.6)
H —=v =

BN

¢?f = sup EF |esssup® (Ef’P [( sup (Ss)+> ]) < 400. (2.7)

PEPy, 0<t<T 0<s<T

2.5 Connection with standard RBSDEs

If H is linear in +, that is to say

Ht(y,z,y) = %’H‘ [CL?’Y] - ft(y7 Z)v

where a” : [0, T] x Q — Sio is F-progressively measurable and has uniform upper and lower
bounds. As in [35], we no longer need to assume any uniform continuity in w in this case.
Besides, the domain of F' is restricted to a® and we have

E(ya Z) - ft(y7z)'

If we further assume that there exists some P € Pg such that @ and a° coincide P — a.s.
and EF [fOT | £:(0,0)? dt} < 400, then Pf; = {P}.

Then, unlike with 2BSDEs, it is not immediate from the minimum condition (23] that the
process K¥ — k¥ is actually null. However, we know that KF — kF is a martingale with
finite variation. Since PP satisfy the martingale representation property, this martingale is
also continuous, and therefore it is null. Thus we have

0=k —KF P—as.,

and the 2RBSDE is equivalent to a standard RBSDE. In particular, we see that the part of
K* which increases only when Y;,~ > S,- is null, which means that K satisfies the usual
Skorohod condition with respect to the obstacle.

3 Uniqueness of the solution and other properties

3.1 Representation and uniqueness of the solution

We have similarly as in Theorem 4.4 of [35]

Theorem 3.1. Let Assumptions 21 and 22 hold. Assume ¢ € L3 and that (Y, Z) is a
solution to 2RBSDE [23)). Then, for any P € Py and 0 <t; <ty <T,

Yy, = esssup’ gy, (t2,Yy,), P—a.s. (3.1)
P ePy (£ P)

Consequently, the 2RBSDE (23] has at most one solution in ]D?f X H?f.



Remark 3.1. Let us now justify the minimum condition (ZI). Assume for the sake of
clarity that the gemerator F s equal to 0. By the above Theorem, we know that if there
exists a solution to the 2RBSDE (2.3)), then the process Y has to satisfy the representation
@BI). Therefore, we have a natural candidate for a possible solution of the 2RBSDE. Now,
assume that we could construct such a process Y satisfying the representation [B.I]) and
which has the decomposition 23). Then, taking conditional expectations in'Y —y*, we end
up with exactly the minimum condition (2.5]).

Proof. The proof follows the lines of the proof of Theorem 4.4 in [35]. We first assume
that B is true, then

Y; = esssup’ yr (T,€), t €[0,T], P—a.s., for all P € Pf,
P'ePy (t+,P)
and thus Y is unique. Since we have that d(Y, B), = Z;d(B),, Pf; — q.s., Z is unique.
Finally, the process K* is uniquely determined. We shall now prove (3.)).

(i) Fix 0 <t; <ty <T and P € Py,. For any P’ € Py (t],P), we have

1% - t2 ’ / ’
}/t:Y;tz + FS(YS7ZS)dS_/ stBs“‘KE _KF7 751 Stﬁtz, P —a.s.
t t

Now, it is clear that we can always decompose the non-decreasing process K into
KF =AY +BY | P —as.,

where AP/ and BPI are two non-decreasing processes such that API only increases when
Y,- =5;- and BPI only increases when Y;— > S;,—. With that decomposition, we can apply
a generalization of the usual comparison theorem proved by El Karoui et al. [13], whose
proof is postponed to the appendix, under P’ to obtain Yy, > yl]?l/ (t2,Y:,) and Ag — AE/ <
k‘g - kfj, P’ — a.s. Since P’ =P on F;", we get Y, > yf;/ (t2,Y:,), P —a.s. and thus

Yy, > esssup’ gy, (t2,Yy,), P—a.s.
P ePy (], P)
(ii) We now prove the reverse inequality. Fix P € Pj;. We will show in (iii) below that

’ ’ ’ ’ N\ 2
CE = esssup’ EE [(Kg —k‘fi —KE —l—k]tP;) } < 400, P—a.s.
P'ePy (tf P)

For every P’ € Py (t,P), denote

Y =Y —of (t2,Y3,), 07 := Z — 2 (t2,Y3,) and 6KT = K¥ — k¥ (t2,Y3,).

By the Lipschitz Assumption 2II(iii) and using a classical linearization procedure, we can

define a continuous process M such that for all p > 1

EE sup (M)P + sup (M;YH)P| <C,, P —a.s., (3.2)
t1 <t<to t1 <t<to

8



and
to

8Y;, =EF [ MtdaKf"] . (3.3)
t1

Let us now prove that the process K¥ — k¥

@3, it is clear that it is actually a P'-submartingale. Let us apply the Doob-Meyer

is non-decreasing. By the minimum condition

decomposi‘gion under P, we get the existence of a ]P’l—martingale NF and a non-decreasing
process P¥ | both null at 0, such that

—k‘t = —I—P P —as.

Then, since we know that all the probability measures in Py, satisfy the martingale rep-

resentation property, the martingale N¥ is c/ontinuous. Besides, by the above equation, it
also has finite variation. Hence, we have N¥ = 0, and the result follows. Returning back
to (B3]), we can now write

t1 <t<to

/ 1/3 / i\ 3727\ 2/3
< P P P
B <Et1 Ls<1i<pt2(Mt ]) ( n <6Kt2 6Kt1) }>
/ 1/3 ’ ’ / ’ N\ 2
< (51 s on)) (e [ont, - st e, | (om7 - o2 ) ])
11 <t<t2

< C(CE)Y® (Bf, [0k, — oK |) P as.

5V, < EF [ sup (M )<5Kt2 5Kt1>

1/3

By taking the essential infimum in P’ € Pr(t7,P) on both sides and using the minimum
condition (2.5]), we obtain the reverse inequality.

(iii) It remains to show that the estimate for C’E holds. But by definition, we clearly have

/ ’ ’ ’ /N 2
2K
P [(Kf" — kP — KF +k£) } SC(HYHEW + 1125 +¢H)

2 T 2
~1/2
sup ‘yﬂ +/ ‘at/ zf
0<t<T 0

since the last term on the right-hand side is finite thanks to the integrability assumed on ¢
and FY. Then we can proceed exactly as in the proof of Theorem 4.4 in [35]. O

+ C sup E”
PEPY,

< +00,

Finally, the following comparison Theorem follows easily from the classical one for RBSDEs
(see for instance Theorem 3.4 in [24]) and the representation ([BI).

Theorem 3.2. Let (Y,Z) and (Y',Z') be the solutions of 2RBSDEs with terminal condi-
tions & and €, lower obstacles S and S' and generators F and F respectively (with the
corresponding functions H and H'), and let (yF, 2% k%) and (y'*, 2", k'") the solutions of



the associated RBSDFEs. Assume that they both verify our Assumptions 21 and (23, that
Pi; € Py and that we have P — q.s.

5 < 5/7 F\t(y?’ ng) < ﬁt/ (yf{P7 Z£P)7 and St < St,
Then'Y <Y', Pf; —q.s.

Remark 3.2. Note that in our context, in the above comparison Theorem, even if the
obstacles S and S are identical, we cannot compare the increasing processes K* and K'®.
This is due to the fact that the processes K¥ do not satisfy the Skorohod condition, since it
can be considered, at least formally, to come from the addition of an increasing process due
to the fact that we work with second-order BSDFEs, and an increasing process due to the
reflection constraint. And only the second one is bound to satisfy the Skorohod condition.

3.2 Some properties of the solution

Now that we have proved the representation (B.I)), we can show, as in the classical frame-
work, that the solution Y of the 2RBSDE is linked to an optimal stopping problem

Proposition 3.1. Let (Y,Z) be the solution to the above 2RBSDE (23)). Then for each
t €[0,T] and for all P € Py

Y; = esssup’ esssup Ef {/ ﬁs(yf ,zf Yds + Syl + 51724 , P—a.s. (3.4)
P €PL (t+,P) T€Ti,T t

= esssup EED [/ ﬁS(YS, Zs)ds + A]E — AED + S+ flT:T] , P—a.s. (3.5)
7'6775,7* t

where Ty 1 is the set of all stopping times valued in [t,T] and where AY = fg ly _>s dK?
is the part of K¥ which only increases when Y- > S,—.

Remark 3.3. We want to highlight here that unlike with classical RBSDEs, considering a
lower obstacle in our context is fundamentally different from considering an upper obstacle.
Indeed, having an lower obstacle corresponds, at least formally, to add an increasing process
in the definition of a 2BSDE. Since there is already an increasing process in that definition,
we still end up with an increasing process. However, in the case of a upper obstacle, we
would have to add a decreasing process in the definition, therefore ending up with a finite
vartation process. This situation thus becomes much more complicated. Furthermore, in
that case we conjecture that the above representation of Proposition [31 would hold with
a sup-inf instead of a sup-sup, indicating that this situation should be closer to stochastic
games than to stochastic control. We believe that such a generalization would be extremely
interesting from the point of view of applications. Indeed, optimal stopping problems (or
cooperative controller-and-stopper games) and zero-sum stochastic controller-and-stopper
games (or robust optimal stopping problems) with controlled state process have been actively
studied in the literature. To name but a few:

10



Karatzas and Sudderth [Z1] solve an optimal stopping problem in which the controller
chooses both the drift coefficient and the volatility coefficient of a linear one-dimensional dif-
fusion along a given interval on R and selects a stopping rule to maximize her reward. Under
mild regularity conditions, by relying on theorems of optimal stopping for one-dimensional
diffusions, they show that this problem admits a simple solution.

In a similar setting, Karatzas and Sudderth [22] study a zero-sum stochastic game in which
a controller selects the coefficients of a linear diffusion along a given interval on R to
minimize her cost and a stopper chooses a stopping time to maximize his reward. Under
appropriate conditions, they prove that this game has a value and describe fairly explicitly
a saddle point of optimal strategies.

Bayraktar and Huang [3] consider a zero-sum stochastic differential controller-and-stopper
game in which the state process is a controlled multi-dimensional diffusion. In this game,
while the controller selects both the drift and the wvolatility terms of the state process to
mazximize her reward, the stopper chooses a stopping time to minimize his cost. Under
appropriate conditions, by proving dynamic-programming-type results, they show that the
game has a value and the value function is the unique viscosity solution to an obstacle
problem for a Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation. Their results can also be interpreted as
a solution to a robust optimal stopping problem under both drift and volatility uncertainty.

We also refer the reader to Karatzas and Zamfirescu [23], Bayraktar, Karatzas and Yao [J),
Bayraktar and Yao [3],[6] among others, for the case where there is only drift uncertainty.

We believe that the theory of 2RBSDFEs could provide interesting new tools to tackle the
above problems or their possible extensions.

Proof. By Proposition 3.1 in [24], we know that for all P € Py,

.
y; = esssup Ef [/ Fy(ys,25)ds + Srl, o7 + §lT:T] , P—a.s.
TE'EyT t

Then the first equality is a simple consequence of the representation formula (B.1). For the
second one, we proceed exactly as in the proof of Proposition 3.1 in [24]. Fix some P € P},
and some t € [0,7]. Let 7 € T, 7. We obtain by taking conditional expectation in (Z3))

Y, =Ef [YT + / Fy(Ys, Z)ds + KF — Kﬂ
t
EEED |:/ ﬁs(Y:%Zs)dS"i‘S'rl'r<T+€17—:T+AIE—AED:| .
t

This implies that

Y; > esssup Ef {/ ﬁs(Ys, Zg)ds + AE) — Af + S 1 e+ ng:T} , P—a.s.
TE'Tt,T t

Fix some € > 0 and define the stopping time D]tP)’6 =inf{u>t, Y, <S,+e P—as}AT.

It is clear by definition that on the set {D]f < T }, we have Y pe <5 + e. Similarly,
t

P,e
Dt

11



on the set {Df’€ = T}, we have Yy > Ss + ¢, for all t < s < T. Hence, for all s € [¢, Df’e],
we have Y,- > S,-. This implies that K DPe — K, =A DPe — Ay, and therefore
t t

Dy
Y, <EF [/ Fy(Ys, Z)ds + A];E»,E — AT+ Speelpre p+Elpre_p| +6,
t

which ends the proof by arbitrariness of ¢. O
We now show that we can obtain more information about the non-decreasing processes K.

Proposition 3.2. Let Assumptions [21 and hold. Assume & € L?f and (Y,Z) €
D?f X H?f is a solution to the 2RBSDE [Z3)). Let {(y*, 2", kP)}Pepg be the solutions of
the corresponding BSDEs (2Z4]). Then we have the following result. For all t € [0,T],

¢ ¢
/0 1{YS,:SS,}dKE> = /0 1{y87:557}dk‘11:, P—a.s.

Proof. Let us fix a given P € Pf;. Let 71 and 72 be two P-stopping times such that for all

t e [T17T2)7 }/;t* - St*, ]P — a.s.

First, by the representation formula ([B.1]), we necessarily have for all P, Y;- > yf),, P—a.s.
for all t. Moreover, since we also have y; > S; by definition, this implies, since all the
processes here are cadlag, that we must have

Y,- = yf: =S, temn,n), P—as.

Using the fact that Y and y* solve respectively a 2BSDE and a BSDE, we also have
S, +AY, =Y, = Yu+/ ﬁS(YS,ZS)ds—/ ZdBs+KE—KP 11 <t<u<m, P—as.,
t t

and

u u
St+Ayf>:Yt:yE+/ Fs(yf,zf)ds—/ 2LdBy + kY — Kk, m<t<u<m, P—as.
t t

Identifying the martingale parts above, we obtain that Z; = sz, P — a.s. for all s € [t,u].
Then, identifying the finite variation parts, we have

u u
AYU—AYt+/ FS(YS,Zs)dHKi‘f—KF=Ayi‘f—Ayf’+/ Ey(ys, 2 )ds + ky — Ky .
t t

Now, we clearly have
u u
| Bvazds= [ RGE s,
t ¢

since Zy = 2, P —a.5. and Y, = yf, = S,- for all s € [t,u]. Moreover, since Y,- = yf, =
S,- for all s € [t,u] and since all the processes are cadlag, the jumps of Y and y* are equal
to the jumps of S. Therefore, we can further identify the finite variation part to obtain

Ky — K =k, — ki,

which is the desired result. O
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Remark 3.4. Recall that at least formally, the role of the non-decreasing processes KT
is on the one hand to keep the solution of the 2RBSDE above the obstacle S and on the
other hand to keep it above the corresponding RBSDE solutions y*, as confirmed by the
representation formula BI)). What the above result tells us is that if Y becomes equal
to the obstacle, then it suffices to push it exactly as in the standard RBSDE case. This is
conform to the intuition. Indeed, whenY reaches S, then all the y* are also on the obstacle,
therefore, there is no need to counter-balance the second order effects.

Remark 3.5. The above result leads us naturally to think that one could decompose the non-
decreasing process K¥ into two non-decreasing processes A¥ and VT such that A® satisfies
the usual Skorohod condition and V¥ satisfies

VE = essinff E} [Vzﬁf} , 0<t<T, P—a.s., VPePg.
P’ ePy (t+,P)

Such a decomposition would isolate the effects due to the obstacle and the ones due to
the second-order. Of course, the choice A¥ := k¥ would be natural, given the minimum
condition (2.5). However the situation is not that simple. Indeed, we know that

t t
/Ol{Ys:Ss}ng]P:/O 1{Ys*:‘95*}dk11:’

But kP can increase when Y is strictly above the obstacle, since we can have Y, > yf), =
S;—. We can thus only write

t
KF:/O 1{y87:587}kf+vf.

Then V¥ satisfies the minimum condition [23) when Y,- = S,- and when yf’, > S
However, we cannot say anything when Y,~ > yf: = S;-. The existence of such a decom-
position, which is also related to the difficult problem of the Doob-Meyer decomposition for
the G-submartingales of Peng [32)], is therefore still an open problem.

As a Corollary of the above result, if we have more information on the obstacle S, we can
give a more explicit representation for the processes K. The proof comes directly from
the above Proposition and Proposition 4.2 in [I4].

Assumption 3.1. S is a semi-martingale of the form

t t
St == S() +/ USdS —l-/ ‘/sdBS + Ct, ,Pf[ —(.S.
0 0

where C' is cadlag process of integrable variation such that the measure dCy is singular with
respect to the Lebesgue measure dt and which admits the following decomposition

C,=Cf -0y,

where CT and C~ are non-decreasing processes. Besides, U and V are respectively R and
Re-valued F; progressively measurable processes such that

T
/ (|U:] + yw?)dtJr C; + Cf < 400, Pi —q.s.
0

13



Corollary 3.1. Let Assumptions 2], [2.2 and [31) hold. Let (Y,Z) be the solution to the
2RBSDE ([23)), then

Zy = Vi, dt X P — q.s. on the set {Y;- = S;-}, (3.6)

and there exists a progressively measurable process (Oé?)ogth such that 0 < a <1 and

1{)@,:st7}dKF = ayl{ys,:ss,} <{E(S¢, Vi) + Ut} Cdt+ dC{) .

3.3 A priori estimates

We conclude this section by showing some a priori estimates which will prove useful.

Theorem 3.3. Let Assumptions 21 and 23 hold. Assume € € L2 and (Y, Z) € D5 x
H?f is a solution to the 2RBSDE (2.3). Let {(yp,zp,kp)}ﬁnepg be the solutions of the
corresponding RBSDEs [2.4). Then, there exists a constant C\; depending only on k, T and
the Lipschitz constant of F' such that

2 2 P P2 2 2,k 2,K
¥ e+ 1205 + sup B (K5?] < € (el 2n + 03" + i)

2 n Hkp 2
H2(P) 12(P)

b=ttty + i+ i)

5 A e+ 1

Proof. By Lemma 2 in [19], we know that there exists a constant C,, depending only on
k, T and the Lipschitz constant of I, such that for all P

rgr“+/tT

Let us note immediately, that in [19], the result is given with an expectation and not a

K
ds+ sup (ST)"
t<s<T

[vF| < C.EF F . (3.7)

conditional expectation, and more importantly that the process considered are continuous.
However, the generalization is easy for the conditional expectation. As far as the jumps are
concerned, their proof only uses It6’s formula for smooth convex functions, for which the
jump part can been taken care of easily in the estimates. Then, one can follow exactly their
proof to get our result. This immediately provides the estimate for 4. Now by definition
of our norms, we get from (3.7)) and the representation formula ([B.I]) that

IV 1220 < Co (10220 + 63 + w57 (3.8)

Now apply It6’s formula to \Y\Z under each P € Pf;. We get as usual for every € > 0

r

2

1
EF a; 7| dt

T N 1 T
< CE? [|5|2+ / |Y;|(|Ft°|+|n|+|afzt|)dt]+EP [/ mmﬁ]
0 0

T 2
sup V]2 + (/ ‘Fto‘ dt> )
0<t<T 0

el [T a2, 2 pl2]  C% p 2
+¢E (at Zt( dt+‘KT‘ + 2B | sup |Y
0 € 0<t<T

< . P
<c (nsnm} +E

(3.9)
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Then by definition of our 2RBSDE, we easily have
2 T, . 2
EP UK%’i‘ } < CoEF |[¢ + sup |32 +/ (Al/zzt( dt + </ ‘1@0‘ dt> ] ,(3.10)
0<t<T 0
for some constant Cj, independent of e
Now set € := (2(1 + Cp))~! and plug (ZI0) in (33). One then gets
T\ i T, . 2
EP [/ ‘A / Zt‘ dt} < CE” ||¢? + sup |V + </ ‘Ff‘ dt> .
0 0<t<T 0
From this and the estimate for Y, we immediately obtain

2 2, 2,
120z < € (€172, + 65" + ") -

The estimate for K comes from ([@.I0) and the ones for 2 and &¥ can be proved similarly.

O
Theorem 3.4. Let Assumptions[Z1 and[Z2 hold. Fori = 1,2, let (Y*, Z%) be the solutions

to the 2RBSDE (Z3) with terminal condition £ and lower obstacle S. Then, there exists a
constant Cy, depending only on k, T and the Lipschitz constant of F' such that
V- V2| 2w < L] o
f bz < Cl€" = &z,
12!

22HH2 x + Sup EP

PEPy, 0<t<T

2
sup ‘KF’I — KF’2‘ ]

< Clle = &z (1€ s + 1€z + (G52 + W5DY2).
Proof. As in the previous Proposition, we can follow the proof of Lemma 3 in [19], to

obtain that there exists a constant C, depending only on x, 1" and the Lipschitz constant
of I, such that for all P

- < o (B e - )"

(3.11)
Now by definition of our norms, we get from (B.I1]) and [BI]) that
1 202, < 1 ¢22 L ‘
[¥! = V2|5 < O €' = € (3.12)
Applying It6’s formula to ‘Yl —y2?

, under each P € Py, leads to

dt:| gc(ﬁ [|£1—£2|2+/0T|Y — Y2 |d< PI—K]M)D
+ CEP [/OT v -] (1w - 2+ (22 - 200 )

T

EP[
0

1 2
at2 (Ztl_ZtQ)

1 T

C (et = @M + 17 - ¥21se) + 58|
2 , 3

rely vl (= [ )

i=1

1
af (2} -2})

2
dt
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The estimate for (Z! — Z?2) is now obvious from the above inequality and the estimates
of Proposition Finally the estimate for the difference of the increasing processes is
obvious by definition. O

4 A direct existence argument

We have shown in Theorem Bl that if a solution exists, it will necessarily verify the rep-
resentation (). This gives us a natural candidate for the solution as a supremum of
solutions to standard RBSDEs. However, since those BSDEs are all defined on the support
of mutually singular probability measures, it seems difficult to define such a supremum,
because of the problems raised by the negligible sets. In order to overcome this, Soner,
Touzi and Zhang proposed in [35] a pathwise construction of the solution to a 2BSDE. Let
us describe briefly their strategy.

The first step is to define pathwise the solution to a standard BSDE. For simplicity, let us
consider first a BSDE with a generator equal to 0. Then, we know that the solution is given
by the conditional expectation of the terminal condition. In order to define this solution
pathwise, we can use the so-called regular conditional probability distribution (r.p.c.d. for
short) of Stroock and Varadhan [37]. In the general case, the idea is similar and consists
on defining BSDEs on a shifted canonical space.

Finally, we have to prove measurability and regularity of the candidate solution thus ob-
tained, and the decomposition ([2.3)) is obtained through a non-linear Doob-Meyer decom-
position. Our aim in this section is to extend this approach to the reflected case.

4.1 Notations

For the convenience of the reader, we recall below some of the notations introduced in [35].

e For 0 <t < T, denote by Q' := {we C([t,T],R?), w(t) =0} the shifted canonical
space, B! the shifted canonical process, P} the shifted Wiener measure and F! the filtration
generated by BY.

e For 0 < s <t<T and w € QF, define the shifted path w! € O
wy 1= wp —wy, Vre [t T].
eFor 0 <s<t<Tand we€ Q° &€ Q define the concatenation path w ®; w € Q° by

(w @ W) (1) := wrligy(r) + (Wi + @)1y (r), Vr € [s,T].

e For 0 < s <t < T and a Fj-measurable random variable £ on 2%, for each w € Q°, define
the shifted F}-measurable random variable £ on Q' by

(@) == E(w @ @), Yo € Q.

Similarly, for an F*-progressively measurable process X on [s,T] and (¢t,w) € [s,T] x QF,

the shifted process {Xﬁ’w, relt,T ]} is F-progressively measurable.
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e For a F-stopping time 7, the r.c.p.d. of P (denoted P¥) is a probability measure on Fp
such that
Eﬂj[ﬂ(w) — EF* €], for P — a.e. w.

It also induces naturally a probability measure P™* (that we also call the r.c.p.d. of P)
on f;(w) which in particular satisfies that for every bounded and Fp-measurable random

iabl
variable & - - - -

e We define similarly as in Section 2l the set 75%, by restricting to the shifted canonical space
¢, and its subset P}f.

e Finally, we define our ”shifted” generator
Fi#@,y,2) = Fo(w ¢ 0,y 2,84(@)), Y(s,0) € [t,T] x Q"

Notice that thanks to Lemma 4.1 in [36], this generator coincides for P-a.e. w with the
shifted generator as defined above, that is to say

Fs(w ®t aaya Zaas(w ®t a))

The advantage of the chosen ”shifted” generator is that it inherits the uniform continuity
in w under the L*° norm of F.

4.2 Existence when ¢ is in UC.(Q2)

When ¢ is in UCL(Q2), we know that there exists a modulus of continuity function p for &,
Fand S in w. Then, for any 0 <t < s < T, (y,2) € [0,T] x RxR? and w,w’ € Q, @ € O,

& (@) = @) < p ([l —u'll,)

ﬁ;‘,,w (d),y,z) - ﬁ;‘,,w/ (&),y,z)‘ S P (Hw - W/Ht)

§1 (@) = 58 @) < p (o —o/|],)

We then define for all w € Q, A (w) := sup A (w), where
0<s<t

1/2

2
T
A (w) = sup |E” ||’ + / |FL(0,0)|2ds + < sup <S§’“’)+>
t

PeP, t<s<T

Now since F is also uniformly continuous in w, we have
A (w) < oo for some w € Q iff it holds for all w € .

Moreover, when A is finite, it is uniformly continuous in w under the L°°-norm and is
therefore Fr-measurable. By Assumption2.2] we have A; (w) < oo for all (¢,w) € [0, T] xS

To prove existence, we define the following value process V; pathwise

Vi(w) == Psg)p VIM(T€), for all (t,w) € [0,T] x Q, (4.1)
€Ph
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where, for any (t1,w) € [0,T] x Q, P € P ty € [t;,T], and any Fy,-measurable n €
L2 (P), we denote yP T (g, m) = yEtl’ , where (yFfiw Bhe gF0w) s the solution of
the following RBSDE with lower obstacle S*“ on the shifted space Q/* under P

ta to
ygl”,thw — ntl,w +/ Ffl’w (yfvtlﬂ*}, 2?’“’“’) dr — / Zf’tl’def} + k‘i’tl’w _ kf’l,tl,w (4.2)
S S

Pt ¢
y, Y > S P —as.

& ( Pt1,w Sth >dk]P>t1, 0 ]P)
yor = , P—a.s. (4.3)
t1

In view of the Blumenthal zero-one law, yﬁ”vt’“ (T,&) is constant for any given (¢,w) and
Pe P;f. Moreover, since wy = 0 for all w € €, it is clear that, for the y* defined in (Z4)),

VB0 (¢ )y = 4F (t,m) for all w € Q.

Remark 4.1. We could have defined our candidate solution in another way, using BSDFEs
instead of RBSDFEs, but with a random time horizon. This is based on the link with optimal
stopping given by B4). Notice that this approach is similar to the one used by Fabre [15] in
her PhD thesis when studying 2BSDFEs with the Z part of the solution constrained to stay in
a convex set. Using this representation as a supremum of BSDFEs for a constrained BSDE
18 particularly efficient, because in general the non-decreasing process added to the solution
has no regularity and we cannot obtain stability results. In our case, the two approaches
lead to the same result, in particular because the Skorohod condition for the RBSDE allows
us to recover stability, as shown in the Lemma below.

Lemma 4.1. Let Assumptions[2.1 and[2.2 hold and consider some £ in UCy(2). Then for
all (t,w) € [0,T] x Q we have |V} (w)] < C(1+ Ay (w)). Moreover, for all (t,w,w’) € [0,T] x
Q% Vi (w) = Vi ()] < Cp(|lw—u'|,). Thus, V; is Fy-measurable for every t € [0,T].

Proof. (i) For each (t,w) € [0,T] x Q and P € P}f, let a be some positive constant
which will be fixed later and let n € (0,1). By It6’s formula we have, since F' is uniformly

Lipschitz and since by @3) [ e T gas ( Pt _ Si’f’) dko 't =0

T
eat‘ Pvtvw‘ +/ e

T
A (S R A PO N L
: t

T T
+2 / e SLY kT — o /
t t

<eaT‘£t,w‘2+/Teas
t
02 T

—I—<2C’+C’2+——a>/ s
n t

(At)1/2 th‘ d8<eaT‘§tw‘ —|—2C/

~
P7t7w )
S

(0)( ds

2
yfw‘ ds

2
(@) 25

ds

~ 2 T T
F;“(O)‘ ds — 2/ easyp’f’w IP’t’“’dBé + 77/ e™*
t t

2
yore | ds + 2 sup e (L) (k" — k),
t<s<T
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Now choose « such that v := a — 2C — C? — %2 > 0. We obtain for all e > 0

Ptw|? 4
yt’ 7w‘ + (1 _ T,)/ eOéS
t

T 2 T
_ 1
# [ oo+ ((superisirr) 05 -k -2 [ et
t € t

t<s<T

at

2
e (62)1/22§’t’w‘ ds < eaT |§t,w‘2

Taking expectation yields
P,tw|? NP 1/2 Ptw|? P Ptw  Ptw2
ol =B | [ @) 2R ds| < Chuw)? + B [ — k5
t
Now by definition, we also have for some constant Cj independent of €

o [ —apre) < o [l + [ (R0 ase [ o] o
t t
e[yl
t . i 2
<y <At(w) + EF {/t ‘ P“‘" ds +/t ‘(a’;)l/zzf’t’“‘ ds}) .

Choosing 7 small and € = 20 , Gronwall inequality then implies |yﬂm’t’“’|2 < CO(1 4 Ag(w)).

The result then follows by arbitrariness of P.

(ii) The proof is exactly the same as above, except that one has to use uniform continuity
in w of £+, F and . Indeed, for each (t,w) € [0,T] x Q and P € Pi, let @ be some
positive constant which will be fixed later and let n € (0,1). By Ito’s formula we have,
since F is uniformly Lipschitz

T
Pt P,
at yt”W_ UJ‘ _|_/ ets

+20/
+2C/ e”
t

T T
+ 2/ (yp’f’w ypfw Yd(ED b — Bty a/ s
t t
T Pt Pt Pt P,t,w’ t
b 7w w A 1y
_2/ (y, y* )(Zs w_zs w)st
t
2 T
< eaT ‘gt,w o gt,w" + / s
t
T 12 T
+ (2C+C2 ——a) / y]};’t’“ — y]};’t’“ ‘ ds + 77/ es
t

t

T
“a [ e
t

2 2
(ai)l/2(z;l]’,t,w o z;lj’,t,w’)‘ ds < eaT ‘gt,w o gt,w"

(

B (1, 24 — Fi! (4, 250 ds

P,t,w Ptw’

SRS /
=yt | (|t — it | @ F (B — ) ) ds

P.t,w

P t,w’
Ys

_ys

2
P.t,w P, t,w’
Ys" — Ys ( ds

R, £4) — B 1, 42)

‘2ds

2
@) (54 — 2 s

T
b [ e T )
t
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By the Skorohod condition ([3]), we also have
T b Bt ) T ) )
et = k) < [ e (st - S — k)

Now choose « such that v := a — 2C — C? — %2 > (0. We obtain for all € > 0

at |, Pitw P,t,w’ 2 4 as
e Yy — Y +(1=mn) e
t

9 T
+ / e
t

2
1 / / /
+ 2 ( sup eas(sz,w _ S?w )—i—) + E(kig,l’;,t,w _ k§7t,w _ k‘f’tw + kf’,t,w )2
€ \t<s<T

2
(@) 2 (Ee B ds

-~ o~y 7
By (e, 20) = B (o, 24

< eaT ‘St,w - ft’wl ‘2

s S

T , ,
—a [ e I 22, (41
t

The end of the proof is then similar to the previous step, using the uniform continuity in
wof & Fand S. O

Now, we show the same dynamic programming principle as Proposition 4.7 in [36]

Proposition 4.1. Under Assumptions 2], [Z22 and for £ € UCy(R2), we have for all 0 <
th <ty <T and for all w € Q

P
‘/21 (CU) = Sup ytl,tl ;W (tQ, ‘/tl;l 7w).
PeP, 1"

The proof is exactly the same as the proof in [36], since we have a comparison Theorem for
RBSDEs and since thanks to the paper of Xu and Qian [34], we know that the solution of
reflected BSDEs with Lipschitz generator can be constructed via Picard iteration. Given the
length of the paper, we omit it. Define now for all (¢,w), the F™-progressively measurable

process

V= lim V. (4.5)
reQn(¢,T,rlt

We have the following Lemma whose proof is postponed to the Appendix

Lemma 4.2. Under the conditions of the previous Proposition, we have

VT = lim V., P& —q.s.
t T eonireH T

and thus V' is cadlag Py — q.s..

Proceeding exactly as in Steps 1 et 2 of the proof of Theorem 4.5 in [36], we can then prove
that V7T is a strong reflected ﬁ—supermartingale. Then, using the Doob-Meyer decomposi-
tion proved in the Appendix in Theorem for all IP, we know that there exists a unique
(P—a.s.) process AR e (P) and unique non-decreasing cadlag square integrable processes
AP and BF such that
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o Vit = Vit — [LE(VSH, Z0)ds + [ Z,dB, — AP — BF, P—a.s., VP € P}

Vt+ > S, P—a.s. VP € Pj.

ST (Vie =S )dAF, P —a.s., VP € Py
e AP and BP never act at the same time.

We then define K* := A” + BF. By Karandikar [20], since VT is a cadlag semimartingale,
we can define a universal process Z which aggregates the family {7P, P e 771“{}

We next prove the representation (B.I]) for V and V.

Proposition 4.2. Assume that £ € UCy(QY). Under Assumptions[21] and [2.2, we have
Vi = esssupt Vi (T,€) and V= esssup’ V& (T,€), P—a.s., VP € P
P'eP (t,P) P’ ePy, (t+,P)
Proof. The proof for the representations is the same as the proof of proposition 4.10 in
[36], since we also have a stability result for RBSDEs under our assumptions. O

Finally, we have to check that the minimum condition (Z3]) holds. Fix P in Py and
P e Py (t*,P). By the Lipschitz property of F, we know that there exists bounded
processes A and 7 such that

/

. T T ,
Vit —yf =/ As(ViF =yt )ds—/ ay/*(Zs — 2 )(a; '?dB, — nyds)

t t

+Kr — Ky —kp + ki . (4.6)

Then, one can define a probability measure Q  equivalent to P such that
/ ¢ ’ T s /
Vit —yf =e Jo A“d“EP [/ elo Mude (g, — F )] .
¢
Now define the following cadlag non-decreasing processes

FS ::/ efou)‘rdeKm E]S ::/ ef(?)\rdrdkgl.
0 0

By the representation (3.I]), we deduce that the process K-% isa Q'-submartingale. Using
Doob-Meyer decomposition and the fact that all the probability measures we consider satisfy
the martingale representation property, we deduce as in Step (ii) of the proof of Theorem
[B.1] that this process is actually non-decreasing. Then by definition, this entails that the
process K — kP is also non-decreasing.

Let us denote Pf := K — k¥ . Returning to ([&6]) and defining a process M as in Step (ii)
of the proof of Theorem B.I] we obtain that

/ / T / / / /
+_ P _mP Plswl | ; P P
V- =E! [ /t M,dP! ] > [ [tglgléTMS (PT P )}
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Then, we have

7 [P~ ] =7

/3 , ~1/3
< inf Ms> <P§If —PF> < inf Ms> ]
t<s<T t<s<T

( 1nf M, (Pflf/ - PF’)} EY [ sup M| EF [(Pflf/ - PF'>2]>1/3

t<s<T t<s<T

<C < esssup’ EP [(P:}lf/ - Ptpl)j ) - <V;+ - ytP,>1/3.

P ePL (t+,P)

Arguing as in Step (iii) of the proof of Theorem B we obtain

essinf’ EF [Pflf — Ptp} =0,
P ePy (t+,P)

that is to say that the minimum condition (2.5) is satisfied.

4.3 Main result

We are now in position to state the main result of this section

Theorem 4.1. Let £ € ﬁ?f and assume that assumptions 21 and [2.2 hold. Then:

1) There exists a unique solution (Y, Z) € D% x Ha" of the 2RBSDE (Z3).

2) Moreover, if in addition we choose to work under either of the following model of set
theory (we refer the reader to [17] for more details)

(i) Zermelo-Fraenkel set theory with axiom of choice (ZFC) plus the Continuum Hypoth-
esis (CH).

(ii) ZFC plus the negation of CH plus Martin’s axiom.
Then there exists a unique solution (Y, Z,K) € ]D)H X HH X 112 " of the 2RBSDE (Z.3)).

Proof. The proof of the existence part follows the lines of the proof of Theorem 4.7 in
[35], using the estimates of Proposition B4 so we omit it. Concerning the fact that we can

aggregate the family (K it can be deduced as follows. First, if £ € UC (), we

P)IPGP,’;’

know, using the same notations as above that our solution verifies
t - t
Vfr = VOJr - / FS(V,;,Zs)ds +/ ZdBg — KF, P—a.s., VP € Pg.
0 0

NOW we know from (3] that V7 is defined pathwise, and so is the Lebesgue integral
fo (V;¥, Zs)ds. In order to give a pathwise definition of the stochastic integral, we would
like to use the recent results of Nutz [27]. However, the proof in this paper relies on the
notion of medial limits, which may or may not exist depending on the model of set theory
chosen. They exists in the model (i) above, which is the one considered by Nutz, but we
know from [17] (see statement 220(1) page 55) that they also do in the model (ii). Therefore,
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provided we work under either one of these models, the stochastic integral fg Z4dBy can
also be defined pathwise. We can therefore define pathwise

t t
Kt = ‘/E)Jl' _ ‘/t"l‘ _ / Fs(Vs—l—’?s)dS —|—/ 78dB87
0 0

and K is an aggregator for the family (K
with K¥, for every P € P

P)P epr that is to say that it coincides PP — a.s.

In the general case when £ € E?f, the family is still aggregated when we pass to the limit.
Od

Remark 4.2. Concerning the models of set theory considered to obtain the aggregation
th iy (KT

for the family ( )]P’ePI';’

some controversies about CH. This is the reason why we added the model (ii) above which

even though ZFC is now considered as standard, there are still

assumes that CH is false. Consequently, whether one decides to accept this axiom or not,
we have a model where the aggregation result holds. Nonetheless, we would like to point out
that the Continuum Hypothesis is assumed throughout the books of Dellacherie and Meyer
on potential theory (see the last paragraph of page 7 of [10)]).

5 American Options under volatility uncertainty

First let us recall the link between American options and RBSDEs in the classical framework
(see [I4] for more details). Let M be a standard financial complete market (d risky asset
S and a bond). It is well known that in some constrained cases the pair wealth-portfolio
(XP 7F) satisfies:

T

bed _g+/ b(s, XT,75)ds / 7L o dW,

¢
where W is a Brownian motion under the underlying probability measure P, b is convex
and Lipschitz with respect to (x, 7). In addition we assume that the process (b(t,0,0))i<r
is square-integrable and (o)<, the volatility matrix of the d risky assets, is invertible and

its inverse (0;)~! is bounded. The classical case corresponds to b(t,z,7) = —ryx — 7.0,
where 0, is the risk premium vector.

When the American option is exercised at a stopping time v > ¢t the yield is given by
gl/ = Sul[u<T} + ST]'[I/:T]’

Let t be fixed and let v > t be the exercising time of the contingent claim. Then since the
market is complete, there exists a unique pair (XF(1,5,),75 (v, S,)) = (X5, ") which
replicates S, i.e.,

_dXEDW = b(stEDW Pu)dt - 7T USdW87 s < v XPV = S,,.

Therefore the price of the contingent claim is given by Y} = esssup X/ (v, 5’,,) Then, the
veTy,T
link with RBSDE is given by the following Theorem of [14]
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Theorem 5.1. There exist ©° € H2(P) and a non-decreasing continuous process k' such
that for all t € [0,T]

YE=¢+ [T b(s, Y, nB)ds — [T 7fo,dW, + kE — kf
vE>S,
T

N (YF — Sy)dki = 0.
Furthermore, the stopping time Df = inf{s > t,YF = S,} AT is optimal after t.
Let us now go back to our uncertain volatility framework. The pricing of European con-
tingent claims has already been treated in that context by Avellaneda, Lévy and Paras in
[1], Denis and Martini in[I1] with capacity theory and more recently by Vorbrink in [3§]

using the G-expectation framework. We still consider a financial market with d risky assets
L'...L% whose dynamics are given by

dL:
L
Then for every P € Pj;, the wealth process has the following dynamic

= yidt +dB), Pf —qs.Yi=1...d

T T
XFoct / b(s, X2, 7P)ds — / FdB.. P as
t t

In order to be in our 2RBSDE framework, we have to assume that b satisfies Assumptions
2.1 and In particular, b must satisfy stronger integrability conditions and also has to
be uniformly continuous in w (when we assume that @ in the expression of b is constant).
For instance, in the classical case recalled above, it means that r and g must be uniformly
continuous in w, which is the case if for example they are deterministic. We will also assume
that £ € ﬁ?f. Finally, since S is going to be the obstacle, it has to be uniformly continuous
in w.

Following the intuitions in the papers mentioned above, it is natural in our now incomplete
market to consider as a superhedging price for our contingent claim

Y, = esssup’ Y;P,, P —a.s., VP € Py,
P’ Py (t+,P)

where Y} is the price at time ¢ of the American contingent claim in the complete market
mentioned at the beginning, with underlying probability measure P. Notice immediately
that we do not claim that this price is the superreplicating price in our context, in the sense
that it would be the smallest one for which there exists a strategy which superreplicates
the American option quasi-surely.

The following Theorem is then a simple consequence of the previous one
Theorem 5.2. There exist m € H2’”, a universal non-decreasing cadlag process K such
that for all t € [0,T] and for all P € P

Vi =&+ [ b(s, Y, mo)ds — [ medBy + Kr — K;, P — as.

Y, > Sy, P—a.s.

K;— k' = essinf® Ef [KT — k‘%’l} , P—a.s.
P'ePy (t+,P)
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Furthermore, for all €, the stopping time Df = inf{s > ¢, Y, < Ss+ €, Pf — q.s.} A
T is e-optimal after t. Besides, for all P, if we consider the stopping times Dt]P)’E =
inf {s >t YFP < S, +e P— a.s.} AT, which are e-optimal for the American options under
each P, then for all P

Df> D P —as. (5.1)

Proof. The existence of the processes is a simple consequence of Theorem [£.1] and the fact
that Y is the superhedging price of the contingent claim comes from the representation
formula (BI]). Then, the e-optimality of Df and the inequality (G.I]) are clear by definition.

O

Remark 5.1. The formula (&) confirms the natural intuition that the smallest optimal
time (if exists) to exercise the American option when the volatility is uncertain should be
the supremum, in some sense, of all the optimal stopping times for the classical American
options for each volatility scenario.

Remark 5.2. As explained in Remark [3.0, we cannot find a decomposition that would
isolate the effects due to the obstacle and the ones due to the second-order. It is not clear
neither for the existence of an optimal stopping time. D; = inf{s > t,Y,- < S,—, Py —
q.s.} NT is not optimal after t. Between t and Dy, KP is reduced to the part related to
the second-order. However this part does not verify the minimum condition because it is
possible to have Y,— > yf, = S,—, thus the process k¥ is not identically null. For more
information on this problem, we would like to refer the reader to the wvery recent article
[12] which give some specific results for the optimal stopping problem under a non-linear
expectation (which roughly corresponds to a 2RBSDE with generator equal to 0).
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A Appendix

A.1 Technical proof

Proof. [Proof of Lemma 2] For each P, let (J¥, ZF) be the solution of the BSDE with
generator ' and terminal condition ¢ at time 7. We define VF := V — Y. Then, VF >0,
P—a.s.

For any 0 < t; < to < T, let (y©'2, 2502 kPi2) .= (VP(te, Vi,), ZF(t2, Vi, ), KF (22, Viy))-
Since for P — a.e. w, YV}, (t2, Vi,)(w) = YHI14(t,, V), we get from Proposition FZ1]

2

Vi, > yz’tz, P —a.s.
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Denote ,"2 := y > — YP, 7" = a;l/z(zf’h - fon).iThen TN/t]f > ﬁl’h and (y5f2, zF12)
satisfies the following RBSDE with lower obstacle S — J¥ on [0, to]

to t2
~Pits P P/ ~Pity Pt Pt P P,to Pto
yt _‘/:fz+/ fs (ys 2725 2)d3_/ Zs des +kt2 _kt )
t t

where

Wy, 2) = F(w,y + VP (@), a3, ()2 + ZF (W))) — Fy(w, VF (), ZF ().

By the definition given in the Appendix, VPisa positive weak reflected fF-supermartingale
under P. Since fP(O,O) = 0, we can apply the downcrossing inequality proved in the
Appendix in Theorem to obtain classically that for P — a.e. w, the limit

lim  VF(w)
reQu(t,T],rlt

exists for all ¢. Finally, since J* is continuous, we get the result. O

A.2 Reflected g-expectation

In this section, we extend some of the results of Peng [29] concerning g-supersolution of
BSDEs to the case of RBSDEs. Let us note that the majority of the following proofs
follows straightforwardly from the original proofs of Peng, with some minor modifications
due to the added reflection. However, we still provide most of them since, to the best of
our knowledge, they do not appear anywhere else in the literature. In the following, we fix
a probability measure P.

A.2.1 Definitions and first properties

Let us be given the following objects: a function gs(w,y, z), F-progressively measurable for
fixed y and z, uniformly Lipschitz in (y, z), a terminal condition £ which is Fp-measurable
and in L?(P), and cadlag process V and S such that

sup ]Vt]2

T
E* [/ 195(0,0)? ds] +E"
0 0<t<T

0<t<T

2
+ EF < sup (St)+> < +o0.

We want to study the following problem. Finding (y,z,k) € D?(P) x H?(P) x I?(P) such
that

Yt = 5 + ftTgs(yswzs)dS - ftTZSdWS + kT - kt + VT — ‘/t, 0 S t S T, P—a.s.
yr > S, P—a.s.
I (s = Sy ) dky =0, P —a.s., ¥t € [0, 7],

We first have a result of existence and uniqueness
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Proposition A.1. Under the above hypotheses, there exists a unique solution (y,z,k) €
D?(P) x H2(P) x I2(P) to the reflected BSDE (A2.1)).

Proof. Consider the following penalized BSDE, whose existence and uniqueness are en-
sured by the results of Peng [29]

T T
yf=§+/ gs(y?,z?)ds—/ 20 dWs + kip — ki + Vp — Vi,
t t

where £} := nfg(yg — Ss)~ds.

Then, define g7 := y* + Vi, € := £+ Vip, 27 := 2, k' := kP and §y(y, 2) := g:(y — V, z). We
have

~ T T ~ _
§Z‘=£+/ Es(ﬂ?,iﬁ)ds—/ AW, + K — kP,
t t

Then, since we know by Lepeltier and Xu [24], that the above penalization procedure
converges to a solution of the corresponding RBSDE, existence and uniqueness are then
simple generalization of the classical results in RBSDE theory. O

We also have a comparison theorem in this context

Proposition A.2. Let & and & € L*(P), VE, i = 1,2 be two adapted, cadlag processes and
gt (w,y, 2) two functions verifying the above assumptions. Let (3¢, 2%, k') € D?(P) x H2(PP) x
I2(P), i = 1,2 be the solutions of the following RBSDEs with lower obstacle S

T T
yy =&+ / gu(yl, 2L)ds — / 22dWs+ ki — ki + Vi =V}, P—a.s., i=1,2,
t t
respectively. If we have P — a.s. that & > &, V' — V2 is non-decreasing, S*' > S?, and
gt(yl, zh) > g2(yl, 21), then it holds P — a.s. that for all t € [0, T

v > Y2

Besides, if S* = S?, then we also have dK' < dK?.

Proof. The first part can be proved exactly as in [I3], whereas the second one comes from
the fact that the penalization procedure converges in this framework. O

Remark A.1. If we replace the deterministic time T by a bounded stopping time T, then
all the above is still valid.

From now on, we will specialize the discussion to the case where the process V is actually
in 12(P) and consider the following RBSDE

ye =&+ [ 9s(Wss 26)ds + Ve = Vinr + by —kipnr — [ 2dW,, 0 <t <7, P—a.s.
yr > Sy, P—a.s.
Jo (s = Ss-)dks =0, P—a.s., Vt € [0,7].
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Definition A.1. If y is a solution of a RBSDE of the form (A2, then we call y a
reflected g-supersolution on [0,7]. If V.= 0 on [0, 7], then we call y a reflected g-solution.

We now face a first difference from the case of non-reflected supersolution. Since in our
case we have two increasing processes, if a g-supersolution is given, there can exist several
increasing processes V and k such that (A2.1]) is satisfied. Indeed, we have the following
proposition

Proposition A.3. Given y a g-supersolution on [0,7], there is a unique z € H*(P) and
a unique couple (k,V) € (I2(P))? (in the sense that the sum k + V is unique), such that
(y,2,k, V) satisfy (A21]). Besides, there exists a unique quadruple (y,z, k', V') satisfying
(A2.1)) such that k' and V' never act at the same time.

Proof. If both (y,z,k, V) and (y, 2", k', V') satisfy (A2.1), then applying Ito’s formula
to (y: — y¢)? gives immediately that z = z! and thus k +V = k' + V1, P — a.s.

Then, if (y, z, k, V) satisfying (A2.9)) is given, then it is easy to construct (k’, V') such that
k' only increases when y,- = S;—, V/ only increases when y,- > S;,— and V) + k; = V; + ky,
dt x dP — a.s. Moreover, such a couple is unique. O

Remark A.2. We give a counter-example to the general uniqueness in the above Proposi-
tion. Let T = 2 and consider the following RBSDE

yt:—2—|—2—t—|—k:2—k:t—ft2zSdWS, 0<t<2, P—a.s.
Yp > —%, P—a.s.
J2 (ySf + %) dks =0, P— a.s., ¥t € [0,2].

We then have z = 0, y; = lo<i<1 (% — t) — %11@52 and k; = 1t21tzT_1. However, we can
also take
2t 1 2 3
/ /
=1tl —+-+-]1 dk, =1 —+-t—1].
Yy t§1+<4+4+2> 1<t<2 ana Ky t21<4+4 )

Following Peng [29], this allows us to define

Definition A.2. Let y be a supersolution on [0, 7] and let (y, z,k, V') be the related unique
triple in the sense of the RBSDE (A2.1l), where k and V never act at the same time. Then
we call (z,k, V') the decomposition of y.

A.2.2 Monotonic limit theorem

We now study a limit theorem for reflected g-supersolutions, which is very similar to theo-
rems 2.1 and 2.4 of [29].

We consider a sequence of reflected g-supersolutions
yp =&+ [ gs(ym, 20y ds + Vi = Vi ke — kP — [T 2mdW,, 0<t <7, P—as.
y > S, P—a.s.
Jo (- = S4-)dk? =0, P—a.s., Vt € [0,T],

where the V"™ are in addition supposed to be continuous.
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Theorem A.1. If we assume that (y}') increasingly converges to (y;) with

EF sup |yt|2 < 400,

0<t<T

and that (k}') decreasingly converges to (k), then y is a g-supersolution, that is to say that
there exists (z,V) € H?(P) x I?(P) such that

yr =&+ j;ngs(ys,Zs)ds +Vr—Vi+kr —k — fthdes, 0<t<T, P—a.s.
yr > S, P—a.s.
JT (e — Sy ) dks =0, P —a.s., Vit € [0, T,

Besides, z is the weak (resp. strong) limit of 2™ in H2(P) (resp. in HP(P) for p < 2) and
V; is the weak limit of V* in L*(P).

Before proving the Theorem, we will need the following Lemma

Lemma A.1. Under the hypotheses of Theorem [A 1, there exists a constant C' > 0 inde-
pendent of n such that

T
EP U \z§]2d3+(ng‘)2+(k§‘~)2] <C.
0
Proof. We have

T T
A R = gl — / gsy 27)ds + / 2w,
0 0

) . (A1)

Besides, we also have for all n > 1, y} < yP' < y; and thus |y}| < ‘ytl‘ + |y¢|, which in turn

T T T
<o suwp lyp|+ / 2] ds + / rgs<o,o>\ds+1 / 2raw,
0<t<T 0 0 0

implies that

sup [y'[*| < C.

0<t<T

supEP
n
Reporting this in (AJ]) and using BDG inequality, we obtain

E° (V) + (K1)?] <EP[(VF + k)?]

<y <1 +EP UOT \gs(o,O)EdH/oT\zg\?dsD L (A2)

Then, using [t6’s formula, we obtain classically for all € > 0
T T

B | [ as| < | e2 [ atan s 2

0 0 0

T | n|2
C’<1+ sup |yf|2> +/ %ds+e<|‘/ﬁ|2+|k§‘w|2)
0

0<t<T

T
R k?)]

< EP

(A.3)
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Then, from (A2]) and ([A3]), we obtain by choosing € = ﬁ that

T
E? [/ |z?|2ds} <c
0

Reporting this in (AJ]) ends the proof. 0
Proof. [Proof of Theorem [AJ] By Lemma [AT] and its proof we first have

T T
E? [/0 |gs<y2,zs>|2ds}§0EP [/0 10s(0,0)2 + [y + |72 ds| < C.

Then we can proceed exactly as in the proof of Theorem 3.1 in [30]. O

A.2.3 Doob-Meyer decomposition
We now introduce the notion of reflected g-(super)martingales.
Definition A.3. (i) A reflected g-martingale on [0,T] is a reflected g-solution on [0,T].

(ii) (Yy) is a reflected g-supermartingale in the strong (resp. weak) sense if for all stopping
time 7 < T (resp. allt <T), we have E¥[|Y;|*] < 400 (resp. EF[|Y;|*] < 400) and
if the reflected g-solution (ys) on [0,7] (resp. [0,t]) with terminal condition Y; (resp.
Y: ) verifies y, <Yy, for every stopping time o < 1 (resp. ys < Yy for every s < t).

As in the case without reflection, under mild conditions, a reflected g-supermartingale in
the weak sense corresponds to a reflected g-supermartingale in the strong sense. Besides,
thanks to the comparison Theorem, it is clear that a g-supersolution on [0,7] is also a g-
supermartingale in the weak and strong sense on [0,7]. The following Theorem addresses
the converse property, which gives us a non-linear Doob-Meyer decomposition.

Theorem A.2. Let (Y;) be a right-continuous reflected g-supermartingale on [0,T] in the
strong sense with

EF | sup |[Vi]*| < +oo0.
0<t<T

Then (Y:) is a reflected g-supersolution on [0,T], that is to say that there exists a unique
triple (z,k, V) € H?(P) x I?(P) x I2(P) such that

Y= Yo+ [ gs(Ye,25)ds + Vi = Vit kp — ki — [ 2dW,, 0<t < T, P— a.s.
Y, > Sy, P—a.s.
ST (Ve — 84 )dks =0, P —a.s., Vt € [0,T).

V' and k never act at the same time.
We follow again [29] and consider the following sequence of RBSDEs
gt =Yr+ [ g5y, 20 ds +n [ (Vs —y2)ds + ki — K — [T z0dW,, 0< ¢ <T
yp > S, P—a.s.
S (g — Sy-) dk =0, P—a.s., Vit € [0,T],

We have the following Lemma, whose proof is the same a the one of Lemma 3.4 in [29].
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Lemma A.2. For all n, we have Y; > y;*.

Proof. [Proof of Theorem [A.2] The uniqueness is due to the uniqueness for reflected
g-supersolutions proved in Proposition [A.3l For the existence part, we first notice that
since Y; > yi* for all n, by the comparison Theorem for RBSDEs, we have y* < yf“ and
dky > dk{‘“. Therefore they converge monotonically to some processes y and k. Besides,
y is bounded from above by Y. Therefore, all the conditions of Theorem [A]] are satisfied
and y is a reflected g-supersolution on [0, 7] of the form

T T
yt=YT+/ gs<ys,zs)ds+vT—w+kT—kt—/ 2 W,
t t

where V; is the weak limit of V" := n [} (Y, — y2)ds.
From Lemma [A.1] we have

T
E'[(V#)?] = n’E" [/ Vs — y?|2ds} <C.
0

It then follows that Y; = y;, which ends the proof. O

A.2.4 Downcrossing inequality

In this section we prove a downcrossing inequality for reflected g-supermartingales in the
spirit of the one proved in [8]. We use the same notations as in the classical theory of
g-martingales (see [8] and [29] for instance).

Theorem A.3. Assume that g(0,0) = 0. Let (Y;) be a positive reflected g-supermartingale
in the weak sense and let 0 = tg < t1 < ... < t; = T be a subdivision of [0,T]. Let
0 << a < b, then there exists C > 0 such that D2[Y,n], the number of downcrossings of
[a,b] by {Ytj}, verifies

EHDYIY, ] < 7 E4(Y A ),

—a
where p is the Lipschitz constant of g.

Proof. Consider

ygzy;fi—l—j;tids—kj‘tT(N‘yé‘—i—u‘z;‘ds-i-k%_kg —ﬁiZidWs, 0<t<t;, P—a.s.
yi > Sy, P—a.s.
S5 (yis = 8,-)dki =0, P—a.s., Yt € [0,1,].

We define a}, := —psgn(z})1y,_, <s<i; and ag := Y1 ak. Let Q* be the probability measure

defined by
d@a - T
P & </0 ades> .

We then have easily that y! > 0 since Y;, > 0 and

yi = ess sup E;@a |:e—ﬂ(7'—t)5'7_17_<ti + Y}ie—ﬂ(ti—t) 17’:151-
TE€TL e,
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Since Y is reflected g-supermartingale (and thus also a reflected g~#-supermartingale where

gs " (y,z) == —u(ly| + |z|)), we therefore obtain

ess Sup Egil |:e_:u‘(7'—ti71)57_17_<ti _|_ }/;Z e_ﬂ(ti—tifl) ]‘7':ti S }/%ifl .
TETt, 4.1,

Hence, by choosing 7 = t; above, we get

Eg: [Kie_u(ti_tiil)] < }/;*ifl’

which implies that (e Y}, )o<;<n is a Q%-supermartingale. Then we can finish the proof

exactly as in [§]. O
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