arXiv:2005.12098v1 [math.PR] 25 May 2020

Mean reflected stochastic differential equations with two constraints

Adrian Falkowski and Leszek Słomiński^∗

Faculty of Mathematics and Computer Science, Nicolaus Copernicus University, ul. Chopina 12/18, 87-100 Toruń, Poland

Abstract

We study the problem of the existence, uniqueness and stability of solutions of reflected stochastic differential equations (SDEs) with a minimality condition depending on the law of the solution (and not on the paths). We require that some functionals depending on the law of the solution lie between two given càdlàg constraints. Applications to investment models with constraints are given.

Key Words: stochastic differential equations with constraints, the Skorokhod problem, reflecting boundary condition.

AMS 2000 Subject Classification: Primary: 60H20; Secondary: 60G22.

1 Introduction

In this paper we consider reflected SDEs of the form

X_t = X_0 + ∫_t 0 f(s, X_{s−}) dM_s + ∫_t 0 g(s, X_{s−}) dV_s + k_t, t ∈ R^+ , (1.1)

In (1.1), f, g : R^+ × R → R are continuous functions, M is a martingale, V is an adapted process of bounded variation and k is a deterministic function which for given two sided Lipschitz continuous function h : R^+ × R → R compensates reflections of the functional of X of the form Eh(t, X_t), t ∈ R^+ , on càdlàg constraints l, u such that l_t ≤ u_t, t ∈ R^+ (for a precise definition see Section 3).

Reflected SDEs were introduced by Skorokhod [18] in the case where l = 0, u = +∞, M is a standard Wiener process and V_t = t, t ∈ R^+ . The minimality condition in Skorokhod’s equation was depending on the paths of the solution X. This implies that the compensating reflection part is a nondecreasing stochastic process and X_t ≥ 0, t ∈ R^+ . Since the pioneering Skorokhod’s work reflected SDEs have been intensively studied by many authors and his results were generalized to larger classes of constraints and larger classes of driving processes (see, e.g., [2, 5, 9, 14, 17, 19, 21, 22, 24]). In the all mentioned above papers the minimality condition, which characterizes the compensating reflections part, depends on the paths of the solution X.

In recent papers by Briand, Elie and Hu [3] and Briand Ghannoum and Labart [4] new type of reflected SDEs was introduced. They were motivated by the mean field game theory.

∗Corresponding author. E-mail address: leszeks@mat.umk.pl; Tel.: +48-566112954; fax: +48-566112987.

In this new type of equations the compensating reflection part depends not on the paths but on the law of the solution X. In this case the compensating reflection part is a nondecreasing function and EX_t ≥ 0, t ∈ R^+ , or more generally, Eh(t, X_t) ≥ 0, t ∈ R^+ , for given two sided Lipschitz continuous function h : R^+ × R → R. This in fact means that the mean minimality condition is considered. A similar problem was considered by Djehiche, Elie and Hamadène [7]. In the present paper, we generalize this type of reflected SDEs to the case of equations of the form (1.1) with two càdlàg constraints l, u such that

Eh(t, X_t) ∈ [l_t, u_t], t ∈ R^+ , (1.2)

and the compensating reflection part k is not necessarily of bounded variation.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, for given càdlàg integrable process Y we consider the Skorokhod problem for Y with mean minimality condition. Its solution is a pair (X, k) such that X_t = Y_t + k_t, t ∈ R^+ , (1.3)

and moreover, (1.2) is satisfied and k is a deterministic function not necessarily of bounded variation. We observe that (X, k) is strictly connected with the solution of appropriately defined classical deterministic Skorokhod problem. Using this we prove the existence and uniqueness of solutions of (1.3) and provide an explicit formula for the function k. We also show Lipschitz continuity of the mapping (Y, h, l, u) → (X, k). More precisely, we prove that if (X^i, k^i) is a solution associated with an integrable process Y^i, function h^i and barriers l^i, u^i, i = 1, 2, then there exists C > 0 such that for every q ∈ R^+ ,

sup_{t≤q} |k^1_t − k^2_t | ≤ C ( ‖ h^1 − h^2 ‖_{[0,q]×R} + sup_{t≤q} E|Y^1_t − Y^2_t | + sup_{t≤q} max(|l^1_t − l^2_t |, |u^1_t − u^2_t |) )

and E sup_{t≤q} |X^1_t −X^2_t | ≤ (C +1)E sup_{t≤q} |Y^1_t −Y^2_t |+C ( ‖ h^1 −h^2 ‖_{[0,q]×R} + sup_{t≤q} max(|l^1_t −l^2_t |, |u^1_t −u^2_t |) ) , where ‖ h^1 − h^2 ‖_{[0,q]×R}= sup_{(t,x)∈[0,q]×R} |h^1(t, x) − h^2(t, x)|. We also give results on the Skorokhod problem with mean minimality condition and one barrier: lower (if u = +∞) and upper (if l = −∞).

In Section 3, we study the general problem of stability of solutions to (1.3) with respect to the convergence of associated processes and barriers. We give conditions ensuring stability with respect to the convergence in law and in probability in the Skorokhod topology J_1. As an application, we propose a practical scheme of approximations of (1.3) based on discrete approximations of the barriers l, u and the process Y .

Section 4 is devoted to the study of weak and strong solutions of (1.1). We prove the existence and uniqueness of a strong solution of (1.1) provided that f, g satisfy the linear growth condition and are Lipschitz continuous and show by example that equations of the form (1.1) can be useful in the study of investment models with constraints. Moreover, we prove that the solution of (1.1) can be approximated by a discrete scheme constructed with the analogy to the Euler scheme and we prove its convergence in probability in the Skorokhod topology J_1. We also show some stability results for solutions of the form

X^n_t = X^n_0 + ∫_t 0 f^n(s, X^n_{s−}) dM^n_s + ∫_t 0 g^n(s, X^n_{s−}) dV^n_s + k^n_t , t ∈ R^+ , (1.4) under the assumption that the sequence of driving martingales {M^n} and processes with locally bounded variations {V^n} satisfy the condition corresponding to the so-called condition (UT) introduced by Stricker [23] (see also [12]). As a consequence, we prove existence of weak solution of the SDE (1.1) provided that f, g are continuous and satisfy the linear growth condition. In case (1.1) has the weak uniqueness property, we formulate a theorem on convergence of solutions in law in the Skorokhod topology J_1.

In the paper, we will use the following notation. D(R^+ , R^d ) is the space of càdlàg mappings x : R^+ → R^d , i.e. mappings which are right continuous and admit left-hands limits equipped with the Skorokhod topology J_1 (for the definition and many useful results on J_1 topology see, e.g., [11]). Every process X appearing in the sequel is assumed to have trajectories in the space D(R^+ , R). We denote by L^1 the space of integrable random variables and by D the space of (F_t)-adapted process X such that for every q ∈ R^+ the family of random variables {X_t, t ≤ q} is uniformly integrable. Note that our class D is larger than usually considered Doobs class. For a semimartingale X, [X] stands for the quadratic variation process of X and ⟨X⟩_t stands for the predictable compensator of [X]. For a process with locally finite variation K we denote by |K|_t its total variation [0, t]. If additionally |K| is locally integrable, then ~K stands for the predictable compensator of K.

For x ∈ D(R^+ , R^d ), t > 0, we set x_{t−} = lim_{s↑t} x_s, Δx_t = x_t − x_{t−} and v_p(x)_{[a,b]} = sup_π ∑_m i=1 |x_{ti} −x_{ti−1} |^p < ∞, where the supremum is taken over all subdivisions π = {a = t_0 < . . . < t_n = b} of [a, b]. V_p(x)_{[a,b]} = (v_p(x)_{[a,b]})^{1/p} and V̄_p(x)_{[a,b]} = V_p(x)_{[a,b]} + |x_a| is the usual variation norm. For simplicity of notation, we write v_p(x)_q = v_p(x)_{[0,q]}, V_p(x)_q = V_p(x)_{[0,q]} and V̄_p(x)_q = V̄_p(x)_{[0,q]}. Note that V_1(x)_q = v_1(x)_q = |x|_q, q ∈ R^+ . Recall also that for η > 0 and q ∈ R^+ the number N_η of η-oscillations of x on [0, q] is the largest integer k such that one can find 0 ≤ t_1 ≤ t_2 ≤ · · · ≤ t_{2k−1} ≤ t_{2k} ≤ q satisfying |x_{t2i−1} − x_{t2i} | > η, i = 1, 2, . . . , k.

By →_D and →_P we denote the convergence in law and in probability, respectively.

2 The Skorokhod problem with mean minimality condition

Let l, u ∈ D(R^+ , R) be such that l ≤ u, (Ω, F, (F_t), P ) be a filtered probability space and h : R^+ × R → R be a B(R^+ ) × B(R)-measurable function for which there exists a constant μ_h > 0 such that |h(t, x)| ≤ μ_h(1 + |x|), t ∈ R^+ , x ∈ R. (2.1) Definition 2.1. Let Y be an (F_t)-adapted process with trajectories in D(R^+ , R), l, u ∈ D(R^+ , R), l ≤ u. Let h : ×R^+ × R → R satisfy (2.1) and Eh(0, Y_0) ∈ [l_0, u_0]. We say that a pair (X, k) ∈ D × D(R^+ , R) with k_0 = 0 is a solution of the Skorokhod problem) with mean minimality condition and two constraints) associated with h, Y, l, u ((X, k) = SP^u_l (h, Y ) for short) if

(i) X_t = Y_t + k_t,

(ii) Eh(t, X_t) ∈ [l_t, u_t], t ∈ R^+ ,

(iii) for every 0 ≤ t ≤ q, k_q − k_t ≥ 0, if Eh(s, X_s) < u_s for all s ∈ (t, q], k_q − k_t ≤ 0, if Eh(s, X_s) > l_s for all s ∈ (t, q], and for every t ∈ R^+ , Δk_t ≥ 0, if Eh(t, X_t) < u_t and Δk_t ≤ 0, if Eh(t, X_t) > l_t.

We consider the following assumption on h.

(H) h satisfies (2.1), x → h(t, x) is strictly increasing for t ∈ R^+ and there exist constants λ_h, c^2_h, c^1_h > 0 such that |h(t, x) − h(s, x)| ≤ λ_h|t − s|, t, s ∈ R^+ , x ∈ R (2.2) and c^1_h|x − y| ≤ |h(t, x) − h(t, y)| ≤ c^2_h|x − y|, t ∈ R^+ , x, y ∈ R. (2.3) For given t ∈ R^+ , Y ∈ L^1 and h satisfying (H) we define new map H(t, ·, Y ) : R → R by H(t, z, Y ) = Eh(t, Y − EY + z), z ∈ R. (2.4) By (2.1), H(t, ·, Y ) is well defined. Moreover, by (H), it is strictly increasing, continuous and lim_{z→−∞} H(t, z, Y ) = −∞, lim_{z→+∞} H(t, z, Y ) = +∞. Hence there exists strictly increasing and continuous inverse map H^{−1}(t, ·, Y ) : R → R. Clearly, for every z ∈ R, H^{−1}(t, z, Y ) = z̄ iff Eh(t, Y − EY + z̄) = z. (2.5) It is obvious that if h(t, x) = x, x ∈ R, hen H^{−1}(t, z, Y ) = z, z ∈ R. Lemma 2.2. Assume (H) and let Y = (Y_t) ∈ D. If z̄ = (z̄_t) ∈ D(R^+ , R), then z = (z_t = H(t, z̄_t, Y_t)) ∈ D(R^+ , R).

Similarly, if z = (z_t) ∈ D(R^+ , R), then z̄ = (z̄_t = H^{−1}(t, z_t, Y_t)) ∈ D(R^+ , R).

Proof. It is easy to observe that by the Lebesgue dominated convergence theorem, the function t → z_t = Eh(t, Y_t − EY_t + z̄_t) is càdlàg. To check the second conclusion assume that z = (z_t) ∈ D(R^+ , R). If t_n → t, t_n ≥ t, then from the right continuity of z, and Y , z_{tn} → z_t and Y_{tn} → Y_t P -a.s., which implies that the sequence {z̄_{tn} } is bounded (if not, there exists a subsequence (n^′) ⊂ (n) such that lim_{tn′} |Eh(t_n′ , Y_{tn′} − EY_{tn′} + z̄_{tn′} )| = +∞). Consequently, we may and will assume that for some subsequence (n^′) ⊂ (n), z̄_{tn′} → z^′. Then using once again the Lebesgue dominated convergence shows that z^′ satisfies the equation z_t = Eh(t, Y_t − EY_t + z^′), which implies that z̄_t = z^′ and completes the proof of the right continuity of z̄ = (z̄_t). Similarly we show that if t_n → t, t_n < t, then there exists a limit z̄_{t−} of {z̄_{tn} } satisfying z_{t−} = Eh(t, Y_{t−} − EY_{t−} + z̄_{t−}).

Theorem 2.3. Assume (H). If Y = (Y_t) ∈ D, l, u ∈ D(R^+ , R) and Eh(0, Y_0) ∈ [l_0, u_0], then there exists a unique solution of the Skorokhod problem (X, k) = SP^u_l (h, Y ) . Moreover, k_t = − max(0 ∧ inf_{0≤u≤t}(EY_u − l̄_u), sup_{0≤s≤t}[(EY_s − ū_s) ∧ inf_{0≤u≤t}(EY_u − l̄_u)]), t ∈ R^+ , (2.6)

where l̄ = H^{−1} ∘ l, ū = H^{−1} ∘ u, i.e. l̄_t = H^{−1}(t, l_t, Y_t), ū_t = H^{−1}(t, u_t, Y_t), t ∈ R^+ .

Proof. In the proof we use results from the theory of deterministic Skorokhod problem (see Appendix). First we show the existence of solutions of the Skorokhod problem with mean minimality condition. Set y_t = EY_t, t ∈ R^+ , and observe that y = (y_t) ∈ D(R^+ , R). By Lemma 2.2, l̄ = H^{−1} ∘ l ∈ D(R^+ , R), ū = H^{−1} ∘ u ∈ D(R^+ , R). Since H^{−1} is strictly increasing, EY_0 = H^{−1}(0, Eh(0, Y_0 ), Y_0) ∈ [l̄_0, ū_0].

By Theorem 5.2, there exists a unique solution of the Skorokhod problem (x, k) = SP^ū_{l̄} (y) such that for every 0 ≤ t ≤ q,

k_q − k_t ≥ 0 if x_s < H^{−1}(s, u_s, Y_s) for all s ∈ (t, q], k_q − k_t ≤ 0 if x_s > H^{−1}(s, l_s, Y_s) for all s ∈ (t, q],

and for every t ∈ R^+ , Δk_t ≥ 0 if x_t < H^{−1}(t, u_t, Y_t) and Δk_t ≤ 0 if x_t > H^{−1}(t, l_t, Y_t). Set X_t = Y_t + k_t, t ∈ R^+ ,

and note that (X, k) = SP^u_l (h, Y ). Indeed, since H is strictly increasing, Eh(t, X_t) = Eh(t, Y_t + k_t) = H(t, x_t, Y_t) ∈ [H ∘ l̄_t, H ∘ u_t] = [l_t, u_t], t ∈ R^+ , which gives condition (ii) from Definition 2.1. To check condition (iii) it is sufficient to observe that for every s ∈ R^+ , x_s < H^{−1}(s, u_s, Y_s) iff Eh(s, X_s) < u_s and x_s > H^{−1}(s, l_s, Y_s) iff Eh(s, X_s) > l_s. It is easy to prove that every solution of the Skorokhod problem with mean minimality condition is of the form given above. Indeed, using the arguments used previously one can check that if (X^′, k^′) = SP^u_l (h, Y ), then (x^′, k^′) = SP^ū_{l̄} (y), where x^′_t = H^{−1}(t, Eh(t, X^′_t ), Y_t), t ∈ R^+ . By the uniqueness of the deterministic Skorokhod problem (see Theorem 5.2), (x^′, k^′) = (x, k), which implies that X^′_t = Y_t + k_t = X_t, t ∈ R^+ . Finally, observe that the form of the compensating reflection part k follows easily from (5.1).

Proposition 2.4. Assume that h^i, i = 2, satisfy (H) and Y^i ∈ D, i = 1, 2, are processes defined on the same probability space If l^i, u^i ∈ D(R^+ , R) are such that l^i ≤ u^i, l^i_0 ≤ Eh^i(0, Y_0) ≤ u^i_0, (X^i, k^i) = SP^{ui}_{li} (h^i, Y^i), i = 1, 2, and C_h = max((c^1_h)^{−1}, 2c^2_h(c^1_h)^{−1} + 1), then for every q ∈ R^+ ,

sup_{t≤q} |k^1_t − k^2_t | ≤ C_h ( ‖ h^1 − h^2 ‖_{[0,q]×R} + sup_{t≤q} E|Y^1_t − Y^2_t | + sup_{t≤q} max(|l^1_t − l^2_t |, |u^1_t − u^2_t |) ) (2.7) and E sup_{t≤q} |X^1_t − X^2_t | ≤ (C_h + 1)E sup_{t≤q} |Y^1_t − Y^2_t | + C_h ( ‖ h^1 − h^2 ‖_{[0,q]×R}

+ sup_{t≤q} max(|l^1_t − l^2_t |, |u^1_t − u^2_t |) ) , (2.8)

where ‖ h^1 − h^2 ‖_{[0,q]×R}= sup_{(t,x)∈[0,q]×R} |h^1(t, x) − h^2(t, x)|.

Proof. From the proof of Theorem 2.3 we know that k^i are compensation reflection parts of solutions of the deterministic Skorokhod problems SP^{ūi}_{l̄i} (y^i) with y^i_t = EY^i_t , l̄^i_t = H^{−1}_i (t, l^i_t, Y^i_t ), ū^i_t = H^{−1}_i (t, u^i_t, Y^i_t ), t ∈ R^+ , i = 1, 2. By (5.3),

sup_{t≤q} |k^1_t − k^2_t | ≤ sup_{t≤q} |EY^1_t − EY^2_t | + sup_{t≤q} max(|l̄^1_t − l̄^2_t |, |ū^1_t − ū^2_t |). (2.9)

Fix t ∈ [0, q]. To estimate |l̄^1_t − l̄^2_t | observe that

l^1_t − l^2_t = Eh^1(t, Y^1_t − EY^1_t + l̄^1_t ) − Eh^2(t, Y^2_t − EY^2_t + l̄^2_t )

= Eh^1(t, Y^1_t − EY^1_t + l̄^1_t ) − Eh^2(t, Y^1_t − EY^1_t + l̄^1_t ) +Eh^2(t, Y^1_t − EY^1_t + l̄^1_t ) − Eh^2(t, Y^2_t − EY^2_t + l̄^1_t ) +Eh^2(t, Y^2_t − EY^2_t + l̄^1_t ) − Eh^2(t, Y^2_t − EY^2_t + l̄^2_t ) = I^1_t + I^2_t + I^3_t .

Without loss of generality we may assume that l̄^1_t > l̄^2_t . Then, by (2.3), there exists C ∈ [c^1_h, c^2_h] such that I^3_t = C(l̄^1_t − l̄^2_t ) , which implies that

|l̄^1_t − l̄^2_t | ≤ (1/c^1_h)(|I^1_t | + |I^2_t | + |l^1_t − l^2_t |) ≤ (1/c^1_h)(sup_{x∈R} |h^1(t, x) − h^2(t, x)| + 2c^2_hE|Y^1_t − Y^2_t | + |l^1_t − l^2_t |).

Similarly we estimate |ū^1_t − ū^2_t |. From the above and (2.9) we deduce (2.7). Estimete (2.8) easily follows from (2.7).

Corollary 2.5. Assume (H). If Y ∈ D, l, u ∈ D(R^+ , R) are such that l ≤ u, l_0 ≤ Eh(0, Y_0) ≤ u_0, (X, k) = SP^u_l (h, Y ), then for every t, q ∈ R^+ such that t ≤ q, sup t≤s≤q |k_s − k_t| ≤ C_h ( sup t≤s≤q E|Y_s − Y_t| + λ_h(q − t) + sup_{t≤s≤q} max(|l_s − l_t|, |u_s − u_t|) ) (2.10) and E sup_{t≤s≤q} |X_s − X_t| ≤ (C_h + 1)E sup_{t≤s≤q} |Y_s − Y_t| +C_h ( λ_h(q − t) + sup_{t≤s≤q} max(|l_s − l_t|, |u_s − u_t|) ) . (2.11)

Proof. Fix t ≤ q and in Proposition 2.4 put Y^1 = Y , l^1 = l, u^1 = u, h^1 = h and Y^2 = Y_{·∧t}, l^2 = l_{·∧t}, u^2 = u_{·∧t}, h^2 = h_{·∧t}. To complete the proof it is sufficient to observe that by (2.2), sup (t,x)∈[0,q]×R |h^1(t, x) − h^2(t, x)| ≤ sup_{(s,x)∈[t,q]×R} |h(s, x) − h(t, x)| ≤ λ_h(q − t).

Remark 2.6. (a) In the above definition we can replace condition (iii) with the following one:

(iii’) for every t ≤ q ∈ R^+ such that inf_{s∈[t,q]}(u_s −l_s) > 0, k is a function of bounded variation on [t, q] and ∫ [t,q] [Eh(s, X_s) − l_s] dk_s ≤ 0 and ∫ [t,q] [Eh(s, X_s) − u_s] dk_s ≤ 0. (2.12)

Simple calculation shows that (i), (ii), (iii) and (i), (ii), (iii’) are equivalent. (b) Note that by (2.12), if Δk_t > 0, then Eh(t, X_t) = l_t and hence X_t = Y_t − EY_t + l̄_t.

Similarly, if Δk_t < 0, then Eh(t, X_t) = u_t and X_t = Y_t − EY_t + ū_t. Consequently,

k_t = max(min(k_{t−}, ū_t − EY_t), l̄_t − EY_t)), t ∈ R^+ . (2.13)

Under the additional assumption that the compensating reflection part k has bounded variation the minimality condition (iii) can be written in the following simpler form: for every t ∈ R^+ , ∫_t 0 [Eh(s, X_s) − l_s] dk^+_s = 0 and ∫_t 0 [u_s − Eh(s, X_s)] dk^−_s = 0, where k^{(+)}, k^{(−)} are nondecreasing right continuous functions with k_0 = k^{(+)}_0 = k^{(−)}_0 = 0 such that k^{(+)} increases only on {t; Eh(t, X_t) = l_t} and k^{(−)} increases only on {t; Eh(t, X_t) = u_t}. If the barriers l, u ∈ D(R^+ , R) satisfy the condition

inf_{t≤q}(u_t − l_t) > 0, q ∈ R^+ , (2.14)

then it is possible to estimate the variation of k using Proposition 5.4.

Corollary 2.7. If (X, k) = SP^u_l (h, Y ), then for any q ∈ R^+ and η such that 0 < 2η ≤ inf_{t≤q}(u_t − l_t)/3 we have

|k|_q ≤ 6(N_η (y, q) + N_η(l̄, q) + N_η(ū, q) + 1)(sup_{t≤q} |y_t| + sup_{t≤q} max(|l̄_t|, |ū_t|)), (2.15)

where y_t = EY_t, l̄_t = H^{−1}(t, l_t, Y_t) and ū_t = H^{−1}(t, u_t, Y_t), t ∈ R^+ .

Similarly to the case of the deterministic Skorokhod problem with u = +∞ or l = −∞ the definitions of solutions and forms of k are much simpler. We start with the case of one lower barrier.

Definition 2.8. Let Y be an (F_t)-adapted process with trajectories in D(R^+ , R), l ∈ D(R^+ , R) and let h : R^+ × R → R satisfy (2.1) and Eh(0, Y_0) ≥ l_0. We say that a pair (X, k) ∈ D × D(R^+ , R) with k_0 = 0 is a solution to the Skorokhod problem (with mean minimality condition and a lower barrier) associated with h, Y, l ((X, k) = SP_l(h, Y ) for short) if (i) X_t = Y_t + k_t,

(ii) Eh(t, X_t) ≥ l_t, t ∈ R^+ ,

(iii) k is nondecreasing and ∫_t 0 [Eh(s, X_s) − l_s] dk_s = 0, t ∈ R^+ . Using the arguments from the proof of Theorem 2.3 and (5.7) we obtain the following corollary.

Corollary 2.9. Assume (H). If Y = (Y_t) ∈ D, l ∈ D(R^+ , R) and Eh(0, Y_0) ≥ l_0, then there exists a unique solution of the Skorokhod problem (X, k) = SP_l(h, Y ). Moreover, k_t = sup_{s≤t} (l̄_s − EY_s)^+, t ∈ R^+ , (2.16)

where l̄_t = H^{−1}(t, l_t, Y_t), t ∈ R^+ .

Note that (l̄_s − EY_s)^+ = inf{x ≥ 0; Eh(s, Y_s + x) ≥ l_s}, s ∈ R^+ , which means that our formula for k coincides with the formula considered in [3, 4]. Definition 2.10. Let Y be an (F_t)-adapted process with trajectories in D(R^+ , R), u ∈ D(R^+ , R), and leth : R^+ × R → R satisfy (2.1) and Eh(0, Y_0) ≤ u_0. We say that a pair (X, k) ∈ D × D(R^+ , R) with k_0 = 0 is a solution to the Skorokhod problem (with mean minimality condition and a upper barrier) associated with h, Y, u ((X, k) = SP^u(h, Y ) for short) if

(i) X_t = Y_t + k_t, (ii) Eh(t, X_t) ≤ u_t, t ∈ R^+ , (iii) k is nonincreasing and ∫_t 0 [u_s − Eh(s, X_s)] dk_s = 0, t ∈ R^+ . By the arguments from the proof of Theorem 2.3 and (5.8) we obtain the the following counterpart to Corollary 2.9.

Corollary 2.11. Assume (H). If Y = (Y_t) ∈ D, u ∈ D(R^+ , R) and Eh(0, Y_0) ≤ u_0, then there exists a unique solution of the Skorokhod problem (X, k) = SP^u(h, Y ). Moreover, k_t = − sup_{s≤t} (ū_s − EY_s)^−, t ∈ R^+ , (2.17)

where ū_t = H^{−1}(t, u_t, Y_t), t ∈ R^+ .

One can note that (ū_s − EY_s)^− = inf{x ≥ 0; Eh(s, Y_s − x) ≤ u_s}, s ∈ R^+ . 3 Stability of solutions

In this section, we consider a sequence of processes {Y^n} such that for every q ∈ R^+ , {Y^n_t ; t ≤ q, n ∈ N} is uniformly integrable. (3.1) In the sequel, we will use the notion of the convergence in D(R^+ , R^d ) for different d ∈ N. We recall that (x^{n,1}, ..., x^{n,d}) −→ (x^1, ..., x^d) in D(R^+ , R^d ) if for every t ∈ R^+ there exists a sequence t_n → t such that for all t^′_n → t and t^{′′}_n → t satisfying t^′_n < t_n ≤ t^{′′}_n, n ∈ N, we have x^{n,i}_{t′n} −→ x^i_{t−} and x^{n,i}_{t′′n} −→ x^i_t, i = 1, . . . , d. (3.2) Note that (3.2) implies in particular that in the case of the jump in t ∈ R^+ in the limit there exists a common sequence t_n → t such that Δx^{n,i}_{tn} −→ Δx^i_t, i = 1, . . . , d.

Lemma 3.1. Assume (H) and (3.1). Let {z̄^n} ⊂ D(R^+ , R) and z^n = (z^n_t = H(t, z̄^n_t , Y^n_t )), n ∈ N. If (Y^n, y^n, z̄^n) →_D(Y, y, z̄) in D(R^+ , R^3 ), then (Y^n, y^n, z̄^n, z^n) →_D (Y, y, z̄, z) in D(R^+ , R^4 ). Similarly, let {z^n} ⊂ D(R^+ , R) and z̄^n = (z̄^n_t = H^{−1}(t, z^n_t , Y^n_t )), n ∈ N. If (Y^n, y^n, z^n) →_D(Y, y, z) in D(R^+ , R^3 ), then (Y^n, y^n, z^n, z̄^n) →_D (Y, y, z, z̄) in D(R^+ , R^4 ).

Proof. Assume (3.2) for the sequence {(Y^n, y^n, z̄^n)}, i.e. assume that for every t ∈ R^+ there exists a sequence t_n → t such that for all t^′_n → t, t^{′′}_n → t satisfying t^′_n < t_n ≤ t^{′′}_n, n ∈ N, we have (Y^n_t′_n , y^n_t′_n , z̄^n_t′_n ) →_D (Y_{t−}, y_{t−}, z̄_{t−}) and (Y^n_t′′_n , y^n_t′′_n , z̄^n_t′′_n ) →_D (Y_t, y_t, z̄_t).

We will check that the same condition holds true for the sequence {(Y^n, y^n, z̄^n, z^n)}. Fix t ∈ R^+ and assume that there exists a sequence {r_n} such that r_n → t and

(Y^n_{rn} , y^n_{rn} , z̄^n_{rn} ) →_D (Y^′, y^′, z̄^′) in R^3 .

By the Lebesgue dominated convergence theorem, z^n_{rn} = Eh(r_n, Y^n_{rn} − EY^n_{rn} + z̄^n_{rn} ) −→ Eh(t, Y^′ − EY^′ + z̄^′). Clearly the limit is equal to z_t if r_n ≥ t_n for all sufficiently large n (resp. z_{t−} if r_n < t_n for all sufficiently large n).

To prove the second part of the lemma we first show that for every q ∈ R^+ the sequence {sup_{t≤q} |z̄^n_t )|} is bounded. To get contradiction, suppose that there is a sequence r_n ≤ q such that z̄^n_{rn} ↗ +∞ (resp. ↘ −∞). Then there exists a subsequence (n^′) ⊂ (n) such that r_n′ → t and Y^{n′}_{rn′} →_D Y for some t ≤ q and random variable Y . Consequently, z^{n′}_{rn′} = Eh(r_n′ , Y^{n′}_{rn′} − EY^{n′}_{rn′} + z̄^{n′}_{rn′} ) −→ +∞ (resp. − ∞), which contradicts the fact that {z^{n′}_{rn′} } has two possible limit points z_t and z_{t−}. Now we assume (3.2) for the sequence {(Y^n, y^n, z^n)}. We are going to check that the same condition holds true for {(Y^n, y^n, z^n, z̄^n)}. Let {r_n} be such that r_n → t ≤ q. First we assume that r_n ≥ t_n for all sufficiently large n. In this case Y^n_{rn} →_D Y_t and z^n_{rn} → z_t. Moreover, there is a finite z^′ such that for some subsequence (n^′) ⊂ (n), z̄_{rn′} → z^′. Then using the Lebesgue dominated convergence theorem shows that z^′ satisfies the equation z_t = Eh(t, Y_t − EY_t + z^′). Since the solution of the above equation is unique, by the same arguments as above we check that in fact z^′ is the limit of the sequence {z̄^n_{rn} }. Hence z̄^n_{rn} → z̄_t. Similarly we show that if r_n < t_n for all sufficiently large n, then z̄_{rn} −→ z̄_{t−} being a solution to the equation z_{t−} = Eh(t, Y_{t−} − EY_{t−} + z̄_{t−}). Remark 3.2. Since the sequences {z^n}, {z̄^n} are deterministic, it is clear that in the statement of Lemma 3.1 one can replace the convergence in law by the convergence in probability in J_1 or by the convergence P -a.s. in J_1.

Theorem 3.3. Assume (H). Let {Y^n} be a sequence of processes satisfying (3.1) and {l^n}, {u^n} be sequences of càdllàg functions such that l^n ≤ u^n, l^n_0 ≤ Eh(0, Y_0) ≤ u^n_0 , n ∈ N. Let (X^n, k^n) = SP^{un}_ln (h, Y^n), n ∈ N.

(i) If (Y^n, y^n, l^n, u^n) →_D(Y, y, l, u) in D(R^+ , R^4 ), then (X^n, k^n, Y^n, y^n, l^n, u^n) →_D (X, k, Y, y, l, u) in D(R^+ , R^6 ), (ii) if (Y^n, y^n, l^n, u^n) →_P (Y, y, l, u) in D(R^+ , R^4 ), then (X^n, k^n, Y^n, y^n, l^n, u^n) →_P (X, k, Y, y, l, u) in D(R^+ , R^6 ), (iii) if (Y^n, y^n, l^n, u^n) −→ (Y, y, l, u) P -a.s. in D(R^+ , R^4 ), then (X^n, k^n, Y^n, y^n, l^n, u^n) −→ (X, k, Y, y, l, u) P -a.s. in D(R^+ , R^6 ), where (X, k) = SP^u_l (h, Y ).

Proof. By Lemma 3.1 and (3.2) it is clear that (Y^n, y^n, l^n, l̄^n, u^n, ū^n) →_D (Y, y, l, l̄, u, ū) in D(R^+ , R^6 ). By this and (5.4), (x^n, k^n, Y^n, y^n, l^n, l̄^n, u^n, ū^n) →_D (x, k, Y, y, l, l̄, u, ū) in D(R^+ , R^8 ), where (x^n, k^n) = SP^{ūn}_{l̄n} (y^n), n ∈ N and (x, k) = SP^ū_{l̄} (y), Since X^n = Y^n +k^n and X = Y +k, assertion (i) easily follows. To prove (ii) and (iii) it is sufficient to use Remark 3.2 and previously used arguments with the convergence in probability in J_1 or P -a.s. in J_1 in place of the convergence in law.

In the above theorem joint convergence of {(Y^n, y^n)} in D(R^+ , R^2 ) is assumed. This assumption is much stronger than the convergence of the initial sequence {Y^n}. If Y^n →_D Y in D(R^+ , R), then it is clear only that y^n_t = EY^n_t → y_t = EY_t provided that E|ΔY_t| = 0. Unfortunately, the functional convergence y^n → y in D(R^+ , R) need not hold.

Example 3.4. Let V be an arbitrary nondeterministic random variable. For some c > 0 put Y^n_t = 1_{{t≥c+V /n}}, t ∈ R^+ , n ∈ N. Then of course Y^n −→ Y P -a.s. in D(R^+ , R), where Y_t = 1_{{t≥c}}, t ∈ R^+ . On the other hand y^n do not tend to y in D(R^+ , R) because there in no sequence t_n → c such that Δy^n_{tn} → Δy_c = 1.

However, in important cases one can deduce joint convergence of {(Y^n, y^n)} in D(R^+ , R^2 ) from the convergence of {Y^n} in D(R^+ , R).

Proposition 3.5. Let {Y^n} be a sequence of processes satisfying (3.1) and such that Y^n →_D Y in D(R^+ , R). If P (ΔY_t = 0) = 1, t ∈ R^+ , or {Y^n} is a sequence of processes with independent increments, then (Y^n, y^n) →_D (Y, y) in D(R^+ , R^2 ). (3.3)

Proof. First assume that P (ΔY_t = 0) = 1, t ∈ R^+ . We will show that in this case y^n tends to y uniformly on compact sets. By (3.1), for every t ∈ R^+ , Δy_t = EΔY_t = 0, which means that the map t → y_t is continuous. Therefore, in order to finish the proof of (3.3), it is sufficient to observe that for every t and every sequence {t_n} such that t_n → t, y^n_{tn} = EY^n_{tn} −→ EY_t = y_t. The above property is a consequence of the fact that Y^n_{tn} →_D Y_t, which holds true provided that P (ΔY_t = 0) = 1.

To prove the second case we will use Jacod’s theorem [10, Theorem 1.21] which says that the convergence Y^n →_D Y in D(R^+ , R) is equivalent to the joint convergence of their characteristics (B^{h,n}, C̃^{h,n}, f ∗ ν^n) −→ (B^h, C̃^h, f ∗ ν) in D(R^+ , R^3 ), f ∈ C_s. It is important here that B^{h,n}_t = EY^{h,n}_t , t ∈ R^+ , n ∈ N and h : R → R is a continuous function depending on the parameter a > 0 such that |h| ≤ a and if |x| ≤ a/2 (resp. |x| ≥ a) then h(x) = x (resp. h(x) = 0) and Y^{h,n}_t = Y^n_t − ∑ s≤t (ΔY^n_s − h(ΔY_s)) = Y^n_t − J^{n,a}_t , t ∈ R^+ , n ∈ N.

Since {Y^{h,n}} is a sequence of weakly convergent processes with independent increments with bounded jumps, the family of random variables {sup_{t≤q} |Y^{h,n}_t |} is uniformly integrable. By this and (3.1), lim_{a→∞} lim sup_{n→∞} sup_{t≤q} E|J^{n,a}_t | = 0. Since y^n_t = B^{h,n}_t + EJ^{n,a}_t , from [10, Theorem 1.21] we deduce that y^n −→ y in D(R^+ , R). To prove (3.3) it is sufficient to observe that for every t ∈ R^+ and every sequence {t_n} such that t_n → t and (B^{h,n}_{tn} , C̃^{h,n}_{tn} , f ∗ ν^n_{tn} ) −→ (B^h_t , C̃^h_t , f ∗ ν_t), (B^{h,n}_{tn−}, C̃^{h,n}_{tn −}, f ∗ ν^n_{tn−}) −→ (B^h_{t−}, C̃^h_{t−}, f ∗ ν_{t−}) the convergences Y^n_{tn} →_D Y_t and Y^n_{tn−} →_D Y_{t−} also hold true.

Corollary 3.6. Let {Y^n} be a sequence of processes satisfying (3.1) and such that Y^n →_D Y in D(R^+ , R). If for every q and all sequences {s_n}, {r_n} such that 0 ≤ s_n, r_n ≤ q and s_n − r_n → 0 we have Y^n_{sn} − Y^n_{rn} →_P 0, (3.4)

then (3.3) holds true.

Proof. It is sufficient to observe (3.4) implies that function y is continuous.

Condition (3.3) is also satisfied in the case where Y^n, n ∈ N, are discretizations of Y . This allows us to approximate the solution (X, k) = SP^u_l (h, Y ) by simple discretization method. As above set y = (y_t = EY_t) and ρ^n_t = k/n for t ∈ [k/n, (k + 1)/n). Let Y^n, y^n, l^n, u^n be discretizations of Y, y, l, u, that is Y^n_t = Y_ρn_t , y^n_t = y_ρn_t , l^n_t = l_ρn_t and u^n_t = u_ρn_t t ∈ R^+ . Set

k^n_0 = 0, X^n_0 = Y_0,

k^n_{(k+1)/n} = max [ min [ k^n_{k/n}, ū^n_{(k+1)/n} − EY_{(k+1)/n} ] , l̄^n_{(k+1)/n} − EY_{(k+1)/n}) ] , X^n_{(k+1)/n} = Y_{(k+1)/n} + k^n_{(k+1)/n},

(3.5)

where l̄_{(k+1)/n} = H^{−1}((k+1)/n, l_{(k+1)/n}, Y_{(k+1)/n}), ū_{(k+1)/n} = H^{−1}((k+1)/n, u_{(k+1)/n}, Y_{(k+1)/n}) and k^n_t = k^n_{k/n}, X^n_t = X^n_{k/n} for t ∈ [k/n, (k + 1)/n), k ∈ N ∪ {0}, n ∈ N.

Theorem 3.7. Assume (H). Let Y ∈ D and l, u ∈ D(R^+ , R) be such that l ≤ u and l_0 ≤ Eh(0, Y_0) ≤ u_0. Let {Y^n} and {l^n}, {u^n} be sequences of discretizations of Y and l, u, respectively, and (X^n, k^n) be defined by (3.5), n ∈ N. Then (X^n, k^n) = SP^{un}_ln (h, Y^n), n ∈ N and (i) (X^n, k^n, Y^n, y^n, l^n, u^n) −→ (X, k, Y, y, l, u) P -a.s. in D(R^+ , R^6 ), (ii) for every q ∈ R^+ , max k; k/n≤q (|X^n_{k/n} − X_{k/n}| + |k^n_{k/n} − k_{k/n}|) −→ 0 P -a.s.,

where (X, k) = SP^u_l (h, Y ).

Proof. First note that in the case where y, l or u have a jump in t there is a common sequence {t^∗_n = inf{k/n; k/n ≥ t}} such that t^∗_n → t and ΔY^n_t∗_n → ΔY_t, Δy^n_t∗_n → Δy_t, Δl^n_t∗_n → Δl_t and Δu^n_t∗_n → Δu_t. Consequently,

(Y^n, y^n, l^n, u^n) −→ (Y, y, l, u) P -a.s. in D(R^+ , R^4 ). (3.6)

Let (x^n, k^n) be the solution of the deterministic Skorokhod problem associated with y^n, l̄^n and ū^n, n ∈ N. Then k^n and X^n = Y^n + k^n have the form given in (3.5). Moreover, from (3.6) and Theorem 3.3(iii) the assertion (i) easily follows. To prove (ii) observe that for every t ∈ R^+ the convergences ΔX̂^n_t∗_n → ΔX_t, Δk̂^n_t∗_n → Δk_t, hold true, where X̂^n, k̂^n are discretizations of X, k i.e. X̂^n_t = X_{k/n}, k̂^n_t = k_{k/n} for t ∈ [k/n, (k + 1)/n), k ∈ N ∪ {0}, n ∈ N. Therefore (X^n, X̂^n, k^n, k̂^n) −→ (X, X, k, k) P -a.s. in D(R^+ , R^{4d} ), which implies that X^n − X̂^n → 0, k^n − k̂^n → 0 P -a.s. in D(R^+ , R). This completes the proof.

4 SDEs with mean reflection

Let l, u ∈ D(R^+ , R) be such that l ≤ u and (Ω, F, (F_t), P ) be a filtered probability space. Let X_0 be an F_0-measurable integrable random variable, V be an (F_t)-adapted process with trajectories in D(R^+ , R) such that E|V |_q < ∞ for every q ∈ R^+ , and let M be a square integrable (F_t)-martingale.

We consider equation with mean reflection of the form (1.1).

Definition 4.1. We say that a pair (X, k) of (F_t) adapted processes with trajectories in D(R^+ , R) is a strong solution of (1.1) if (X, k) = SP^u_l (h, Y ), where

Y_t = X_0 + ∫_t 0 f(s, X_{s−}) dM_s + ∫_t 0 g(s, X_{s−}) dV_s, t ∈ R^+ . We will need the following conditions on the coefficients f, g.

(A1) f and g are continuous and there exists μ > 0 such that |f(t, x)| + |g(t, x)| ≤ μ(1 + |x|), t ∈ R^+ , x, y ∈ R.

(A2) There exists c > 0 such that |f(t, x) − f(t, y)| + |g(t, x) − g(t, y)| ≤ c|x − y|, t ∈ R^+ , x, y ∈ R. We will also assume boundedness of predictable characteristics of M, V in the following sense. (M) There exists a nondecreasing càdlàg function m : R^+ → R with m_0 = 0 such that max(⟨M⟩_t, ~|V |_t) ≤ m_t, t ∈ R^+ . Below we give simple examples of processes M, V satisfying (M).

Example 4.2. (a) Let Z be a semimartingale with independent increments and bounded jumps (i.e. there exists a > 0 such that |ΔZ| ≤ a). Then Z is of the form Z_t = B_t + M_t, t ∈ R^+ , (4.1) where B = (B_t = EZ_t) is a deterministic function with locally bounded variation, |ΔB| ≤ a and M = (M_t = Z_t − EZ_t) is a square integrable martingale, |ΔM| ≤ 2a. In this case ~|B| = |B| and ⟨M⟩ are deterministic nondecreasing functions starting from 0. Clearly, M and B satisfy (M) with m_t = max(|B|_t, ⟨M⟩_t), t ∈ R^+ .

(b) Let M, V satisfy (M) and H^1, H^2 be two bounded predictable processs. Then ∫_· 0 H^1_s dM_s, ∫_· 0 H^2_s dV_s also satisfy (M) with slightly modified function m.

We will use the following version of the estimate [15, Chapter 1, Section 9 Theorem 5]: for every square integrable martingale M and every t > 0, E sup_{s<t} |M_s| ≤ 3E(⟨M⟩_{t−})^{1/2}. (4.2) Theorem 4.3. Assume (H), (A1), (A2) and (M). If l_0 ≤ Eh(0, X_0) ≤ u_0, then there exists a unique strong solution (X, k) of (1.1) such that E sup_{t≤q} |X_t| < +∞, q ∈ R^+ . Proof. Set t_1 = inf{t > 0 : (C_h + 1)c max(m_t, 3(m_t)^{1/2}) > 1/2}, where C_h is the constant from Proposition 2.4. In the first step of the proof we show the existence and uniqueness of solutions of (1.1) on the interval [0, t_1). Set S^1 = {Y : Y is (F_t)-adapted, Y_0 = X_0, Y = Y^{t1−}, E sup_{t<t1} |Y_t| < ∞}

and define the map Φ : S^1 → S^1 by putting Φ(Y ) to be the first coordinate of the solution of the Skorokhod problem SP^u_l (h, Z) with Z = X_0 + ∫_· 0 f(s, Y_{s−}) dM^{t1 −}_s + ∫_· 0 g(s, Y_{s−}) dV^{t1−}_s stopped in t_1−. First we prove that if Y ∈ S^1, then Φ(Y ) ∈ S^1. Since k is deterministic it is sufficient to prove that Z ∈ S^1. By (4.2), (M) and (A1), E sup_{t<t1} |Z_t| ≤ E|X_0| + E sup_{t<t1} ∫_t 0 |f(s, Y_{s−}) dM_s| + E ∫_{t1−} 0 |g(s, Y_{s−})| d|V |_s ≤ E|X_0| + 3E( ∫_{t1−} 0 |f(s, Y_{s−})|^2 d⟨M⟩_s)^{1/2} + E ∫_{t1−} 0 |g(s, Y_{s−})| d ~|V |_s ≤ E|X_0| + 3(m_{t1 −})^{1/2}E sup_{s<t1} |f(s, Y_{s−})| + m_{t1−}E sup_{s<t1} |g(s, Y_{s−})| ≤ E|X_0| + max(3(m_{t1 −})^{1/2}, m_{t1−})μ(1 + E sup_{s<t1} |Y_s|) < +∞.

By Proposition 2.4, for any Y, Y^′ ∈ S^1 we have

E sup_t |Φ(Y )_t − Φ(Y^′)_t| ≤ (C_h + 1)E sup_{t<t1} | | | ∫_t 0 f(s, Y_{s−}) − f(s, Y^′_{s−}) dM_s + ∫_{t1−} 0 |g(s, Y_{s−}) − g(s, Y^′_{s−})| d|V |_s | |

≤ (C_h + 1)3E (∫_{t1−} 0 |f(s, Y_{s−}) − f(s, Y^′_{s−})|^2 d⟨M⟩_s )_{1/2}

+ (C_h + 1)E ∫_{t1−} 0 |g(s, Y_{s−}) − g(s, Y^′_{s−})| d ~|V |_s) ≤ (C_h + 1)c max(3(m_{t1 −})^{1/2}, m_{t1 −})E sup_t |Y_t − Y^′_t | ≤ 1 2 E sup_t |Y_t − Y^′_t |.

By the Banach contraction principle, there exists a unique solution (X, k) of (1.1) on the interval [0, t_1). By Remark 2.6 (b) we can get a unique solution on [0, t_1] by putting

k_{t1} = max(min(k_{t1 −}, ū_{t1} − EY_{t1} ), l̄_{t1} − EY_{t1} )), X_{t1} = Y_{t1} + k_{t1} ,

where Y_{t1} = X_{t1 −} + f(t_1, X_{t1 −})ΔV_{t1} + g(t_1, X_{t1 −})ΔM_{t1} , l̄_{t1} = H^{−1}(t_1, l_{t1} , Y_{t1} ) and ū_{t1} = H^{−1}(t_1, u_{t1} , Y_{t1} ). Now we define the sequence {t_k} by setting t_{k+1} = t_k + inf{t > 0 : (C_h + 1)c min(m̂_t, 3(m̂_t)^{1/2}) > 1/2}, where m̂_t = m_{tk+t} − m_{tk} , k ∈ N. Arguing as above, one can obtain a solution of (1.1) on [t_k, t_{k+1}]. Since t → m_t is càdlàg, t_k ↑ ∞ and the unique solution on R^+ we obtain by putting together the solutions on intervals [t_k, t_{k+1}], k ∈ N.

The following example shows that solutions of (1.1) can be applied in investment models with constraints.

Example 4.4. Consider an insurance company with initial capital x > 0, whose risk reserve process is given by a semimartingale J with independent increments and bounded jumps. The company is allowed to invest the risk reserve into the financial market consisting of the riskless bond B_t = 1, t ∈ R^+ , and the risky stock whose price S evolves according to the stochastic differential equation

S_t = S_0 + ∫_t 0 S_ub du + ∫_t 0 S_uσ dW_u, t ∈ R^+ , where W is a Wiener process, σ > 0 and b ∈ R. Let V^{k,π} denote the company wealth portfolio under investment strategy (−k, π), that is

V^{k,π}_t = −k_t + π_tS_t, t ∈ R^+ . (4.3)

In [6] (see also [1]) the authors suggest that it is reasonable to assume that the strategy is deterministic. Following this suggestion we restrict ourselves to strategies (−k, π) such that k is deterministic and (−k, π) is self-financing, that is the dynamics of V^{k,π} is given by the following equation V^{k,π}_t = x + ∫_t 0 π_u dS_u + ∫_t 0 dJ_u, t ∈ R^+ . (4.4)

Let X_t = π_tS_t, t ∈ R^+ , be the amount of money invested in stock at time t ∈ R^+ . By (4.3) and (4.4), X satisfies the equation

X_t = x + ∫_t 0 X_sb ds + ∫_t 0 X_sσ dW_s + J_t + k_t, t ∈ R^+ .

Let l, u ∈ D(R^+ , R), l ≤ u and h : R^+ × R → R be a concave function satisfying (H). We consider risk measure imposing some restriction on the class of admissible strategies. Namely, a portfolio is considered admissible if and only if for every t ∈ R^+ the amount of money X_t invested in the risky stock satisfies the following constraints

L_t(X_t) ≤ 0 ≤ U_t(X_t), t ∈ R^+ , (4.5)

where (L_t) and (U_t) are collections of convex risk measures given by the formulas L_t(X_t) = inf{k ∈ R : Eh(t, X_t + k) ≥ l_t}, U_t(X_t) = sup{k ∈ R : Eh(t, X_t + k) ≤ u_t}. (recall that a map ρ : L^1 → R is a convex risk measure iff for all a ∈ R, λ ∈ [0, 1] and X, Y ∈ L^1 such that X ≤ Y we have that ρ(X + k) = ρ(X) − k, ρ(X) ≥ ρ(Y ) and ρ(λX + (1 − λ)Y ) ≤ λρ(X) + (1 − λ)ρ(Y )). Note that for every t ∈ R^+ we have L_t(X_t) ≤ U_t(X_t), so one can say that for every t ∈ R^+ the risk measure U_t is more restrictive than L_t. The interpretation of (4.5) is the following. If position X is very risky (i.e. L_t(X_t) > 0), then the company have to borrow some money from bank account and buy some amount of stock. On the other hand, if position X is safe enough (i.e. U_t(X_t) < 0), then the company sells some amount of stock and reduces the debt in bank account. The company is looking for the minimal strategy in the sense that if (4.5) is satisfied then there is no money flow from the bank account to the stock market or in the opposite direction.

Since for every R^+ the condition L_t(X_t) ≤ 0 (resp. U_t(X_t) ≥ 0) is equivalent to the condition Eh(t, X_t) ≥ l_t (resp. Eh(t, X_t) ≤ u_t), by Theorem 4.3 there exists a unique minimal admissible strategy (−k, π). More precisely, there exists a unique solution (X, k) = SP^u_l (h, x + ∫_· 0 X_sb ds + ∫_· 0 X_sσ dW_s + J) and if we set π_t = S^{−1}_t X_t, t ∈ R^+ , then the wealth portfolio V^{k,π} satisfies (4.5).

We are able to approximate the solution (X, k) of (1.1) by a simple discretization method being a counterpart to the Euler scheme (see, e.g.,[20]). The scheme for the SDE (1.1) is given by the following recurrent formula. Set

k^n_0 = 0, X^n_0 = Y^n_0 = Y_0, Y^n_{(k+1)/n} = Y^n_{k/n} + f((k + 1)/n, X^n_{k/n})(M_{(k+1)/n} − M_{k/n}) +g((k + 1)/n, X^n_{k/n})(V_{(k+1)/n} − V_{k/n}), k^n_{(k+1)/n} = max [ min [ k^n_{k/n}, ū^n_{(k+1)/n} − EY^n_{(k+1)/n} ] , l̄^n_{(k+1)/n} − EY^n_{(k+1)/n}) ] , X^n_{(k+1)/n} = Y^n_{(k+1)/n} + k^n_{(k+1)/n},

(4.6)

where l̄_{(k+1)/n} = H^{−1}((k+1)/n, l_{(k+1)/n}, Y^n_{(k+1)/n}), ū_{(k+1)/n} = H^{−1}((k+1)/n, u_{(k+1)/n}, Y^n_{(k+1)/n}) and Y^n_t = Y^n_{k/n}, k^n_t = k^n_{k/n}, X^n_t = X^n_{k/n} for t ∈ [k/n, (k + 1)/n), k ∈ N ∪ {0}, n ∈ N. Theorem 4.5. Assume (H), (A1), (A2) and (M). If X_0 is an integrable random variable such that l_0 ≤ Eh(0, X_0) ≤ u_0, {l^n}, {u^n} are sequences of discretizations of l, u and (X^n, k^n) and Y^n are defined by (4.6), then (X^n, k^n) = SP^{un}_ln (h, Y^n), n ∈ N and

(i) (X^n, k^n, Y^n, l^n, u^n) →_P (X, k, Y, l, u) in D(R^+ , R^{5d} ), (ii) for every q ∈ R^+ , max k; k/n≤q (|X^n_{k/n} − X_{k/n}| + |k^n_{k/n} − k_{k/n}|) →_P 0,

where (X, k) is a unique strong solution of (1.1). Proof. We know that (X, k) = SP^u_l (h, Y ), where Y_t = X_0+ ∫_t 0 f(s, X_{s−}) dM_s+ ∫_t 0 g(s, X_{s−}) dV_s, t ∈ R^+ . Let X̂^n, k̂^n, Ŷ^n be discretizations of X, k, Y , that is X̂^n_t = X_ρn_t , k̂^n_t = k_ρn_t , Ŷ^n_t = Y_ρn_t , t ∈ R^+ . Let (X̄^n, k̄^n) be a solution of the Skorokhod problem associated with Ŷ^n, l^n and u^n, i.e. (X̄^n, k̄^n) = SP^{un}_ln (h, Ŷ^n), n ∈ N. Then, by Theorem 3.7(ii), for every q ∈ R^+ , sup_{t≤q} |(X̄^n_t − X̂^n_t | + |k̄^n_t − k̂^n_t |) −→ 0. Fix q ∈ R^+ . Since E sup_{t≤q} |X_t| < +∞ and E sup_{t≤q} |Y_t| < +∞, the sequences {sup_{t≤q} |X̂^n_t |} and {sup_{t≤q} |X̄^n_t |} are uniformly integrable, which implies that ϵ^n_1 = E sup_{t≤q} |X̄^n_t − X̂^n_t | −→ 0. (4.7)

Let {M^n}, {V^n} be sequences of discretizations of M, V , respectively. By (A1) and the Lebesgue dominated convergence theorem,

ϵ^n_2 = E sup_{t≤q} (| ∫_t 0 f(s, X̂^n_{s−}) dM^n_s − ∫_ρn_t 0 f(s, X_{s−}) dM_s| +E| ∫_t 0 g(s, X̂^n_{s−}) dV^n_s − ∫_ρn_t 0 g(s, X_{s−}) dV_s|) = E(sup_{t≤q} (| ∫_ρn_t 0 (f(ρ^n_s , X̂^n_{s−}) − f(s, X_{s−})) dM_s + | ∫_ρn_t 0 (g(ρ^n_s , X̂^n_{s−}) − g(s, X_{s−})) dV_s|) ≤ 3E(| ∫_ρn_q 0 |f(ρ^n_s , X̂^n_{s−}) − f(s, X_{s−})|^2 dm_s)^{1/2} +E ∫_ρn_q 0 |g(ρ^n_s , X̂^n_{s−}) − g(s, X_{s−})| dm_s| −→ 0 because ρ^n_s → s and X̂^n_{s−} → X_{s−} P -a.s. for s ∈ [0, q]. On the other hand, by Theorem 3.7, the pair (X^n, k^n) defined by (4.6) is a solution of mean reflected SDEs with barriers l^n, u^n of the form X^n_t = X_0 + ∫_t 0 f(s, X^n_{s−}) dM^n_s + ∫_t 0 g(s, X^n_{s−}) dV^n_s + k^n_t , t ∈ R^+ , i.e. (X^n, k^n) = SP^{un}_ln (h, Y^n), where Y^n_t = X_0 + ∫_t 0 f(s, X^n_{s−}) dM^n_s + ∫_t 0 g(s, X^n_{s−}) dV^n_s , t ∈ R^+ , n ∈ N. From the above and Proposition 2.4(ii), for every t ≤ q, E sup_{s≤t} |X̂^n_s − X^n_s | ≤ E sup_{s≤t} |X̂^n_s − X̄^n_s | + E sup_{s≤t} |X̄^n_s − X^n_s | ≤ ϵ^n_1 + (C_h + 1)E sup_{s≤t} |Ŷ^n_s − Y^n_s | ≤ ϵ^n_1 + (C_h + 1)ϵ^n_2 + (C_h + 1)E sup_{s≤t} | ∫_s 0 f(u, X̂^n_{u−}) − f(u, X^n_{u−}) dM^n_u | +(C_h + 1)E sup_{s≤t} | ∫_s 0 g(u, X̂^n_{u−}) − g(u, X^n_{u−}) dV^n_s |. = ϵ^n_1 + (C_h + 1)ϵ^n_2 + (C_h + 1)E sup_{s≤t} | ∫_ρn_s 0 f(ρ^n_u, X̂^n_{u−}) − f(ρ^n_u, X^n_{u−}) dM_u| +(C_h + 1)E sup_{s≤t} | ∫_ρn_s 0 g(ρ^n_u, X̂^n_{u−}) − g(ρ^n_u, X^n_{u−}) dV_s|. Let m^n be a discretization of the function m, i.e. m^n_t = m_ρn_t , t ∈ R^+ , n ∈ N. Set t^n_1 = inf{t > 0 : (C_h + 1)c max(m^n_t , 3(m^n_t )^{1/2}) > 1/2} and observe that arguing similarly to the proof of Theorem 3.7 shows that E sup_{s<tn} 1 |X̂^n_s − X^n_s | ≤ ϵ^n_1 + (C_h + 1)ϵ^n_2 + (C_h + 1)E sup_{s<tn} 1 | ∫_ρn_s 0 f(ρ^n_u, X̂^n_{u−}) − f(ρ^n_u, X^n_{u−}) dM_u| +(C_h + 1)E sup_{s<tn} 1 | ∫_ρn_s 0 g(ρ^n_u, X̂^n_{u−}) − g(ρ^n_u, X^n_{u−}) dV_s|. ≤ ϵ^n_1 + (C_h + 1)ϵ^n_2 + (C_h + 1)3cE( ∫_ρn_{tn1 −} 0 |X̂^n_{s−} − X^n_{s−}|^2 d⟨M⟩_s)^{1/2} +(C_h + 1)cE ∫_ρn_{tn1 −} 0 |X̂^n_{s−} − X^n_{s−}| d ~|V |_s ≤ ϵ^n_1 + (C_h + 1)ϵ^n_2 + (C_h + 1)3c(m^n_tn_{1 −})^{1/2}E sup_{s<tn} 1 |X̂^n_{s−} − X^n_{s−}| +(C_h + 1)cm^n_tn_{1 −}E sup_{s<tn} 1 |X̂^n_{s−} − X^n_{s−}| ≤ ϵ^n_1 + (C_h + 1)ϵ^n_2 + 1 2 E sup_{s<tn} 1 |X̂^n_s − X^n_s |, which implies that E sup_{s<tn} 1 |X̂^n_s − X^n_s | ≤ 2(ϵ^n_1 + (C_h + 1)ϵ^n_2 ) −→ 0. (4.8) In fact the convergence holds true on the closed interval [0, t^n_1 ]. To check this we first observe that for a sufficiently large n, t^n_1 = t^∗_n = inf{k/n; k/n ≥ t_1}} −→ t_1, where t_1 was defined in the proof of Theorem 3.7. Hence (X̂^n_tn_{1 −}, X^n_tn_{1 −}, Y^n_tn_{1 −}) −→ (X_{t1 −}, X_{t1−}, Y_{t1 −}). Moreover, k^n_tn_1 = max(min(k^n_tn_{1 −}, ū^n_tn_1 − EY^n_tn_1 ), l̄^n_tn_1 − EY^n_tn_1 )), where Y^n_tn_1 = Y^n_tn_{1 −} + f(t^n_1 , X^n_tn_{1 −})ΔV^n_tn_1 + g(t^n_1 , X^n_tn_{1 −})ΔM^n_tn_1 , l̄^n_tn_1 = H^{−1}(t^n_1 , l^n_tn_1 , Y^n_tn_1 ) and ū^n_tn_1 = H^{−1}(t^n_1 , u^n_tn_1 , Y^n_tn_1 ), which implies that ΔX^n_tn_1 = ΔY^n_tn_1 + Δk^n_tn_1 →_P ΔX_{t1} . On the other hand,

ΔX̂^n_tn_1 −→ ΔX_{t1} P -a.s., which implies that X̂^n_tn_1 −ΔX^n_tn_1 →_P 0. Therefore, by (4.8) and uniform integrability of jumps {ΔX̂^n_tn_1 }, {ΔX^n_tn_1 } we have E sup_{s≤t}n_1 |X̂^n_s − X^n_s | −→ 0.

It is easy to see that we can repeat the previously used arguments on next intervals [t^n_k , t^n_{k+1}], where t^n_{k+1} = t^n_k + inf{t > 0 : (C_h + 1)c max(m̂^n_t , 3(m̂^n_t )^{1/2}) > 1/2} and m̂^n_t = m^n_tn_{k +t} − m^n_tn_1 , k ∈ N. Since for a sufficiently large n, t^n_k = inf{k/n : k/n ≥ t_k}} (t_k was defined in the proof of Theorem 3.7), for every q ∈ R^+ in finitely many steps we are able to prove that E sup_{s≤q} |X̂^n_s − X^n_s | −→ 0, q ∈ R^+ . (4.9)

From (4.9) and the observation that (X̂^n, M^n, V^n, l^n, u^n) → (X, M, V, l, u) P -a.s. in D(R^+ , R^{5d} ) the theorem follows.

We say that equation (1.1) has a weak solution if there exist a filtered probability space (Ω̄, F̄, (F̄_t), P̄ ), adapted processes (X̄, k̄), M̄, V̄ defined on (Ω̄, F̄, P̄ ) such that L(X̄_0, M̄ , V̄ ) = L(X_0, M, V ) and (X̄, k̄) is a solution of mean reflected SDE

X̄_t = X̄_0 + ∫_t 0 f(s, X̄_{s−}) dM̄_s + ∫_t 0 g(s, X̄_{s−}) dV̄_s + k̄_t, t ∈ R^+ . (4.10)

If the laws L(X̄, k̄, M̄, V̄ ) and L(X̄^′, k̄^′, M̄^′, V̄^′) of any two weak solutions of (1.1), possibly defined on different probability spaces, are the same we say that the weak uniqueness holds for (1.1).

Let {M^n} and {V^n} be sequences of square integrable (F^n_t )-martingales and (F^n_t )-adapted process with trajectories in D(R^+ , R) such that E|V^n|_q < ∞ for every q ∈ R^+ . We will consider a sequence of mean reflected SDEs of the form (1.4). We assume that the starting points X^n_0 are integrable F^n_0 -measurable random variables and for every n ∈ N the processes M^n, V^n satisfy the condition

(Mn) there exists a nondecreasing càdlàg function m^n : R^+ → R with m^n_0 = 0 such that max(⟨M^n⟩_t, ~|V^n|_t) ≤ m^n_t , t ∈ R^+ . Clearly, if sup_n m^n_t < +∞, t ∈ R^+ , then the sequences {M^n} and {V^n} satisfy the so called condition (UT) introduced by Stricker[23]:

(UT) For every q ∈ R^+ the family of random variables { ∫ [0,q] U^n_s dZ^n_s ; n ∈ N , U^n ∈ U^n_q }

is bounded in probability. Here U^n_q is the class of discrete predictable processes of the form U^n_s = U^n_0 + ∑_k i=0 U^n_i 1_{{ti <s≤ti+1}}, where 0 = t_0 < t_1 < ... < t_k = q and U^n_i is F^n_{ti} measurable, |U^n_i | ≤ 1 for i ∈ {0, ..., k} , n, k ∈ N. Condition (UT) proved to be very useful in the theory of limit theorems for stochastic integrals and for solutions of SDEs (see, e.g., [12, 13, 16, 20, 19]).

We will also assume that

(A3) the coefficients f^n, g^n satisfy (A1) for every n ∈ N and there exists f, g such that ||f^n − f||_{[0,q]×K} + ||g^n − g||_{[0,q]×K} −→ 0 for every q ∈ R^+ and every compact subset K ⊂ R.

Theorem 4.6. Assume (H), (A1) and (A3). Let {l^n}, {u^n} be sequences of càdlàg functions such that l^n ≤ u^n, {M^n}, {V^n} be sequences of processes satisfying (Mn) and {(X^n, k^n)} be a sequence of solutions of (1.4), n ∈ N. If sup_n m^n_t < +∞, t ∈ R^+ , sup_n E|X^n_0 | < +∞, l^n_0 ≤ Eh(0, X^n_0 ) ≤ u^n_0 , n ∈ N, and

(X^n_0 , M^n, V^n, v^n, l^n, u^n) →_D (X_0, M, V, v, l, u) in R × D(R^+ , R^{5d} ), (4.11)

where v^n_t = EV^n_t , v_t = EV_t, t ∈ R^+ , then {(X^n, k^n, M^n, V^n, v^n, l^n, u^n)} is tight in D(R^+ , R^7 ) (4.12) and its each limit point is a weak solution of the mean reflected SDE (1.1). Proof. First we show that sup_n E sup_{t≤q} |X^n_t |, q ∈ R^+ . (4.13)

Fix q ∈ R^+ and set t^n_1 = inf{t > 0 : (C_h + 1)μ max(m^n_t , 3(m^n_t )^{1/2}) > 1/2} ∧ q. By (2.11), for every t ≤ q,

E sup_{s<t} |X^n_s | ≤ E|X^n_0 | + (C_h + 1)E sup_{s<t} |Y^n_s − Y^n_0 |

+C_h(λ_ht + sup_{s<t} max(|l^n_s − l^n_0 |, |u^n_s − u^n_0 |) ) , where Y^n = X^n_0 + ∫_· 0 f^n(u, X^n_{u−}) dM^n_u + ∫_· 0 g^n(u, X^n_{u−}) dV^n_u , n ∈ N. Since sup_n E|X^n_0 | < +∞ and sup_n sup_{t≤q} max(|l^n_s |, |u^n_s |) < +∞, it follows from (Mn) and (A1) that E sup_{s<tn} 1 |X^n_s | ≤ C(h, q) + (C_h + 1) max(3(m^n_tn_{1 −})^{1/2}, m^n_tn_{1 −})μ(1 + E sup_{s<tn} 1 |X^n_s |) ≤ C(h, q) + (C_h + 1) max(3(m^n_tn_{1 −})^{1/2}, m^n_tn_{1 −})μ + 1 2 E sup_{s<tn} 1 |X^n_s |, and hence that sup_n E sup_{s<tn} 1 |X^n_s | < +∞. Since ΔY^n_tn_1 = f^n(t^n_1 , X^n_tn_{1 −})ΔM^n_tn_1 + g(t^n_1 , X^n_tn_1 −)ΔV^n_tn_1 , this implies that sup_n E|ΔY^n_tn_1 | < +∞. Hence also sup_n |Δk^n_tn_1 | < +∞. Consequently, sup_n E sup_{s≤t}n_1 |X^n_s | < +∞.

Similarly to the proof of Theorem 4.3 we can repeat the previously used arguments on the next intervals [t^n_k , t^n_{k+1}], where t^n_{k+1} = t^n_k + inf{t > 0 : (C_h + 1)μ max(m̂^n_t , 3(m̂^n_t )^{1/2}) > 1/2} and m̂^n_t = m^n_tn_{k +t} −m^n_tn_1 , k ∈ N. What is left is to show that sup_n j(n) = inf{k : t^n_k = q} < +∞. To check this set r^n(t) = max(m^n_t , 3(m^n_t )^{1/2}), r = sup_n r^n(q) and observe that r^n_0 = 0, r^n is nondecreasing and for every k,^1_2 ≤ (C_h + 1)μ(r(t^n_{k+1}) − r(t^n_k )), which implies that for every n ∈ N, j(n) 1 2 ≤ (C_h + 1)μr^n(q) ≤ (C_h + 1)μr, which completes the proof of (4.13).

In next step we show (4.12). By (4.13) and (A1), for every q ∈ R^+ the sequences {sup_{t≤q} |f^n(t, X^n_t )|} and {sup_{t≤q} |g^n(t, X^n_t )|} are bounded in probability. Therefore, by (Mn) and [16, Lemma 1.6], {Y^n} satisfies (UT). Moreover, for every ϵ > 0,

{V̄_{2+ϵ}(Y^n)_q} is bounded in probability. (4.14)

Indeed, if we set τ^N_n = inf{t : min(|f^n(t, X^n_t )|, |g^n(t, X^n_t )| > N)} for n, N ∈ N, then lim N→∞ lim sup n→∞ P (τ^N_n < q) = 0, q ∈ R^+ ,

and by the estimate from [13] (see also [8, Remark 2.4]),

P (V̄_{2+ϵ}( ∫_· 0 f^n(s, X^n_{s−})dM^n_s )_q > K) ≤ P (V̄_{2+ϵ}( ∫_· 0 f^n(s, X^n_{s−})dM^{n,τ Nn}_s )_q > K) + P (τ^N_n < q) ≤ EV̄_{2+ϵ}( ∫_· 0 f^n(s, X^n_{s−})dM^{n,τ Nn}_s )_q K + P (τ^N_n < q) ≤ C(ϵ)E( ∫_q 0 |f^n(s, X^n_{s−})|^2d⟨M^{n,τ Nn} ⟩_s) K + P (τ^N_n < q) ≤ C(ϵ)N^2m^n_q K + P (τ^N_n < q), which implies that {V̄_{2+ϵ}( ∫_· 0 f^n(s, X^n_{s−})dM^n_s )_q} is bounded in probability. Since the similar property for integrals driven by processes with uniformly bounded variation is straightforward, the proof of (4.14) is completed. Unfortunately, the sequence of solutions {(X^n, k^n) = SP^{un}_ln (h, Y^n)} need not satisfy (UT) and it is not even clear if is possible to approximate them by sequences satisfying (UT). Consequently, standard tightness criterions from [12, 13, 16] in the case of solutions of (1.4) are useless. In the present paper, we use new tightness results recently proved in [8, Proposition 4.1]. We will show that it is possible to approximate solutions of (1.4) by processes having uniformly bounded in probability 2 + ϵ -variation for ϵ > 0. Set γ^i_0 = 0, γ^i_{k+1} = min(γ^i_k + δ^i_k, inf{t > γ^i_k : min(|Δl_t|, |Δu_t|) > δ^i}) and γ^{ni}_0 = 0, γ^{ni}_{k+1} = min(γ^{ni}_k + δ^i_k, inf{t > γ^{ni}_k : min(|Δl^n_t |, |Δu^n_t |) > δ^i}), where {δ^i}, {{δ^i_k}} are families of positive constants such that δ^i ↓ 0, δ^i/2 ≤ δ^i_k ≤ δ^i |Δl_t| ≠ δ^i, |Δu_t| ≠ δ^i, t ∈ R^+ , Δl_γi_{k+δ}i_k = 0, Δu_γi_{k+δ}i_k = 0. For every i ∈ N define new sequences {l^{n,(i)}}, {u^{n,(i)}} of functions by putting l^{n,(i)}_t = l^n_{γnik} , u^{n,(i)}_t = u^n_{γnik} , t ∈ [γ^{ni}_k , γ^{ni}_{k+1}), k ∈ N ∪ {0}, n ∈ N, l^{(i)}_t = l_γi_k ,

u^{(i)}_t = u_γi_k , t ∈ [γ^i_k, γ^i_{k+1}), k ∈ N ∪ {0}. Then using the continuous mapping argument, we have (l^n, l^{n,(i)}, u^n, u^{n,(i)}) → (l, l^{(i)}, u, u^{(i)}) in D(R^+ , R^4 ), which implies that

lim_{i→∞} lim sup n→∞ sup_{t≤q} max(|l^{n,(i)}_t − l^n_t |, |u^{n,(i)}_t − u^n_t |) −→ 0, q ∈ R^+ . (4.15)

Moreover, for every i ∈ N,

sup_n max(|l^{n,(i)}|_q, |u^{n,(i)}|_q) < +∞, q ∈ R^+ . (4.16)

Set {(X^{n,(i)}, k^{n,(i)}) = SP^{un,(i)}_{ln,(i)} (h, Y^n)}, n, i ∈ N, and observe that by (4.15) and Proposition 2.4, lim_{i→∞} lim sup n→∞ E sup_{t≤q} |X^{n,(i)}_t − X^n_t | = 0, q ∈ R^+ . (4.17)

On the other hand, by simple calculations, for all q ∈ R^+ , i ∈ N there exists C(h, q, i) > 0 such that for every n ∈ N,

v_2(k^{n,(i)})_q = sup_π m∑ j=1 |k_{tj} − k_{ti−j} |^2 ≤ 45C^2_hμ^2(1 + E sup_{t≤q} |X^n_t |)m_q + 5C^2_hμ^2(1 + E sup_{t≤q} |X^n_t |)(m_q)^2 +5C^2_hλ^2_h(q^2 + |l^{n,(i)}|^2_q + |u^{n,(i)}|^2_q ) ≤ C(h, q, i).

Since V̄_{2+ϵ}(X^{n,(i)})_q ≤ V̄_{2+ϵ}(Y^n)_q + (C(h, q, i)^{1/2}, it follows from (4.14) that also the sequence {V̄_{2+ϵ}(X^{n,(i)})_q} is bounded in probability. Furthermore, it is well known that for continuous f : R^+ × R −→ R one can construct a sequence {f^{(i)}} of functions such that f^{(i)} satisfies (A2), for i ∈ N and ||f^{(i)} − f||_{[0,q]×K} −→ 0 for any compact subset K ⊂ R and q ∈ R^+ . Similarly one can construct a sequence of functions {g^{(i)}} satisfying (A2) for i ∈ N and approximating g. Since f^{(i)}, g^{(i)} satisfy (A2), {X^{n,(i)}} has bounded 2 + ϵ -variation and {f^{(i)}(X^{n,(i)})}, {g^{(i)}(X^{n,(i)})} have bounded 2 + ϵ -variation as well. Using [8, Proposition 4.1] and the fact that the sequences {M^n} and {V^n} satisfy (UT) shows that

{(X^n_0 , M^n, ∫_· 0 f^{(i)}(s, X^{n,(i)}_{s−} ) dM^n_s , V^n, ∫_· 0 g^{(i)}(s, X^{n,(i)}_{s−} ) dV^n_s , v^n, l^n, u^n)} is tight in R × D(R^+ , R^7 ). Therefore, by (4.17), also {(X^n_0 , M^n, ∫_· 0 f^n(s, X^n_{s−}) dM^n_s , V^n, ∫_· 0 g^n(s, X^n_{s−}) dV^n_s , v^n, l^n, u^n)} is tight in R × D(R^+ , R^7 ), which together with Theorem 3.3 implies (4.12).

Assume that there exists a subsequence (n^′) ⊂ (n) such that (X^{n′} , k^{n′} , M^{n′} , V^{n′} , v^{n′} , l^{n′} , u^{n′} ) →_D (X̄, k̄, M̄ , V̄ , v, l, u) in D(R^+ , R^7 ), (4.18) where L(X̄^n_0 , M̄ , V̄ ) = L(X̄_0, M, V ). Then, by [8, Proposition 4.1(ii)], (X^{n′} , k^{n′} , M^{n′} , V^{n′} , Y^{n′} , l^{n′} , u^{n′} ) →_D (X̄, k̄, M̄ , V̄ , Ȳ , l, u) in D(R^+ , R^8 ). Now set y^{n′}_t = EY^{n′}_t = E ∫_t 0 g(s, X^{n′}_{s−}) dV^{n′}_s , ȳ_t = EȲ_t = E ∫_t 0 g(s, X̄_{s−}) dV̄_s, t ∈ R^+ . Since {t : Δȳ_t ≠ 0} ⊂ {t : Δv_t ≠ 0}, from the above convergence and (4.11) we deduce that (X^{n′} , k^{n′} , M^{n′} , V^{n′} , Y^{n′} , y^{n′} , l^{n′} , u^{n′} ) →_D (X̄, k̄, M̄, V̄ , Ȳ , ȳ, l, u) in D(R^+ , R^8 ). (4.19) Therefore from Theorem 3.7(i) it follows that (X̄, k̄) = SP^u_l (h, Ȳ )} with Ȳ defined as Ȳ = X̄_0 + ∫^·_0 f(s, X̄_{s−}) dM̄_s + ∫^·_0 g(s, X̄_{s−}) dV̄_s, which implies that (X̄, k̄) is a weak solution of the SDE (1.1).

In the proof of existence of weak solutions of (1.1) we will use the approximation scheme defined in (4.6).

Corollary 4.7. Assume (H), (A1) and (M). If l_0 ≤ Eh(0, X_0) ≤ u_0, then there exists a weak solution (X, k) of (1.1).

Proof. Let {M^n}, {V^n} and {l^n}, {u^n} be sequences of discretizations of M, V and l, u. Clearly (M^n, V^n, v^n, l^n, u^n) −→ (M, V, v, l, u) P -a.s. in D(R^+ , R^5 ). (4.20)

If (X^n, k^n) and Y^n are defined by (4.6), then (X^n, k^n) = SP^{un}_ln (h, Y^n), where Y^n_t = X_0 + ∫_t 0 f(s, X^n_{s−}) dM^n_s + ∫_t 0 g(s, X^n_{s−}) dV^n_s , t ∈ R^+ . This means that (X^n, k^n), n ∈ N, are solutions of (1.4) with f^n = f and g^n = g. Now observe that using (M) we are able to estimate the predictable characteristics of M^n and V^n. Indeed, for every t ∈ R^+ ,

⟨M^n⟩_t = ∑ k;k/n≤t E(M_{k/n} − M_{(k−1)/n})^2|F_{(k−1)/n}) = ∑ k;k/n≤t E(⟨M⟩^{k/n}_{(k−1)/n}|F_{(k−1)/n}) ≤ m^n_t and ~|V n|_t = ∑ k;k/n≤t E(|V_{k/n} − V_{(k−1)/n}||F_{(k−1)/n})

= ∑ k;k/n≤t E( ~|V |^{k/n}_{(k−1)/n}|F_{(k−1)/n}) ≤ m^n_t ,

where m^n is a discretization of the function m, i.e. m^n_t = m_ρn_t , t ∈ R^+ . Consequently, the condition (Mn) is satisfied and the existence of a weak solution follows from Theorem 4.6.

Corollary 4.8. Under the assumptions of Theorem 4.6, if moreover (A2) is satisfied and the processes M, V have independent increments, (X^n, k^n, M^n, V^n, l^n, u^n) →_D (X, k, M, V, l, u) in D(R^+ , R^6 ), where (X, k) is the unique weak solution of (1.1).

Proof. It is sufficient to apply Theorem 4.6 and observe that in the case where (A2) is satisfied and M, V have independent increments then weak uniqueness for (1.1) holds true. To check this assume that (X̄, k̄, M̄ , V̄ ) and (X̄^′, k̄^′, M̄^′, V̄^′) are two weak solutions of (1.1) and L(X̄_0, M̄, V̄ ) = L(X̄^′_0, M̄^′, V̄^′) = L(X_0, M, V ). Since M, V have independent increments, the processes M̄, V̄ and M̄^′, V̄^′ also have independent increments. Moreover, they have the same deterministic predictable characteristics ⟨M⟩, ~|V |. Let (X̄^n, k^n) = SP^{un}_ln (h, Ȳ^n), n ∈ N, and (X̄^{n′}, k^n) = SP^{un}_ln (h, Ȳ^{n′}), n ∈ N, be the approximations of (X̄, k̄) and (X̄^′, k̄^′), respectively, considered in Theorem 4.5. By Theorem 4.5, (X̄^n, k^n, Ȳ^n, l^n, u^n) →_P (X̄, k̄, Ȳ , l, u) in D(R^+ , R^{5d} ) and (X̄^{n′}, k^n, Ȳ^{n′}, l^n, u^n) →_P (X̄^′, k̄^′, Ȳ , l, u) in D(R^+ , R^{5d} ). Clearly, the equality of laws L(X̄_0, M̄, V̄ ) = L(X̄^′_0, M̄^′, V̄^′) implies the equality of laws of the approximations, i.e. L(X̄^n, k^n, Ȳ^n, l^n, u^n) = L(X̄^{n′}, k^n, Ȳ^{n′}, l^n, u^n), n ∈ N, which completes the proof.

Remark 4.9. From Proposition 3.5 one can deduce that in case the processes {V^n} have independent increments or P (ΔV_t = 0) = 1, t ∈ R^+ , in Theorem 4.6 and Corollary 4.8 in place of (4.11) it suffices to assume that (X^n_0 , M^n, V^n, l^n, u^n) −→ (X_0, M, V, l, u) in R × D(R^+ , R^{4d} ).

5 Appendix. Skorokhod problem, deterministic case

We begin with a general definition of the Skorokhod problem with time-dependent reflecting barriers for càdlàg functions considered in [2].

Definition 5.1. Let y, l, u ∈ D(R^+ , R) with l ≤ u and l_0 ≤ y_0 ≤ u_0. We say that a pair (x, k) ∈ D(R^+ , R^2 ) with k_0 = 0 is a solution of the Skorokhod problem associated with y and barriers l, u (and we write (x, k) = SP^u_l (y)) if (i) x_t = y_t + k_t ∈ [l_t, u_t], t ∈ R^+ , (ii) for every 0 ≤ t ≤ q, k_q − k_t ≥ 0, if x_s < u_s for all s ∈ (t, q], k_q − k_t ≤ 0, if x_s > l_s for all s ∈ (t, q], and for every t ∈ R^+ , Δk_t ≥ 0 if x_t < u_t and Δk_t ≤ 0 if x_t > l_t.

Theorem 5.2. ([2, Theorem 2.6]) There exists a unique solution of the Skorokhod problem (x, k) = SP^u_l (y). Moreover,

k_t = − max(0 ∧ inf_{0≤u≤t}(y_u − l_u), sup_{0≤s≤t}[(y_s − u_s) ∧ inf_{s≤u≤t}(y_u − l_u)]), t ∈ R^+ . (5.1)

One can also show Lipschitz continuity of the mapping (y, l, u) → (x, k) in supremum norm.

Theorem 5.3. ([22, Theorem 2.6]) If (x^i, k^i) is a solution associated with y^i ∈ D(R^+ , R) and barriers l^i, u^i, i = 1, 2, then for every q ∈ R^+ , sup_{t≤q} |x^1_t − x^2_t | ≤ 2 sup_{t≤q} |y^1_t − y^2_t | + sup_{t≤q} max(|l^1_t − l^2_t |, |u^1_t − u^2_t |) (5.2) and sup_{t≤q} |k^1_t − k^2_t | ≤ sup_{t≤q} |y^1_t − y^2_t | + sup_{t≤q} max(|l^1_t − l^2_t |, |u^1_t − u^2_t |). (5.3) From (5.2), (5.3) it is easy to deduce stability of the mapping (y, l, u) → (x, k) in the Skorokhod topology J_1. More precisely, if (y^n, l^n, u^n) −→ (y, l, u) in D(R^+ , R^3 ), then (x^n, k^n, y^n, l^n, u^n) −→ (x, k, y, l, u) in D(R^+ , R^5 ). (5.4) It is worth adding that in [22, Definition 2.1] condition (ii) is replaced by

• for every 0 ≤ t ≤ q such that inf_{s∈[t,q]}(u_s − l_s) > 0 the function k has bounded variation on [t, q] and ∫ [t,q] (x_s − l_s) dk_s ≤ 0 and ∫ [t,q] (x_s − u_s) dk_s ≤ 0. However, simple calculations shows that in fact these two definitions are equivalent.

In the classical Skorokhod problem it is assumed that the function k has bounded variation on any bounded interval [0, q], or, equivalently, k = k^{(+)} − k^{(−)}, where k^{(+)}, k^{(−)} are nondecreasing right continuous functions with k_0 = k^{(+)}_0 = k^{(−)}_0 = 0 such that k^{(+)} increases only on {t : x_t = l_t} and k^{(−)} increases only on {t : x_t = u_t}. In [17, 5] and [9] it is observed that the above property holds true in the case where the barriers l, u ∈ D(R^+ , R) satisfy the additional condition inf_{t≤q}(u_t − l_t) > 0, q ∈ R^+ . (5.5)

Under (5.5) it is possible to estimate the variation of the function k compensating the reflections with the use of η-oscillations of y, l, u.

Proposition 5.4. ([21, Proposition 2.11]) For any q ∈ R^+ and η such that 0 < 2η ≤ inf_{t≤q}(u_t − l_t)/3 we have

|k|_q ≤ 6(N_η (y, q) + N_η(l, q) + N_η(u, q) + 1)(sup_{t≤q} |y_t| + sup_{t≤q} max(|l_t|, |u_t|)). (5.6)

We close this section with simple remark showing that in the special case of the Skorokhod problems with one barrier, i.e. when u = +∞ or l = −∞, the function k has much simpler form. Indeed, in case of one lower barrier l one can check that k is a nondecreasing function of the form k_t = sup_{s≤t} (y_s − l_s)^− = sup_{s≤t} (l_s − y_s)^+, t ∈ R^+ . (5.7)

Similarly, in case of one upper barrier u one can check that k is a nonincreasing function of the form k_t = − sup_{s≤t} (y_s − u_s)^+ = − sup_{s≤t} (u_s − y_s)^−, t ∈ R^+ . (5.8)

Acknowledgements This work was supported by the Polish National Science Centre under Grant 2016/23/B/ST1/01543).

References

[1] N. Bäuerle, U. Rieder, Optimal Deterministic Investment Strategies for Insurers, Risks, MDPI, Open Access Journal, 1(3), (2013) 1-18.

[2] K. Burdzy, W. Kang, K Ramanan, The Skorokhod problem in a time-dependent interval, Stochastic Process. Appl. 119 (2009) 428–452.

[3] P. Briand, R. Elie, Y. Hu, BSDEs with mean reflection, Ann. Appl. Probab. 28(1) (2018) 482–510.

[4] P. Briand, A. Ghannoum, C. Labart, Mean reflected stochastic differential equations with jumps, arXiv:1803.10165v1.

[5] R. J. Chitashvili, N. L. Lazrieva, Strong solutions of stochastic differential equations with boundary conditions, Stochastics 5 (1981) 225–309.

[6] M. Christiansen, M. Steffensen, Deterministic mean-variance-optimal consumption and investment, Stochastics 85(4) (2013) 620–636.

[7] B. Djehiche, R. Elie, S. Hamadène, Mean-field reflected backward stochastic differential equations, arXiv: 1911.06079v1.

[8] A. Falkowski, L. Słomiński, SDEs with constraints driven by semimartingales and processes with bounded p-variation, Stochastic Process. Appl. 127 (2017) 3536–3557.

[9] M. Nagasawa, T. Domenig, Diffusion processes on an open time interval and their time reversal, Itô’s stochastic calculus and probability theory, Springer, Tokio (1996) 261-280.

[10] J. Jacod, Processus à accroissement indépendants; Une condition nécessaire et suffisante de convergence en loi, Z. Wahrscheinlichkeitstheorie verw. Gebiete 63 (1983) 109–136.

[11] J. Jacod, A. N. Shiryaev, Limit theorems for stochastic processes, Springer-Verlag Berlin, second edition 2003.

[12] A. Jakubowski, J. Mémin, and G. Pagès. Convergence en loi des suites d’intégrales stochastiques sur l’espace D^1 de Skorokhod, Probab. Theory Related Fields 81(1) (1989) 111–137.

[13] K. Kubilius, On tightness of solutions of stochastic integral equations driven by psemimartingales, Lithuanian Math. J. 49 (3) (2009) 271–286.

[14] L. Kruk, J. Lehoczky, K. Ramanan, S. Shreve, An explicit formula for the Skorokhod map on [0,a], Ann. Probab. 35 (2007) 1740–1768.

[13] T. G. Kurtz, P. Protter, Weak limit theorems for stochastic integrals and stochastic differential equations, Ann. Probab. 19 (1991) 1035–1070.

[15] R. Sh. Liptser, A. N. Shiryayev, Theory of Martingales, Kluwer Dordrecht 1989.

[16] J. Mémin, L. Słomiński, Condition UT et stabilité en loi des solutions d’équations différentielles stochastiques; Sém. de Probab. XXV, Lect. Notes in Math. 1485 Springer– Verlag, Berlin Heidelberg New York (1991) 62–177.

[17] M. Rutkowski, Stochastic integral equations with a reflecting barrier, Demonstratio Math., 13(2) (1980) 483–507.

[18] A. V. Skorokhod, Stochastc equations for diffusion processes in a bounded region 1,2.

Theory Probab. Appl. 6 (1961) 264–274, 7 (1962) 3–23.

[19] L. Słomiński, On existence, uniqueness and stability of solutions of multidimensional SDE’s with reflecting boundary conditions, Ann. Inst. H. Poincaré 29.2 (1993) 163–198.

[20] L. Słomiński, Euler’s approximations of solutions of SDEs with reflecting boundary, Stochastic Processes Appl. 94 (2001) 317-337.

[21] L. Słomiński, T Wojciechowski, Stochastic differential equations with jump reflection at time-dependent barriers, Stochastic Process. Appl. 120 (2010) 1701-1721.

[22] L. Słomiński, T Wojciechowski, Stochastic differential equations with time-dependent reflecting barriers, Stochastics 85 no. 1 (2013) 27–47.

[23] C. Stricker, Loi de semimartingales et criteres de compacité, Sém. de Probababilité XIX Lect. Notes in Math. 1123, Berlin: Springer. (1985) 209–217.

[24] T. Tanaka, Stochastic Differential Equations with Reflecting Boundary Condition in Convex Regions, Hiroshima Math. J. 9 (1979) 163–177.