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Risk-sensitive control for a class of diffusions with jumps

ARI ARAPOSTATHIST AND ANUP BISWAS?

ABSTRACT. We consider a class of diffusions controlled through the drift and jump size, and driven
by a jump Lévy process and a nondegenerate Wiener process, and we study infinite horizon (ergodic)
risk-sensitive control problems for this model. We start with the controlled Dirichlet eigenvalue
problem in smooth bounded domains, which also allows us to generalize current results in the
literature on exit rate control problems. Then we consider the infinite horizon average risk-sensitive
minimization and maximization problems on the whole domain. Under suitable hypotheses, we
establish existence and uniqueness of a principal eigenfunction for the Hamilton—Jacobi-Bellman
(HJB) operator on the whole space, and fully characterize stationary Markov optimal controls as
the measurable selectors of this HJB equation.

1. INTRODUCTION

Risk-sensitive control of continuous time processes became popular since the seminal work of
Fleming and McEneaney [39], and evolved rapidly primarily because of its applications in finance
[16,38]. Some early literature on the risk-sensitive control can be found in [11,28,36, 37,50, 51, 68|
and a book dedicated to this topic is the work of Whittle [69]. In this article we are interested
in the ergodic limit of the risk-sensitive criterion and there is a substantial amount of work in
the literature on this topic. See for instance, [5-7,17-19, 21,47, 58, 60] and references therein.
The body of work on ergodic risk-sensitive control of general Markov processes is large and it is
impossible to give a complete list of references. We cite [22,31,32,52] for discrete Markov chains
and [42,66] for continuous time Markov chains. Though this problem has been studied for the last
two decades some of the important questions for the problem on the whole space over an infinite
horizon, like uniqueness of the value function, verification results etc., were addressed only very
recently in [5,7], and variational representations are established in [6]. Risk-sensitive control also
attracted immense interest because of its connection to the study of large deviations of occupation
measures of diffusions [33,34,53]. The infinite horizon (ergodic) risk-sensitive control problem we
are addressing can be informally described as follows: given a controlled stochastic differential
equation (with jumps) of the form

dXy = bo(Xy, Zy) dt + o(Xy) dW, +/ 9(Xe—, Zy, ) N(dt,dg), Xo=uz€ R?, (1.1)
R™\{0}
where b, is the drift, o is the diffusion matrix, g is the ‘jump-size’, Nis a compensated Poisson
process with a finite characteristic measure 1I, and Z is an admissible control taking values in a
compact metrizable space Z.
Controlled jump-diffusions with a compact action space arise as heavy traffic limits to controlled
queueing and communications networks, see for instance [55] and references therein. As shown in
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[61], for G/M /n+ M queues with asymptotically negligible service interruptions, the limit queueing
process is a one-dimensional Lévy-driven SDE. For a description of the controlled dynamics of these
queueing models, we refer the reader to [9, Section 4.2] and [3]. As can be seen in these papers, the
limiting diffusion of these queueing systems has a compact action space and the driving Lévy process
has a finite characteristic measure, so it matches the model studied in this paper. In addition, the
jump size does not depend on the current state or the control parameter. A similar setting is also
used by [10,57] to study an ergodic control problem. However, the risk-sensitive control problem
for these systems has not been addressed in the literature, and is open. Equation (1.1) also appears
in portfolio optimization problems. For instance, if we impose a restriction on short selling, then
the portfolio wealth process is modeled as in (1.1) where the portfolio strategies take values in some
compact metric space [26, p. 1555].
The risk-sensitive control problem aims to minimize

lim sup 1 log E, elo C(XS’ZS)dS] ,
T—oc0 T

over all admissible controls Z = {Z;};>¢, where ¢ is a nonnegative running cost function. We are

interested in the characterization of the optimal value, and the optimal controls. It is natural to

expect that this results in an eigenvalue problem, namely, an equation of the form

Tr(aV?V) +?éi§{1[v, z,¢] 4+ b(x,) - VV(2) + c(z, )V (z)} = €V inR?, (1.2)

for some positive V' € ij;(l&d), p > d, where a = %O‘GT,

b(,¢) = bo(z,C) — / o, ¢, E)TI(E)

R™\{0}
and I[V,z, (] denotes the non-local interaction given by

IV,a.] = / (V& + g(z,,€)) — V() I(dE).
R™\{0}

We refer to V' and €* as the value function and optimal value, respectively. Ideally, one expects £*
to be the principal eigenvalue of the above operator. However, it is now known from [7, Example 3.1]
that this might not be the case, in general, even for continuous controlled diffusions, that is, with
g = 0. At the same time, for ¢ = 0, the above operator has uncountably many generalized
eigenvalues [15]. In the recent articles [5,7], the authors develop a very general set of criteria
under which €* coincides with the generalized principal eigenvalue of the above operator in R? (for
g = 0). It is also shown in [7] that the uniqueness of the principal eigenfunction is related to its
monotonicity with respect to the function c.

It is important to mention another class of risk-sensitive control problems known as Exponential
Linear Quadratic Gaussian (ELQG) problems. These models are quite popular due to their appli-
cation in mathematical finance, see for instance [30,38,47,60] and references therein. They allow
the action set to be unbounded but generally impose a more restrictive assumption on the structure
of the drift and running cost. The dynamics are governed by (1.1), with o constant, N = 0, and
bo(r,¢) = ¢, where ¢ € R%. A typical running cost is c(x,() = h(x) + g for some inf-compact
function h. More general running costs are studied, but they are essentially perturbations of this
form.

We introduce a risk parameter 6 # 0, and define

1 T
* N . Jy 0c(Xs,Zs)ds
E*(0) : ngf hII}l—?olip oT logE, |e/o . (1.3)

Note that £*(f) might not be finite for all values of . This is known as the breakdown phenomenon.
It is thus important to determine the range of  for which breakdown does not occur (see [47,60]).
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Letting ¢ = 0 and W = 4 log V', we obtain from (1.2) that
e*(0) = Tr(aV?W(2)) + H(z, VW (z)) + h(z) in R?, (1.4)

where
H(z,p) = Hp-ap—l—min{(-Vp—l—@}
’ Cez 2

= Op-ap—3p]*, peR?,

denotes the Hamiltonian. Equation (1.4) constitutes an ergodic control problem and has been
studied extensively [14,48,49]. Moreover, if H(x,p) =< —|p|?, then the existence and uniqueness of
a solution can be studied using the method in [14]. For ELQG problems this is guaranteed whenever
6 < § for some small § > 0 (see [60]). On the other hand, when H(z,p) =< |p|?, studying existence
and uniqueness of a solution to (1.4) is delicate, and often needs more restrictive assumptions (see
[53, Condition (A3)]). We should also mention the work in [47] where the authors find the explicit
solution of (1.4) for d =1 for a particular class of problems.

Now compare this with the model in the present article that is, where the action set is compact,
but let g = 0. In this model the Hamiltonian H(z, p) behaves like |p|? and the method of [14] does
not apply. For this reason, the authors of [7] studied the eigen-equation (1.2) instead. It can be
shown that no-breakdown is directly related to the finiteness of the principal eigenvalue of the HJB
equation, and this finiteness is assured by Assumption 1.1 in Section 1.2. In fact, this assumption
can be seen as a variant of [53, Condition (A3)].

We mention some general facts about risk-sensitive control. From the Taylor series expansion
of the exponential function, one sees that the risk-sensitive criterion captures all moments of the
cumulative cost fOT 0c(Xs,Zs)ds. Thus, it can be viewed as an extension of the ‘mean-variance’
criterion. But unlike the latter, it is amenable to dynamic programming. If we let 6 \, 0 in (1.3),
we formally recover the average cost as a limiting case (risk-neutral case). Also note that in classical
criteria, cost minimization is equivalent to reward maximization by a flip of a sign of the running
cost. In risk-sensitive control, this is not so, you get a different problem (see Section 5).

The studies cited above, deal with the case where g = 0. In this article we consider the problem
where the jump component is present, that is g # 0. To the best of our knowledge, there is no work
in the literature that considers ergodic risk-sensitive control problems for jump diffusions. There
are few recent studies [26,29,30] that consider finite horizon risk-sensitive control problems for a
particular class of jump diffusions. The main goals of this paper are the following: (a) characterize
the optimal value €* as the principal eigenvalue of the quasi-linear operator in (1.2), (b) establish
uniqueness of the value function V', and (c) develop verification results for the optimal Markov
controls. We establish all these results under a blanket geometric ergodicity hypothesis on the
dynamics. Similar results are also obtained for the risk-sensitive maximization problem without
imposing a blanket stability hypothesis, but instead, under a near-monotone structural assumption.

We compare the results and methodology in this paper to the existing literature. There are
two main approaches in the study of ergodic risk-sensitive control problems for the case ¢ = 0
(with compact action space). The first approach, consists of formulating a discounted risk-sensitive
control problem, and then, by taking a suitable normalization of the discounted value function,
deriving (1.2) as a vanishing discount limit; see, for instance, [19,58]. In the second approach, one
starts from the Dirichlet eigenvalue problem on bounded domains, and derives (1.2) as the limit
over a sequence of expanding domains which covers R¢ [7,17]. Using the first approach, it is possible
to show that (V,€*) is an eigenpair of (1.2), but concluding that £* is the principal eigenvalue is
not an easy task. This property is important in establishing uniqueness of the value function V. In
contrast, the second approach directly obtains £* as the principal eigenvalue. It is also important
to note that unlike the case of g = 0, the logarithmic transformation of the value function V' does



4 ARI ARAPOSTATHIS AND ANUP BISWAS

not lead to a HJB equation corresponding to some stochastic control problem. In this work we
follow the second approach, taking the path of [7]. The first hurdle arises from the fact that almost
nothing is known for the eigenvalue problem of the operator in (1.2) on bounded domains. A
recent study [27] addresses the eigenvalue problem on a bounded domain for stable-like operators.
However, our operator is not of this type. So we first study the spectral properties in Section 2 for
bounded domains. The next challenge is how to pass to the limit as the domain increases to R%.
Note that the operator is non-local and Harnack’s inequality, which asserts that the eigenfunctions
are locally uniformly bounded, fails, in general, for this class of operators (see [8, Example 1.1]).
Therefore, the standard method followed in [7,15] does not apply, and instead, we use the Lyapunov
function to construct a barrier, together with a novel method to establish a lower bound of the limit
of the eigenvalues on bounded domains (see Lemma 4.2). Finiteness of the characteristic measure
IT is crucial in this approach. More precisely, we treat the nonlocal integration as a zeroth order
perturbation of the local pde, and apply a generalized Harnack’s inequality. The same method
does not work if I is a non-finite measure. Our approach also provides an alternative way of
finding the principal eigenfunction and eigenvalue in situations where Harnack’s inequality may
not be available, for instance, Markov chains with a general state space. On the other hand, for
the maximization problem, we use the near-monotone property of the running cost to bound the
eigenfunctions. We should also point out that the analysis of [7] heavily uses the twisted process,
or Doob’s h-transformation, but such a transformation is not simple to construct for the jump
diffusion model. So we rely heavily on the stochastic representation of the principal eigenfunction,
and use it cleverly to overcome the difficulties. To the best of our knowledge, these are the first
results in the literature for the generalized eigenvalue problem in unbounded domains for semilinear
operators with a non-local term. It should also be noted that we do not allow dependence on the
control variable for the diffusion. This is a standard setting (see [2]) and allows us to construct a
strong Markov process under any stationary Markov control. To elaborate on this matter, recall
that one of our main goals is to obtain a verification of optimality result. The optimal stationary
Markov controls v are obtained via a measurable selection argument (see Theorem 1.1), hence, we
do not have any information about their regularity. Thus if we allow o to depend on the control
parameter (, then z — a(a:,v(a:)) is only measurable and not continuous, in general. Therefore,
it becomes difficult to give a meaning to the solution to (1.1) under arbitrary stationary Markov
controls. Additional hypotheses are needed to guarantee, for example, that x — a(a:,v(a:)) is
continuous. For this reason, we let the diffusion coefficient o to be independent of the control.

The tools we develop in Section 2 are useful in the study of the exit rate problem, which seeks
to maximize the rate function

1
lim sup T logPZ(t > T),

T—o00

where T is the first exit time from a smooth domain D, and Z is an admissible control. It turns out
that the optimal value of this problem is the principal eigenvalue of a suitable operator. For ¢ =0
the exit rate problem is considered in [13,20]. Such problems arise in reliability theory where one
often wants to confine the controlled process to a prescribed region of its state space for as long as
possible. In Section 3 we provide a complete characterization (see Theorem 3.2) to the exit rate
problem, including verification of optimality results.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: In the next section we describe the model, and
state the assumptions and the main results. Section 2 studies the Dirichlet eigenvalue problem on
bounded domains under more general hypotheses, and Section 3 is devoted to the exit rate control
problem. The proofs or the results in Section 2 are in Section 6. Section 4 is devoted to the study
of the eigenvalue problem in R? and the risk sensitive minimization problem, while Section 5 treats
the maximization problem.
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1.1. Notation. We denote by T(A) the first exit time of the process {X;} from the set A C R,
defined by

T(A) = inf{t>0: X; & A}.
The open ball of radius r centered at € R? is denoted by B,(z), and B, without an argument
denotes the ball centered at 0. We let 1, := t(B,), and T, := T(BS).

The complement and closure of a set A C R? are denoted by A¢ and A, respectively, and 1 4
denotes its indicator function. The minimum (maximum) of two real numbers a and b is denoted
by a Ab (aVb), respectively, and a® := (£a) V 0. The inner product of two vectors x and y in R?
is denoted as x -y, or (x,y), |- | denotes the Euclidean norm, x ! stands for the transpose of z, and
Tr S denotes the trace of a square matrix S.

The term domain in RY refers to a nonempty, connected open subset of the Euclidean space
R% For a domain D C RY, the space C*¥(D) (CF(D)), k > 0, refers to the class of all real-valued
functions on D whose partial derivatives up to order k exist and are continuous (and bounded),
C¥(D) denotes its subset consisting of functions that have compact support, and C§(D) the closure
of C¥(D). The space LP(D), p € [1,00), stands for the Banach space of (equivalence classes of)
measurable functions f satisfying [,|f(z)[P dz < oo, and L>°(D) is the Banach space of functions
that are essentially bounded in D. The standard Sobolev space of functions on D whose generalized
derivatives up to order k are in LP(D), equipped with its natural norm, is denoted by Wk’f”(D),
k>0, p>1. In general, if X is a space of real-valued functions on D, X},. consists of all functions
f such that fp € X for every ¢ € C.(X). Likewise, we define Wfo’f(D).

For a nonnegative function f € C(R?), we use O(f) to denote the subspace of functions g € C'(R%)

such that sup,cgad % < oo.

1.2. Description of the problem. The controlled jump diffusion process {X;};>0 in R? is gov-
erned by the It6 equation

dXt = bo(Xt,Zt) dt+0'(Xt)th+/ \ }g(Xt_,Zt,f)/\N/'(dt,df), XO =T c Rd. (15)
R™\{0

Here, W is a d-dimensional standard Wiener process, and N is a martingale measure in R™,
corresponding to a Poisson random measure N. In other words, N (t, A) = N (¢, A) — tT1(A4), with
E[N (¢, A)] = tTT(A) for any Borel subset A in R™ \ {0}, where TT is a finite measure on R \ {0}.
The processes W and A are independent and defined on a complete probability space (€2, §,P).
The control process {Z; }+>0 takes values in a compact metric space Z, is predictable with respect
to ¢, and is non-anticipative: for s < t, (Wt — W, N(t,-) — N(s, )) is independent of

§s = the completion of o{ Xy, Z,, W, N(r,-) : r < s} relative to (F,P).

The process Z is called an admissible control, and the set of all admissible control is denoted by 3.
Let a = %O‘GT. We impose the following assumptions to guarantee existence of solution of (1.5).

(A1) Local Lipschitz continuity: for some constant Cr > 0 depending on R > 0, the functions
o= [0Y]: R - R™ b: R x Z - RY, and g: R? x R™ — R? satisfy

[bo(2,Q) = bo(y, O + llo(@) — o(y)]? +/ l9(2,¢,€) = 9(y, O TI(AE) < Crlz—yf* (1.6)
R\ {0}

for all z,y € Br and ¢ € Z, where ||o]| := /Tr(coT). We also assume that b and g are
continuous.

(A2) Affine growth condition: For some constant Cy > 0, we have

sup (b (7,¢), )" + [|o(@)|* + sup / 92, ¢ OPTI(AE) < Co(1+[2?)  VaeR. (17)
cez ¢ezZz JR™\{0}
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(A3) Nondegeneracy: For each R > 0, it holds that
d ..
Z a'’ (x)nin; > C}gl\np Vo e Bgr, Vn= (nl,...,nd)T cR?.
ij=1
With B(R?) denoting the Borel o-algebra of R%, we define

v(w,¢,A) = T{E € R\ {0} : g(w,¢,§) € 4}), A BRY,

and
v = v(z,(,RY) = I(R™\ {0}) . (1.8)

Note that [pa|z>v(z,¢,dz) < Co(1 + |z]?) by (A2). Also, (A2) and the finiteness of II imply that
T f]Rd zv(x,(,dz) has at most affine growth in z. Moreover, since g is continuous, it follows that
(2.¢) = [ga f(2)v(z,¢,dz) is continuous for every continuous function f € O(|z|?).

It is well known that under hypotheses (A1)-(A2), the stochastic differential equation in (1.5)
has a unique strong solution for every admissible control (see for example, [43]). By a Markov
control, we mean an admissible control of the form v(¢, X;) for some Borel measurable function
v: Ry xR? — Z. If v is independent of ¢, we call it a stationary Markov control, and the set of all

stationary Markov controls is denoted by 3sm. The hypotheses in (A1)—(A3) imply the existence
of unique strong solutions under Markov controls, that is, X; solves

dXt = bo(Xt,U(t,Xt_)) dt+0'(Xt)th+/ g(Xt_,v(t,Xt_),ﬁ)./\N/'(dt,df), X(] =xc ]Rd.
Rm\{o}

Indeed, as established in [46, Theorem 2.8], using the method of Euler’s approximations, the diffu-

sion

dX; = bo(X¢,v(t, X)) dt — </]Rm\{0}g(Xt,v(t,Xt),f)H(d§)> dt + o(X;) dW; (1.9)

with Xo = 2 € R? has a unique strong solution for any Markov control v. As shown in [64,
Theorem 14], since the Lévy measure is finite, the solution of (1.1) can be constructed in a piecewise
fashion by concatenating the solutions of (1.9) between consecutive jumps (see also [56]). We
mention here, parenthetically the work of Veretennikov [67], which is probably the first one to
establish existence of strong solutions for equations with a bounded measurable drift.

Definition 1.1. Let ¢: R? x Z — R, be a continuous function which represents the running cost.
Given a control Z € 3, the risk-sensitive penalty is defined by

Ex(c, Z) = limsup % logE, [efoTC(XSst)dS ’

T—o00

and the optimal value is defined as

& = inf inf €,(c,Z).
zeR?® Z€3

An admissible control Z* is called optimal if €,(c, Z*) = inf zc3 E4(c, Z) for all z € R%.
Definition 1.2. We define the semilinear operator Z by

If(z) = Tr(a(z)V?f(z)) + 51612, {I[f,2,¢] +b(z,C) - Vf(z) +c(z,¢) f(2) } (1.10)
for f € C%(R%) N Cy(RY), where

Jﬁwihz/‘ﬁ@+@—f@DW%Q®%
R (1.11)

b(z,¢) = bo(x,() —/IRdzy(a:,C,dz).
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We also define the operators A and A° mapping C?(R%) to C'(R¢ x Z) by
Au(z,¢) = Tr(aV?u(x)) + I[u, 2, ]+ b(z, ) - Vu(z),

(1.12)
Au(z, ¢) = Au(z,() + c(z, Qu(z),
and for v € 35y, we often use the simplifying notation
Llf,z] =If,z,v(2)], by(z) = b(z,v(x)), and cy(z) = c(z,v(z)). (1.13)

For many of the results we enforce the following Foster—Lyapunov condition on the dynamics.

Assumption 1.1. In (a) and (b) below, V € C2(R%) is some function taking values in [1,0), C is
a positive constant, and K € R? is a compact set.

(a) If ¢ is bounded, we assume without loss of generality that infre, z ¢ = 0, and that there
exists some constant 7 > ||c||~ satisfying

AV(z,¢) < Clg(z) —yV(z) V(z,()eR % Z. (1.14)

(b) If ¢ is not bounded, we assume that there exists an inf-compact function ¢ such that ¢ — ¢
is inf-compact, and

AV(z,¢) < Cli(z) —(x)V(z)  V(z,¢) eRx Z. (1.15)

In both cases (a) and (b) we also assume that the map

T max V(z + g(z, ¢, €)) I(d€) (1.16)
Rd ez
is locally bounded.
As well known (see [7]), if @ and b are bounded, it might not be possible to find an unbounded

function /¢ satisfying (1.15). This is the reason for (1.14).
Before we proceed further, let us exhibit two classes of dynamics satisfying Assumption 1.1.

Example 1.1. Suppose that sup.cz b(,() - < —kl|z|* outside a compact set for some « € [1,2],
and a is bounded. Define V() = exp(f+/|x|?> + 1). Then an easy calculation shows that

I\?(x)§51<]l;g1(x)+9 L g [2I* >\7(g;)

Vi +1 |z> +1

=]
VizlP+1
for some constant k1, and a compact set K;. Now suppose that support(v(z,(,-)) C B(0,n) for all

z € R? and ¢ € Z (i.e., g is bounded). Then, since V(z + z) < V(z) exp(26|z]) by the mean-value
theorem, we obtain

—0 V(z) + " (V(z + 2) = V(z))v(z, ¢, dz)

/Rd (V(z +2) = V(z)) v(z,dz) < V(x) (e — 1) .

Thus, if @ > 1, and we choose £ ~ |z|*71, (1.15) is satisfied. For a = 1, if we assume that 7 is
sufficiently small so that

/ (22 — V) u(x,¢,d2) < 6,0
Rd

for some 6; < 1 and all § € (0, 1), then by choosing 6 suitably small we obtain (1.14).
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Example 1.2. If the measure v is heavy-tailed, it is not possible to use exponential Lyapunov
functions V like the one used in Example 1.1. Suppose, for simplicity, that v is translation invariant,
that is, g(x, ¢, &) does not depend on x and ¢, and that [|z|’v(dz) < oo for € [0,0,) for some
0o > 1, and [|z|%v(dz) = co. In such a case, (1.1) has a strong solution, even though (A2) is not
satisfied if 6, < 2. With

W = [ (f2) @) =2 V@) ),

we write A as
Af(x,¢) = Tr(aV?f(x)) + I[f)(x) + bo(x,C) - Vf(2) . (1.17)

Note that the drift b, in (1.5) appears here, and not the modified b in (1.11). Suppose that there
exists a positive definite symmetric matrix S € R%*? such that

2T Sbo(x,¢) < Cy— Cy(x"Sz). (1.18)

This is, for example, the case for stable linear drifts with a nonlinear perturbation that has sublinear
growth. Assume also that o has sublinear growth. Consider a Lyapunov function V € C2(R%) which
agrees with (z7Sz)"? outside some ball. Then (1.18) and the sublinear growth of ¢ imply that for
every € > 0, there exists a constant C{j(¢) such that

Tr(aV2V(x)) + bo(x,¢) - VV(z) < Ch(e) — (C1 — €)8V(x). (1.19)

On the other hand, as shown in [9, Lemma 5.1], if § < 6, then  + |z|'~93[V](x) vanishes at
infinity if @ € [1,2) and J[V](z) ~ |z|?~2 if @ > 2. Thus, (1.19) shows that (1.14) is satisfied for
any v < C10, We mention parenthetically that (1.14) holds for a Lyapunov function taking the
form above in the case of multiclass queueing networks in the Halfin—-Whitt regime with reneging
[9, Theorem 3.5].

Examining the proof of [9, Lemma 5.1], the estimates of the growth of J[V](x) depend only on
the values of fw\z](’l/(dz) and fB\ {0}]2\2 v(dz). Therefore, scaled versions of these estimates can
be derived to address general measures v(z,dz) encountered here. But it should be clear from the
preceding discussion that, in general, if sup¢cz bo(x, () has strict sublinear growth in z, and v is
heavy-tailed, that is, [|z|%v(dz) = co for some fy > 0, then (1.15) cannot be satisfied. This is
because, according to [9, Corollary 5.3], the resulting process is at most strictly subgeometrically
ergodic, whereas (1.15) implies geometric ergodicity.

We are now ready to state one of our main results, whose proof is in Section 4. This is Theo-
rem 1.1 below, which establishes the existence of an optimal stationary Markov control, as well as
verification of optimality. Recall the definition of O(f) from Section 1.1.

Theorem 1.1. Grant (A1)—(A8) and Assumption 1.1. Then the following hold.
(a) There exists a unique positive function V€ W>P(RY) N O(V) satisfying

loc
IV (z) = & V(z) ae inRY, V(0)=1.
(b) There exists a measurable v: R — Z satisfying

L[V z] + by(x) - VV(z) + cp(z)V () = Icrélg {I[V,z,¢] + b(z,¢) - VV(z) + c(x, )V ()} . (1.20)

(¢) A stationary Markov control v is optimal in the sense of Definition 1.1 if and only if it
satisfies (1.20) a.e. in R?. Moreover, for such a control v we have E,(c,v) = &* for all
z € RY, or in other words, the risk-sensitive value does not depend on the initial condition
r € RY.
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Remark 1.1. We say that v has locally compact support if for every r > 0 there exist R = R(r)
such that v(z,(,B%) = 0 for all z € B, and ¢ € Z. Concerning Theorem 1.1, if © — ¢(z,() is
locally Holder continuous, and v has locally compact support, then V € C2°(R%) N O(V), for some
§ € (0,1), by elliptic regularity. To see this, let f be a Lipschitz-continuous function on R?, with
Lipschitz constant Lip,. Then, using (1.6) and (1.8) and the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, we obtain

‘/ f(ﬂj‘—FZ)V(ﬂZ‘,(,dZ)—/ f(y+Z)V(y,<,dZ)

R4 R4
< T TG, - ’ S T(d
< /m\{o}\f( +9(2,¢,8) — fly+9(y,¢,€)|TI(dE)

vLip; (14 +/Cg) [z —y| Va,y € B,.

This shows that the map f — I[f,-,(] preserves local Lipschitz continuity, uniformly in (. Then
the regularity of V follows from standard elliptic theory. In the case when v does not have lo-
cally compact support, sufficient conditions for the regularity of V' can be obtained by combining
Lemma 5.3 and Theorem 5.3 of [10].

IN

Remark 1.2. One can also consider a risk-sensitive maximization problem under the assumptions
of Theorem 1.1. This can be done using the results of Section 4 together with the approach of
[21, Theorem 3.1].

Remark 1.3. The results of Theorem 1.1 also hold under more general hypotheses. For instance,
if we restrict our class of controls to the set of all stationary Markov controls and assume that
z— [, ﬁu(aj,dz) is continuous and bounded for all A € B(R™ \ {0}), then it is known that
the martingale problem is well-posed and the family of martingale solutions are strong Markov
[65, Theorem 4.3]. All the results of this article hold in this set up.

Remark 1.4. The risk-sensitive minimization problem with a near-monotone hypothesis on the
running cost is also of interest. Here, we can replace the blanket stability in Assumption 1.1 with a
stabilizability hypothesis, namely that (1.15) holds under some Markov control. Then existence of a
principal eigenfunction V' on the whole space can be shown. However, asserting that the eigenvalue
equals €* and the verification of optimality results require additional hypotheses; see [5].

We also consider a risk-sensitive maximization problem without the blanket stability hypotheses
in Assumption 1.1. This assumption is replaced by a near-monotone hypothesis on the running
cost (see (H) in Section 5), which penalizes the growth of the process at infinity under any optimal
control. Our main result on the maximization problem, which also requires (A4) and (H) in
Section 5, can be roughly stated as follows.

Theorem 1.2 (Informal statement). Under (A1)—(A4) and (H), results analogous of Theorem 1.1
hold for the maximization problem in (5.3).

For detailed statements and their proofs we refer to Section 5.

In concluding this section, we discuss the difficulties encountered in extending the results to the
case where II(R™ \ {0}) = oco. To our understanding, this class of problems are more difficult
because of the hurdles appearing in the study of associated eigenvalue problems and nonlinear
Dirichlet problems. Note that when II has finite mass we can treat the nonlocal term as a zeroth
order perturbation, but the same is not true when II is not finite.

There is a large body of work dealing with nonlinear nonlocal operators where the nonlocal kernel
resembles the fractional Laplacian. These operators are called stable-like by Bass [12]. However,
whereas Harnack estimates have been established for such operators (see [24]), they do not cover
the case when a zeroth order term, that is, the term due to ¢, is present.
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In summary then, we can distinguish two main classes of operators. The first, is the class
of operators studied in this paper, which contain a non-degenerate Brownian motion term and
a nonlocal term with finite characteristic measure, but whose kernel has no particular regularity
and could be singular with respect to the Lebesgue measure. As mentioned earlier, for stochastic
networks in the Halfin—-Whitt regime, these operators correspond to networks with asymptotically
negligible service interruptions.

For the second class, we replace Tr(aV?2f(x)) + J[f](x) in (1.17) with a stable-like operator. For
such operators, the nonlocal term has a nice density, and the resulting process is open set irreducible
[9, Theorem 3.1]. Such operators are encountered in stochastic networks with heavy-tailed arrivals
[9, Section 4.1]. Risk-sensitive control for this class of systems remains an open problem primarily
due to the lack of Harnack estimates mentioned earlier.

2. THE EIGENVALUE PROBLEM IN BOUNDED DOMAINS

In this section we consider the principal eigenvalue problem for nonlocal operators on bounded
domains and establish several properties. The assumptions here are more general than (A1)—(A3),
and the proofs are purely analytical, and devoid of probabilistic arguments. These results are
crucial for the study of the risk-sensitive control problems appearing later in the paper. The proofs
of the results stated in this section can be found in Section 6.

Let D be a bounded smooth domain in RY. Without any loss of generality we may assume that
0 € D. Let us point out that compactness of Z and nonnegativity of ¢ are not required in this
section. We define the (uncontrolled) linear operators A and A° by

Af(z) = Tr(a(2)V?f(x)) + I[f.2] +b(z) - Vu(z),

AF(@) = Af(x) + ela)f(x). 21)

with I[f, x] given by (1.11), with v not depending on the parameter (.
Assumption 2.1 which follows, is enforced throughout this section, without further mention.

Assumption 2.1. The following hold.

(1) The map z + a(z) is continuous in D, and there exists a positive constant k such that
KI < a(x) < k7T for all z € D, where T € R¥? denotes the identity matrix.
(2a) For the operators A ad A€ in (2.1): b: D — R% and ¢: D — R are Borel measurable and
bounded, and x + v(x, RY) is locally bounded.
(2b) For the operator Z in (1.10): b: D x Z — R?% and ¢: D x Z — R are continuous and
bounded, and (z,() — sup¢cz v(7, ¢, RY) is locally bounded.

Next, we define the generalized Dirichlet principal eigenvalue Ap of Z (or A°) on a domain D.
Let Cp 1 (RY) denote the cone in Cy(R?) consisting of nonnegative functions. We define

Y\ = { € Gy R NWEUD) : ¢ > 0in D, Th(x) — Mp < 0in D},

loc
and let
Ap(Z) = inf{AeR: ¥F(\) #£0o}. (2.2)
The eigenvalue Ap(A°) is defined in the same manner.

The first main result of this section is the following. Its proof relies on the nonlinear Krein—
Rutman theorem in [4].
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Theorem 2.1. Let D be a CYt bounded domain in RY. There exists a unique ¥p € Cp 4 (RY) N
leo’g(D), p > d, satisfying
ZyYp = Ap(@)¥p in D,

Yp =0 in D,

Yvp >0 D, Yp0)=1.
Moreover, if u € Cb7+(IE{d) N Wiﬁ(D), p > d, is positive in D and satisfies

Zu < Au in D,

for some X € R, then, either A > Ap(Z), or A = Ap(Z) and u = kp for some k > 0. In addition,
the assertions above hold for the operator A€.

We refer to 1p as the principal eigenfunction of Z on D, and to (Ap,vp) as the principal
eigenpair. If the operator is not specified, Ap refers to the principal eigenvalue of Z or A€.

As a corollary to the proof of Theorem 2.1 we obtain the following monotonicity property with
respect to the domain.

Corollary 2.1. Suppose that D C D'. Then we have Ap < A\pr.

We next address the continuity properties with respect to the domain D. Let {D,},en be a
decreasing sequence of smooth domains whose intersection is D, and which satisfies an exterior
sphere condition uniformly in n € IN, that is, there exists » > 0 such that for all large n, every
point of 9D,, can be touched from outside of D,, with a ball of radius r.

Theorem 2.2. Let D,, = D as above. Then Ap, — Ap as n — oo.

In the following theorem, we incorporate the dependence of A\p on ¢ explicitly in the notation,
by writing this as Ap(c).
Theorem 2.3. For any two potentials ¢ and ¢’ the following hold.

(i) Ifc <, and ¢ > ¢ on a subset of D with positive Lebesgue measure, then Ap(c) < Ap(c).
(ii) For the operator A°, we have Ap(0c+ (1 —0)c') < OAp(c)+ (1 —0)Ap(c) for all 6 € [0,1].

3. A CONTROLLED EIGENVALUE PROBLEM

In this section we characterize the maximal exit rate probability
1
Op = sup limsup — logP?(t(D) > T) (3.1)
Ze3 T—oo 1
for the jump diffusion model in (1.1) on a bounded C'*! domain D.

This topic has a long history in the context of continuous diffusions in the uncontrolled [35,
45,62] and controlled [13, 20, 40] settings, and is linked to the general theory of quasi-stationary
distributions [25].

We assume (A1)—(A3). Let ¢ = 0, and denote the corresponding operator Z in (1.10) as Z, that
is,

Zf(@) = Te(al(@)V*f (@) + it {11,2,C) + bz, ) -V (@)}
For a given u € Cy(D) we can define v = Tu to be the solution of
Z(—v) =u inD, and v=0 in D°.

Then we can apply the tools of Section 2 on T (see also, Section 6) to obtain the following.

Theorem 3.1. The following hold.
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(a) There exists a unique ¥p € Cy(RY) NW2P(D), p > d, and Ap < 0 satisfying

loc
Tp = Apvp inD,
Yp =0 inD°, (3.2)
Up <0 inD, ¢p(0)=-1.
(b) If D,, — D in the sense of Theorem 2.2, then lim,, S\Dn =Ap.

The main result in this section is Theorem 3.2 which asserts that O p = A D. As before, 3 denotes
the set of admissible controls and the dynamics are given by (1.1). We need the following version
of It6’s formula which plays a crucial role in this study.

Lemma 3.1. Let T be the first exit time from a bounded domain D, and c be bounded in D. Then
for any u € W2P(D) N Cy(RY), p > d, we have

TAL

TAL .
E,|elo cXoZadsy(x )] —u(z) = E, [ / elo CXnZ0)dr pey (X Z)ds|, t>0, (3.3)
0

where A° is as in (1.12).

Proof. We follow the technique of Krylov [54]. Consider a sequence of bounded, smooth functions
Uy, such that

|um — ullw2rpy = 0, [[um — U”Cb(Rd) —0, asm — .
By 1t0’s formula we then have

R W
E, [e o e(XeZs) s um(XT/\t)} —um(z) = E, [/ efo c(Xr.Zr)dr Acum(XS,Zs)ds] , t>0.(34)
0

By the compactness of the embedding W?P(D) « Ch%(D), it is easily seen that as m — oo, the
following holds.

E, [/OW(\I[um,XS, Zs] = Ius X, ZJ]| + Jum(X,) = u(X5)]

m—r0o0

+ [Vt (X5) — Vu(XS)D ds} 0.

Thus in order to pass to the limit in (3.4) to obtain (3.3), we only need to verify the passage to the
limit for the term

E, [ /0 o Tr(aV2u,,)(Xs) ds} :

To verify this limit it is enough to show that

E, [ / " px ds}

for some constant k not depending on f. It is also enough if we prove this for functions f that are
nonnegative and Lipschitz in D. Let w € C*%(D) be the unique solution to

Tr(aV?w) = f in D, w=0 ondD. (3.6)

Applying the maximum principle [44, Theorem 9.1] we have supp|w| < k| f[|Le(p). By the Sobolev
estimate [44, Theorem 9.14] we then have

[wllw2rpy < K1l fllze(p) (3.7)

for some constant ;. Thus, by Sobolev embedding and (3.7), we obtain

< klfllio (o) (3.5)

[wllcremy + [wlle,mey < rellwllwerpy < Kokl fllzep) (3.8)
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for some a € (0,1). Therefore, applying It6’s formula to (3.6), we deduce that

[ / fX s] [ /0 o Tr(aVw)(X,) ds}

= B, [w(Xent)] —w(z) — Eq [/OT Iw, X, Zs| + b(Xs, Zs) - Vw(X5) ds

< w3l fllze (o)

for some constant k3 by (3.8). This establishes (3.5), and completes the proof. O
Remark 3.1. More generally, (3.3) is valid for any u € W%()"Z(D) satisfying I[u,-] € W>(D),

loc

provided g is independent of ¢. This can be shown by following the argument in [8, Lemma 4.1].
Recall the definition in (3.1). The main result of this section is the following.

Theorem 3.2. It holds that ©p = Ap. In addition, a stationary Markov control is optimal for the
problem in (3.1) if and only if it is an a.e. measurable selector of (3.2).

Proof. We first show sufficiency. Let v be a measurable selector of (3.2), that is,
Aip(z) = Tr(aV3)p)(x) + L[p, 2] + by(z) - Vip(z) = Apthp ae. in D.
With vp = —1[1[), we get .
Ayp(x) = App(x) a.e.in D. (3.9)
Now consider a collection of smooth, increasing domains D, € D such that UpDy = D. Let 14

be the first exit time from Dj. Note that T, < T for all k. Since ¥p € W?P(D},) we can apply
Lemma 3.1 to (3.9) to obtain

Un(e) = E [P yp(Xing, )|

< e_S\DtH/l/}D”OO]P)Z(t < TE) + (seuII;)C 1/1D> oDt PY(tx <'t)
T

< e—XDt‘|¢D||OOP§(t <T)+ <S€1111):>C Q,Z)D> e_S\Dt P (T <t)
relly

—— e [Pl Ph(t < T).
k—00

We take logarithms on both sides, divide by t, and let ¢ — oo to obtain
Ap < limsup - log]P’”(T >t) < Op. (3.10)
t—o0

Next, consider a domain D,,  D. Let (wnl )\n) = (¢p,,, Ap, ) denote the corresponding eigenpair
given in Theorem 3.1. Then, with 1, := —1,,, we have

Tr(aV2i,)(z) + 21612 {I[Vn,z, (] + b(x,C) - Vb (x)} = S\nﬂ)n(l‘)

Applying Lemma 3.1 in the domain D, and using the fact ¢, > 0 in D,,, we see that for any Z € 3
we have

Un(@) 2 EZ [y (Xin) |

> e Ml <ngn ¢n> PZ(t > t),

from which we obtain

>
S
V

1
> limsup n logPZ (T > t).

t—o00
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Since 7 is arbitrary, we have A» > Op, and thus letting n — oo and applying Theorem 3.1 (b),
we obtain Ap > ©Op. Combining this with (3.10) we have Ap = Op. Since \p is the principal
eigenvalue corresponding to any minimizing selectors, we have thus shown sufficiency.

We next prove necessity. Let v be a optimal stationary Markov control, that is, it satisfies

1
©p = limsup T logPl(t>T).

T—o00

Let (0,,u) be a solution of
Ayu = Oyu ae. in D,

with v > 0 in D, and © = 0 on D¢. Using the above arguments we obtain

1
0, = limsup T logPy(t>T) = Op.

T—o0
By (3.2) we have
Autpp(z) < App(x) ae. in D,

and ¥Yp = —TZJD > 0 in D. Since 6, = S\D, it follows from Theorem 2.1 that ¥p = ku for some
k > 0. Therefore, v is a minimizing selector. This completes the proof. ]

4. RISK-SENSITIVE CONTROL

In this section, we study the risk-sensitive control problem in Definition 1.1 for the controlled
diffusion in (1.1), and characterize optimality via the risk-sensitive HJB equation in (1.2). Hy-
potheses (A1)—(A3) are in full effect in this section, without further mention. In Section 4.1 we
study the eigenvalue problem for a linear operator, and use these results in Section 4.2 which is
devoted to the proof of Theorem 1.1.

4.1. The eigenvalue problem in R?. Recall that 3, denotes the set of stationary Markov
controls. As in the proof of Theorem 3.2, by A,, with v € 34y, we denote the linear operator

A f(x) = Tr(aV2f)(x) + L[f, 2] + by(x) - Vf(z), feC*RY)NCRY,

where we use the notation in (1.13). In analogy to the notation in (2.1), we define AS == A, + ¢,.
We also use the notation

1
E2(c) == limsup T log EY [efOT C“(Xs)ds] , and Y(c) = inf EY%(c), v E 3sm- (4.1)

T—o0 r€R?
In the first part of this section we characterize €"(c) as a principal eigenvalue of the operator
Aga(AS) in R? (see (2.2)).

We keep in mind that, by Assumption 1.1, the operator A, satisfies A,V < éll;c — AV if ¢ is
bounded, and A,V < C1 k — ¢V otherwise. Also, for any fixed v € 3¢m, the operator AS satisfies the
hypotheses for A€ in Assumption 2.1, and thus the results of Section 2 apply. The main theorem
in this section is the following.

Theorem 4.1. Grant Assumption 1.1. The following hold for each v € 3gm.
(a) There ezists a positive ¥, € Wz’p(]Rd) NOW), p>d, and N\’ € R satisfying
AU, + e, U, = N0, inRY,  and ¥,0)=1. (4.2)
(b) AV = Aga(AS) = EY(c) for all x € R
(¢) The function U, is the unique solution of (4.2) in W*4(R%) N O(V) with A\ = Ara (AS).

loc
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Note that I,,[¥,, z] is well defined since ¥,, € O(V) by Assumption 1.1.

The rest of this section is devoted to the proof of Theorem 4.1. The key steps involved in the
proof are as follows: (i) we start with the Dirichlet eigenvalue problems on a sequence of balls
increasing to R? and then justify the passage of limit in the equations; (ii) we show that the limits
of the principal eigenvalues on balls coincide with €%(c). We break down the proof in several
lemmas. One of the key lemmas is Lemma 4.1 where we obtain a stochastic representation for
the Dirichlet principal eigenfunctions of A¢. This representation (see (4.3)) is the main ingredient
in obtaining uniform local bounds for the eigenfunctions when we consider a sequence of domains
increasing to RY. This we do in Lemma 4.3 where a stochastic representation is obtained for the
principal eigenfunction of A¢ in R¢. Lemma 4.2 establishes a lower bound on the limits of the
principal eigenvalues of Z over a sequence of increasing domains, which is required to prove the
stochastic representation in Lemma 4.3. In Lemma 4.5 we show that the principal eigenvalue of A¢
on R? coincides with the risk sensitive value €% with respect to c,.

In the interest of economy of notation, we adopt the following definitions.

Definition 4.1. For v € 3¢, we let
Ay o= Mg, (A7), and A == lim AJ.

n—oo

Also,
An = Mg, (Z), and X* = lim \,.

n—oo
Here, as defined in Section 1.1, B,, denotes the open ball of radius b centered at 0, and Ag, is as in
(2.2).

We begin with the following stochastic representation formula, inspired from [5,7], for the Dirich-
let eigenfunction in the bounded domain. Recall from Theorem 2.1 that the Dirichlet eigenfunctions
in D belong to Cy(D) N'W2P(D). This can also be seen by [44, Theorem 9.15].

Lemma 4.1. For v € 3¢y, let (¥2,A%) € Co(B,) "WP(B,,) x R, p > d, be the Dirichlet principal
etgenpair satisfying

Azﬂ/JZ + vaﬁ = )\Z 1/};)1 mn Bn »

Yy =0 in B},
Py >0 inB,.
Then for every r € (0,n) we have
Uh(e) = By [l OOy (X i ] Vo B\B,, (4.3)

where T, = T(BE) as defined in Section 1.1. In addition, for all n € N, we have A}, < EY(c) for
r e B,.

Proof. Applying Lemma 3.1 and using the fact 7 = 0 in B¢, it follows that

Uhe) = By [ EODNDD g (X i ] 120, (4.4)
Letting t — oo in (4.4), and applying Fatou’s lemma, we obtain
Ya(@) = By [ XM g (0 Y14 o] (4.5)
Define
ép(z) = —1g (x) + cp(x),

and let (@Z, /A\Z) be the principal Dirichlet eigenpair of the operator A¢ := A, + &, in B,,. Then
from Theorem 2.3 it follows that A? > AY and therefore, by Theorem 2.2, we can find a ball Bpr
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with R > n such that the principal Dirichlet eigenpair (1&}’2,5\%) of AS in Bp satisfies A > 5\%
Then, we have

Eg |:ef(§(cv (Xs)_AgL) ds ¢Z (Xt)ﬂ{t<'fr/\'tn}i|
é Eg [ef(f(év (XS)_AZ) ds ¢:}L(Xt)]].{t<{-r/\rrn}i|

- maxs,, ¥y,

~ ming, 12)})%

) i Vs 2w 4.6
Em |:ef()( v(Xs)—Ap) d QZJR(Xt)]l.{t<%TATn}:| ( )

max Vv vy A
< DB Vi (G i) —— 0,
ming, V5 —00

where in the last inequality we use
n e \v)ds v
Phle) > By [ 0D (X1 h re,y)]

Therefore, decomposing the integral in (4.4), and using the monotone convergence theorem and
(4.6), we obtain

wg(x) < E; [efOTr(Cu(Xs)—AZ)ds /l/};l’i(X'{'T)]]‘{’%r<Tn}:| )

This together with (4.5) proves (4.3). The second assertion is quite standard, and follows from the
It6 formula (see Lemma 3.1). This completes the proof. O

For a diffusion as in (1.1) without the Lévy driving term, provided that the sequence of eigen-
values {\,,} is bounded, Harnack’s inequality enables us to construct a principal eigenfunction on
the whole space. A standard argument then shows that the limit lim,_,., A, cannot be a negative
number. For the model at hand, this venue does not seem possible. However, in order to use the
function V in (1.14) as a barrier for the sequence of Dirichlet solutions, as done in Lemma 4.3 later
in this section, we need a lower bound of this limit. This is provided in following lemma which uses
a weaker hypothesis than Assumption 1.1.

Eemma 4.2. Suppose there exist a positive function Ve Cz(]Rd), a constant 5, and a compact set
IC, which satisfy

AV(z,¢) < Clg(@) -1  V(z,0) e R x Z, (4.7)
with A as in (1.12). Then lim,_, A3, (Z) > 0.

Proof. Since c is assumed nonnegative, then in view of Theorem 2.3 it is enough to prove the result
for ¢ = 0. Also, without loss of generality, we assume that K C B;. We argue by contradiction.
Suppose A\, = A (Z) /' X < 0. Let v, be the eigenfunction of Z on B,, normalized so that
ming, ¢, = 1. Its existence is asserted in Theorem 2.1. By Ito’s formula we have

Un(z) = inf Eg[e—%“l“’z) wn(X%mn)],

VEJsm

and the infimum is realized at some element of 3g,. Therefore, invoking Lemma 4.1, and the
inequality A, < A, which holds by Corollary 2.1, we obtain
VYn(x) > i%f E; {e_)\*ﬁ wﬂ(Xf1)]l{f1<Tn}]

ve

S - (4.8)
= vle]%fm B [(1=NT) gy <ry -
Let gn(z) = inf,e3,, Po(T1 < Tn). It is clear that g, (z), being a bounded solution of a Dirichlet

problem, is in leo’g (B, ﬂ@i), p > d, and converges to the function 1 uniformly on compact subsets
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of By. Let
T
hn(ﬂj‘) = Uiel‘%fm Eg [/0 gn(Xt) ﬂ{f1<T7l} dt| .
Using the function in (4.7) as a barrier, we deduce that the family {h,} are solutions of Dirichlet
problems, and they are nondecreasing in n, and are locally bounded uniformly in n. Thus, hy,
converges uniformly on compact subsets of B to h(x) = inf,c3, E2[%] on BS, which is also a

solution of an exterior Dirichlet problem. It also follows by the strong maximum principle that h
is positive on B. Note that

ES[(1 = N11) Lty <nny] = gn(@) — Nhn(2) VreB,\ By, (4.9)
and for all v € 3¢y by construction. Let
Fo(z) = 2A (gn(z) = X'hy(z)), z€ B]. (4.10)

We have already shown that F,, converges uniformly on compact sets to some continuous bounded
function F > 1 on B;.
On the other hand, using It6’s formula and Fatou’s lemma, we have
Un(@) = inf EL[em ™ (X))

VEJsm

inf EL[in(Xc,)] (4.11)

inf EY[F,(X,)] VaeB,

VEJsm

v

v

where in the last inequality we use (4.8)—(4.10). Consider the hitting distributions
BUA) =Pl Xy, €A), xE€By, vE em.

We claim that the family {B;: re€B,ve SSm} is tight. Indeed, BY(BE) is the solution of the
Dirichlet problem
A =0 in By, u = lg:. on Bf.

However, by linearity, this is equivalent to the problem
Ayu = —/ Ipe (z + 2)v(z,v(x),dz) in By, u =0 on Bf.
R4\ {0}

The claim then follows by the ABP estimate in Theorem 6.1, since the family {v(z,v,-): © € B1}
is tight by (A2). Therefore,

inf inf F(y)py(dy) > 1, (4.12)
2EB1 VE3sm B

which of course also implies by tightness that the inequality in (4.12) holds if the integral is restricted
to an annulus Bp \ Be for some R sufficiently large. Therefore, (4.11) and (4.12) together with the
uniform convergence of F;, on compact sets imply that

liminf inf ¢, > 1,
1

n—oo B
which contradicts the assumption that ming, 1, = 1. This completes the proof. ]
Next we prove the existence of an eigenfunction on R,
Lemma 4.3. Grant Assumption 1.1, and let A :=lim,,_,oc Y. The following hold for v € 3gm:
(a) There exists a positive function ¥, € leo’g(]Rd) NO(V), p > d, satisfying
AU, 4+ ¢, ¥, = X0, inRe. (4.13)
Furthermore, A\’ = Aga(AS).
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(b) There exists ro > 0, such that for all r > ro we have

U, (z) = EY [efo%v(Xs)—A“)ds U, ( Xy )} Ve B (4.14)

Proof. We first show that €Y(c) is finite. The proof is the same under parts (a) or (b) of As-
sumption 1.1, so we work here under part (a). Choosing g = CA’(min;C V)_lﬂ;c, we write (1.15)
as
AV + (= g)V, < AV+ (L —g)V < 0.
Let V, <V be a sequence of increasing functions in C?(R%) N Cp(R?) such that V,, = V on B,,.
Note then that
AVy+ (U —¢g)V, <0 on B,.

Thus, by the Itd’s formula and Lemma 3.1, we obtain

Tm AT

[ 5, 0, ] G

IA

T ANT
E [ / o () =0 XN = (4,9, (X5) + (0(X) = g(X2))Vn(X0) ) dt}
0

IN

Tm AT ¢
Eg |:/ efo(f(Xs)_g(Xs))ds (AUV(Xt) + (E(Xt) _g(Xt))V(Xt)) dt:| <0
0

for all m < n. Thus taking limits as n — oo, and applying Fatou’s lemma, we arrive at

Tm A

V(z) > EY [e o™ (E(Xe)=g(Xa) ds V(XTWAT)} VmeN.
Now let m — oo, and apply Fatou’s lemma once more, to obtain

Via) > B [l CX0-005) 0 v (xp)] > (inf v> EY [off (U0 -a(X ).
Rd

Taking logarithm on both sides, dividing by 7', and letting 7' — oo, we deduce that % (¢ — g) < co.
Since ¢ € O(¢), we have £Y(c) < oo.

As a consequence of the above estimate, together with Lemmas 4.1 and 4.2, and the nonnegativity
of ¢, we have \V € [0,00). Now choose a ball B D K such that (¢, — A,) < £ (or 7) in B for all n
large enough. This is possible due to Lemma 4.2. Recall the definition in (1.8), and let £, denote
the ‘local part’ of the operator A,, that is,

Lou(z) = Tr(aV3u(z)) + by(z) - Vu(z) — vu(z) . (4.15)
We scale 17 in Lemma 4.1 so that it touches V from below, that is, we replace ¢}, with k1, where
kin == max {r € (0,00): V— k), >0 in ]Rd}.
We claim that v}, can only touch V in B. Indeed, using (4.15), we have
Ao (V= thp) + (o = A)(V = ¢y) <0 = Lo(V—1b) = (co = M) (V=) <0

in B¢ N B, and therefore, by the strong maximum principle, if V — ¢}, vanishes somewhere in
BN B, it has to be identically zero in B¢ N B,,, which contradicts the fact that ¢} = 0 on 90B,,.
Thus there exists y, € B such that V(y,) = ¢} (y,). Define

In(z) = /]Rd Uy (x4 2)v(z,v,dz).

The Foster-Lyapunov equations in (1.14) and (1.15) imply that 2 — [z, V(2 + 2)v(z, dz) is locally
bounded. Therefore, g, is locally bounded, uniformly in n, since 1, <V under the scaling above.
We write

vag + (C - /\n)wg = —J, inB,.
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Then by [44, Theorem 9.20 and 9.22] it follows that for any domains D; D D B there exists a
constant x such that

sup 03 < o (igf 2+ 1o ) < o (inf V4 Inllscon )

Thus, using the standard theory of elliptic PDE [44], we deduce that [|¢;, |y2.»(py, p > d, is bounded
uniformly in n, for every fixed bounded set D. Hence we can extract a Subsequence {5, } such
that

Vo=, in WRP(RY), and ¢l — ¥, in CLS(RY)

loc loc

for some ¥, € Wiﬁ (R%) N O(V). Moreover, we have
AU, + U, = A0, ae. in R?.

Since ming(V — ¥,) = 0 by construction and V is positive, it follows from the strong maximum
principle that ¥, > 0 in RY. This gives (4.13). It is evident from (2.2) that AV < Aga(A¢). On
the other hand, using (2.2) and (4.13), it follows that Aga(A%) < AY. Thus AV = Aga(A$). This
completes the proof of part (a).

Next we prove part (b). Recall the function g defined in the beginning of the proof, and let r,
be such that B, D B. Using a similar argument as above, under Assumption 1.1 (b), we obtain

TrAt ¢

V(@) > By [l 0000 ]y ol O09] gy, vt 0.

Letting ¢t — oo, and using the fact that PY(T < oo) = 1, by Fatou’s lemma we have
V(z) > EY [efo X d] V> .. (4.16)

Under Assumption 1.1 (a) we arrive at a similar conclusion with ¢ replaced by . Note that, in
either case, there exists a ball B so that (¢ — \,) < £ (or ) in B¢ for all large n. Thus (4.16)
enables us to use the dominated convergence theorem to take limits in (4.3) and obtain (4.14). This
concludes the proof. O

As a consequence of the stochastic representation in (4.14) we obtain the following strict mono-
tonicity result.

Lemma 4.4. Suppose that Assumption 1.1 holds for two cost functions ¢ and ¢, such that ¢ < c.
Then we have Aga(AS) < Aga(AS) for any v € 3gm.

Proof. Abusing the notation, we write AV(c) = Aga(A$). Monotonicity implies that A*(¢) < X*(c).
Suppose that A’(¢) = A?(c). Let ¥, and ¥, be the eigenfunctions corresponding to AS and A,
respectlvely From Lemma 4.3 we see that the stochastic representation formula (4.14) holds for
U, and U,. Choose £ > 0 such that the minimum of k¥, — ¥, on B > B, equals 0, that
is, k = maxg \I/U(\I/v)_l. Applying the stochastic representation in (4.14), it then follows that
kWU, > \Tlv. Writing the difference of the two eigenvalue equations, and using (4.15), we obtain

L, (H\I’U — \Tlv) — (cv — )\U(C))_(KJ\I’U — \T/U) <0 inRY.

Therefore, by the strong maximum principle, we must have kU, = ¥, in R? which contradicts the
fact that ¢ < ¢. This completes the proof. O

Another consequence of the stochastic representation is uniqueness of the principal eigenfunction.

Theorem 4.2. Grant Assumption 1.1. Let u € leo’g(]Rd) NO(V), p > d, be a positive function
satisfying
Ayu+cyu = Mu a.e. in RY (4.17)
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for some X > AV, and

u(z) = E [efOT('BC)(CU(XS)_)‘) dsu(XT(Bc))} Ve B, (4.18)
for some ball B. Then we have A = X" and u = k¥, for some k > 0, with ¥, as in (4.13).

Proof. Due to strong Markov property we may assume that B D B,,. We choose a constant x > 0
such that the minimum of k¥ —w on B equals 0. By (4.14) and (4.18) it then follows that kKU —u > 0
and its minimum is attained in B. As in the proof of Lemma 4.4, we have

LY —u) = (c—X) (k¥ —u) < 0 in R?

by (4.17). An application of the strong maximum principle then shows that k¥ = w, which in turn,
implies that A = \*. ]

The next lemma shows that A* is equal to the risk-sensitive value.
Lemma 4.5. Under Assumption 1.1, we have A\’ = €Y(c) for all v € R% and v € 3¢m.

Proof. We have already shown that \Y < £%(c) in Lemma 4.1. Thus we need to show the reverse
inequality. We first establish this under Assumption 1.1 (a). Choose € > 0 small enough so that
Ve = ||¢]|oo + € < 7, and define

() = cp(x)lp, (2) + Y-lpe (7).

We have Aga(&,) < 7 by Lemma 4.4. Let (U,,, \,,) be the eigenpair satisfying Lemma 4.3 (a) with
the cost function &,. Note that &, > A, in B¢ . Using Ito’s formula it is straightforward to verify
that \i/n(aj) > ming,, 0, (see for instance, Lemma 4.3 (b)). Again, applying Lemma 3.1 together
with Fatou’s lemma we obtain

Now taking logarithm on both sides, dividing by T, and letting 7 — 0o, we obtain A, > EV(cn).
In particular, we have

92

An = €Y(\¢,) > 0 YneN.

Also note that A = lim,_e0 Ap > €%(c) > AV(c).

In order to complete the proof, it remains to show that A= AY. As in the proof of Lemma 4.3,
we can find r, > 0 such that \ffn < V and it touches V at some point in B, . We can then use
(1.14) as a barrier, and pass to the limit to obtain some positive ¥ e Wiﬁ (R?) which satisfies

AU+ ¢, U = AU on RY.
By Lemma 4.3 (b) we have

v

U, (z) = E [efo”@n(Xs)—in)dS xifn(XfT)] V€ B, (4.19)

for some r > 0. We can then use (4.16) and dominated convergence to take limits in (4.19) as
n — oo to obtain

U(z) = B [efo%v(Xs)—”dsxif(X¥T,)] Vo e BE.

Combining this with Theorem 4.2 completes the proof.
Next, consider Assumption 1.1 (b). Here, we define

Enl(z) = cyo(x) + %(ﬁ(az) — () e (2)



RISK-SENSITIVE CONTROL FOR A CLASS OF DIFFUSIONS WITH JUMPS 21

and let (\f/n, 5\”) be the eigenpair associated with this running cost. Then we can repeat the above
argument to first deduce that A > €%(¢) > AY, and then establish that A\ = AY. This completes the
proof. O

Now are now ready to complete the proof of Theorem 4.1.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. Part (a) follows from Lemma 4.3. Part (b) follows from Lemma 4.3(a) and
Lemma 4.5.
It remains to prove part (c). Let u € leo’g(]Rd) N O(V) be a positive solution to

Ay + cyu = \u  in RY.

Applying Lemma 3.1 and Fatou’s lemma it is easily seen that
(z) > EY [efOT(B )(CU(XS)—Av)dsu(XT(BC))} Ve B

for any ball B. As done earlier, choose x > 0 such that the minimum of ku — ¥, in B equals 0.
Applying the arguments in the proof of Theorem 4.2 we deduce that ku = W,,. This completes the
proof. O

4.2. Proof of Theorem 1.1. In this section we present the proof of Theorem 1.1.

Proof. Let (V,,, A,) be the principal Dirichlet eigenpair of the operator Z in B,,. Following the
arguments of Lemma 4.3 and using (1.16), we can show that there exists some positive function
Ve WXP(R) N O(V), p > d, satisfying

loc

IV = XV ae.inR?Y, and V(0) =1, (4.20)

where V is obtained as a subsequential limit of V,, in le (ﬁ (]Rd), and \* = lim,,_, A,. This completes
the proof of part (a).

Part (b) follows from a standard measurable selection theorem, for example, Filippov’s implicit
function theorem in [1, Theorem 18.17].

Turning to part (c), we first show that a control satisfying (1.20) is optimal. By Lemma 3.1 we
can employ It6’s formula, and the method of proof of [5, Lemma 2.3 (1)] to assert that A\, < &;(c, Z)
for all z € B, and Z € 3. Therefore, in view of Theorem 4.1, we obtain

X< E < E =N V€ 3em, (4.21)

where we use Ehe definitions in (4.1). Let 3cm C 3em denote the set of Markov controls satisfying
(1.20). If v € 3¢m, or equivalently, if A5V = A*V| then Theorem 4.1 and (4.21) imply that ¥, =V
and X* = \V. Thus we have shown that

V=Y, and X'=E& =)' Vv € 3¢ . (4.22)

It is also clear that X* = Aga(Z), with the second as defined in (2.2).
Now, let 37, denote the class of optimal stationary Markov controls, and choose an arbitrary
v € 3%, Then ZV,, = A\, V,, implies that ASV,, > A\, V},, which in turn implies that
Vale) < By [elo DM Y, (0 ) 1, e |
. (4.23)
TR [efo [eo(Xe)=Anl ds 17 (31 Tl{T@mn}] VT >0,
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r € (0,n), and z € B,, \ B,. Choose r, and n large enough so that ||¢/lcc — An < v and £ C B,. We
claim that the last term in (4.23) tends to 0 as 7" — oco. Indeed, since V,, <V, we have

E; |:ef0T [Cv(Xs)_)\n} ds Vn(XT) ]l{T<’frATn}i| < e(HC”oo—)\n_'Y)T E}E} |:e'YT V(XT) ]1-{T<"\f’,’,/\"[’n}i|

< ellele=d=T () g
T—o00

where the second inequality follows by (1.14). Same conclusion holds under Assumption 1.1(b).
Thus, first taking limits in (4.23) as T' — oo, using monotone convergence for the first term, and
then employing Assumption 1.1 and dominated convergence to take limits as n — oo, we obtain

V(z) < Byfelo (=X (x)], (4.24)

Using (4.24) together with A5V > XV and A5, = A"V, from Theorem 4.1, and the fact that

AV = X* by the optimality of v and (4.22), it follows as in the proof of Theorem 4.2 that ¥, = V.
Thus we have shown

em = sm - (4.25)

Equations (4.22) and (4.25) show that \* = £*, and any solution V' of (4.20) equals ¥, for any

optimal stationary Markov control v € 3¢m. This of course implies uniqueness of the solution and
the verification of optimality result in the theorem, and completes the proof. O

5. A RISK-SENSITIVE MAXIMIZATION PROBLEM

In this section we study a risk-sensitive (reward) maximization problem. In addition to (Al)-
(A3), throughout this section we assume the following.

(A4) For some constant Cy we have

sup (bo(,¢),2)” < Co (1 + |z*) Ve Re. (5.1)
Cez

In addition, v satisfies

jz?
Llo+ P U 5.2
(LC)SGUIFI;XZ /Rd 1+ |gj + Z|2 I/(.’L” C; Z) 00 ( )

We note that (5.2) holds if for some 6 € (0, 1) we have |g(z,(,§)| < 0]z|forall ¢ € Z,& € R™\{0},
and all large enough |z|. In this section, ¢: R x Z — R is a continuous function which is bounded
from above, representing a running reward. With €,(c, Z) as in Definition 1.1, the optimal value
for the maximization problem is defined as

&* = sup sup &,(c, Z), (5.3)
reRL Z€3J

respectively. For this maximization problem, the operator takes the form
If(@) = Tr(a(@)V2f (@) + max {T1f, 2, ¢+ b(, ) - Vf (@) + efw, () (@)}
for f € C?(R%) N Cy(R%). By Theorem 3.1 there exists a unique w, € Cy(R%) N Wﬁ;ﬁ’(Bn), p > d,
satisfying
iwn = opw, in B,,
wy, =0 in B, (5.4)
wy, >0 inB,, w,(0)=1.

Furthermore, 0, < 0,41 for all n. We assume the following near monotone condition.
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(H) The running reward function is bounded above in R, and

lim o0, > C = lim sup  c(x,().
n—oo r—00 ((E,C)EB?XZ

Remark 5.1. Hypothesis (H) implies that the process under an optimal control cannot be transient.
This is somewhat necessary for the risk-sensitive value and the principal eigenvalue of the operator
7 in R? to be equal. Even for local operators, that is, with v = 0, it is known from [7, Exam-
ple 3.1] that the principal eigenvalue can be strictly smaller than the risk-sensitive value, even for
uncontrolled problems.

Our main result of this section is the following.
Theorem 5.1. Grant (A1)—(A4) and (H). Then the following hold.
(a) & = lim,, oo On-
(b) There exists a unique positive ¥, € Cb(IRd) N Wiﬁ(Rd), p > d, satisfying
10, = &, inR?, and ®.(0)=1. (5.5)
(c) A stationary Markov control v is optimal if and only if
L[®., x] 4+ by(x) - VO, (2) + ¢y () Pu(z) = Igleagc {1[®,,2,¢]+b(z,C)  VOu(z) + c(z,()Pu(z)} (5.6)

almost everywhere in R?.

The remaining part of this section is devoted to the proof of Theorem 5.1 which requires the
results in Lemmas 5.1 to 5.3 which follow. Let us begin with the following estimate on the hitting
time probabilities.

Lemma 5.1. For any T > 0 and r > 0, we have

lim sup sup PZ(%, <T) = 0.
R—00 zeB, Z€3

Proof. With no loss of generality we assume that » = 1. Let f(z) = (1 + |z|>)~"2. Applying It6’s
formula to (1.5), and using the definition in (1.12), we see that

EZ[f(X,)] = f(z) + EZ [ / Af(Xs,Zads}, 1> 0. (5.7)
0

Using the growth condition of @ and b (see (1.7) and (5.1)) it is easily seen that
| Tr(a(z) V2 f(2))| + max b(w, () - Vf(@) < wf@)  V(w.()e R? % Z,

for some constant x. On the other hand, (5.2) implies that
|I[f,3§‘” < Iilf(x) \V/:EGIR'dv
for some constant 1, Thus using Gronwall’s inequality in (5.7), it follows that

sup sup EZ[f(X;)] < maf(z) VaeR?, (5.8)
Ze3 0<t<T

where the constant k9 depends on 1" but not on z. Again, using It6’s formula, we note that

(X)) = fla)+ [ [ TR C) + 116X 2+ 80X, 2) - DT (X

* /0 /]Rm\ o (f(Xom 4+ 9(Xo—,6)) — (X)) (N(dt, dE) — TT(dE) dt) (5.9)

+ /Ot Vi(Xs)o(Xs)dWs.
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By Doob’s martingale inequality and (5.8), we obtain

1/2
s | s | [ vsexotnyan| < sz s |['vsexona

< V2EZ [ /0 \W(Xs)!%(Xs)Pds} -

< K3/ f(x)

for some constant k3 depending only on T'. Similarly, we also get

EZ | sup

t€[0,T)]

xT

/ / F(Xoe + g(Xom, Z0,6)) — F(X, >)(/\7<dt,d§>—ﬂ<ds>dt)u < w3V/F (@),
e

using the same constant k3, without loss of generality. Using these estimates in (5.9) and applying
Gronwall’s inequality, we have

sup Ef[ sup f(Xt)} < kg f(x) Vz e RY,
A 0<t<T

for some constant 4. Thus

sup PZ (¢, < T) = sup ]P’f( iE%fT} V14| X2 < \/§> < V2r4\/f(2),
telo,

zZe3 zZe3
and the result follows by letting || — oo. O
Remark 5.2. Assumption (A4) is crucial for Lemma 5.1. Consider the case where v(z,-) = d_,,
that is, a Dirac mass at —x, and for simplicity let a be the identity matrix, and b,(z) = —x. Then
(5.2) does not hold. Let f(x) == e~' — e 1?l. An easy calculation shows that Af(z) = —1 for
|#| > 1. This implies that E,[¥;] < e”!, and therefore, P,(t; < 2) > 1 — o s for all x € BY, thus

violating the assertions of Lemma 5.1.
We next establish the existence of a principal eigenfunction on the whole space.

Lemma 5.2. Suppose that (H) holds. Then there exists a bounded, positive solution ®, € C(R)N
Wiﬁ(l&d) to the equation

10, = 0, ®, inRY, (5.10)
where g, = limy 00 0n. In addition, lim;|_, O, (z) =0, and there exists ro > 0 such that for any
measurable selector v we have

. (x) = BY [elo@X-ends g (X1 y], zeBe, (5.11)
with © = t(By.).
Proof. Let v, be a measurable selector from iwn = opwy, in (5.4), that is,
Ay, wi () + ¢, (2)wn(x) = opwp(z) ae. x € B,.

Choose 6 > 0 and r, > 0 satisfying 0, — max¢cz c(z,() > ¢ for all x € BY,_, and for all n sufficiently
large. This is possible due to (H). For the rest of the proof we set T = 7, . Using Theorem 2.1 and
Lemma 4.1, it follows that

u)n(x) = E}E}n |:ef0f(0vn (Xs)—on)ds wn(X»‘f)]].{{-<Tn}i| VY c Bn \ETO s Vn > T (512)
This of course, implies that supw,, = supg, Wp. Let
~ 1
Wy, = —————— Wy, .

Supg,_ Wn
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Thus @, < 1, and it attains its maximum in the ball B,,. Thus we can apply the argument in
Lemma 4.3 to extract a subsequence of w,, that converges to ®, in W12£ (R%), p > d, which satisfies
I®, = o, ®, in RY.

This establishes (5.10).
From (5.12) we see that for any = € Bf_ we have

(@) < BY [ L]
Thus for any T > 0 we have

Wn(z) < e T sup PZ(t>T)+sup PZ(t < T).
VASK] VASK]

Hence, by Lemma 5.1, for any given £ > 0, we can choose T and R large enough to satisfy w,(z) < e
for all x € B%. This shows that lim|,|_,o, ®«(z) = 0. To prove (5.11) we choose any R > ro, and
applying It6’s formula, we obtain

TRAT

O, (r) = B2 |elo” (wX)=eddsg (X o). (5.13)
Now we see that

E; [efOTR(Cv(Xs)_Q*)ds q>*(XTR)]]-{TR<%}] < sup q)*(ﬂf) - 0.

Thus (5.11) follows from (5.13) and the monotone convergence theorem. O
In the next lemma, we show that o, is indeed the optimal value.

Lemma 5.3. Under the hypothesis of Theorem 5.1 we have that & = 0s«. In addition, any mea-
surable selector from (5.5) is an optimal stationary Markov control.

Proof. Let v be any measurable selector. Then applying 1t6’s formula to (5.10), and applying the
dominated convergence theorem, using also the fact that &, < 1 as normalized in the proof of
Lemma 5.2, we obtain

@.(x) = By e X098 0_(xp)] < el 02 d]
Thus, taking logarithms on both sides, dividing by 7', and letting T — oo, we have
0s < &x(cv) < & VzeRY (5.14)

To show the reverse inequality, let § > 0 be given. Consider a smooth nonnegative cut-off function
x satisfying x = 0 in B,,, and x = 1 in Bj,_, with 7, as in the proof of Lemma 5.2. Select € > 0
small enough so that

e(fx - Q*X) < 6P, on R,
This is possible because x equals its maximum in B§,_, and thus I[x,z,¢] < 0 in Bg. for ( € Z.
Therefore, ¢ := &, + ey satisfies

Zod(x) — (0x + 0)p(x) < (T — 0.)®u(z) +2(T — 02)x(x) —0p(z) <0 VaeR?. (5.15)

We have infra ¢ > 0 by definition. Now we consider an admissible control Z and apply 1t6’s formula
to (5.15) to obtain

o(x) > EZ [e Jo (e(Xs,Z5)—0x—0) ds & XT)] > <1B%lf ¢> EZ [e ST (e(X s, Zs)—0x—0) ds] _

Take logarithms on both sides, divide by T', and let T — oo, to deduce that g. + § > E,(c, Z).
Since Z and § are arbitrary, it follows that o, > €*. Thus the proof follows from (5.14). O

We are ready to prove Theorem 5.1.
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Proof of Theorem 5.1. Part (a) follows from Lemmas 5.2 and 5.3. Existence of ®, follows from

Lemma 5.2. To show uniqueness, consider a positive u € Wiﬁ (]Rd), p > d, satisfying

Zu = &V inR%. (5.16)

Let v be any measurable selector from (5.5). It follows from (5.16) that
Apu(z) + co(z)u(z) < Eulz). (5.17)

An application of It6’s formula together with a Fatou’s lemma gives us
u() > By el @080y (X1 )]z e B (5.18)

where r, and T = T,, are as in Lemma 5.2. Let
K = min —
B fB'ro ¢* )
Using (5.11) and (5.18), we deduce that u > £k®, in R?, and that u — £®, equals 0 at some point
in B,,. Let f =u — xk®,. Using (5.17), we obtain

Auf(x) = (co(x) =€) f(z) <0 inRY.

It then follows by the strong maximum principle that f = 0, or equivalently, that © = k®,. This
proves part (b).

We continue with part (¢). Optimality of any measurable selector of (5.6) follows from Lemma 5.3.
Let v be an optimal stationary Markov control, that is, €,(c,v) = &* for all z. Recall the linear
operator AS defined in the beginning of Section 4.1. Let A, (AS) denote the Dirichlet eigenvalue on
B, and \ its limit as n — co. If S\(Af,) > C, with C as defined in (H), then using the arguments
in the proof of Lemma 5.2, there exists a bounded, positive function ®, € W12£> for any p > 1,
satisfying AS®, = A(AS)®,. In addition the proof of Lemma 5.3 shows that A(AS) = &,(c,v) = &*.
Furthermore, the stochastic representation (5.11) also holds for ®,. Thus we can apply the argu-
ment used in the proof of part (b) to conclude that ®, = k®, for some positive constant x. Thus
v must satisfy (5.6).

It remains to show that X(Af)) > C for any optimal control v. Assume the contrary that is,
AMAS) < C. Let f(t) == A (AS + tlg), with B the unit ball in R?. Each function f, is convex
and increasing by Theorem 2.3, and the sequence {f,} is monotone (Corollary 2.1) and pointwise
bounded. Thus, by convexity, {f,} is Lipschitz equicontinuous on any compact interval. It follows
that the limit A(AS + t13) is continuous in ¢. It is also clear that the range of ¢ — A(AS + t13),
includes [X(Af)),oo), since A\ (AS +tlg) = t + A (A§). Thus there exists ¢, > 0 such that C <

5\(.,45 +tlgp) < &*. We use Lemma 5.2 to construct a bounded positive solution u to
(AS + tolp)u = AAS +tolg)u in R?,
and employ the argument in the proof of Lemma 5.3 to show that
Eo(c,v) < Eu(cttoly,v) = AAS +tolg) < EF.

Thus v cannot be optimal, and we reach a contradiction. This completes the proof. O

6. PROOFS OF THEOREMS 2.1 TO 2.3

This section is devoted to the proofs of Theorems 2.1 to 2.3. We start with a few auxiliary results
which are needed in the proofs.

We begin with the Aleksandrov-Bakelman-Pucci (ABP) estimate for Z. See also [59] for more
general estimates, and [41] for results on elliptic integro-differential operators with regular kernels.



RISK-SENSITIVE CONTROL FOR A CLASS OF DIFFUSIONS WITH JUMPS 27

Theorem 6.1. Suppose that u € Wiﬁ(D) NCy(RY), p>d, c <0, and a constant M > 0 satisfy

Tr(aV>2u)(z) + sup I[u, z,¢] + M|Vu(z)| + c(z)u > f(x) in{u>0}ND, withu<0 in D.
ez

Then for some constant B, which depends on M, diam D, v, and k in Assumption 2.1, we have
supu” < B|[f 7 |lpap) -
D

Proof. We write

Tr(aV2u)(x) + sup/ (Vu(z), z) v(z,(,dz) + M|Vu(x)| > f(x) —g(x) in {u> 0},
CEZJz: x+zeD

where

gl) = sup [ / (et 2) —u@) — Vula) (a2

+ / (u(z + 2) — u(x))v(z, ,dz)
z: x+zeD°€
Letting My = M + sup;cz /.. wizep 2V(7, ¢, dz), we then obtain
Tr(aV?u)(z) + Mi|Vu(z)| > f(z) —g(z) in {u>0}.
Applying [23, Proposition 3.3] we obtain
sup u < supu” + B||(f — 9) " I+
D aD

for some constant B, where I'™ denotes the upper contact set of u* in D, that is,
I't = {z e D: 3peRsuch that ut(y) <ut(z)+p-(y—=) fory € D}.
Note that for every z € I'" we have u(z) > 0 and
u(x+z) —u(x) —Vu(z) -2 <0 forz+z€eD.
Thus we get ¢ < 0 on I't. Hence (f —g)~ < f~, and the result follows. O
As a consequence of Theorem 6.1 we have a narrow domain maximum principle.

Theorem 6.2. There exists € > 0 such that whenever Q C D, |Q| < e, andw € WI%;‘Z(D)OC’I)(RCZ),
p > d, satisfy

Zw >0 inD, w<0inQ°,
then w < 0 in D. The same applies for the operator A°.

Proof. Let M be such that supp, z|b(z,()| < M. Let f = —||¢/lco|w|. Note that on {w > 0} we
have f~ = ||c[[cow™. Then the result follows from Theorem 6.1. O

Now we are ready to state the existence result.

Theorem 6.3. Suppose that ¢ < 0, and D be a bounded CYl domain in RY. Then for any
f € C(D), there exists a unique solution u € Co(D) N W*P(D) satisfying

Zu=f (orA° =f) inD, u=0 1inD".
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Proof. For u € Cy(D), and define
GIM, p,r.a] = Tr(@M) + inf {TTu,,¢] + bz, Q) p+ e, )r},

for x € D and (M,p,r) € S* x R? x R. Then note that G[M,p,r,z] — G[0,0,0,z] satisfies the
conditions of [70]. Thus, by [70, Theorem 4.6], there exists a unique solution v € Cy(D) N WP (D),
p>d, to
G[V?v, Dv,v,z] = f(z),
satisfying
lolhwerwy < £( ol + 17 = 910,00, o 1) (6.1)

for some constant k = k(p, D) which does not depend on u, v, or f. Using the Aleksandrov—
Bakelman—Pucci (ABP) estimate (see for example, [23], [63, Theorem 3.1]) we deduce that

HUHOO < /ile—g[0,0,0,']

| L4(D)

for some constant k1 which depends on a, D, and a bound of b. Thus by (6.1) we obtain
HUHW2'7’(D) S RQHf_g[Oa(LOa']HLp(D) (62)

for some constant k. Let Tu = v denote the operator mapping u € Cy(D) to this solution. Since
the embedding W?P(D) — C%%(D) is compact for p > d and a € (0,1 — d/p), it follows from
(6.2) that 7 is a compact operator. From the same estimate it is also easy to see that u — Tu is
continuous in Cp(D). We claim that the set

{ue Co(D): u=pTu for some p € [0,1]}

is bounded in Cy(D). To prove the claim, we argue by contradiction. If not, there must exists
a sequence (Unp, tbn) With |lup|lc — 00 and p, — p € [0,1] as n — oo. Using (6.2), scaling the
solution so that ||u,||c = 1, and extracting a subsequence of {u, }, we obtain a nontrivial nonzero
solution w € Cy(D) of

Tr(aV3w) + éng {plw,z,(] + b(z,¢) - Vw + c(z,w} =0
€
for some p € [0,1]. But this contradicts the ABP maximum principle in Theorem 6.1, thus proving
the claim. Therefore, by the Leray—Schauder fixed point theorem, there exists a fixed point u €

Co(D) "' W2P(D) of T. This proves the existence of a solution. Uniqueness follows from the ABP
estimate (Theorem 6.1). This completes the proof. O

Let us also recall the version of the nonlinear Krein-Rutman theorem in [4, Theorem 1].

Theorem 6.4. Let P be a nonempty cone in an ordered Banach space X. Suppose that T: X — X
18 order-preserving, 1-homogeneous, completely continuous map such that for some monzero u, and
M >0 we have u < MTu. Then there exists A > 0 and x # 0 in P such that Tz = \x.

In the above theorem, ‘=<’ denotes the partial ordering with respect to P. Assume ¢ < 0. Let
X = Cyp(D) and P be the cone of nonnegative functions. For our purposes, given u € Cy(D), we
let v = Tu € Co(D) N'W?P(D) denote the solution of

Zv(x) = —u(x) in D, andwv=0in D°.

This map is well defined by Theorem 6.3. Since the operator is proper (i.e., it is non-increasing
with respect to the zeroth order term) we can apply Theorem 6.1 to obtain

sup |[v| < & sup |ul
D D
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for some constant x, not depending on u, or v. Next we write
Zv — inf Iv,z,{] = —u — inf Iv, z,(],
inf Io..] int Tlo,.(]
and apply [70, Theorem 4.6] to obtain
[vllw2rpy < K1 S%P\U’

for some constant 1. This of course implies that 7 is an compact operator. It is also standard to
show that it is continuous. It is easily seen that 7 is 1-homogeneous. Also note that 7(P) C P. In
fact, for u; < ug, we have Zv(x) > Zvy(z). From the concavity of Z, this gives us Z(vy — v1) < 0.
Thus, since Z is a proper operator, we see from Theorem 6.1 that vo > v1. This inequality is strict
if u; < wg. Indeed, with v = vg — v, we have

Tr(aV20)(z) + ggg{b(:n, Q) - Vo(z) — (v(z, ¢, RY) — c(z,¢(z)))v(z)} < Zv(z)

up(x) —ug(x) < 0.

N

Then by a version of Hopf’s boundary lemma [63, Lemma 3.1], we must have v = vy — vy > 0 in D.
Now consider a function v € P which is compactly supported in D, u # 0. It follows from the
analysis above that v = Tu > 0 in D. Thus we can find M > 0 satisfying MTu —u > 0 in D.
Therefore, by the Krein-Rutman theorem (Theorem 6.4 above) we have A > 0 and ¢ > 0 in D
such that
Iy = X inD, and »p=0 on D°.

Proof of Theorem 2.1. Since c¢ is bounded, replacing ¢ by ¢ — ||¢||« it follows from the above dis-
cussion that there exists A € R and ¢ € C(D) N W>P(D), p > d, satisfying

loc
Iy = Ay in D, >0 inD, and ¢ = 0 in D°.

It is clear then that the proof is complete if we establish the following claim.
Claim: Suppose that u € Cp 4 (R%) N W?O’g(D), satisfies v > 0 in D and Zu < Au in D. Then
u = C1p for some constant C'.

Let K be a compact subset of D such that narrow domain maximum principle, Theorem 6.2,
holds in D \ K. Consider wy = ti) — u. We can choose t > 0 small enough so that w; < 0 in K.
Also note that

Tr(aV>w;)(z) + sup I[wy, x, ¢] + sup {b(m, Q) - Vwy(zx) + (c(z, () — )\)wt(x)} >0.
ez ez

Applying Theorem 6.2 we see that w; < 0 in D. Since
Tr(aV2w;)(z) — we(x) Cneli’ v(z, ¢, RY) 4 sup {b(z,¢) - Vw(z) — (c(x,¢) = N) wi(z)} >0,
ez

applying the strong maximum principle [44, Theorem 9.6], we must either have w; = 0 or wy; < 0
in D. Suppose that the second option holds. Then we may define

t=sup{t>0: w, <0 in D}.

By the above argument, t > 0, and by strong maximum principle [44, Theorem 9.6] we must have
either wy = 0 or wy < 0. If w¢ < 0, then for some § > 0 we have wyys < 0 in K, and therefore,
repeating the argument above, we obtain w¢, s < 0 in D. This contradicts the definition of t. So
the only possibility is w¢ = 0, which implies that u = ti. This proves the claim, and completes the
proof of the theorem. O

Proof of Corollary 2.1. Suppose that Ap» = Ap. Then by Theorem 2.1 we have Zvpr = Ap/tppr in
D', and 1p > 0 in D’. Then it follows from the proof of Theorem 2.1 that 1)p = ¥ps in D, which
is a contradiction as D C D’. O
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We need the following boundary estimate for the proof of Theorem 2.2.

Lemma 6.1. Suppose that ||u|lcc < 1, and it satisfies
Tr(aV?u) +6|Vu| > L inQ, u=0 inQ°,

where Q C D is a subdomain of D having the exterior sphere property with radius r > 0. Then for
s € (0,1), there exist constants M, and e, depending only on 6, L, r, and s, such that

lu(z)| < Mdist(z,0Q)°%, for all x € Q such that dist(z,0Q) < ¢.

Proof. Translating the origin if needed, let B, be a ball of radius r centered at 0 that touches 9Q)
from outside. Without loss of generality we assume B, C D. Define p(xz) = M (|| —r)°. Then an
easy calculation shows that we can find a constant M > 1 satisfying

Tr(aV?p) + 6|Vp| < =L in B,o.\ B,,
and p > 1in By, .. The result follows from applying the comparison principle in (Bry\B)NQ. O
We are now ready to prove Theorem 2.2.

Proof of Theorem 2.2. Let lim,,_,oc Ap, = A. Note that A > Ap. Normalize the eigenfunctions to
satisfy ||¥p, |lcc = 1. Using Lemma 6.1 and the interior estimate, it can be easily seen that the
family {¢p, } is equicontinuous and each limit point u is a solution to Zu = Au (or A°u = Au). By

the strong maximum principle, we must have u > 0. It then follows from the proof of Theorem 2.1
that A = Ap. O

Proof of Theorem 2.3. We start with part (i). It follows from the definition that Ap(c) < Ap(c).
Suppose that Ap(c) = Ap(c’). Let ¥, and ¥~ denote the principal eigenfunctions corresponding to
c and ¢, respectively. Then
Ilbc'(iﬂ) < AD(C/)wc’(x) in D,

and the proof of Theorem 2.1 shows that the eigenfunction 1. must be of the form k. for some
k > 0. This contradicts the fact that ¢ < ¢/. The exact same argument holds for A°.

Next we prove that Ap(c) is a convex function of ¢. Let g and ¢; denote the eigenfunctions
corresponding to potentials ¢y and ¢q, respectively. Define p(z) = 908(:1:)90}_9(@. Since g, 1 > 0
in D, it is easy to see that ¢ € W>%(D) N C(RY). An easy calculation shows that

loc

Tr(aV3p) = 02 Tr(aV?po) + (1 — 9)£ Tr(aV?¢p1)
%0 ¥1

9 1-6 9 1-6
+¢ <—V<po + ——Vp1,a—Vyo + —V901>
¥0 ¥1 ¥0 ¥1

0 1-6
— ¢ <—2(V¢P07CLV9@0> + — <V(P17QV901>>
%0 2

1
< 02 Te(aV2p0) + (1 — )2 Tr(aV3py)
®o ©1

where the last line follows from convexity. Also, by Minkowski’s inequality

[ (Aeraders ),
W”_¢AA<W@ B Q(“w

po(z + 2) PN ZICREI . ds
ﬂ@[;<9¢d@ Ha-p P 1)<,d>

IN

p(z)
cpl(x)l[(‘pl’x] .

@)
= 0 olgo,) + (1 0)
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Thus, combining the above estimates. it follows that with ¢ = 6c; + (1 — 6)ca, we have
Ap(x) < (Ap(co) + (1 —0)Ap(cr))p(z), z€D.

Therefore, \g < 6Ap(cp) 4+ (1 —0)Ap(c1), and the proof of part (ii) is complete.
The proof for the operator Z is essentially the same. O
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