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Abstract

In a one-sided limit order book, satisfying some realistic assumptions, where the un-
affected price process follows a Lévy process, we consider a market agent that wants to
liquidate a large position of shares. We assume that the agent has constant absolute risk
aversion and aims at maximising the expected utility of the cash position at the end of
time. The agent is then faced with the problem of balancing the market risk and the cost
of a rapid execution. In particular we are interested in how the agent should go about
optimally submitting orders. Since liquidation normally takes place within a short period
of time, modelling the risk as a Lévy process should provide a realistic model with good
statistical fit to observed market data, and thus the model should provide a realistic re-
flection of the agent’s market risk. We reduce the optimisation problem to a deterministic
two-dimensional singular problem, to which we are able to derive an explicit solution in
terms of the model data. In particular we find an expression for the optimal intervention

boundary, which completely characterise the optimal liquidation strategy.

1 Introduction

arXiv:2002.03379v2 [g-fin.TR] 30 Oct 2020

This paper is concerned with how a market agent should go about selling (or purchasing) a
large position of shares. This kind of problem has attracted considerable interest over the past

few years following the introduction of electronic trading platforms. In the model we consider,
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we specify the limit order book and how this recovers over time. Thus the optimal liquidation
strategy will explicitly specify the orders the agent submits to the market, as opposed to just
specifying the optimal speed at which to trade that is the case for the popular impact models.
We refer the reader to [Lehalle and Laruelle (2013), ICartea et all (2015) and IGuéantl (2016)
for an introduction to optimal execution and common models.

More precisely, we consider a market agent with constant absolute risk aversion (CARA)
that wants to maximise the expected utility of the cash position at the end of time. Thus
the agent does not face any restrictions on the duration of the liquidation, but the rapid-
ness is determined by the market risk and the agent’s preference towards risk. Working with
an infinite time-horizon also avoids the time dimension of the problem, and hence make the
problem more tractable. We assume that the market risk of the stock price is modelled
by a Lévy process, which is allowed to have a drift, but which we assume satisfy a certain
exponential moment condition. A number of studies demonstrate that Lévy processes are
able to capture the essential statistical properties of stock price movements over short time-
horizons (Madan and Seneta, 1990), (Eberlein and Keller, [1995), (Barndorff-Nielsen, [1997)
and (Cont and Tankov, [2004). Since the main bulk of the liquidation tends to finish within
a short period of time, this model should provide a reasonable reflection of the market risk
faced by the agent. For the same reason, a Lévy process model is a reasonable approx-
imation of an exponential Lévy process model. Such a Bachelier-Lévy type model may
seem simplistic, but this kind of modelling of the unaffected price process is widely used in
the optimal liquidation literature (Almgren and Chriss, 2000), (Kissell and Malamut, 2005),
(Schied and Schoneborn, 2009) and (Gatheral, 2010). In particular, [Forsyth et all (2012)
demonstrated that the linear model provides an excellent approximation to models with prices
modelled as a geometric Brownian motion and multiplicative impact in the Almgren-Chriss
framework.

We consider a bid limit order book with general shape and with a general resilience
function satisfying some reasonable conditions. In particular, some of these assumptions are
crucial in order to solve the problem since the assumptions imply that a certain function is
concave, which is needed for optimality of our strategy. So with an infinite time horizon, we
solve the problem of maximising the expected utility of the agent’s final cash position. We do
this by showing that the problem can be reduced to a two-dimensional deterministic singular
optimisation problem to which we can obtain an explicit solution in terms of the characteristics
of the limit order book and the agent’s risk aversion. With reference to [Lekka (2014) and the

nature of the problem, we guess that the optimal strategy consists initially of either a block



sale or a period of waiting, and that the agent thereafter continuously submit sales orders
in such a way that the state process remains on the optimal intervention boundary. The
state process here is the two-dimensional process consisting of the number of shares the agent
currently hold and the current state of the order book. The optimal intervention boundary
is associated with the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman (HJB) variational inequalities corresponding
to the optimisation problem. This intervention boundary might have discontinuities as well
as constant parts. The discontinuities corresponds to periods of waiting while the order book
recovers, while the constant part corresponds to submitting sales orders at the same rate as
the resilience rate. Following the idea in [Lgkka (2014), the value function in our problem
can be expressed in an explicit way in terms of the problem’s data, and we characterise the
intervention boundary via the HJB variational inequalities. The strategy associated with this
intervention boundary is shown to be optimal by a verification argument.

We also provide an example in order to illustrate the optimal strategies for various param-
eters of risk aversion for the case when the risk is modelled by a Brownian motion and for the
case when the risk is modelled by a Lévy process with jumps. For the case of a Lévy process
with jumps we choose the Lévy process approximation of the exponential variance-gamma
process. We find that the two models produce similar optimal strategies if the agent is not
very risk averse, but as the agent’s stock position and the agent’s risk aversion increase, the
differences become more pronounced.

The model we use is a version of the model introduced in |[Obizhaeva and Wang (2013),
which was later generalised in|Alfonsi et al. (2010), and then further in |Predoiu et all (2011)).
However, these papers did not consider risk-aversion, but assume that the agent wants to
maximise the expected value of the cash position. The problem we consider in this paper is
an extension of [Lekka (2014) in the sense that unaffected price process follows a general Lévy
process which could have a drift, and not simply a Brownian motion. Moreover, in this paper
we consider an order book with a general resilience function, not just exponential resilience.

This paper is structured as follows. In Section 2 we introduce the limit order book model
and the agent’s optimisation problem. We simplify the problem and show that it can be
reduced to a deterministic optimisation problem in Section 3. The simplified deterministic
optimisation problem is solved in Section 4. The proofs omitted in the previous sections are

contained in Section 5.



2 Problem formulation

Let (Q, F., (Ft)e=0, IP’) be a complete filtered probability space satisfying the usual conditions

and supporting a one-dimensional non-trivial Lévy process L.

Assumption 2.1. We assume that there exists some § > 0 such that E[e‘%l]

6] < d.

< oo, for

Let xk denote the cumulant generating function of Ly, i.e.
k(0) = ln(E[eeLl]), 0 eR.

Assumption 2] guarantees that the cumulant generating function s is continuously differen-
tiable in a neighbourhood of 0 and that the Lévy process L is square integrable. Hence L

admits the representation

Ly = ut+ oWy —I—/ z(N(t,dz) — tv(dz)), t>0,
R\{0}

where u € R, W is a standard Brownian motion, N is a Poisson random measure which

is independent of W with compensator 7(t,dz) = tv(dz), where v denotes the Lévy mea-

sure associated with L (Kyprianou, 2006). The cumulant generating function x can then be

expressed as

k(0) = pd + 102(92 —I—/ (e‘gz -1- Hz) v(dz), 6] < 0. (2.1)
2 R\{0}

In particular,

k(0) =0, K'(0) = p and K" (0) = o2 —I—/ 22v(dz).
R\{0}

Moreover, k is strictly convex and continuously differentiable on its effective domain.
Assumption 2.2. We assume that y < 0, i.e. the Lévy process L is a supermartingale.

The main reason behind this assumption is that the optimisation problem we consider in
this paper does not have a solution when g is positive. This is because when p is positive, it
is be optimal for the agent to hold on to some amount of shares for as long as possible, and as

a consequence our formulation of the liquidation problem does not have a solution when p is



positive (see Remark [4.74]). For the remainder of the paper, we therefore restrict ourselves to
the case g < 0 for which our optimisation problem is well formulated. To simplify notation

set
Rt =[0,00) and R~ = (—o0,0].

We consider a market agent that aims to sell a large amount of shares of a single stock
with no time restrictions. Let Y; denote the number of shares held by the agent at time ¢.
We refer to a process Y as a liquidation strategy if Y; tends to 0 as ¢ tends to infinity. We

consider the following set of admissible liquidation strategies.

Definition 2.3. For y € R™, let A(y) denote the set of all (F;)i>p-adapted, predictable,

decreasing, cadlag processes Y, satisfying Yy_ = y and

/0 /QA(||Y;5||LO<>(IP)) dt < 00. (22)

Moreover, let Ap(y) denote the set of all deterministic strategies in A(y).

Remark 2.4. Condition (Z2]) amounts to the following

/0 1 Yill oo py dt < o0, if u <0,
/0 Vil 7o gy dt < 00, if p=0.

When g > 0 (which we do not consider), condition (22]) would have to be replaced with a
condition like the one for ; < 0 above. Conditions like these are not just technical conditions,
but are necessary in order for the problem that we consider in this paper to be meaningful.
If we do not impose any restrictions, then the value function is infinite. With reference to
(2:1I1), the reason is that since there is no discounting, there is no penalty in waiting until the
best bid price reach a certain level and then start liquidating. For instance if L is a Brownian
motion, then the time it takes for the best bid price to reach a given level p is finite almost
surely, for any level p. We skip the mathematical details, but intuitively a higher price level p
results in a higher expected utility of the cash position. Consequently the value function will

be infinite if such strategies are admissible.

To describe the agent’s execution price, we explicitly model a bid limit order book. We

assume that the unaffected bid price process B, which is the process describing the best bid



prices in the market if the agent does not trade, is given by
BY =b+ Ly, t>0,

where b > 0 is the best bid price at the initial time. This Bachelier-Lévy type price model
may seem simplistic, but this kind of modelling of the unaffected price process is widely
used in the optimal liquidation literature (Almgren and Chrisd, 2000), (Kissell and Malamut,
2005), (Schied and Schéneborn, 2009) and (Gatheral, 2010). There are studies which show
that liquidation models with linear price processes provide a good approximation to models
with exponential price processes (Gatheral and Schied, 2011) and [Forsyth et all (2012).

In order to describe the bid limit order book, we consider a measure m defined on the
Borel o-algebra on R, denoted by B(R™). If S € B(R™), then m(S) represents the number
of bid orders with prices in the set BY +S = {BY +s | s € S}, provided that the agent did not
make any trades before time ¢. Notice that the undisturbed bid order book described by m
is relative to the unaffected bid prices in the sense that it shifts together with the movement

of the unaffected price. We impose the following assumptions on m.
Assumption 2.5. We assume that
(i) there exists some T € (—o0,0) such that m((z,0]) = m(R™) < oo,
(ii) m is absolutely continuous with respect to Lebesgue measure, and is non-zero on any
interval properly containing the origin,
(iii) the function x — m((z,0]) is concave in x, for z € R™.

The concavity of z +— m((z,0]) means that there are less and less bid orders in the
undisturbed limit order book the further we get from the best bid price. Set z = —m(R7),
which represents the total amount of bid limit orders in the undisturbed limit order book,

and introduce the functions ¢ : [—00,0] - R~ and ¢ : R~ — [—00, 0] by

¢(x) = —m((z,0]) and ¥(z) =9 ' (2),

where ¢(¢(z)) = z, for all z € [2,0], and 9(z) = —o0, for all z < zZ. A consequence of
Assumption is that ¢ is convex, 1 is concave, and ¢ and 1 are both continuous and

strictly increasing on their effective domain. They also satisfy

$(0) = 1(0) =0, (2.3)



as well as
/Ew(u) du <oo and ¢(z) > —o0. (2.4)
0

In order to model the dynamic of the bid order book during trading, we need to introduce
one more process that captures the state of the order book. For a given strategy Y, let Z¥ be
an R™-valued process such that —Z) represents the volume spread at time ¢. That is —Z} is
equal to the total number of bid orders which have already been executed subtracted by the
total amount of limit orders which have arrived to refill the book up to time t. We call ZY the
state process of the bid limit order book associated with a trading strategy Y. Let Zg_ =z,
where z > Z is the initial state of our bid order book. Therefore, we have 1(Z)) = B} — BY,
where B} is the best bid price at time ¢ corresponding to Y, and ¢(Z}) can be understood as
the extra price spread at time ¢, caused by the investor who implements a strategy Y. Note
that we have defined ¥(z) = —oo, for all z < z. This implies that the best bid price drops
down to —oo, if one sell more shares than available bids in the book. The rate at which bid
orders are refilling the order book is described by a resilience function A : R~ — R~ which

satisfies the following.

Assumption 2.6. We assume that the resilience function h : R~ — R~ is increasing, locally
Lipschitz continuous, satisfies h(0) = 0 with h(z) < 0 for all x < 0, and that the function

x +— 1/h(x) is a concave function for x < 0.

Note that the choice h(x) = Az, for A > 0, which corresponds to exponential resilience,

satisfies Assumption We then consider the state process Z¥ with dynamic
Az} = —h(Z)dt+dY;,,  Z)_ =z€eR". (2.5)

For any admissible strategy Y, we refer to Predoiu et al. (2011) Appendix A for the existence
and uniqueness of a negative, cadlag and adapted solution to this dynamic. From Assump-
tion and equation (2.5]) we observe that the further the best bid price is away from the
unaffected bid price, the larger the speed of resilience for the best bid price.

If the agent does not make any trades from time 1 to to, then (ZtY ) t<t<ts satisfies

dzYy = —h(ZY)dt. (2.6)



Now define a strictly decreasing function H : R~ — R U {—o0} by

H(z) = /j @ du. (2.7)

Let H~! denote the inverse of H, which satisfies H 1 (H (z)) = z for all 2 < 0 and H ' (u) =0
for u € (—oo, limg,_o_ H (m)] Then, it can be verified that the process Z given by

Zy = H Y (H(Zy) —t) (2.8)

has dynamic (Z6). Hence, for any ¢ between time ¢, and ty, Z} = H_I(H(Zt}l/) —t+ tl).
Moreover, if Zt); < 0, then

ta—t1 = H(Z)) - H(Z). (2.9)

Suppose that the agent’s initial cash position is ¢ and that the agent implements a strategy
Y € A(y). Then the agent’s cash position at time 7' > 0 is

T AN
Cr(Y)=c— / BY dyr— Y / t{BS_ + (2 + )} d, (2.10)
0 o<t<T "0

which corresponds to the best bids offered at all times being executed first so as to match the
agent’s orders, where the first integral represents the cost from the continuous component of
the liquidation strategy and the sum of integrals represents the total cost due to all block sales.
We also suppose the agent has a constant absolute risk aversion (CARA). With initial cash
position ¢, an initial share position y and infinite time-horizon, the agent wants to maximise
the expected utility of the cash position at the end of time. Mathematically, the agent’s

optimal liquidation problem is

sup E[U(Cx(Y))], (2.11)
YeA(y)

where the utility function U is given by
Ulc) = —e~ 4, A>0.

Observe that if Z} < z, then B} = BY +(Z}) = —occ. Clearly receiving the price —oo



is unfavourable to the agent. Indeed, (210) shows that this brings the agent an infinite cost.
Due to this consideration, we will from now on only focus on admissible strategies Y for which
ZY >z, for all t > 0. Define the function x4 : R* — [0, 00] by

ka(y) = k(=Ay),  y=>0,

and set
ga=sup{y > 0] ka(y) < oo}.

Then k4 is strictly increasing, strictly convex and continuously differentiable on [0,74), with
ka(0) = 0.

3 Problem simplification

In this section, we show that the utility maximisation problem in (2.IT]) can be reduced to
a deterministic optimisation problem. This kind of result was first derived in [Schied et al.
(2010), which proved that with a certain market structure and an agent with constant absolute
risk aversion, the optimal liquidation strategy is deterministic.

Let Y € A(y). Then it follows from (2.10) that

T
Cr(Y)=c+by— (b+Ly)Yp + / Yi_dL; + Z ALY, — Fr(Y),
0 0<t<T
where Frp is given by
T AYy
Fr(Y)= / V(Z) dYE + Z / V(Z + ) dz. (3.1)
0 o<t<T V0

Since t > [|Y7|[ oo (p) i3 decreasing, condition ([2.2)) implies that any admissible strategy Y €

A(y) satisfies

Jim ¢4 ([[Vi]l L)) = 0. (3.2)



Also observe that

lim /{A—(x) = —Apu.

z—0 x
Therefore, if p < 0, there exists an € > 0 and constants C7,C5 > 0 such that

Ciz < ka(z) < Chz, for z € [0, €].

With reference to (3.2]), It follows that for every Y € A(y),

tllgotH}QHLoo(p) =0, if 4 < 0. (3.3)
If p =0, then
lim ra(@) =K, for some K > 0.
z—=0 X

Therefore, if g = 0, there exists an € > 0 and constants C7,Cy > 0 such that
Cr2? < ka(z) < Coa?, for = € [0, €.
With reference to ([B.2)) it follows that for every Y € A(y),
. 2 _ . _
tll)fgo t”Yt”Lw(IP) =0, if p=0. (3.4)

Let Y be an admissible strategy in A(y). Then with reference to (83) and ([B.4), we

calculate
1- 2 < 1 22 " 2 —0.
Jim E[|LrYr[*] < lim (u*T° + 5" (0)T) [Vr o gy = 0

We conclude that B3Yr tends to 0 in L?(P) as T — oco. Furthermore,

([ e sol( )] ([ o)

o0 o0 3
<o [T Wiyt (RO [Ty dt] <o

10



Hence, fooo Y;_ dL; is well-defined in L%(P). Due to the predictability of Y, we also have that
2 T )
EK Z ALtAYZ> ] = E[/ (AY}) dt} </ z2u(dz)> =0,
0<t<T 0 R\{0}

for all 7" > 0, which shows that the quadratic covariation of the jumps of L and Y is almost
surely 0. Moreover, note that Fr(Y) > 0 is an increasing function of 7. Therefore, Fi
is a well defined function from the set of cadlag non-increasing functions into the extended

positive real numbers. The final cash position is hence given by
CoolY) = e+ by + / Yo dL, — Fu(Y), (3.5)
0

where ¢ + by represents the mark-to-market value of the total wealth of the agent’s position
at the start of the liquidation, fooo Y;_ dL; represents the profit or loss due to the market risk,
and F(Y) represents the cost due to the price impact.

Let Y € A(y) and define the process MY by

t t
MtY:exp<—A/ YS_dLs—/ HA(YS_)dS>, t>0.
0 0

Then it follows from Theorem 3.2 in [Kallsen and Shiryaev (2002) that MY is a uniformly

integrable martingale. We can therefore define a probability measure P=PY by

dP v
o5 = ML,

Following the idea of the proof of Theorem 2.1 in [Schied et al. (2010), we set
I= inf / kalYi—)dt + AF(Y),
YeAp(y) Jo A( ' ) ( )

and note that k4(-) and F(-) are deterministic. Let Y¢ € Ap(y) be such that

/ ka(Yl)dt + AF(Y) < I +e.
0

11



For an arbitrary Y € A(y), we calculate that

E[U(Coo(1))] = —e~ACHIE |exp (—A /0 Y dr+ AFOO(Y)>]

— _o~ AR | M exp (/ KA (Yt_) dt + AFOO(Y)>]
0

— _o Aty exp (/ KA (Yt_) dt + AFOO(Y)>]
0

< —e Al =R [exp </ ra (V) dt + AFOO(YE)H
0

< o Alctby) g—€ o ( inf {/00/1 Y, _ dt—i—AFooY}),
- P YeAp(y) LJo A( ' ) )

since
/ ra(Yi-)dt + AF(Y) 212/ ka(Yl)dt+ AF(Y) — e
0 0

By letting € tend to 0 and taking the supremum over all admissible strategies on the left-hand
side of (3.6]), we obtain

Yzi[()y)E[U(C’OO(Y))] = —e At oxp <Yeijla£(y){ /0 h ka(Yio) dt + AFOO(Y)}> (3.6)

Lemma 3.1. Let F' be given by (31). Then for every Y € Ap(y) and z € [z,0],

0 [e's)
Fyo(Y) :/ U(s) ds+/ wZE)y(2)) dt. (3.7)
z 0
With reference to Lemma Bl and (B.6]), the optimal liquidation problem amounts to
solving
V(y,z) = inf / </€A(Yt_) +Ah(Z§£)¢(ZtY_)> dt, (3.8)
YeAp(y) Jo

with y = Yp— and z = Zg_. Since h and 1 are both negative-valued and k4 > 0, we have
V > 0. Suppose y > 54, which is the upper bound for which x4 is finite (g4 might be +00).
In this case, the market agent will want to make an immediate block sale to bring the number

of shares less than g4, since otherwise Y does not satisfy (2.2)) and V' (y, z) = co. However, if

12



the agent sell more than z — Z number of shares, the value function V(y, z) will be infinite.

We therefore define the solvency region to be
D={(y,2) eR" x[2,0] | z>y—FJa+2},

and for the remainder of the paper we focus on this region. For technical reasons, we do not

consider z =y — 4 + Z, as the value function may explode also along this line.

4 Solution to the problem

Our next aim is to derive a solution to the problem (B.8]). The derivation will be based on
applying a time-change, and the principle of dynamic programming. With reference to the
results in [Lgkka (2014) and the general theory of optimal control (Fleming and Soner, 2006),
it is natural to guess that there exists a decreasin caglad function g = B* : Rt — [z,0]
which separates the (y, z) domain into two different regions, a region where the agent makes
an immediate block sale and another where the agent waits for the order book to recover. Let

B, denote the cadlag version of 8*, and set

5 = {w= eD| 2250},
W ={(y.2) €D |2 < B )} U{(1.2) | y=0},
¢ =3 nW’
gﬁ represents the immediate sales region, Wﬁ the waiting region, and G” is the graph of

the intervention boundary [ and represents the continuous sales region. For y > 0, the

Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation corresponding to V' given by (B.8) takes the form

Dyv(y,z) +v.(y,2) =0, for (y,2) € gﬁ, (4.1)
h(2)v.(y,z) — ka(y) — Ah(2)Y(2) <0, for (y,z) € S’ \ G7, (4.2)

"When the volume spread is small, but the stock position is large, it seems intuitive to sell rapidly. On
the other hand, if the volume spread is large, but the stock position is small, it seems intuitive to wait for the
order book to recover. This motivates us to guess that the optimal intervention boundary is decreasing and
separates the (y, z) domain.

13



and

h(z)v,(y,2) — kaly) — Ah(2)Y(2) =0, for (y,2) € Wﬁ, (4.3)
Dyv(y,2) +v.(y,2) <0, for (y,2) € W’ \ G°, (4.4)

with associated boundary condition v(0,z) = A [ ¥ (u) du for all z € [z, 0], Wher£

D u(y,z) = lim © <v(y T — z)>.

e—0~ €

The equations ([@I)-(Z4]) can be motivated as follows. When the market agent is trying to
optimise over deterministic strategies, the agent basically has two options. The agent can
either sell a certain number A > 0 of shares or wait. Given a state (y, z), it may or may not

be optimal to sell A amount of shares, thus
’U(y,Z) < U(Z/ - A)'Z - A))

because the share position is decreased from y to y — A, due to A number of shares being
sold, while at the same time the state of the bid order book changes from z to z — A. This
inequality should hold for all 0 < A <y, therefore

OglAa}Scy{v(y, z)—o(y— O,z —A)} <0. (4.5)

On the other hand, during a period of time At > 0, it may or may not be optimal to wait,

hence
At
v(y, 2) <v(y, Zag) —i—/o </£A(y) + Ah(Zu_)l/J(Zu_)> du

At
=v(y,2) + /0 (KA(y) + Ah(Zu_)(Zu_) — v, (y, Zu_)h(Zu_)> du,

2The value function turns out to be continuously differentiable in z, but only continuous with a one-sided
derivative in y (see Proposition [£7]).

14



where dZ, = —h(Z,)du, for 0 < u < At. Multiplying the above inequality by (At)~! and
sending At to 0, we obtain

h(z)v:(y, 2) = kaly) — Ah(2)¥(z) <0. (4.6)

Since one of these strategies should be optimal, equality should hold in either (4] or (4.6]).
We therefore get

max{ max {v(y, z)—v(y— A,z — A)} , h(2)v.(y, 2) — kaly) — Ah(z)w(z)} =0,

0<A<y

from which (@I))—(44) follow.

We define the liquidation strategy Y? corresponding to an intervention boundary 3 as

the cadlag function with the following properties:

(i) If (y,2) € gﬁ, then the agent makes an immediate block trade of size A such that
(Y(]B,Zg/ﬁ) =(y—2N,z—A) €GP and set t,, = 0.

(il) If (y, 2) € Wﬁ, then the agent waits until the time ¢, = inf{¢ > 0 | ZtYﬁ = B(y)}, where

t
zg/ﬂ:z_/ WZY ) du,  0<t<ty.
0

(iii) For t > t,, the agent continuously sell shares in such a way that (Ytﬁ A ﬂ) € G, where

t
ng‘*:zgf_/ Wz du+YP —YP, >t

tw

(iv) The agent takes no further action once Y;B = 0.

Figure [ provides an illustration of such a strategy. We will later characterise an optimal
intervention boundary, and prove that the corresponding strategy exists, is admissible and
optimal. The key to characterise the optimal intervention boundary is that we are able to
obtain expressions for the performance of the strategy corresponding to a given intervention
boundary. But first, let us examine in more detail the strategy corresponding to a given
intervention boundary function 3. We will consider any intervention boundary 3 : RT — [z, 0]
which is decreasing, caglad and satisfy 5(y) < 0, for all y > 0, lim,_,~ 5(y) = Zz and 5(0) = 0.

Now, given an intervention boundary 5, one may ask whether the corresponding liquidation

15



Figure 1: An illustratation of the strategy Y? corresponding to an intervention boundary
3 (the graph of 3 is G#). The solvency region D is the region that is not shaded. For an

initial state (y,z) € 35, the strategy Y? consists of an initial block sale that brings the state

onto G%. For an initial state (y, z) € WB, the strategy Y consists of waiting while the order
book recovers until the state reach G#. Once the state is on G, the strategy Y? consists of
continuously submitting sales orders in such a way that the state stays on GP.
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strategy Y7 exists and is unique. In order to answer this, we need to introduce the following

functions related to .

Bly) — v, for y € RT, (4.7)
z—B7Yz2), for z €[z0]. (4.8)

v5(y)
pp(z)

We also introduce the inverse functions

B (z) = inf{y e RT | B(y) < =}, for z € [z,0]; (4.9)
’yﬁ_l(aj) = inf{y € R* ‘ v8(y) <z}, forx e R7; (4.10)
pgl(aj) =inf{z € [2,0] | ps(z) >z}, forzeR". (4.11)

Note that 3 and g are caglad , B! and pp are cadlag , and 751 as well as pEl are continuous@.
Moreover, 3, 37! and ’yﬁ_l are decreasing, g is strictly decreasing, pg is strictly increasing,
and pEl is increasing. Furthermore, it follows directly from the definitions of 371, 8, 751,

pp and pgl that the following three identities hold.

pgl(:n) =x+ ygl(x), for all z € R™, (4.12)
75_1 (ps(2)) = B7Y(2), for all z € [z,0], (4.13)
pEl(’yg(y)) = B(y), for all y € RT. (4.14)

Also, by the definitions of G?, 5 and 7!, we see that the set G is the union of the graphs of
the functions § and 87! restricted to D.

Observe that if z > B(y) , then the strategy Y corresponding to the intervention bound-
ary described by ( consists of an initial sale of A number of shares so that (y — A,z — A) is
in G# (see Figure[l). Let Yoﬁ_ =y and YOB =y — A. Suppose (y — A,z — A) is on the graph
of 8. Then (y — A,z — A) = (y — A, B(y — A)) and this equality is equivalent to

(YY) = BYY) — Yy =2y,

from which it follows that YOB = ’ygl(z—y) and A = y—’ygl(z—y). Now suppose (y—A, z—A)
is on the graph of 7!, and let ZB/_B = z and ZB/B =z—A. Then (y — A,z — A) =

3Tt can be checked that for x € R™, fy[;l () and pgl (x) is respectively the y-coordinate and the z-coordinate
of the intersection of the line z = y + x and GP.
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(B71(z — A),z — A), which is equivalent to
8 B e 8
pe(Zy ) =2y — B2 ) =2~y

and it follows that Z{B = pgl(z —y)and A =z — pgl(z —y). According ([@.12), the number

A of shares in both of the aforementioned two cases can be expressed by
_ -1 _ -1
A=y—v5(z—y)=2—p5 (z—y).

On the other hand, if z < B(y), then the strategy Y? consists of an initial waiting period
until (Ytﬁ ZY 6) is on the graph of 8 (see Figure[l]). As long as no action is taken, we have
Ytﬁ = y, and with reference to ) and (2J), we obtain Z}” = H-'(H(z) —t). The first
time t,, that the state process is on the graph of 3 is therefore given by

f = H(z) — H(5(v)). (4.15)

Once the state process (Y7, ZYﬂ) is in the set G, the strategy Y? consists of selling shares
in such a way that the state process remains in G (see Figure ). Therefore, (Y;ﬁ 2y 6) =
(Ytﬁ , B (Ytﬁ )) whenever 3 (Ytﬁ +) =8 (Ytﬁ ). With reference to (2.5), this implies that Ytﬁ should

solve
da(Yy’) = —h(B(Y))) dt + dY/,
which is equivalent to
dys (YY) = =h(B(YY)) dt.

If ﬂ_l(ZtYB) = ﬂ_l(ZtYB—), then (Y;B, ZtYB) = (ﬂ_l(ZtYﬁ), ZtYB). According to (2] and the
definition of 81, ZY” should solve

dz}" = —n(z)77) dt.

Set

t = (4.16)



and
f=inf{t >0V =0}. (4.17)

Denote by {yy }ner the set of discontinuity points of 5. Then I is countable since [ is caglad.
Define {t, }ner by

t, = inf{t > t, | Y =yn}, (4.18)
and {Sn}ne]l by
sp = inf{t >ty | Y/ <yn}. (4.19)

If{tztw\Y;B:yn}=@,settn:oo;andsetsn:oo,if{tztw]Y;ﬁ<yn}:@. The
following result establish existence and uniqueness of such a strategy Y? corresponding to a

given intervention boundary /.

Lemma 4.1. Let (y,z) € D where y > 0, and let B be an intervention boundary function. Let

H, 1, 8, ’yﬁ_l, tw, ty Yn, tn and sy, be given by (27), (£-9), (-7), (£-10) and (4-16)—-({4-19),

respectively. Set (Ytﬁ)tzo = (Yf\{)tg()f

liquidation strategy corresponding to B, and let (ZtY ﬁ)

with Yoﬁ_ =y, which denotes the decreasing cadlag

00 With ZS/_B = z, be the state process

of the bid order book associated with Y5. Suppose Y? satisfies the following description.:
(i) If = > B(y),

(a) when y € Uner(z — B(yn) + Yn, 2 — B(Yn+) + yn), immediately sell y — 5" (z — )
number of shares. This block trade ensures YOB =p7! (ZB/B).

(b) when y € (z,00) \ Unei(z — BWn) + Yn, 2 — BYn+) + yn], immediately sell y —
’yﬁ_l(z —y) number of shares. This block trade ensures Zg/ﬁ = ﬂ(YOB).

Then continuously sell shares so that (Y;B, Ztyﬁ) €GP for allt € [ty,t].

(ii) If = < B(y), then wait until time t,,. The time t,, has the property that nguﬁ = B(y).
Continuously sell shares so that (Ytﬁ, ZtYB) €GP for allt € [ty,1].

Such a strateqy Y? exists and is unique, and it is continuous for all t > 0. In particular,

Y;B =yn fort € [ty, t] N Unciltn, sn), (4.20)
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with corresponding Z) ? being the unique solution to

azY’ = —n(2)") dt, (4.21)
where
ngf = pgl(z —y) if 2> B(y), and Zt};ﬁ = ﬂ(be_) for ty, > ty. (4.22)
Moreover,
727" =B(YP),  fort € [tw,I]\ Unetltn, sn), (4.23)

where YP is the unique solution to
dys (YS) = —h(B(Y,))) dt, (4.24)
with
qu =y if 2 < B(y), Y;ﬁ = ’ygl(z —y)if z> B(y), and YS[Z = yp for sp > ty. (4.25)
If t, > 0, then Ytﬁ =y and ZtYB =H ' (H(z) —t), for 0 <t < ty,.
We can also describe Z} % for t € [£, 00) since it satisfies (@2I)) with initial condition
AR if £ = ty,
2=, i<t (4.26)
BO+), ift > ty.

The value 3(0+) can then be used to determine whether the liquidation period is finite or
not. More specifically, we have that 8(04) < 0 implies ¢ < oo. To see this, it is enough to

consider

307) ) = [ (32

which follows from (4.24)) when there is no waiting period between the times ¢ and ¢. To get
a contradiction, suppose t = co. Then it is clear that ftt —h(ﬁ (Yuﬁ )) du = o0, as 3 (Yuﬁ ) is
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bounded away from 0 on the interval (¢,7). However, y3 (Y;ﬁ ) -8 (Y;B ) is finite, so we get a
contradiction.

It follows from the dynamics of Z) ? that Z2¥7 is cadlag and increasing to 0. Moreover,
the continuity of Ytﬁ for ¢ > 0 implies that ZY” is also continuous for all ¢ > 0.

We now progress by deriving an explicit expression for the performance function associated
with the strategy Y? described by Lemma Il for an arbitrary intervention boundary /3. This
expression can then later be used to derive an explicit expression for the value function of our
problem. For the strategy Y? with associated state process ZYB, given an initial state (y, z),

and with reference to (B.8), we define the performance function Jg by

Js(y, 2) = /OOO </<A (Yf) + Ah(zfﬁ)qp(zfﬂ)> dt, (4.27)

where Yoﬁ_ =, Zéf_ﬁ =z and (y, z) € D. Since k4(0) = 0, it follows that

vB
zZ;

/too (m(Yf) + Ah(zf"m(zf‘*)) dt = A/O () du. (4.28)
Therefore,
J5(0,2) = A /0 " () du. (4.29)
Lemma 4.2. Let 8, Y?, ZY° t,, and T be defined as in Lemma[fd. If t, <, then
/:O </€A(Ytﬁ) + Ah(ZfB)lp(Zfﬁ)) dt

2], (ra(rgt(w) B 804)
N //3(0+) (W + Av(py (u))> du + A/o ¥ (u) du,

where ’yﬁ_l and pgl are defined by [{.10) and ({/.11)), respectively.

In case (i) (a) of LemmaT] the strategy Y consists of an initial sale of y —vg_l(z —y) =
z— pgl(z — y) number of shares. The state after the block sale is (YOB, Zg/ﬂ) = (Bt (pgl(z —
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y)),pgl(z —y)), Hence, according to (£27) and Lemma A2}

Joy,2) = Js (57105 = = ), 05— )
e ) Ry (w) . B(0+)
= /B <7_1 + Ap(pg (u))> du + A/o Y(u) du

(0+) h(pg' (u))
_ [ (Falip W) Y g a [P
_/B(0+)< nioy ) AL >>>d +A/0 () du.

In case (i) (b), we immediately sell y — 75_1(7: — y) number of shares at the beginning. The
state after the block sale is (Yoﬁ, ngﬁ) = (’ygl(z —v), ﬂ(’ygl(z — y))) Hence, similar to the

above calculation, we have
Ts(v,2) = J3(75" 2= ). B35 (2~ ) )

_ [ (rals ) 50+)
B /6(0+)< h(pg'(u)) + Av (o5’ (u ))> du+‘4/0 Y(u) du.

We therefore conclude that for case (i) of Lemma [4.1]

v (ralrp (W) y BO+)
T(y,2) = /{3 (O+)<7h ) + A (p5' (u >d +A / (4.30)

Moreover, in case (ii), z < B(y). So we need to wait until time ¢,, > 0 at which Zt);ﬁ =
B(y). With reference to (2.7) and (4.15]), we have

te = H(z) — H(B(y)) = /ﬁ;) ﬁ du.

Also, observe that

w w B(y)
[ wz @y a=— [ o@yaz = [
0 0 z
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Hence in case (ii), the performance function is given by
tw
8 8
sy, 2) = /0 (/m(y) +An(Z) ) (2 )) dt + Js(y, B(y))

— kay) /ﬁ ( / "

78(y) M B B04)
+/B(0+) < h(pgl(u)) +A1/J(Pg (u))) du+A/0 Y(u)du. (4.31)

Although this provides an explicit expression for Jg(y, 2), it is not entirely straightforward to
conclude about properties of continuity and differentiability for Jg(y, z) in y since g is only a

caglad function. However, we can further calculate that

/Bw(y) <M+Aw(pgl(u))> du:/0y< Ka(u) +A1/J(,8(u))> v (u)
1

0+) \ h(pg'(u)) h(B(u))

+AZ/

0<u<y

From this expression, as well as

B(y) Y
/ () du = / (Blw)) dB°(u
B 0

(0+)

Z/u+

O<u<y
and

Y ka(u)

AV (50) = kO (300) + [ ks () du [ A )
Blut) 1
+O<Zu:<y/£,4(u) /ﬁ(u) mdaz,

it follows from (431]) that the performance functionJg(y, z), for case (ii) of Lemma[.T], admits
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the expression

= K z ’ u)au — ! K;A(U) u /{/ u u u
Ty 2) = iAW H() + A [t [ (S84 Au(30) + a0 (50)

(4.32)

In the above calculations, we have assumed the existence and finiteness of lim, o+ h'i(g—((:j)))
and lim, 04 &y (u)H (B(u)). We have also used that lim, ., ra(u) < oo as well as
limy,—,y— k/4(u) < co. The finiteness of lim, o4 x4 (u)H (B(u)) together with B3) and (3.4)
imply that k4 (0)H (ﬂ (0+)) = 0. For an optimal intervention boundary f, all of these prop-
erties will be demonstrated below in Lemma

Suppose § is an intervention boundary such that Y? is optimal, i.e. the value function v
and the performance function Jg coincide. Then according to the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman

equation as well as (4.32]), we should have

Dy v(y,z) +v.(y,2) = D(z9) — T(B(y);y) <0, for all (y,z) € D,

where

KAY
Dasy) = Ave) + 2 4 ) H )
h(z)
Therefore, for any given y, 3(y) should be a maximiser of I'(x;y). The next lemma helps us
characterise an intervention boundary 8 whose value maximises I'(x;y). We will later show

that such a 3 indeed describes an optimal intervention boundary for our problem.
Lemma 4.3. Fory € (0,94), define the function T'(:;3) : [2,0] — R by

KA(Y)

D(z;y) = AY(x) + h()

+ w4 (y)H (z), for z € (z,0), (4.33)
and

roy) = mli%"grl“(:ﬂ; Y), [(zy) = lim I'(z; y).

T—Z

Let B* = B*(y) and B« = B«(y) denote the functions defined as the largest and smallest
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B € [z,0] satisfying

max T(z;y) = T(Bsy), (4.34)
rEe|z,

respectively. Then for all y € (0,74), we have z < Bi(y) < B*(y) < 0. Furthermore, if
ga < 0o, write 5*(y) = Be(y) = Z, for all y > g4. Set

B(0) =0, B«(0) = lim Bi(y),
and

(ya) = i * «(ya) = i L (Y).
F(ga)= lim_F*(y),  Au(ga) = lim B.(y)
This uniquely defines two decreasing functions 8*, B, : Rt — [z,0] that are caglad and cadlag,

respectively, and they are the left and the right-continuous version of each other.

Remark 4.4. We will see later that the optimal intervention boundary will be given by £*,
and we have previously assumed that p < 0. But lets examine some of the properties that
B* would have if > 0. If p > 0, then k4 is no longer strictly increasing, but will be strictly
decreasing on [0, y) and then strictly increasing on (g, y), where y denotes the unique point

where k4 attains its minimum. In particular x4 (y) < 0 and /4 (y) = 0. Therefore

[(z;y) = Ap(x) +

which is maximised for z = 0. Thus 8*(y) = B«(y) = 0 if p > 0. This means that if the
optimal intervention boundary is given by 8*, then the optimal strategy would involve holding
on to at least y number of shares until eternity if the initial stock position is larger than y.
But such a strategy is not admissible as we want to restrict the set of admissible strategies to
strategies which tend to zero sufficiently fast (we would also have to rephrase the admissibility
condition if ;1 > 0 since in this case k4 is not strictly increasing). We conclude that if p > 0,

then the optimal liquidation problem is not well posed.

Lemma 4.5. Let § = * where 5* is as in Lemmal[{.3 Forz—ya < s <0 and ,051(8) <z<0
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it holds that

T(p5' ()75 (s) = T(275 ' (s)) = 0.

Lemma is needed for the proof of Proposition 7] (see in particular equation (5.20)).
The result relies on the assumptions that x — v([z,0]) and x — 1/h(x) are concave functions.
If we do not impose these conditions then one can show that the strategy Y? with § = g*
given by (434]) may not be optimal (compare Theorem [£.8]). Thus while these concavity
conditions may seem realistic, they are also needed in order to solve the problem. If these
conditions does not hold, we simply do not know what the solution to the liquidation problem
looks like.

Lemma 4.6. Let $* be given by Lemma [{.3, it follows that if limy_,y_ ka(xz) = oo or

limg_,— &'y (z) = 00, then lim,_,,— f*(x) = z. Furthermore, we have

. '%A(y) . / *
lim ——— =0 and lim & H =0. 4.35
Clearly, the function 8* given in Lemma [£.3] satisfies the properties we require of an
intervention boundary. With this intervention boundary, the proposition below provides an
explicit expression for the value function that solves (LI)—(44) with associated boundary
condition v(0,z) = A foz ¥ (u) du, for all z € [Z,0]. As a consequence, the optimal liquidation

strategy is characterised by this intervention boundary.

Proposition 4.7. Let § = * denote the largest solution to ({{-37]), and let 76_1 and pgl be
the corresponding functions defined by ({.10) and ({.11]). Then the function v : D — R given

by

ey (Ra(hgt(w) . B(0+)
v(y, z) = /ﬁ(0+) <7h(p§1(u)) + A¢(p5 (u))> du + A/O Y(u) du (4.36)

for z > B(y), and

ol02) = Ral) () + A | () du / ( w0 (B + n£4<u>H(ﬁ<u>)> du,

26



for 2 < B(y), is a C¥Y(D) solution to [Z-1)—([Z-4)) with the boundary condition
v(0,2) = A/ Y(u) du, for all z € [z,0].
0

Moreover, Dy_v(y, z) is caglad in y and continuous in z.

The following theorem verifies that the function v given by ([{36)-(@37) is equal to the
value function V given by (B.8)), and that the strategy Y corresponding to f = #* in Lemma
A3 is an optimal liquidation strategy. Hence, such a Y? provides a solution to the utility

maximization problem in (Z.IT]).

Theorem 4.8. Let 8 denote the largest solution to ({.37), let v be given by ({{-36) and {{-37),
and let V' be given by (3.8). Then v ="V on D and

sup E[U(Cu ()] = —exp(~Ale+ b+ 4 [ w51 ) explv(0:2),
YeA(y) z

where A denotes the agent’s risk aversion, b is the initial unaffected price, ¢ is the agent’s
initial cash position, z = ZS/_ is the initial state of the bid order book, and y is the agent’s
initial share position. The optimal strateqy Y* is equal to YP € Ap(y), where Y5 is the
strategy described in Lemma[{.1] corresponding to [ with Yoﬁ_ =y.

Example 1. Suppose that the the bid order book has an equal number n of orders at
every price point to a level £ below the unaffected best bid price. This corresponds to
z + m([z,0]) = —n(z A Z). Therefore ¢(2) = 1z, for z = nz < z < 0, and —oo0, for
z < Z. We calculate that

=~
X
b
—~~
<
~—
&
N
N

M(z;y) = — — for nz < x < 0.

n Ax? Y

In order to find the maximiser, we want to solve I''(x;y) = 0. This amounts to solving
A /
% + k4 (y)r — Kka(y) = 0. (4.38)

The unique solution is




Since I'(z;y) is concave in x for every 0 <y < g4 and equation (4.38) has a unique solution
for x <0, it follows that

Bly) = %LA{—H’A(ZJ) - \/(f”»’A(y))2 + %m(y)}, for 0 <y < ga, (4.39)

provided that B(y) > nz.

(i)

(BM case) If L is a Brownian motion with drift ¢ < 0, then
L2229
raly) = —Apy +5A4%%" Y20,

and hence,

2 2 43
Bly) = —2;114{/“4 — 02 A%y — \/M2A2 - (4)\'[“4 — 2u02A3>y + <04A4 + 20" A >y2}
n n

If 4 = 0, then it is straightforward to check that the equation for the optimal intervention

boundary coincides with the result obtained in the example in [Lgkka (2014).

(LVG case) Consider a Lévy process L with drift 4 < 0 and a pure jump part with

Lévy-measure

—— (. + 1)t gy, z € (—1,0),
v(dz) = nln(”l)( ) ( ) (4.40)

nln(}v-{-l) (z + 1) P! da, z € (0,00).

where

9 /62 + 2p?
C=— and D=-+—0p"1. (4.41)
p p
If the initial stock price is 1 (if the initial price is s # 1, one can deal with this case by

replacing the risk aversion A with A = sA) and

2
,u:—lln(l—ﬂ—ﬁn), (4.42)

7 2

then this choice of Lévy process corresponds to the (linear) Lévy process approximation

of the exponential variance-gamma process with parameters (p, 7, 6). We refer the reader
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to [Lokka and Xu (2020) for more details. The common Lévy processes considered as
models for financial price data assume models of the exponential type, and taking L to
simply be one of these Lévy processes will in general not do a particularly good job as

a model for financial price data. We then have
ka(y) = —Apy + / (e‘Ayz -1+ Ay2> v(dz),
(=1,00)\{0}

Ky(y) = —Ap+ A/ <1 — e_Ayz>z v(dz),
(—1,00)\{0}

where v is given by (@40). With reference to (#39) we can calculate the optimal

intervention boundary .

From Figure 2l we see that the difference between the BM case and the LVG case increase with
the agent’s share position. Moreover the difference becomes more pronounced the more risk
averse the agent is. If the agent is not particularly risk averse, then the more heavy-tailed risk
in the LVG model does not make much difference to the agent, but if the agent is risk averse
then it does. However, from Figure Pl we see that while for A = 1072 the optimal intervention
boundary for the LVG case and the BM case are quite different, in terms of the corresponding
strategy Y?, the initial block sale in the LVG case is about 200 shares and in the BM case
about 150 shares, if the initial stock position is 10%. An initial block sale of 200 shares would
eat into the order book and reduce the best bid price by %, so the best bid immediately
after the block sale would be 0.8 (remember that we assumed the initial stock price to be
1). In the case of an initial block sale of 150 shares the best bid would be 1 — % = 0.85

immediately after the block sale.
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Figure 2: The optimal intervention boundary g for the two cases of L being a Brownian
motion (BM case) and L being the Lévy process approximating the exponential variance-
gamma (LVG case). We take n = 1000 and A = 5. For the LVG case, we take § = —0.002,
p = 0.02 and n = 0.6 (timescale in days), which according to B@&gﬂhemj_aﬂ (|2_Qlj) are
realistic parameters for stock price data for the exponential variance-gamma model. We
choose p = —0.0018, which is in accordance with (4.42)). For the BM case, we also choose
= —0.0018, and take o2 = 4.011 * 10~*, which match the variance of L in the LVG case.
Solid graphs correspond to the LVG case and a dotted graphs to the BM case. When A = 1073
we see that the LVG and the BM graphs are pretty much identical.
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5 Proofs

Proof of Lemma [3.1. With reference to the dynamic of Z¥, we calculate that for z > z,

—/0 Wz w(ZY) dt+2/ du

AYt
0<t<T
Then,
AY
FT(Y):/ G(ZL)dye+ ) / W(ZY +2)de
0 0<t<T
zx T
~ [ vwdu [owadus [ wz e
0 0 0
zy

T
— [ v du+ /0 Wz () .

z

Notice that for any admissible liquidation strategy Y, we have that either Y and Z¥ become
0 at the same time or Y becomes 0 at some time s while ZY < 0. In the second case, for all

t>s, ZY satisfies
dzYy = —h(ZY)dt.

According to (2.8]), we know that the solution to the above dynamic tends to 0, as t — oco.
Therefore, Z} — 0, as t — 0o in any case. It then follows from the above expression for

FT(Y) that

0 [e%)
— [wtwdut [ wEl )
z 0
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Proof of Lemma [}.1. We first prove that on any time interval I contained in [t,,%] \
Unelltn, Sn), there exists a unique solution to the dynamic (4.24]). On such an interval I, the
process Y7 does not cross any jump of 3. Thus, in terms of the function 3, we shall only
focus on those parts without jumps. Also, it is sufficient to consider Y starting from time 0

(rather than starting at any time in [t,, ]\ Unerltn, $n)). Write Y, = Yy > 0 and

i = %—1({75(1@) - /Oth(ﬁ(yf)) du} A 5(0+)>. (5.1)
Let T € [0,00). Then

sup | B — BV |
0<t<T

t

(a0 = [ (o) w4 8004) = {30) = [ n(B0E) du} n pi04)
S (CTCORY RICCA LIRS
—5 <{'Yﬁ(yb) - /0 h(B(YVE) duf A ﬁ“”)) '

= sup
0<t<T

§202§T {'VB(YO) _ /Ot h(B(YF)) du} A B(0+) — {75(5/()) B /Ot R(BYE) du} A B(0+) ‘
<2 / (E0) — ()

0<t<T
<9I / ‘5 By ‘du

<or / sup | BOE) — BOGF) |, (5.2)
0 0<t<u

where the first equality holds because when 3 has no jumps we have 3 (’yﬁ_l(x)) =z —l—’ygl(m),

the first inequality is due to the triangle inequality and |76_1(:17) - yﬁ_l(y)| < |z — yl, and the

third inequality follows from the boundedness of the processes (Y*) and B(Y*~!) and the

local Lipschitz continuity of h with a Lipschitz constant L. By induction and with reference
to (£.2)), it can be shown that

k
sup 6074+ — 80 | < B 0l
0<t<T !
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Taking k to infinity, we have that B(Y}*) converges uniformly on [0,7]. Define 3; =
limy,_,00 B(Y;¥), for t € [0,T]. Since T € [0, 00) is arbitrary, it follows that 8; = limg_,oo B(Y}F)
for all ¢ € [0,00). With reference to (5.I)) and the dominated convergence theorem it follows
that, for every ¢t € [0,00), (Y;k)zozo
checked that Y decreases to 0. Then since j is continuous, we obtain f3; = ﬂ(Y;B ), for all
t € [0,00). Therefore, by sending k to infinity in (5.1]), since we only consider Ytﬁ before time

is convergent. We define Ytﬁ = limp_ o Y;k It can be

t, we have that

t

vy =7§1<75(YOB) —/0

This proves the existence of a solution to the dynamic ([4£.24]) on any time interval contained
in [tw, ]\ Unetltn, $n). For uniqueness, let’s assume that Y and Y satisfy @24]), where
Yt(l) = Yt(2) for 0 <t <t;, and Yt(l) < Yt(z) for t1 <t < ty. Then for t; <t < to,

h(B(Y))) du>, for t <.

7 =" (260 - [ (or) an)
>3 () - [ (a2 )

v,

) for t1 <t < ty. So uniqueness holds. The

which contradicts the assumption that Yt(l) < Yt(2
existence and uniqueness of a solution to the dynamic in (£.2]]) on any time interval contained
in [ty,t] N Uperltn, sn) follow from the locally Lipschitz continuity of the function h.

Now let Y# and ZY” be processes satisfying ([@20)—(@26) with (YOB_, ZX_B) = (y,2) € D.
Note that (Ytﬁ, ZtYﬁ) € GP for all t € [t,,t]. We need to show that (23] is satisfied. We first

focus on the case when ¢ < t,,. Suppose z > ((y), i.e. t,, = 0. Then in case (i) (a),

Yy —vy =87 (p5' (= =) —y

=7 (z-y)~y

= (z-y+'(z—y) -2
7 YP vB

— 40 T “0—>

where we have used the identity 37! (pgl(z —y)) = ’ygl(z — ), which follows from (£I3)) and
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is valid under the condition of (i) (a). In case (i) (b), we obtain

2y~ 2" = B(v;t (= —y) — 2
—z—y+7;'(z—y) — 2
= (z=y)—y
S =

where we have used that ﬂ(’ygl(z —y)) = pgl(z—y). Suppose z < (y), i.e. ty > 0. It can be
checked that Z} "= H ~!1(H(z) — t) has dynamic @2ZI]). Because Ytﬁ is now constant, (2.5))
is satisfied. In the case when t > t,,, Y;B and ZY ? follow (420)—(Z.26]), which satisfy (2.5]).
We next like to prove that Y? is cadlag and decreasing. Note that by the definitions of
tn, Sn, tyw and ¢t and (@21)), (E24) and the first part of the proof, we have Y;ﬁ and Z) ? are
continuous when (Ytﬁ A B) is in each continuous part of the graph of 8 or 7!, for t > 0.
Also, each initial condition associated with the dynamics (4.21]) and (£.24]) is chosen to make
Ytﬁ and Zg/ ? to be continuous at tn, sp, and t,, when t,, > 0. It can also be seen that y”#
and ZY” are right continuous at ¢t = 0. These together with the well-defined YOB_ and Zg/_ﬁ
imply that Y% and Z Y? are continuous for ¢ > 0 and they are right-continuous with left-limit
at t = 0. That Y7 decreases to 0 follows from (@20), @21), ([@.24)), and the first part of this
proof. Finally, that 2}’ = H Y (H(z) —t), for 0 <t < t,,, follows from (ZJ). O

Proof of Lemma [[.2. Let {yn }ner be the set of all points at which the intervention bound-
ary (3 is discontinuous. Consider a time interval [¢, s] C [t,, $p), for some n € I, where ¢,, and
sy, are given by (AI8]) and (AI9]). With reference to ([2.5)), we note that formally,

dps(2)")
dt = ————~ Vit € [tn, Sn),
h(ZY") € ltn:n)
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and hence,
/s (;-;A(Yf) +Ah(Z,Y6)1/)(Z,Yﬁ)> dr
t

t/ -1 ZYB
[ (D )

B ps(2¥") ra(vs' (w) .
— /pﬁ(zgﬁ) <7h(pgl(u» + ATX’(PB (U))> du
_ /ZtYﬁ_Yti </£A(’yﬁ_1(u))

“(u U .
noy Ty A ))>d ’ (53)

2y,

where we have used the identity in ([L.I3]). Similarly, since

_ dvp (v7)

dt =
t h(B(YY))

Vit e [tw,ﬂ \ Une]l[tmsn)a

applying (£14), it can be calculated that on some time interval [s,t] C [tw,t]\ Unciltn, Sn),

for some n € 1,
¢
/ </@A(Yf) + Ah(zfﬁ)qp(zfﬁ)> dr

A Al w)
- /ZtYﬁ -/ (W + A¢(pﬁ (U))> du. (5.4)

Let t, < t. Suppose the number of ¢, and s, in the interval [¢,,t] is equal to m < oo
(possibly m = 0). Consider 19 < r; < ... < 7y < Typa1, Where 19 = ty, a1 = t and for
k =1,...,m, v are equal to those t,, s, € [ty,t]. We assume rq,...,7,, are in an ascending
order. Then it follows from (5.3]), (5:4]) and the continuity of Ytﬁ and Z) * when ¢ > 0 that

/t: </€A(Y;B) + Ah(Z,}/ﬁ)z/z(Z,}/B)> dt

=3 [ (sa0) + A o) ) a

k=0"Tk
23 YL, [k (v5 ' (w)) .
[y Gy + 4065 ) .
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Suppose there are infinitely many ¢, and s, in the interval [¢,,t]. Let r € [t,,t] be an
accumulation point of the sequence {t,}ner. Then without loss of generality, consider a
subsequence {t,, }3°, C [ty,t] increasing to r. Consider some time interval [¢, s| in which r

is the only accumulation point of {t,, },er. Then, it follows that

/ts </-;A(Yf) +Ah(Zf’B)1,Z)(ZtYﬁ)> dt

= lim ttn (;m(yf) +Ah(2§”5)¢(zty‘*)> dt+/j<m(¥;ﬁ) +Ah(ZtYB)¢(ZtYB)> dt

i [ ()
h(pg' (u)

¥’ v/ wa(vz' (u)) 1

Ly iy 4000570 ) .

_ /Zﬁ_yﬁ <M + Azp(pgl(u))> du.

zYP—yf h(Pg (U))

+ Ay (pgl(u))> du

n—00 Zg;ﬁ —Yti

This implies that

/t: </@A(Yf) + Ah(ZtYﬂ)w(ZtYB)> dt
:/ZX;B—Y& </€A(76_1(u))

zy” h(ps*(u))

Therefore the result follows from the above equality as well as (4.26]) and (4.28)). O

+ Ay (pgl(u))> du.

Proof of Lemma [{.3 First notice that, for any y € (0,y4), the function I'(z,y) is concave
in z, but that this concavity may not be strict. Observe that for y € (0,74),

lim T'(z;y) = —o0.

z—0~

Also, I'(z;y) € R, for = € [Z,0). These observations imply that z < 5, (y) < 5*(y) < 0, for all
0 <y < ga. The largest and smallest solution to (€.34]) uniquely define the functions 8* and
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Bi. For 0 <y <y+ A < gy and z € [Z,0), we calculate that

B (kaly +A) — kaly)) W () N Ky (y+ D) — 1y (y)

F(z;y +A) —T(z;y) h2(z) h(x)

d
= <0, (5.5

. (5.5)
since k4 is convex and £’y (u) > 0, for u > 0. We want to show that 8* and §, are decreasing

functions. In order to get a contradiction, suppose that there exists y € (0,74) and A > 0
such that f*(y + A) > B.(y). With reference to (5.5), we obtain

DB (y+A)xy+L)—T(B (y+2)y) <T(Bu(y);y+A) —T(Be(v):y)-

However, this contradicts the definitions of 5* and B, which imply that

T(B*(y+ Ay +A) >T(Bu(y);y+4) and  T(Bu(y);y) > T (B (y+A);y).

Therefore, for all 0 < y < 94,

Bily +A) < By + A) < Bily) < B7(y), (5.6)

from which it follows that 5* and S, are decreasing. By (433]), we know that for z < x < 0,
['(z;y) is continuous in y. Then for y € (0,74), we have

L(Bi(y+);y+) =T (Buly+)y) < F(ﬁ*( ) y) =T (B(y)iy+)
L8 (y—)iy) =T (B*(y—);y—) 2T (B*(w);y—) =T (B*(v);y).

Since 5* and B, are defined as respectively the largest and smallest maximiser to (4.34)), and 5*
and J, are decreasing, it follows that 5.(y+) = B.(y) and 5*(y—) = 5*(y). By monotonicity,
the right limit of £* and the left limit of 5, exist. Hence, we have proved that §* is caglad
and [, is cadlag . The claim that §* is the caglad version of S, and that (8, is the cadlag
version of f* follows from (5.0)). O

Proof of Lemma [.5] With reference to (£I4]), we have that

Bz () = p5 (13( () =p5'(s)  ifs(r5'(s) =>s.

Moreover, 3 (’yﬁ_l(s)) = s, unless § has a jump at ’ygl(s). Thus if 5 does not have a jump at
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’yﬁ_l(s) then

L(p5'(5):75 () = T(2:751(5)) = T(B(751(9));731(5)) —T(2375 () =0,  (5.7)

by the definition of 5. If on the other hand S has a jump at ’751(8), then 751 is flat on the
interval [s,, s*], where s, = ﬂ(’yﬁ_l(s)—i—) — ’yﬁ_l(s) and s* = B(’yﬁ_l(s)) - ’yﬁ_l(s). Also

B(vg ' (s)+) = p5" (78 (5 (5:4))) = 05" (s4)

and

In particular,

Bz (s0)+) = p5'(s.) < p5'(s) < pg'(s7) = B(v5'(s7)) (5.8)

and so

(05 (5"),751(5)) = D(p5 (52),75 1 (5)) = L(=z,75(5),

by the definition of 3. With reference to Assumption and Assumption 2.6] it follows

that x — T'(z;y) is concave. According to (5.8]), there exists A € [0,1] such that pgl(s) =
)\pgl(s*) + (1 - )\)pgl(s*). Hence,

T(p5' ()75 (5) =T (275 (s)) 2 T(B(v5 ' ()75 (5)) = T(275'(5)) = 0. (5.9)

[l

Proof of Lemma[4.6 If y > ya, then by the definition of 5%, it holds that if lim,_,,_ ka(x) =
oo or limg_,y— /4 (z) = oo, then lim,,, f*(z) = z. The remaining case is when y = ga.

We will prove this case by contradiction. Suppose 8*(y4) > z. For any x € (2, 5* (ng)) and
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y € (0,74) such that 5*(y) > B*(ya), we have

Ay(x) < A<w<x> - w(6*<y>)>

h(B*(y)) )
a5y~ )+ (@) - H@)
- h(B*(5a))  h(z)
Taking y to be arbitrarily close to 34 implies ¢(x) = —oo. This means z < z, which contradicts
x > z. Hence, we conclude that 5*(y4) = —oc.

Next we prove ([A3H). Observe that if 5*(0+) < 0, then (30 is true. However, if
B*(0+) =0, then

ﬁ?ﬁ?@))‘ = D(wsy) = AV (8" () = K2 H (5" W) = T(aiy) = wa)H (8 (),

from which it follows that for any x € (z,0),

- ’{A(y) . / %

0> 12%(1)1_'1_1‘ W > AY(z) - h;l)%‘_'l_p HA(y)H(ﬂ (y)), (5.10)
. ’{A(y) .. / %

0> hyHL?j_p W > AY(z) - lznj)éﬂl_f Ka(y)H (8" (y)). (5.11)

Therefore,

0 > limsup w4 (y)H (6 (y)) > Ay(x),
y—0+

0 > liminf s () H(5"(v)) = Ad(2).

By letting « tend to 0, then with reference to (2.3)), we get limy 04 &’y (y)H (8*(y)) = 0. Also,

by letting z tend to 0 in (5.I0) and (G.I]), lim,_o % = 0 follows. O

Proof of Proposition [{.71 To show that v is continuous, we first prove it is finite. With
reference to (4.28)-(4.32), it is sufficent to show that the function Jg given by ([4.27)) is finite
for # defined by Lemma B3l By the continuity of Y# and ZY" after time 0 and condition
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(24), we have that there exists some s > 0 such that
/ <5A(Yf) + Ah(ZfB)zp(ZtYﬁ)> dt < o (5.12)
0

and Y < 4. According to the condition in Lemma 0]

lim AW

y—0t h(B(y))

so it follows that there exists C; > 0 and 0 < € < g4 such that

kaly) < —C’lh(ﬁ(y)), for all y € [0, €].

Since 1/)(ng 6) is bounded for all ¢ > s (it increases to 0), this and the above inequality imply
that

/:O </€A(Ytﬁ) + Ah(ZtYﬁ)zp(ZfB)> dt < /:o <_ Clh(ﬁ(Ytg)) B Cgh(ZtYﬁ)> gt
< [*(~ ez -caa))w

< (O + o) (Y - 2)7) < 0, (5.13)

where Cy > 0 is some constant. Therefore, (5.12]) and (G.I3]) show that v is finite.

Note that both of the expressions (436) and (437) are continuous in y and z. It is
therefore sufficient to prove that v is continuous across G2. Let Ju(y, z) denote the expression
for v(y, z) given by (4.30]), and let J;(y, z) denote the expression in ([@37T). Suppose (y, z) is
a point on the graph of 3, i.e, z = (y). Consider a sequence of points (yn, 2, )5 contained
inS’ \ G?, converging to (y, z). With reference to ({@31)) and(@32)), we calculate that

lim v(yn, 2n) = Ju(y, B()) = Ji(y, B(y)) = v(y, BY)). (5.14)

n—oo

If (y,2) lies on the graph of 87!, i.e, y = B7!(z), then using the property that f~!(u) =
B71(z), for u € (z,8(871(2))), direct calculation results in (5.I4). We therefore conclude
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that v is a continuous function. Differentiating v gives

ka(vs'(z =)
hpz'(z—y))
ra(v5' (= —v))

Dyv(y,z) = — — Ap(p5'(z —v)), z>B(y), (5.15)

vy, 2) = + AY(pgt(z —y)), 2> By),  (5.16)

D) = k() — s~ A(BW) ~HWH L), 2280, 31T

unly.2) = 52+ Aue), c<BE). (519

These expressions are left-continuous with right limit in y and continuous in z (all of these
expressions are continuous at (0,0), which is guaranteed by (435])). Also, we check that for
any (Yn, zn)oeq C 367 (y,2) € G7 and limy, 00 (Y, 2n) = (y, 2), we have v,(yn, 2n) — vz (y, 2),
as n — oco. Further, lim,_ g, D v(y,2) = D;v(y,ﬁ(y)). Therefore, we conclude that
v:(y, 2) is continuous, and D v(y, z) is caglad in y and continuous in 2.

Standard calculations show that v satisfies (£I]) and ([@3]). When z = 0, [@2) is clearly
true. In order to verify (4.2) for z # 0, we compute that when z > 5(y),

h(2)vz(y, 2) — kaly) — Ah(2)Y(2)

(s HA('Yﬁ_l(S))_/-iA(z—s) s
- ){ s ) e Al ) vl >}}7 (5.19)

where s = z — y. Observe that h(pgl(s)) = 0 implies y = 0, but (@I)—(@4) are under the
condition that y > 0. So h(,ogl(s)) is non-zero. By the definition of 75_1, we must have
’ygl(s) € (0,794) if 5(ya) = z, or ’yﬁ_l(s) € (0,94] if B(ya) > z. Then according to the limiting
behaviour of 8 in Lemma A6 k4 (’yﬁ_l(s)) must be finite, and therefore also x/; (’yﬁ_l(s)).
However, k4(z — s) may be infinite, but then it follows that (5.19]) is negative. Otherwise, if
ka(y) < oo, write

. _%A(Vg_l(s)) _ kalz—s) “10g)) _ o
i) =y~ AR 0) O

Then in order to verify (£2), it is sufficient to show that G(s;z) > 0, for all pgl(s) <z<O.
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We calculate that G(s;y) can be expressed by
G(s;z) = [F(pgl(S);’ygl(S)) - F(Z;’ygl(S))]
— 14 (5 ) [H (05 () = HE)| + [m (15(5) = Kalz = 9)|, (5.20)

According to Lemma [£.35]

T(p5'(s);75"(s)) = T(z75" (5)) > 0.
Furthermore, we calculate that

% k(151 (3)) = kalz = 5)| = #a (05 ()) [H (05" () = H(2)]

/2 [/{A(u —8)— /{A(,ogl(s) — s)]h’(u) N /{;1(,051(8) — 8) — Ky (u—2s) i
pgl(s) h2(u) h(u)

> 0. (5.21)

(42) then follows from (5.20)—(%.21]). Moreover, from the definition of 3 we get

=T(zy) —T'(8v);y)

— 9

which verifies (4.4)).

Finally, the expression in (4.30]) satisfies the boundary condition since, for any u €
[B(0+), z], we have ’yﬁ_l(u) = 0 and pgl(u) = u. The expression in ([A37) clearly satisfies
the boundary condition. O

Proof of Theorem [{.8. Let 0 be a positive-valued C*°(R) function with support on [0, 1]
satisfying fol d(z) dz = 1, and define a sequence of functions {0, }22; by

dn(s) =nd(ns), s>0.
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We mollify v to obtain a sequence of functions {U(”) o | which are given by

1
o™ (y, z) = /0 v(y — 8,2) 0 (s) ds.

(One may extend the lower bound of the domain of v(-, z) properly so that v(™ is well-defined
at y = 0.) Then v € CH(D), for all n € N, and

u(y,z) = lim v (y, 2),

n—oo

v(y,z) = lim Ué")(y,z),

n—oo

Dyv(y,2) = lim o{"(y,2),

v n—oo v

where the last equality is due to D, v(y, 2) being caglad in y. Moreover, for every (yo, 20) € D
there exists a K > 0 such that on the set { (y,z) €D | 2>y + 20 — Yo },

|v(”) (y,2) | <K, mneN, (5.22)
|U?S”) (y,2) | <K, mneN, (5.23)
|v£”) (y,2)| <K, neN (5.24)

(If Y is admissible and (Yo—, Z)_) = (o, 20), then (¥;,2)) € {(y,z) € D | z>y+2— Yo},
for all t > 0.) By It6’s formula, we calculate that

T
o™ (Yr, ZY) +/ <HA(Yt_) +Ah(zf_)¢(zf_)> dt
0
T
=)+ [ (o 2+ o i 2 ) v
0

b [ (kaio) + AN 0(2) o (i 2D () )

+ Y {M (Yie + AY, ZY + AY;) — o™ (Yt_,ZtY_)}, (5.25)
0<t<T

for all Y € Ap(y). Observe that for ¢ > 0,

t
o< [ W) du=2f ~¥i- 2] + Vo <y=.
0
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Then, with reference to (5.22)—(5.24]), we have

o0
/ sup
0 neN

o (i, ZE)R(ZE) | dt < K(y — 2).
Similarly,

/ sup oW (Yo, Z2) + 0 (Yo, ZY) ‘ d(=YF) < 2Ky
0 ne

and

S sup |0 (Vi + AY,, ZY + AY) — o™ (v, 20) | < 2Ky,
ogt"EN

Hence, by (5.25) and the boundary condition v(0,2z) = A [ 4 (u)du, it follows from the
dominated convergence theorem that for any Y € Ap(y),

/OO<HA(Y,f )+ An(Z)- )w(z{_)) dt
— oy, 2 /0°°< (Vi  ZY ) 4o (Vi Z ))wc
(M )+ Ah(Z)y(Z)) —vz(n_,zf_)h(zﬁ)> dt

+Z{ Y+ AY, 20+ AY) (Yo, 20 )} (5.26)
t>0

as n — oo and 7' — oo. According to Proposition 7], v satisfies (£1)—(4.4]), and therefore,

/0 ” <,.@A(Yt_) - AR(ZY (2 )> dt > v(y, 2). (5.27)

Hence, V > v.

From from (5.12)-(5.13), we know that with 3 being the largest solution to (Z34) and Y
being the strategy described in Lemma 1] corresponding to 3, Y7 is admissible, in particular
([222)) is satisfied. Therefore, with reference to (5.27]), in order to complete the proof, we need
to show that (5.27) holds with equality for Y2. Observe that AY? < 0 only if t = 0 and
z > f(y). But by (@I) and Proposition L7, we have that D v(y,z) + v.(y,2) = 0, for
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z > B(y). Therefore,

Z{U(Yﬁ +AYP 2V + AP - v(Yf_,Zt{‘*)} = 0.
t>0

For any z <0, if 0 <t < t,,, where t,, is defined by (4I6]), then d(YtB)C = 0, hence
[ (et 22y 400220 ) a7y =0

if t > t,,, then (Ytﬁ, ZtYB) € G, which implies
[ (poov 207y + (2.2 )ty <o

Finally we have

|7 (ea ) + an(2 yo(2) — o (v 21 (2 ) i =,

since the integrand is equal to 0, for all (Ytﬁ A B) € Wﬁ, and the Lebesgue measure of the set
of t > 0 for which (Y;ﬁ 2y B) € gf \ G# is 0. With reference to (5.26]), we therefore conclude
that v = V and that Y* = Y” € Ap(y) is an admissible optimal liquidation strategy for the
optimization problem (3.8]), and the result follows from (B.6)). O
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