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Given an n-dimensional stochastic processX driven by P-Brownian mo-
tions and Poisson random measures, we seek the probability measure Q, with
minimal relative entropy to P, such that the Q-expectations of some termi-
nal and running costs are constrained. We prove existence and uniqueness
of the optimal probability measure, derive the explicit form of the measure
change, and characterise the optimal drift and compensator adjustments un-
der the optimal measure. We provide an analytical solution for Value-at-Risk
(quantile) constraints, discuss how to perturb a Brownian motion to have ar-
bitrary variance, and show that pinned measures arise as a limiting case of
optimal measures. The results are illustrated in a risk management setting –
including an algorithm to simulate under the optimal measure – and explore
an example where an agent seeks to answer the question: what dynamics are
induced by a perturbation of the Value-at-Risk and the average time spent
below a barrier on the reference process?

1. Introduction. We consider stochastic processes that follow Lévy-Itô dynamics under
a reference probability measure P over a finite time horizon. The reference measure may
arise in a data driven way and / or from modelling assumptions, however, it does not pre-
cisely capture all probabilistic beliefs of a modeller. In this work, misspecification under P
are characterised via expected values of functions of the stochastic process at terminal time
and expected running costs of the processes over the entire time horizon. To mitigate model
error, we seek over all absolutely continuous probability measures, under which the process
satisfies these constraints, the one which is closest to the reference measure P in relative en-
tropy, also called Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence. Thus, the key contribution of this work
is solving the following constrained optimisation problem: Find the probability measure(s)
that has minimal KL-divergence subject to constraints that can be written as (i) expected val-
ues of functions applied to the stochastic process at terminal time, and (ii) expected running
costs of the processes over the entire time horizon.

We proceed to solve the optimisation problem by first considering a related optimisa-
tion problem where we seek over a subset of probability measures. Specifically, the subset
consists of equivalent probability measures that arise from Doléans-Dade exponentials and
we study this related problem using stochastic control techniques for Lévy-Itô processes.
That is, we solve the dynamic programming equations and characterise a candidate solution
(Proposition 2.5), prove that the candidate solution is indeed the value function associated

Keywords and phrases: Relative entropy, Kullback-Leibler, Lévy-Itô processes, Reverse sensitivity, Risk Man-
agement, Model Uncertainty, Cryptocurrency.
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with the optimisation problem and that the resulting controls (which induce the optimal mea-
sure change) are admissible (Theorems 2.6 and 2.9). Furthermore, we show that the optimal
measure change can be written as the exponential of a collection of random variables cor-
responding to the constraints (Corollary 2.8 and Theorem 2.9). Finally, we prove that if a
solution to the sub-problem (seeking over the subset of equivalent measures) exits, then it is
unique and, moreover, it is the unique solution to the original optimisation problem, where
we seek over all absolutely continuous probability measures (Theorem 2.11).

We illustrate the dynamics of the stochastic process under the optimal measure using mul-
tiple examples. For example, for the case of two Value-at-Risk (also known as quantile)
constraints, we provide an analytical expression for the optimal measure change. We further
show how to optimally change the dynamics of a Brownian motion to have zero mean and
arbitrary variance. We also discuss the connection of the solution to our constrained opti-
misation problem to pinned measures; probability measures where the terminal value of the
process lies almost surely within a Borel measurable set. While such measures are not equiv-
alent with respect to P and thus do not fall into the set of admissible measures of our related
problem, we derive them as a limiting case of solutions to our optimisation problem. We fur-
ther consider infinitesimal perturbations; that is, we solve the problem where the constraints
are equal to their P-expectation plus ε multiplied with a direction δ. In this setup, we prove
that the Lagrange multiplier is, up to order ε, the inverse of the P-covariance matrix of the
constraint functions multiplied by ε and the direction of the perturbation. Using this result,
we define a derivative – termed entropic derivative – of a risk functional along constraints
in direction of least relative entropy. As examples we show the connection of the entropic
derivative to differential sensitivities of risk functionals such as the Tail-Value-at-Risk and
distortion risk measures. Finally, we provide an algorithm for solving and simulating from
the optimal probability measure and illustrate the numerical results on a running cost con-
straint in a financial setting on real data.

Studying minimal relative entropy subject to constraints has a long history starting with
the seminal paper of [7]. Applications to model risk assessment include [11] which uses the
relative entropy to quantify worst-case model errors in a static setting. Similarly and also in
a static setting, [5] proposes to quantify distributional model risk by considering alternative
models that lie within a KL-tolerance distance from a reference measure. The work in [16]
investigates what happens in the limit of small KL-tolerances. Conceptually close to our work
– though in a static setting – is [19] which considers a reference probability measure and finds
the probability measure that satisfies risk measure constraints with minimal relative entropy
to the reference measure. None of these works, however, consider stochastic processes and
thus do not consider running cost constraints.

The KL-divergence has many applications in financial mathematics. Starting with the in-
fluential work of [21], the vast majority of the literature on minimising relative entropy fo-
cuses on its application for derivative pricing in incomplete markets. To avoid arbitrage, such
questions require restricting to martingale measures. Articles [3, 2], for example, consider
a reference model and seek over all equivalent martingale measures, in a simple diffusive
setting, to ensure that a collection of prices of European contingent claims are matched cor-
rectly. Article [6] extends [2] by using a compound Poisson process (with discrete jump
sizes) as a reference model. The work in [14] studies the problem of finding martingale mea-
sures for exponential Lévy processes that minimise Rényi- and KL-divergences, and [8] uses
convex regularisation techniques, motivated by KL-divergence as a regulariser, to calibrate
local volatility models. In this exposition, we consider a different problem in that we do not
restrict to martingale measures but solve for the optimal dynamics of the process such that
given constraints are fulfilled. In particular, in contrast to our setup, all of the above men-
tioned literature work with risk-neutral measures (i.e., martingale measures). Moreover, the
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running cost constraint considered in this work is novel. A natural interpretation of the run-
ning costs constraint in mathematical finance is that of the average time spent below a barrier
which we consider in the numerical example section.

Optimising the (relative) entropy has a long tradition and many applications in physics.
Article [13] for example investigates the problem of specifying expectations of observables
(random variables) and seek over distributions (models) that match these expectations, and
which maximise the Shannon entropy to obtain the model that best reflects the information
contained in the expectations. This work has been extended in many directions, and for in-
stance [18] shows how relative entropy may inform about the arrow of time by looking at the
relative entropy between the distribution of a process forward in time and its reversed ver-
sion. As another example, [22] proposes a process for how a (physical) system may evolve
to a state of minimal relative entropy, subject to an energy and mass constraint, based on the
speed-gradient principle (see, e.g., [10]).

Calculations of the KL-divergence of processes has been studied by [23], which estab-
lishes that f -divergences, and hence the KL-divergence, between two probability measures
on path space may be approximated by focusing on their finite dimensional distributions. An
application to uncertainty quantification in a dynamic setting is [9], which uses a variational
representation of the Rényi-divergence which encompasses the KL-divergence to provide
uncertainty quantification bounds for rare events.

This paper is structured as follows. Section 2.1 introduces the necessary notation and the
two constraint optimisation problems we consider. We present a formal derivation of a can-
didate solution and a verification theorem in Section 2.2. Section 2.3 contains an alternative
representation of the associated Radon-Nikodym derivatives and in Section 2.4 we state the
existence and uniqueness of the solutions to both optimisation problems. Examples including
analytical solution for Value-at-Risk (quantile) constraints, Brownian motion with arbitrary
variance, and the connection of the solution to our optimisation problem to pinned measures
are discussed in Section 3. In Section 4.1 we consider infinitesimal perturbations, that is the
optimisation problem where the constraints their P-expectations plus ε multiplied by a direc-
tion δ, and derive the optimal Lagrange multiplier up to order ε. In Section 4.2 we define the
entropic derivative an relate it to differential sensitivities of risk functionals. Section 5 pro-
poses an algorithm for calculating the dynamics of the process under the optimal measure,
which we illustrate on a financial dataset and a running cost constraint.

2. Optimisation Problem and its Solution.

2.1. Model Setup and Optimisation Problems. We work on a complete filtered probabil-
ity space (Ω,P,F ,{Ft}t∈[0,T ]) with time horizon T > 0, and refer to P as the physical (or
real-world) probability measure. On this space we introduce families of so-called Lévy-Itô
processes. For aspects of the theory of such processes see [1, 17, 4]. Here, we consider an m-
dimensional P-Brownian motion W = (W 1, . . . ,Wm)ᵀ and l independent Poisson random
measures (PRM) µ(dt,dz) = (µ1(dt,dz1), . . . , µl(dt,dzl))

ᵀ, t ∈ [0, T ], z = (z1, . . . , zl)
ᵀ,

associated with l one-dimensional independent Lévy processes with finite second moments
for all t ∈ [0, T ]. Further, we denote by ν(dt,dz) = (ν1(dt,dz1), . . . , νl(dt,dzl))

ᵀ the com-
pensator of µ and by µ̃ = µ − ν the compensated measure.1 That is, for any i ∈ D :=
{1, . . . , l}, νi is the compensator associated with µi and µ̃i = µi−νi the compensated random
measure under P.

1In the present framework ν(dt,dz) can be written as ν(dz)dt and we use them interchangeably.
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We consider an n-dimensional stochastic processX := (Xt)t∈[0,T ] starting atX0 = x0 ∈
Rn and which evolves according to the stochastic differential equation (SDE) under P

(1) dXt =α(t,Xt) dt+σ(t,Xt) dWt +

∫
Rl
γ(t,Xt− ,z) µ̃(dt,dz) ,

where α : [0, T ]×Rn→Rn, σ : [0, T ]×Rn→Rn×m, and γ : [0, T ]×Rn ×Rl→Rn×l

satisfy the standing Assumption 2.1 below. Equation (1) is the matrix notation meaning that
the i-th component of (Xt)t∈[0,T ] satisfies the SDE under P

dXi
t = αi(t,Xt) dt+

m∑
j=1

σij(t,Xt) dW j
t +

∑
j∈D

∫
R

γij(t,Xt− , zj) µ̃j(dt,dzj)

with α= (α1, . . . , αn)ᵀ, σ = [σij ]i,j , and γ = [γij ]i,j , for i ∈ {1, . . . , n} and j ∈ {1, . . . ,m}.
For j ∈ D, we use the notation γ(j) = (γ1,j , . . . γn,j) to refer to the j-th column of γ. Fur-
thermore, we assume that each column γ(j), j ∈ D, depends on z only through zj , i.e.,
γ(j)(t,x,z)≡ γ(j)(t,x, zj).

Throughout we use the following notation. For a function ` ∈ C1,2([0, T ] × Rn;R) we
write ∇x` for the vector of its partial derivatives and ∇2

x` for the Hessian matrix of (mixed)
second derivatives. We further define

∆z`(t,x) =
(

∆1
z1`(t,x), . . . ,∆l

zl`(t,x)
)
, where(2a)

∆j
zj`(t,x) := `

(
t, x+ γ(j)(t,x, zj)

)
− `(t,x) , j ∈D .(2b)

The next assumption guarantees that the stochastic process (Xt)t∈[0,T ] given in (1) is well-
defined.

ASSUMPTION 2.1. The functions α : [0, T ]×Rn→Rn, σ : [0, T ]×Rn→Rn×m, and
γ : [0, T ]×Rn ×Rl→Rn×l satisfy the usual linear growth and Lipschitz continuity condi-
tions. That is for all t ∈ [0, T ] and x ∈Rn there exists C1 <∞ such that

‖σ(t,x)‖2 + |α(t,x)|2 +

∫
R

∑
j∈D
|γ(j)(t,x, zj)|2νj(dzj)≤C1 (1 + |x|2) ,

where | · | is the Euclidean norm and ‖σ‖2 =
∑

ij σ
2
ij the Frobenius norm. Moreover, for all

t ∈ [0, T ], x ∈Rn, and y ∈Rn there exists C2 <∞ such that

‖σ(t,x)−σ(t,y)‖2 + |α(t,x)−α(t,y)|2

+

∫
R

∑
j∈D
|γ(j)(t,x, zj)− γ(j)(t,y, zj)|2νj(dzj)≤C2 |x− y|2 .

As a consequence of Assumption 2.1 and by Theorem 1.19 in [17], there exists a unique
càdlàg adapted process starting at X0 = x0 ∈ Rn that satisfies the SDE in (1); we refer to
that process as this unique càdlàg solution (Xt)t∈[0,T ]. Moreover, it holds for all t ∈ [0, T ]
that

E
[
|Xt|2

]
<∞ .

We use the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence also called relative entropy to quantify the
distance between probability measures. Recall that the KL-divergence of a probability mea-
sure Q with respect to P is given by

DKL (Q || P) =

 E
[

dQ
dP log dQ

dP

]
if Q� P

∞ otherwise ,
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where we use the convention that 0 log 0 = 0. For a probability measures Q we write EQ[·]
when we consider the Q-expectation and for notational simplicity set E[·] := EP[·].

Now we are ready to formally introduce the optimisation problem which we will solve in
the subsequent sections.

OPTIMISATION 2.2. For functions fj , gi : Rn → R and constants cj , di ∈ R, with j ∈
R1 := {1,2, . . . , r1}, i ∈R2 := {1,2, . . . , r2}, we consider the optimisation problem

(P )

inf
Q�P

DKL (Q || P) subject to EQ [fj(XT )] = cj , ∀ j ∈R1 , and

EQ
[∫ T

0
gi(Xs) ds

]
= di , ∀ i ∈R2,

where the infimum is taken over probability measures that are absolutely continuous with
respect to P.

For j ∈R1 and i ∈R2, we call the equations EQ [fj(XT )] = cj and EQ
[∫ T

0 gi(Xs) ds
]

=

di constraints, and fj and gi constraint functions.
Before solving the optimisation problem (P ) we study the following closely related prob-

lem. Specifically, we consider optimisation problem (P ) however seek only over a subset of
equivalent probability measures – the set of equivalent probability measures characterised by
Doléans-Dade exponentials. For this, we define the following sets of stochastic processes:

P2 ([0, T ]) :=
{
λ
∣∣∣ λ := (λt)t∈[0,T ] is Rm-valued F-adapted and

E
[∫ T

0
|λt|2 dt

]
<∞

}
,

and

P2([0, T ]×Rl;ν) :=
{
h
∣∣∣ h := (ht(z))t∈[0,T ] is Rl-valued, predictable,

ht(z) = (h1
t (z1), . . . , hlt(zl)) , ht(z)≤ 1 , and

E
[∫ T

0

∫
Rl

(ht(z)�ht(z)) ν(dz)dt

]
<∞

}
.

Here � stands for the Hadamard product for vectors, which is defined for x,y ∈ Rn by
x�y = (x1 y1, . . . , xn yn), and the inequality ht(z)≤ 1 is to be understood componentwise.
For λ ∈ P2 ([0, T ]) and h ∈ P2

(
[0, T ]×Rl;ν

)
, we define the process Zλ,h = (Zλ,ht )t∈[0,T ],

given for t ∈ [0, T ] by

Zλ,ht := exp

(
−
∫ t

0
λs dWs − 1

2

∫ t

0
|λs|2 ds

+

∫ t

0

∫
Rl

log(1−hs(z)) µ̃(ds,dz)

+

∫ t

0

∫
Rl
{log(1−hs(z)) +hs(z)}ν(dz) ds

)
,

(3)

where log(1−hs(z)) :=
(

log(1− h1
s(z1)), . . . , log(1− hls(zl))

)
. This process is a Doléans-

Dade exponential and with, e.g., the Novikov assumption, defines a Radon-Nikodym (RN)
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derivative. We recall the Novikov’s condition on Zλ,h which is

E
[

exp

(
1
2

∫ T

0
|λt|2 dt+

∫ T

0

∫
Rl
ht(z)�ht(z)µ(dt,dz)

)]
<∞ ,

and which establishes sufficient conditions on λ and h such that E[Zλ,hT ] = 1 and
(Zλ,ht )0≤t≤T is a martingale. Thus, the measure Qλ,h characterised by the RN-derivative

dQλ,h
dP

= Zλ,hT

is a probability measure that is absolutely continuous with respect to P; see Theorem 1.36 in
[17]. We denote the probability measure Qλ,h by subscripts to indicates that it arises from an
Rm-valued process λ and an Rl-valued random field h.

With the above definitions we are ready to introduce a subset of absolutely continuous
probability measures with respect to P given in (P ), that are characterised by RN-densities
Zλ,h with λ ∈ P2 ([0, T ]) and h ∈ P2

(
[0, T ]×Rl;ν

)

Q :=

{
Qλ,h

∣∣∣ dQλ,h = Zλ,hT dP s.t. E
[
Zλ,hT

]
= 1, E

[∣∣∣Zλ,hT logZλ,hT

∣∣∣]<∞ ,

EQλ,h [|fj(XT )|]<∞ , ∀ j ∈R1 , EQλ,h
[∫ T

0
|gi(Xs)| ds

]
<∞ , ∀ i ∈R2

EQλ,h

[
sup
t∈[0,T ]

|Xt|2
]
<∞ , and λ ∈ P2 ([0, T ]) , h ∈ P2

(
[0, T ]×Rl;ν

)}
.

(4)

Note that we do not assume Novikov’s condition in (4).
Using the above class of equivalent probability measures, we consider the following opti-

misation problem, which is optimisation problem (P ) but where we seek over the subset of
probability measures Q.

OPTIMISATION 2.3. For functions fj , gi : Rn → R and constants cj , di ∈ R, with j ∈
R1, i ∈R2, we consider the optimisation problem

(P ′)

inf
Qλ,h∈Q

E
[
Zλ,hT logZλ,hT

]
subject to EQλ,h [fj(XT )] = cj , ∀ j ∈R1 , and

EQλ,h
[∫ T

0
gi(Xs) ds

]
= di , ∀ i ∈R2 .

For Qλ,h ∈Q, and as a consequence of Girsanov’s Theorem, W λ defined by

W λ
t :=

∫ t

0
λᵀ
s ds+Wt

is an m-dimensional Qλ,h-Brownian motion and the Qλ,h-compensator of µ is

νh(dt,dz) := (1−ht(z))ᵀ � ν(dz) dt .

For notational simplicity we write W λ and νh as they only explicitly depend on λ and h,
respectively.
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Using the above results, the KL-divergence from Qλ,h to P becomes

DKL (Qλ,h || P)

= EQλ,h
[

1
2

∫ T

0
|λt|2 dt +

∫ T

0

∫
Rl

[
log(1−ht(z))� (1−ht(z)) +ht(z)

]
ν(dz)dt

]
.

Next, we discuss assumptions needed for the existence and uniqueness of the Lagrangian
associated with optimisation problem (P ′), which we introduce in the next section. For this
we first define the moment generating function (mgf) and the cumulant generating function
(cgf) for random vectors. For a random vector Y = (Y1, . . . , Yk), k ∈R, we define the set

DY :=
{
a ∈Rk

∣∣ E [exp(a · Y )]<∞
}◦

,

where {}◦ denotes the interior of a set. We note that DY is the interior of a convex set. If
DY 6= ∅, then the mgf MY and cgf KY of Y at a ∈DY exist and are respectively given by

MY (a) = E[ exp(a ·Y ) ] and KY (a) = logMY (a) .

ASSUMPTION 2.4. Let X denote the (r1 + r2)-dimensional random vector given by

X :=

(
f(XT )− c,

∫ T

0
g(Xs) ds− d

)
,

where f(XT ) := (f1(XT ), . . . , fr1(XT )), g(XT ) := (g1(XT ), . . . , gr2(XT )), and con-
stants c := (c1, . . . , cr1), and d := (d1, . . . , dr2). Here the integral in

∫ T
0 g(Xs)ds is un-

derstood to be applied componentwise. We assume that DX 6= ∅ and that there exists a such
that

(5) ∇aKX(−a) = 0 .

In the next sections we first solve optimisation problem (P ′) and then show that its solu-
tion, if it exists, is the also the solution to optimisation problem (P ). To solve optimisation
problem (P ′) we next proceed by presenting a formal derivation of a candidate solution and
a verification theorem.

2.2. Candidate Solution and Verification. We proceed with a formal derivation of a can-
didate for the value function associated with the constrained optimisation problem (P ′). Af-
ter, we provide a verification theorem that allows us to conclude that the candidate solution
is indeed the value function.

Let (η1,η2) ∈D−X with η1 := (η1, . . . , ηr1) ∈Rr1 and η2 := (ηr1+1, . . . , ηr1+r2) ∈Rr2 ,
then the Lagrangian of the constrained problem (P ′) with Lagrange multipliers η1 and η2 is
given by

Lλ,h := EQλ,h
[
logZλ,hT + η1 · (f(XT )− c) + η2 ·

(∫ T

0
g(Xs)ds− d

)]
,

where · denotes the dot product. We define for a fixed control pair (λ,h), the value Jλ,h :
[0, T ]×Rn→R associated with the Lagrangian Lλ,h by

Jλ,h(t,x) := EQλ,h
t,x

[
1
2

∫ T

t
|λt|2 dt

+

∫ T

t

∫
Rl

[
log(1−ht(z))� (1−ht(z)) +ht(z)

]
ν(dz)dt

+ η1 · (f(XT )− c) + η2 ·
(∫ T

t
g(Xs)ds− d

) ]
,

(6)



8

where EQλ,h
t,x [·] denotes the Qλ,h-expectation conditioned on the event Xt = x. Observe that

the expectation in (6) is finite because of the definition of Q – recall that DKL(Qλ,h || P) =

E
[
Zλ,hT logZλ,hT

]
<∞. We further define the optimal value function, which we often just

refer to as the value function, by

(7) J(t,x) := inf
λ,h, s.t.
Qλ,h∈Q

Jλ,h(t,x) .

For the purposes of the formal derivation we assume that the infimum in (7) is finite. We
observe that as a consequence of the dynamic programming principle and Itô’s formula –
under the assumption that J ∈ C1,2([0, T ) × Rn;R) ∩ C0([0, T ] × Rn;R) – we have the
following dynamic programming equation (DPE)

(8) ∂tJ(t,x) + inf
λ,h

{
Lλ,hJ(t,x) + 1

2 |λ|
2

+

∫
Rl

[
log(1−ht(z))� (1−ht(z)) +ht(z)

]
ν(dz) + η2 · g(x)

}
= 0 ,

J(T,x) = η1 · (f(x)− c)− η2 · d ,

where the linear operator Lλ,h is the Qλ,h-generator of X , and acts on functions as follows

Lλ,hJ(t,x) = (α(t,x)−σ(t,x)λᵀ) · ∇xJ + 1
2 Tr

(
σ(t,x)σ(t,x)ᵀ∇2

xJ
)

+

∫
Rl

∆zJ(t,x)νh(dz)−
∫
Rl

(∇xJ)ᵀ γ(t,x,z)ν(dz) ,

where ∆zJ(t,x) is defined in (2). The specific form of the DPE follows from writing (1) in
terms of W λ and µ̃h =µ− νh, so that

dXt =

(
α(t,Xt)−σ(t,Xt)λ

ᵀ
t −

∫
Rl
γ(t,Xt− ,z) [hᵀ

t (z)� ν(dz)]

)
dt

+σ(t,Xt) dW λ
t +

∫
Rl
γ(t,Xt− ,z) µ̃h(dt,dz) .

The measurable global minimisers λ† and h† (in feedback form) of the infimum in (8) are
given by

λ†(t,x) =
(
∇xJ(t,x)

)
σ(t,x) ,

h†(t,x,z) = 1− e−∆zJ(t,x) ,

where 1− e−∆zJ(t,x) stands for
(

1− e−∆1
z1
J(t,x), . . . ,1− e−∆l

zl
J(t,x)

)
.

It follows immediately that h† is componentwise bounded from above by unity. Insert-
ing the optimal controls λ† and h† in feedback form back into the DPE (8) (omitting the
arguments (t,x) when possible) we obtain that

(9) ∂tJ − 1
2 |∇xJ σ|

2 +α · ∇xJ −
∫
Rl

(∇xJ)ᵀ γ(t,x,z)ν(dz)

+ 1
2 Tr

(
σσᵀ∇2

xJ
)

+

∫
Rl

(
1− e−∆zJ

)
ν(dz) + η2 · g = 0
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together with the terminal condition J(T,x) =
∑r1

j=1 ηj (fj(x) − cj) −
∑r2

i=r1+1 ηi di. We
observe that (9) can be written as

(10) ∂tJ +LcJ − 1
2 |∇xJ σ|

2 −
∫
Rl

(∇xJ)ᵀ γ(t,x,z)ν(dz)

+

∫
Rl

(
1− e−∆zJ

)
ν(dz) + η2 · g = 0 ,

where the linear operator Lc is the P-generator of the continuous part2 of X and acts on
functions as follows

LcJ =α · ∇xJ + 1
2 Tr

(
σσᵀ∇2

xJ
)
.

Next, we construct a candidate of the solution to (10) by introducing the change of variables
J(t,x) =− logω(t,x). Hence,

∂tJ =−∂tω
ω
, ∇xJ =− 1

ω
∇xω, ∇2

xJ =− 1

ω
∇2
xω+

1

ω2
(∇xω)ᵀ∇xω ,

and furthermore ∆j
zjJ(t,x) = log

(
w(t,x)/w(t,x+ γ(j)(t,x, zj))

)
. Equation (10) thus be-

comes

(11)

− 1

ω

{
∂tω+α · ∇xω+ 1

2 Tr
(
σσᵀ∇2

xω
)
−
∫
Rl

(∇xω)ᵀ γ ν(dz) +

∫
Rl

∆zω ν(dz)

}
+

1

2ω2
Tr(σσᵀ (∇xω)ᵀ∇xω)− 1

2ω2
|∇xωσ|2 + η2 · g = 0 ,

with ω(T,x) = exp(−η1 · (f(x)− c) + η2 · d). Multiplying (11) by−ω(t,x), we have that

∂tω+α · ∇xω+ 1
2 Tr

(
σσᵀ∇2

xω
)
−
∫
Rl

(∇xω)ᵀ γ ν(dz) +

∫
Rl

∆zω ν(dz)− η2 · gω = 0 ,

where we use the fact that
1

2ω2
Tr (σσᵀ (∇xω)ᵀ∇xω)− 1

2ω2
|∇xωσ|2 = 0 .

By the Feynman-Kac representation, we conclude that ω(t,x) can be written as

ω(t,x) = Et,x
[
exp

(
−η1 · (f(XT )− c)− η2 ·

(∫ T

t
g(Xu)du− d

))]
.

The above formal calculations provide the following candidate solution for the value func-
tion.

PROPOSITION 2.5. A candidate solution to the value function (7) is given by

J(t,x) =− log Et,x
[
exp

(
−η1 · (f(XT )− c)− η2 ·

(∫ T

t
g(Xu)du− d

))]
,

with the optimal Markovian controls given by

λt :=∇xJ(t,Xt)σ(t,Xt) and ht(z) := 1− e−∆zJ(t,Xt− ) .

2The continuous part ofX is defined byXc
t :=Xt −

∑
0≤s≤t∆Xs, ∆Xt :=Xt −Xt− , whereXt− :=

lims↑tXs.
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Next, we prove that, under certain conditions and for fixed Lagrange multipliers, this can-
didate solution does indeed coincide with the value function.

THEOREM 2.6 (Verification). Under Assumption 2.1, let D−X 6= ∅ and (η1,η2) ∈D−X.
Define

J†(t,x) :=− logω†(t,x) ,

where

(12) ω†(t,x) = Et,x
[
exp

(
−η1 · (f(XT )− c)− η2 ·

(∫ T

t
g(Xu)du− d

))]
and suppose that J† ∈ C1,2([0, T ) × Rn;R) ∩ C0([0, T ] × Rn;R) with J† having at most
quadratic growth, i.e., there is C3 ∈R+ such that |J(t,x)| ≤C3(1 + |x|2). Let

λ†t :=−∇xω
†(t,Xt)

ω†(t,Xt)
σ(t,Xt) and(13a)

h†t(z) :=−∆zω
†(t,Xt−)

ω†(t,Xt−)
,(13b)

and assume that

E
[

exp

(
1
2

∫ T

0
|λ†s|2 ds+

∫ T

0

∫
Rl
h†t(z)�h†t(z)µ(dt,dz)

)]
<∞ ,(14)

(15) EQλ,h [|fj(XT )|]<∞ , ∀ j ∈R1 , EQλ,h
[∫ T

0
|gi(Xs)| ds

]
<∞ , ∀ i ∈R2 ,

and

(16) EQλ†,h†
[

sup
t∈[0,T ]

|Xt|2
]
<∞ .

Then, λ† and h† are admissible controls and J† = J .

PROOF. Note that (14) and (16) are sufficient to guarantee that λ† and h† are admissi-
ble and that they induce a measure Qλ†,h† that is well-defined – this is a consequence of
Novikov’s condition and the definition of Q. Next, we observe that

∂tJ
†(t,x) + inf

λ,h

{
Lλ,hJ†(t,x) + 1

2 |λ|
2

+

∫
Rl

[
log(1−ht(z))� (1−ht(z)) +ht(z)

]
ν(dz) + η2 · g(x)

}
= ∂tJ

†(t,x) +Lλ†,h†J†(t,x) + 1
2 |λ
†|2

+

∫
Rl

[
log(1−h†t(z))� (1−h†t(z)) +h†t(z)

]
ν(dz) + η2 · g(x)

= 0 .

Then, for arbitrary (λ,h) s.t. Qλ,h ∈Q, (t,x) ∈ [0, T )×Rn, s ∈ [t, T ) and a stopping time
τn = inf{u≥ t : |Xu|> n}, for n ∈ Z+, n <∞, we use Dynkin’s formula to obtain

EQλ,h
t,x

[
J†(s∧ τn,Xs∧τn)

]
= J†(t,x) +EQλ,h

t,x

[∫ s∧τn

t
∂tJ
†(u,Xu) +Lλ,hJ†(u,Xu) du

]
,
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and as

∂tJ
†(t,x) +Lλ,hJ†(t,x) + 1

2 |λ|
2

+

∫
Rl

[
log(1−ht(z))� (1−ht(z)) +ht(z)

]
ν(dz) + η2 · g(x)≥ 0,

we conclude that

EQλ,h
t,x

[
J†(s∧ τn,Xs∧τn)

]
≥ J†(t,x)−EQλ,h

t,x

[∫ s∧τn

t

1
2 |λu|

2 + η2 · g(Xu)du

]
−EQλ,h

t,x

[∫ s∧τn

t

∫
Rl

[
log(1−hu(z))� (1−hu(z)) +hu(z)

]
ν(dz) du

]
.

Since Qλ,h ∈Q we have that∣∣∣∣EQλ,h
t,x

[∫ s∧τn

t

1
2 |λu|

2 +

∫
Rl

[
log(1−hu(z))� (1−hu(z)) +hu(z)

]
ν(dz) du

]∣∣∣∣
≤ EQλ,h

t,x

[∫ T

0

1
2 |λu|

2 +

∫
Rl

[
log(1−hu(z))� (1−hu(z)) +hu(z)

]
ν(dz) du

]
<∞ ,

where we used that log(1− y)(1− y) + y ≥ 0 for y ≤ 1. Similarly, by (15)∣∣∣∣EQλ,h
t,x

[∫ s∧τn

t
η2 · g(Xu)du

]∣∣∣∣≤ |η2| · EQλ,h
t,x

[∫ T

0
|g(Xu)|du

]
<∞ .

Finally, using the quadratic growth condition imposed on J†, we have∣∣∣J†(s∧ τn,Xs∧τn)
∣∣∣≤C3

(
1 + sup

u∈[t,T ]
|Xu|2

)
,

and the right hand side of the inequality is integrable with respect to Qλ,h because Qλ,h ∈Q.
Thus, as a consequence of the dominated convergence theorem, we can take the limit when
n→∞ to obtain for all s ∈ [t, T )

EQλ,h
t,x

[
J†(s,Xs)

]
≥ J†(t,x)−EQλ,h

t,x

[∫ s

t

1
2 |λu|

2 + η2 · g(Xu)du

]
−EQλ,h

t,x

[∫ s

t

∫
Rl

[
log(1−hu(z))� (1−hu(z)) +hu(z)

]
ν(dz) du

]
,

and by continuity of J†, as we send s↗ T , we obtain

EQλ,h
t,x

[
η1 · (f(XT )− c)− η2 · d

]
≥

J†(t,x)−EQλ,h
t,x

[∫ T

t

1
2 |λu|

2 + η2 · g(Xu)du

]
−EQλ,h

t,x

[∫ T

t

∫
Rl

[
log(1−hu(z))� (1−hu(z)) +hu(z)

]
ν(dz) du

]
.

After rearranging the above equation we have that J† ≤ Jλ,h, and as a consequence of the
arbitrariness of λ and h, we obtain J† ≤ J .
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Finally, using a similar localisation technique as above, this time with (λ†,h†) and corre-
sponding measure Qλ†,h† ∈Q, and since it holds by construction that

∂tJ
†(t,x) +Lλ†,h†J†(t,x) + 1

2 |λ
†|2

+

∫
Rl

[
log(1−h†t(z))� (1−h†t(z)) +h†t(z)

]
ν(dz) + η2 · g(x) = 0 ,

we have that

EQλ†,h†
t,x

[
η1 · (f(XT )− c)− η2 · d

]
= J†(t,x)−EQλ†,h†

t,x

[∫ T

t

1
2 |λ
†
u|2 + η2 · g(Xu)du

]
−EQλ†,h†

t,x

[∫ T

t

∫
Rl

[
log(1−h†u(z))� (1−h†u(z)) +h†u(z)

]
ν(dz) du

]
.

Therefore, after rearranging, we have that J ≤ J†. Combining both inequalities we obtain
that J = J† which concludes the proof.

We introduce the notation Q† := Qλ†,h† to refer to the measure change induced by choos-
ing λ†,h† as in (13).

2.3. Representation of RN-density. The next result shows that for Qλ,h ∈Q with care-
fully chosen λ and h, the corresponding RN-density Zλ,hT of Qλ,h has an alternative repre-
sentation. This leads to a simple representation of the RN-density that characterises a solution
to (P ′), see Corollary 2.8.

THEOREM 2.7 (Representation of RN-density). Let Assumption 2.1 be fulfilled. Let Zλ,h

be given in (3) with λ,h specifically chosen to be

λt =−∇xw(t,Xt)

w(t,Xt)
σ(t,Xt) and ht(z) =−∆zw(t,Xt−)

w(t,Xt−)
,

where w : [0, T ]×Rn→R is

w(t,x) := Et,x
[
H (XT ) G

(∫ T

t
`(Xs) ds

)]
,

with ` : Rn→R and for some H :Rn→R+ \ {0} such that E[H(XT )]<∞, and G :R→
R+ \ {0} is C1 and such that G(a)G(b) =G(a+ b) for a, b ∈R.3 We assume that H and G
are such that w ∈ C1,2([0, T ]×Rn) and

E
[

exp

(
1
2

∫ T

0
|λs|2 ds+

∫ T

0

∫
Rl
ht(z)�ht(z)µ(dt,dz)

)]
<∞ .(17)

Then, we have, for all t ∈ [0, T ], that

Zλ,ht =
w(t,Xt)G

(∫ t
0 `(Xs) ds

)
E
[
w(T,XT )G

(∫ T
0 `(Xs) ds

)] ,
3From this property, it follows that G(0) = 1, and G(−a) = 1/G(a). In fact, a simple calculation shows that

G(x) is of the form exp(κx) for some constant κ.
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and, noting that w(T,XT ) =H(XT )G(0) and G(0) = 1,

Zλ,hT =
H(XT )G

(∫ T
0 `(Xs) ds

)
E
[
H(XT )G

(∫ T
0 `(Xs) ds

)] .
PROOF. For simplicity we drop the superscripts of Zλ,h and just write Z . By (17) we have

that (Zt)t∈[0,T ] is a martingale and thus Zt = Et[ZT ] for 0 ≤ t ≤ T , where Et[·] := E[·|Ft].
As Zt is a stochastic exponential, from Itô’s lemma, we have that

(18) dZt =
Zt−

w
∇xwσ dWt +

Zt−

w

∫
Rl

∆zw(t,Xt−) µ̃(dt,dz) .

Next, we observe that the process

w̃t :=G

(∫ t

0
`(Xs)ds

)
w(t,Xt) = Et,Xt

[
H (XT ) G

(∫ T

0
`(Xs)ds

)]
,

is a martingale. Given that w ∈ C1,2([0, T ) ×Rn), it follows that w̃ satisfies the following
SDE

dw̃t =G
(∫ t

0 `(Xs) ds
){

∂twdt+ (∇xw) ·αdt+ (∇xw)σ dWt

+ 1
2 Tr

(
σσᵀ∇2

xw
)

dt+

∫
Rl

∆zwµ(dt,dz)

}

+wG′
(∫ t

0 `(Xs) ds
)
`(Xt) dt ,

and as w̃ is a martingale, we have the following identity

(19)

G
(∫ t

0 `(Xs) ds
){

∂tw+ (∇xw) ·α+ 1
2 Tr

(
σσᵀ∇2

xw
)

+

∫
Rl

∆zw(t,Xt−)ν(dt,dz)

}
+wG′

(∫ t
0 `(Xs) ds

)
`(Xt) = 0 .

Next, we introduce the process Vt := 1/w̃t, which can be written as Vt = v(t,Xt)/Gt
where v(t,x) := 1/w(t,x), and

Gt :=G
(∫ t

0 `(Xs)ds
)
.

Thus, by the multidimensional Lévy-Itô formula, we have that (we omit the arguments of the
functions when there is no confusion)

dVt =− 1

Gtw2

(
∂tw+ (∇xw) ·α+ 1

2 Tr
(
σσᵀ∇2

xw
))

dt− 1

Gtw2
(∇xw)σ dWt

+
1

Gtw3
|(∇xw)σ|2 dt+

1

Gt

∑
j∈D

∫
R

(
1

w(t,Xt− + γ(j))
− 1

w(t,Xt−)

)
µj(dt,dz)

−G′
(
−
∫ t

0 `(Xs) ds
)
`(Xt)

1

w
dt ,
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and using the identity in (19) we have

dVt =
1

Gtw2

∫
Rl

∆zw(t,Xt)ν(dt,dz) +
1

wG2
t

G′
(∫ t

0 `(Xs) ds
)
`(Xt) dt

− 1

Gtw2
(∇xw)σ dWt +

1

Gtw3
|(∇xw)σ|2 dt

+
1

Gt

∑
j∈D

∫
R

(
1

w(t,Xt− + γ(j))
− 1

w(t,Xt−)

)
µj(dt,dz)

−G′
(
−
∫ t

0 `(Xs) ds
)
`(Xt)

1

w
dt .

(20)

Next, define the process φt := Zt Vt for t ∈ [0, T ]. We claim that φt = c for all t ∈ [0, T ]
for some constant c ∈R. To see this, note that

dφt = Zt− dVt + Vt− dZt + d[Z,V ]t ,

which after direct substitution, using (20), (18), and the formula for d[Z,V ]t, we have

dφt =
Zt−

Gtw2

∫
Rl

∆zw(t,Xt−)ν(dt,dz) +
Zt−

wG2
t

G′
(∫ t

0 `(Xs) ds
)
`(Xt) dt

− Zt−

Gtw2
(∇xw)σ dWt︸ ︷︷ ︸

(a)

+
Zt−

Gtw3
|(∇xw)σ|2 dt︸ ︷︷ ︸

(b)

+
Zt−

Gt

∑
j∈D

∫
R

(
1

w(t,Xt− + γ(j))
− 1

w(t,Xt−)

)
µj(dt,dz)

−Zt−G′
(
−
∫ t

0 `(Xs) ds
)
`(Xt)

1

w
dt + Vt− Zt− (∇x logw)σ dWt︸ ︷︷ ︸

(c)

+
Vt− Zt−

w

∫
Rl

∆zw(t,Xt−) µ̃(dt,dz) − Zt−

Gtw2
Tr
(
σσᵀ (∇x logw)ᵀ∇xw

)
dt︸ ︷︷ ︸

(d)

− Zt−

Gt

∑
j∈D

∫
R

(
1

w(t,Xt− + γ(j))
− 1

w(t,Xt−)

)(
1− w(t,Xt− + γ(j))

w(t,Xt−)

)
µj(dt,dz) .

As ∇x logw = ∇xw
w and Vt = 1/(wGt), after a short calculation we find that (a) cancels

with (c) . Similarly, (b) cancels with (d) by factoring 1/w out of the Tr(·) operator. Then, it
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follows that dφt reduces to

dφt =
Zt−

Gtw2

∫
Rl

∆zw(t,Xt−)ν(dt,dz) +
Zt−

wG2
t

G′
(∫ t

0 `(Xs) ds
)
`(Xt) dt︸ ︷︷ ︸

(e)

+
Zt−

Gt

∑
j∈D

∫
R

(
1

w(t,Xt− + γ(j))
− 1

w(t,Xt−)

)
µj(dt,dz)

−Zt−G′
(
−
∫ t

0 `(Xs) ds
)
`(Xt)

1

w
dt︸ ︷︷ ︸

(f)

+
Vt− Zt−

w

∫
Rl

∆zw(t,Xt−) µ̃(dt,dz)

− Zt−

Gt

∑
j∈D

∫
R

(
1

w(t,Xt− + γ(j))
− 1

w(t,Xt−)

)(
1− w(t,Xt− + γ(j))

w(t,Xt−)

)
µj(dt,dz) .

(21)

Note that G(−x) = 1/G(x) (as G(x− x) = G(x)G(−x) and G(0) = 1), hence G′(−x) =
G′(x)
G2(x) , and thus

G′
(
−
∫ t

0 `(Xs) ds
)

=
G′
(∫ t

0 `(Xs) ds
)

G2
(∫ t

0 `(Xs) ds
) .

Using this relationship, the (e) and (f) terms in (21) cancel, in which case we have

dφt =
Zt−

Gtw2

∫
Rl

∆zw(t,Xt−)ν(dt,dz)︸ ︷︷ ︸
(g)

+
Zt−

Gt

∑
j∈D

∫
R

(
1

w(t,Xt− + γ(j))
− 1

w(t,Xt−)

)
µj(dt,dz)

+
Vt− Zt−

w

∫
Rl

∆zw(t,Xt−)µ(dt,dz) − Vt− Zt−

w

∫
Rl

∆zw(t,Xt−)ν(dt,dz)︸ ︷︷ ︸
(h)

− Zt−

Gt

∑
j∈D

∫
R

(
1

w(t,Xt− + γ(j))
− 1

w(t,Xt−)

)(
1− w(t,Xt− + γ(j))

w(t,Xt−)

)
µj(dt,dz) .

From the definition of Vt, we see that (g) and (h) cancel. Finally we have

dφt =
Zt−

Gt

∑
j∈D

∫
R

(
1

w(t,Xt− + γ(j))
− 1

w(t,Xt−)

)
µj(dt,dz)

− Zt−

Gtw

∑
j∈D

∫
R

(
1− w(t,Xt− + γ(j))

w(t,Xt−)

)
µj(dt,dz)

− Zt−

Gt

∑
j∈D

∫
R

(
1

w(t,Xt− + γ(j))
− 1

w(t,Xt−)

)(
1− w(t,Xt− + γ(j))

w(t,Xt−)

)
µj(dt,dz)

= 0 .
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The last equality follows by collecting like terms in the preceding lines. Thus, φt = c for all
t ∈ [0, T ], and some c ∈R. As Zt = cw(t,Xt)Gt and E[ZT ] = 1, it follows that

c= E[w(T,XT )GT ]−1 = E
[
w(T,XT )G

(∫ T
0 `(Xs) ds

)]−1
,

from which we obtain the required results

Zt =
w(t,Xt)Gt

E[w(T,XT )GT ]
, t ∈ [0, T ] , and ZT =

H(XT )GT
E[H(XT )GT ]

.

COROLLARY 2.8. Let Assumptions 2.1 be fulfilled, D−X 6= ∅, and (η1,η2) ∈D−X. Fur-
ther let λ†, h†, and ω†(t,x) be as in Theorem 2.6 and satisfying its assumptions. Then, the
probability measure Q† has RN-density

(22)
dQ†

dP
= Zλ

†,h†

T =
exp

(
−η1 · f(XT )− η2 ·

∫ T
0 g(Xu) du

)
E
[
exp

(
−η1 · f(XT )− η2 ·

∫ T
0 g(Xu) du

)] .
PROOF. By the definition of ω†(t, x) in (12) we have

ω†(t,x) = Et,x
[
H(XT )G

(∫ T

t
`(Xu)du

)]
.

where we setH(x) := exp(−η1 · (f(x)− c)), `(x) = η2 ·g(x), andG(x) := exp(−x+ η2 · d).
Applying Theorem 2.7, the RN-density is becomes

Zλ
†,h†

T =
exp

(
−η1 · (f(XT )− c)− η2 ·

(∫ T
0 g(Xu) du− d

))
E
[
exp

(
−η1 · (f(XT )− c)− η2 ·

(∫ T
0 g(Xu) du− d

))] ,
which after simplification concludes the proof.

Note that the above corollary states that the RN-density is a function only of the terminal
value of the processes XT and the running costs

∫ T
0 g(Xs)ds. Thus, even though the RN-

density Zλ
†,h†

T was characterised by the stochastic process λ† and the random vector field h†,
it has a representation where it does not (explicitly) depend on them. As we show in the next
subsection, an optimal RN-density which attains the infimum in the optimisation problem
(P ′) will be of the form (22) for some λ and h and moreover it will indirectly depend on
them through the constraints.

2.4. Solution to Optimisation Problems (P ′) and (P ). In this section, we present the so-
lution to the control problem (P ′) and show that, if the solution exists, it is also the unique the
constrained optimisation problem (P ). The next result states the solution to the optimisation
problem (P ′).

THEOREM 2.9 (Solution to (P ′)). Let Assumptions 2.1 and 2.4 be fulfilled and suppose
that λ∗, h∗ are as in Theorem 2.6, with Lagrange multipliers (η∗1,η

∗
2) solving Equation (5),

and satisfy its assumptions. Then, there exits a solution Qλ∗,h∗ to (P ′) which is given in
Corollary 2.8 with optimal Lagrange multipliers (η∗1,η

∗
2) and where λ∗, h∗ generate the

measure change.
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PROOF. For fixed (η1,η2) ∈D−X, we take ω†(t,x), λ†, and h† as given in (12) and (13).
Denote the corresponding measure by Q† := Qλ†,h† . Recall that dQ†

dP = Zλ
†,h†

T =: Z†T . Then
we may rewrite the constraints as

E
[
Z†T (fj(XT )− cj)

]
= 0 , for j ∈R1 ,

and E
[
Z†T

(∫ T
0 gi(Xs) ds− di

)]
= 0 , for i ∈R2 .

(23)

By Corollary 2.8 we further have that

Z†T =
e−η1 · (f(XT )−c)−η2·(

∫ T
0
g(Xu) du−d)

E
[
e−η1 · (f(XT )−c)−η2·(

∫ T
0
g(Xu) du−d)

] ,
which allows to rewrite the set of equations (23) as

−∂ηk logE
[
e−η1 · (f(XT )−c)−η2·(

∫ T
0
g(Xu) du−d)

]
= 0 , ∀ k ∈R1 ∪R2 .

The above set of equations can be compactly written as the system of equations

∇aKX (−a) = 0 ,

which, by Assumption 2.4, has a solution, denoted here by (η∗1,η
∗
2). Further, if for this choice

of Lagrange multipliers, the assumptions in Theorem 2.6 are satisfied then, by Theorem 2.6,
the corresponding optimal controls λ∗,h∗ are attainable and generate the required measure
change Qλ∗,h∗ .

PROPOSITION 2.10 (SDE under Q∗). Let the conditions of Theorem 2.9 be fulfilled and
Q∗ = Qλ∗,h∗ given in Theorem 2.9. Then, X satisfies the following SDE in terms of Q∗-
martingales

dXt =

(
α(t,Xt)−σ(t,Xt)λ

∗ᵀ
t −

∫
Rl
γ(t,Xt− ,z)

[
h∗ᵀt (z)� ν(dz)

])
dt

+σ(t,Xt) dW λ∗

t +

∫
Rl
γ(t,Xt− ,z) µ̃h

∗
(dt,dz) ,

where µ̃h
∗

:=µ− νh∗ , W λ∗ is a Q∗-Brownian Motion and νh
∗
(dt,dz) = (1−h∗t (z))ᵀ �

ν(dz) dt the Q∗-compensator of µ.

PROOF. This follows immediately from Girsanov’s Theorem and by writing (1) in terms
of W λ∗ and µ̃h

∗
.

THEOREM 2.11 (Solution to (P )). If the optimisation problem (P ′) has a solution, then
it is unique, and moreover it is the unique solution to optimisation problem (P ).

PROOF. By Theorem 2.9 a solution to optimisation problem (P ′) is Q∗ = Qλ∗,h∗ where
λ∗, h∗, and ω∗(t,x) are as in Theorem 2.6 with Lagrange multipliers (η∗1,η

∗
2) solving Equa-

tion (5). By Corollary 2.8 (multiplying and dividing by the constants), we have that

dQ∗

dP
=

exp
(
−η∗1 · (f(XT )− c)− η∗2 ·

(∫ T
0 g(Xu) du− d

))
E
[
exp

(
−η∗1 · (f(XT )− c)− η∗2 ·

(∫ T
0 g(Xu) du− d

))] .



18

Next, let Q̃ be any probability measure that is absolutely continuous with respect to P and
under which the constraints are fulfilled. Then, observe that

E

[(
dQ∗

dP
− dQ̃

dP

)
log

dQ∗

dP

]

= E

[(
dQ∗

dP
− dQ̃

dP

){
−η∗1 · (f(XT )− c)− η∗2 ·

(∫ T

0
g(Xu) du− d

)

− logE
[
exp

(
−η∗1 · (f(XT )− c)− η∗2 ·

(∫ T

0
g(Xu) du− d

))]}]
= 0 .

Using the above equality, the KL-divergence from Q̃ to P can be bounded below as follows

DKL

(
Q̃ || P

)
= E

[
dQ̃
dP

log
dQ̃
dP

]
+E

[(
dQ∗

dP
− dQ̃

dP

)
log

dQ∗

dP

]

= E

[
dQ̃
dP

(
log

dQ̃
dP

+ log
dP

dQ∗

)]
+DKL (Q∗ || P)

= EQ̃

[
log

dQ̃
dQ∗

]
+DKL (Q∗ || P)

=DKL

(
Q̃ || Q∗

)
+DKL (Q∗ || P)

≥DKL (Q∗ || P) .

Thus, Q∗ is indeed a solution to (P ). Uniqueness of the solution to (P ) follows by strict
convexity of the KL-divergence, which implies uniqueness of (P ′).

3. Analytically Tractable Examples. In this section we provide examples illustrating
how the dynamics of processes change when moving from P to Q∗. First, we discuss the sign
of the optimal Lagrange multiplier under one single constraint. Second, we consider how the
solution to the optimisation problem (P ) is connected to pinned measures. Third, we provide
explicit expressions for the Lagrange multipliers and the optimal RN-density under two VaR
constraints. Forth, we consider a constraint on the mean when the underlying process has
independent increments. Finally, we study how a Brownian motion is perturbed when we
keep its mean equal to 0 but alter its standard deviation.

3.1. Sign of Lagrange multiplier for Single Constraint. For the case when there is only
one constraint, i.e., r1 = 1, r2 = 0, or r1 = 0, r2 = 1, we can specify the sign of the Lagrange
multiplier. For simplicity we assume that r2 = 0 however the following proposition also holds
for one running cost constraint.

PROPOSITION 3.1 (Sign of Lagrange multiplier). Let Assumptions 2.1 and 2.4 be ful-
filled and denote by η∗ the unique solution to (5). Consider Problem (P ) with one constraint,
i.e. r1 = 1, r2 = 0, which we write as EQ[f(XT )] = c. Then, the sign of the optimal Lagrange
multiplier η∗ is given by sgn (η∗) = sgn (E[f(XT )]− c).
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PROOF. Using the optimal RN-density given in Corollary 2.8, the optimal Lagrange mul-
tiplier η∗ fulfils

0 = E
[
e−η

∗(f(XT )−c)

E[e−η∗(f(XT )−c)]
(f(XT )− c)

]

=
d

dη
log
(
E
[
eη(f(XT )−c)

])∣∣∣∣
η=−η∗

=
d

dη
Kf(XT )−c (η)

∣∣∣∣
η=−η∗

.

As the derivative of a cgf of a random variable Y , d
daKY (a), is strictly increasing in its

argument a, we have that d
dηKf(XT )−c(η)|η=−η∗ is strictly decreasing in η∗. Moreover,

d

dη
Kf(XT )−c (η)

∣∣
η=0

= E[f(XT )]− c .

Clearly, if the rhs vanishes, then η∗ = 0. Further, if E[f(XT )]− c > 0, we must have η∗ > 0.
Similarly, if E[f(XT )]− c < 0, we must have η∗ < 0.

The above proposition states that a constraint EQ∗ [f(XT )] = c > E[f(XT )], i.e., an in-
crease in the expected value of f(XT ) from P to Q∗, corresponds to a negative optimal
Lagrange multiplier. Similarly, if the expected value of f(XT ) is decreased from P to Q∗
(EQ∗ [f(XT )] = c < E[f(XT )]), then η∗ is positive.

3.2. Pinned Measures. Consider a Borel measurable set B ∈ B(Rn) and the constraint
function f(x) = 1{x∈B} which results in the constraint Q(XT ∈B) = qk, where we choose
qk := 1− 1

k , k ∈ Z+ \ {0}. For each k, the optimal probability measures is

(24)
dQ∗k
dP

=
e−η

∗
k 1{XT∈B} + 1{XT /∈B}

e−η
∗
k pB + (1− pB)

,

where pB := P(XT ∈ B) and η∗k is such that the constraint is binding. We include the sub-
script index on Q∗k as we aim to consider the limiting measure for k ↑ ∞. By enforcing the
constraint, we have that

E

[
e−η

∗
k 1{XT∈B} + 1{XT /∈B}

e−η
∗
k pB + (1− pB)

1{XT∈B}

]
= qn,

which gives

(25) η∗k =− log

(
pB
qk

1− qk
1− pB

)
.

Substituting (25) into Equation (24), the RN-density becomes

dQ∗k
dP

=
(

1− 1

k

pB

)
1{XT∈B} +

(
1

k(1−pB)

)
1{XT /∈B} .

The limiting measure induced by the RN-density dQ∗
dP := limk→∞

dQ∗k
dP =

1{XT∈B}

P(XT∈B) coincides
with the so-called pinned measures. Pinned measures are those for which the terminal value
of the processX must lie within the set B. Note this limiting measure is not equivalent to P,
but absolutely continuous Q� P.
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3.3. VaR Constraints. We consider the constraint functions f1(x) = 1{xj≤q1} and
f2(x) = 1{xj≤q2} with q1, q2 ∈ R such that essinfXj

T < q1 < q2 < esssupXj
T and j ∈

{1,2, . . . , n}. The corresponding constraints are Q(Xj
T ≤ qi) = βi, 0< β1 < β2 < 1, i= 1,2,

which are Value-at-Risk4 (VaR) constraints at levels βi if the P-distribution of Xj
T is contin-

uous. Next, we rewrite the second constraint as

Q(q1 <Xj
T ≤ q2) = β2 − β1

and by Corollary 2.8 the RN-density for fixed Lagrange multipliers η1, η2 becomes

(26)
dQ
dP

=
e−η11{Xj

T≤q1} + e−η21{q1<Xj
T≤q2} + 1{Xj

T>q2}

C(η1, η2)
,

where C(η1, η2) := e−η1P(Xj
T ≤ q1) + e−η2P(q1 <Xj

T ≤ q2) + P(Xj
T > q2) is the normal-

ising constant. Further, the optimal Lagrange multipliers η∗1 and η∗2 satisfy

β1 =
e−η

∗
1P(Xj

T ≤ q1)

C(η∗1, η
∗
2)

and β2 − β1 =
e−η

∗
2P(q1 <Xj

T ≤ q2)

C(η∗1, η
∗
2)

.

Inserting this into (26) the optimal RN-density is

dQ∗

dP
= β1

P(Xj
T≤q1)

1{Xj
T≤q1} + β2−β1

P(q1<X
j
T≤q2)

1{q1<Xj
T≤q2} + 1−β2

P(Xj
T>q2)

1{Xj
T>q2} .

Moreover, the optimal Lagrange multipliers are given by

η∗1 = log

(
P(Xj

T≤q1)
β1

1−β2

P(Xj
T>q2)

)
,

η∗2 = log

(
P(q1<Xj

T≤q2)
β2−β1

1−β2

P(Xj
T>q2)

)
,

and the normalising constant simplifies to C(η∗1, η
∗
2) =

P(Xj
T>q2)

1−β2
.

Note that the explicit formulas for the Lagrange multipliers and the RN-density hold for
any Lévy-Itô process (Xt)t∈[0,T ]. Moreover, the assumptions on q1, q2, β1, and β2 are enough
to guarantee existence of the solution to (P ) with VaR constraints.

3.4. Linear Constraint Function for Process with Independent Increments. For simplic-
ity we consider a one-dimensional process and a linear constraint function. That is, we let
(Xt)t∈[0,T ] be the solution to the SDE under P

dXt = µ(t) dt+ σ(t) dWt +

∫
R

z µ̃(dt,dz) ,

where W is a one-dimensional P-Brownian motion, µ(dt,dz) the Poisson random measure
describing Poisson arrivals of independent and identically distributed marks, and X0 = x0 ∈
R. We consider optimisation problem (P ) with a constraint on the expected value of XT , i.e.
EQ[XT ] = c, c ∈R. Note that this constraint encompasses linear constraint functions f(x) =
a1 x+ a2, with a1, a2 ∈R, a1 6= 0, as, for this choice of f , the constraint EQ[f(XT )] = c is
equivalent to EQ[XT ] = (c− a2)/a1.

4For a univariate random variable Y and a probability measure Q, the Q-Value-at-Risk at level β ∈ (0,1) is de-
fined as VaRQ

β (Y ) := inf {y ∈R | Q (Y ≤ y)≥ β}. For simplicity of notation we write VaRβ(Y ) := VaRP
β(Y ).
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From Theorem 2.6 for fixed Lagrange multiplier η ∈D−(XT−c), and asX has independent
increments, we have

ω(t, x) = Et,x
[
e−η (XT−c)

]
= e−η (x−c) E

[
e−η (XT−Xt)

]
,

λ(t, x) = η σ(t) , and

ht(z) = 1− e−η z .

We note that ω ∈ C1,2([0, T ]×R) and that λ, h induce Qλ,h ∈Q.
If we further assume that ν(dz,dt) = ` Φa,b(dz) dt where ` > 0 is the rate parameter of

the Poisson process and Φa,b(z) := Φ((z − a)/b) is the distribution function of the marks –
here Φ is the distribution function of a standard normal random variable. Then, for fixed η
and Qλ,h ∈Q the constraint equation EQλ,h [XT ] = c becomes (after some calculations)

x0 +A− ηΣ2 − `T η b2 e−aη+
1
2η

2 b2 − `aT = c ,(27)

where A :=
∫ T

0 α(t) dt and Σ2 :=
∫ T

0 σ2(t)dt. The optimal Lagrange multiplier η∗ that binds
the constraint exists since the lhs of (27) is continuous in η and diverges to −∞ for η→∞
and diverges to∞ for η→−∞. Uniqueness of η∗ follows by uniqueness of the solution to
(P ).

3.5. Brownian Motion with Arbitrary Variance. Let Xt = Wt, t ∈ [0, T ], be a one-
dimensional P-Brownian motion and consider the constraints EQ[XT ] = 0 and EQ[X2

T ] =
κT , for κ > 0, κ 6= 1. Note that since E[XT ] = 0 and E[X2

T ] = T the constraints result that
under the optimal probability measure, the mean of XT is kept fixed to its P value while the
variance is scaled by κ. For Lagrange multipliers η1, η2 ∈D−X we have by Theorem 2.6 that

ω(t, x) = Et,x
[
e−η1XT−η2 (X2

T−κT )
]

and

λ(t, x) =
2η2

2η2(T − t) + 1
x+

η1

2η2(T − t) + 1
.

Therefore, (Xt)t∈[0,T ] satisfies the following SDE under Qλ

dXt = at (β −Xt) dt+ dW λ
t ,

whereW λ is a Qλ-Brownian motion, at := 2η2/(2η2(T − t)+1), and β :=−η1/(2η2) with
η1, η2 to be determined to bind the constraints. By employing Itô’s formula on the process

Yt :=Xt e
∫ t
0
as ds , t≥ 0 ,

we obtain that

Xt =−η1

∫ t

0

2η2 (T − t) + 1

(2η2 (T − s) + 1)2
ds+

∫ t

0

2η2 (T − t) + 1

2η2 (T − s) + 1
dW λ

s .

As the coefficient of the Itô integral is deterministic, XT is normally distributed, and as the
Itô integral has zero Qλ-mean, we see that η∗1 = 0 to enforce the mean constraint. Using Itô’s
isometry we find that η∗2 = (1−κ)/(2κT ) is required to enforce the variance constraint. Note
that if κ ∈ (0,1) – a reduction of the variance under Q∗–, then η∗2 > 0, which implies that the
process (Xt)t∈[0,T ] mean-reverts around zero to reduce the variance; similarly, if κ > 1 – an
increase of the variance under Q∗ –, then η∗2 < 0, which implies that the process (Xt)t∈[0,T ]

is mean-avoiding to increase the variance. Finally, under the optimal measure Q∗ the process
(Xt)t∈[0,T ] satisfies the SDE

dXt =−
(

T
1−κ − t

)−1
Xt dt+ dW ∗t ,
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where W ∗ is a Q∗-Brownian motion. The above SDE shows that X is a Ornstein-Uhlenbeck
process. Note the coefficient of the drift remains finite for all t ∈ [0, T ].

4. Infinitesimal Perturbations. In this section we consider small perturbations, that is
constraints where the Q-expectations equal their P-expectations plus εδ, where δ is the di-
rection of the perturbation and ε is small. We prove, in this setup, that the optimal Lagrange
multiplier is, up to order o(ε), the inverse of the P-covariance matrix of the constraint func-
tions multiplied by ε and the direction of the perturbation. Using the results on infinitesimal
perturbations, we define a directional derivative – termed entropic derivative – of risk func-
tionals in the direction of least relative entropy in Section 4.2.

4.1. Optimal Lagrange Multiplier. For functions fj , gi : Rn→ R with j ∈ R1 and i ∈
R2, we define the random vector

f = (f1, . . . , fr1+r2) , where fj := fj(XT ) , ∀ j ∈R1 , and

fi :=

∫ T

0
gi(Xs) ds , ∀ i ∈R2 .

(28)

We assume throughout this section that C(fi, fj)<∞, where C denotes the P-covariance, for
all i, j ∈ R1 ∪R2. Using the above notation, we state the optimisation problem concerning
infinitesimal perturbations.

OPTIMISATION 4.1. For ε 6= 0, δ := (δ1, . . . , δr1+r2) ∈ Rr1+r2 , and a random vector f
given in (28), we consider the optimisation problem

(Pε) inf
Q�P

DKL(Q || P) subject to EQ [f] = EP [f] + εδ ,

where the constraints are understood as a system of equations.

If a solution to optimisation problem (Pε) exists, we denote the probability measure at-
taining the infimum by Q∗ε . This probability measure may be viewed as arising from small
perturbations of f in direction of δ. The next result shows that the optimal Lagrange multiplier
η∗ε is, up to o(ε), equal to the inverse of the P-covariance matrix of the constraint functions
multiplied by ε and the direction of the perturbation δ. We first prove this result for a single
constraint and then, using slightly stronger assumptions, for a collection of constraints.

THEOREM 4.2 (Single Constraint). Let r1 + r2 = 1, and write X = f−E[f]− εδ, i.e. we
only consider one constraint, and assume that f satisfies C

(
f, (f−E[f])2 ) ∈R/{0}. Under

the Assumptions of Theorem 2.9, the optimisation problem (Pε) has a unique solution Q∗ε
with Lagrange multiplier η∗ε ∈R satisfying

η∗ε =− 1

V(f)
δ ε+ o(ε) ,

where V(f) := E
[
(f−E[f])2

]
denotes the P-variance of f. Moreover, the KL-divergence of

Q∗ε with respect to P is

DKL(Q∗ε || P) =
1

V(f)
δ2 ε2 + o(ε2) .

PROOF. By Theorem 2.9, the solution to problem (Pε) is

dQ∗ε
dP

=
exp (−η∗ε (f−E[f]− εδ))

E [exp (−η∗ε (f−E[f]− εδ))]
=

exp (−η∗ε f)
E [exp (−η∗ε f)]

,
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where the Lagrange multiplier η∗ε solves the equation EQ∗ε [f] = E[f]+ε δ. Let η∗ε =− 1
V(f)δε+

rε, where rε := r(ε) and r : R→R is the error term satisfying limε→0 rε = 0. Then for η∗ε to
bind the constraint, we require that

(29) E
[(

exp (−η∗ε f)
E [exp (−η∗ε f)]

− 1

)
f

]
= E [(h (η∗ε)− 1) f] = ε δ ,

where we set the random variable h(z) := e−z f/E[e−z f]. Next, we show that rε is an error
term of order o(ε). For this we first apply the Taylor theorem to calculate the Taylor approx-
imation of h around ε= 0, and obtain that for all ω ∈Ω

h(η∗ε) = 1− (f−E[f])

(
− 1

V(f)
δε+ rε

)
+Rε(ξ) ,

where the random variable Rε is the error term of the Taylor approximation of h and ξ
(potentially depending on ω) lies between 0 and − 1

V(f)δε+ rε. Inserting the expansion of h
into (29) we obtain

E [(f−E[f]) f]

(
1

V(f)
δ ε− rε

)
+E [fRε(ξ)] = ε δ .

Noting that E [(f−E[f]) f] = V(f), the above becomes

(30) V(f) rε = E [fRε(ξ)] .

Using the Lagrange form of the error term, we may write

E [fRε(ξ)] = 1
2 E
[
fh′′(ξ)

](
− 1

V(f)
δ ε+ rε

)2

= 1
2 M(ξ)

(
1

V(f)2
δ2ε2 − 2

1

V(f)
δ ε rε + rε

2

)
,

where we setM(ξ) := E [fh′′(ξ)], where h′′ is the second derivative of h(z) with respect to z.
Note that M is continuous so that lima→0M(a) =M(0). Moreover, calculations show that
M(0) = C

(
f, (f−E[f])2 ) which by assumption implies that M(0) 6= 0 and |M(0)|<∞.

Therefore, Equation (30) admits the quadratic form

r2
ε − 2rε

(
1

V(f)
δε+

V(f)

M(ξ)

)
+

1

V(f)2
δ2ε2 = 0 ,

which has solutions

rε =
1

V(f)
δ ε+

V(f)

M(ξ)
± V(f)

M(ξ)

√
1 + 2

M(ξ)

V(f)2
δ ε .

Note that the positive root, r+
ε , is not a viable solution since is satisfies

lim
ε→0

r+
ε = 2 lim

ε→0

V(f)

M(ξ)
6= 0 ,

which contradicts that rε must converge to 0 as ε→ 0. For the negative root, r−ε , we apply
Taylor’s theorem for `(z) =

√
1 + z = 1+ 1

2z+o(z), and obtain, recall that limε→0 |M(ξ)|=
lima→0 |M(a)|<∞,

r−ε =
1

V(f)
δε+

V(f)

M(ξ)
− V(f)

M(ξ)

(
1 +

M(ξ)

V(f)2
δε+ o(εM(ξ))

)
= o(ε) .
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Thus, indeed η∗ε =− 1
V(f)δε+ o(ε).

Next, we calculate the RN-density. For this we first use Taylor’s theorems for ez = 1 + z+
o(z), and then, in the third equation, Taylor’s theorem for 1

1−z = 1 + z + o(z),

dQ∗ε
dP

=
exp

(
ε 1

V(f)δ f+ o(ε)
)

E
[
exp

(
ε 1

V(f)δ f+ o(ε)
)] =

1 + ε 1
V(f)δf+ o(ε)

E
[
1 + ε 1

V(f)δf+ o(ε)
]

=

(
1 + ε

1

V(f)
δf+ o(ε)

) (
1− ε 1

V(f)
δE [f] + o(ε)

)
= 1 + ε δ

(f−E [f])

V(f)
+ o(ε) .

Finally, we calculate the KL-divergence, using Taylor’s theorem for log(1− z) =−z+ o(z),

DKL(Q∗ε || P) = E
[(

1 + εδ
(f−E [f])

V(f)
+ o(ε)

)(
εδ

(f−E [f])

V(f)
+ o(ε)

)]
=

1

V(f)
δ2ε2 + o(ε2) .

We prove the result for multiple constraints using a different proof which requires slightly
stronger assumptions.

THEOREM 4.3 (Multiple Constraints). Let the Assumptions of Theorem 2.9 be ful-
filled. Further, assume that the Lagrange multiplier η∗ε = (η∗ε,1, . . . , η

∗
ε,r1+r2) ∈ R

r1+r2 cor-
responding to optimisation problem (Pε) is component-wise differentiable in ε and that
E[fifjfkfl] <∞ for all i, j, k, l ∈ R1 ∪ R2. Then, optimisation problem (Pε) has a unique
solution Q∗ε with Lagrange multiplier η∗ε satisfying

η∗ε =−C−1δ ε+ o(ε) ,

where the matrix C has components Cji := C[fj , fi], i, j ∈ R1 ∪R2. Furthermore, the KL-
divergence of Q∗ε with respect to P is

DKL(Q∗ε || P) = δᵀC−1 δ ε2 + o(ε2) .

PROOF. By Theorem 2.9, the solution to problem (Pε) is

dQ∗ε
dP

=
exp (−η∗ε · f)

E [exp (−η∗ε · f)]
,

where the Lagrange multipliers η∗ε solve the system of equations EQ∗ε [f] = E[f] + εδ. The
constraints impose that for all k ∈R1 ∪R2

(31) E
[(

exp (−η∗ε · f)
E [exp (−η∗ε · f)]

− 1

)
fk

]
= E [(h (η∗ε)− 1) fk] = ε δk ,

where the random variable h(z) := e−z·f/E[e−z·f] for z ∈Rr1+r2 . Let η∗ε =−C−1δε+ rε,
where rε := r(ε), r : R→Rr1+r2 , is the error term satisfying component-wise limε→0 rε =
0. Next, we show that rε is of order o(ε). For this we first apply Taylor’s theorem to calculate
the Taylor approximation of h. Indeed, for all ω ∈Ω

(32) h(η∗ε) = 1− (f−E[f])ᵀ
(
−C−1δε+ rε

)
+R(η∗ε) ,
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where the random variableR is the error term of the Taylor approximation of h, i.e. in integral
form

R(x) = 1
2

r1+r2∑
i,j=1

xi xj

∫ 1

0
(1− t)hi,j(tx) dt,

where hi,j(x) := ∂xixjh(x). Inserting (32), the expansion of h, into (31) we obtain for all
k ∈R1 ∪R2

(33) E [(f−E[f])ᵀ fk]
(
C−1δε− rε

)
+E [fkR(η∗ε)] = εδk .

Note that E [(f−E[f])ᵀ fk] = Ck ·, where Ck · is the k-th row of C , and Ck·C−1δ = δk.
Thus, Equation (33) becomes

Ck · rε = E [fkR(η∗ε)] .(34)

Note that

d

dε
R(η∗ε) =

r1+r2∑
l=1

∂xlR(x)|x=η∗ε

d

dε
η∗ε,l =

r1+r2∑
l=1

Ql(η
∗
ε)

(
−(C−1δ)l +

d

dε
rε,l

)
,

where

Ql(x) :=

{
r1+r2∑
i=1

xi

∫ 1

0
(1− t)hi,l(tx) dt

+1
2

r1+r2∑
i,j=1

xixj

∫ 1

0
(1− t)hi,j,l(tx) dt

 ,

and hi,j,l(x) := ∂xi,xj ,xlh(x). Next, define the matrix Bε whose entries are Bε,i,j =
E[fiQj(η

∗
ε)]. Taking derivative of (34) with respect to ε, then stacking the equations and

isolating for d
dεrε, we have

d
dεrε =−(C −Bε)

−1BεC
−1δ.

Further, after some tedious computations, and defining ∆fi := fi −E[fi],

lim
ε→0

hi,j,k(εx) =E [fi (fj +E[fj∆fk]])] +E [fi∆fj∆fk] +E [fi∆fj ] ∆fk

+ (fi −E[fi∆fk])∆fj + ∆fi(fj +E[fj∆fk])−∆fi∆fj∆fk.

Hence, under the assumption of bounded fourth moments, limε→0Bε = 0 and applying
L’Hôpital’s rule, we obtain (component-wise)

lim
ε→0

rε
ε

= lim
ε→0

d
dε rε = 0 ,

which implies that η∗ε =−C−1δε + o(ε).
To calculate the KL-divergence, we first calculate the RN-density, using similar steps to

the proof of Theorem 4.2,

dQ∗ε
dP

=
1 + εC−1δ · f+ o(ε)

E [1 + εC−1δ · f] + o(ε)

=
(
1 + εC−1δ · f+ o(ε)

) (
1− εC−1δ ·E [f] + o(ε)

)
= 1 + εC−1δ · (f−E [f]) + o(ε) .
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Thus, the KL-divergence becomes

DKL(Q∗ε || P) = E
[(

1 + εC−1δ · (f−E [f]) + o(ε)
) (
εC−1δ · (f−E [f]) + o(ε)

)]
= ε2δᵀC−1E

[
(f−E [f])2

]
C−1δ+ o

(
ε2
)

= ε2δᵀC−1δ+ o(ε2) ,

which concludes the proof.

4.2. Entropic Derivative. In this section, we define a derivative of a risk functional along
constraints in the direction of least relative entropy. For this we use the same notation as in
Section 4.1 and denote by f a vector of constraints given in (28) and by δ the direction of the
derivative.

DEFINITION 4.4 (Entropic Derivative). Let f be a random vector with representation as
in (28) and δ ∈Rr1+r2 . Then the entropic derivative of an FT -measureable random variable
` in direction δ along the constraint f at time t ∈ [0, T ] is

Df,δ
t [`] = lim

ε↓0

1

ε

(
EQε [` | Ft]−E[` | Ft]

)
,

where for all ε, Q∗ε is the solution to optimisation problem (Pε).

The entropic derivative is 1-homogeneous, in that Df,δ
t [m`] = mDf,δ

t [`] for all m ∈ R,
and additive, i.e. Df,δ

t [`1 + `2] = Df,δ
t [`1] + Df,δ

t [`2], for all `1, `2 FT -measureable random
variables. Furthermore, the entropic derivative satisfies Df,δ

t [`] = 0 for all t ∈ [0, T ], if ` and
f are independent; a result following from the next proposition.

PROPOSITION 4.5. The entropic derivative of ` in direction of δ along the constraint f
at time t ∈ [0, T ] has representation

Df,δ
t [`] =C−1δ · Et[(f−E[f]) ] , t ∈ [0, T ] .

At time t= 0, the derivative may be written as

Df,δ
0 [`] =C−1δ ·E[(f−E[f]) (`−E[`])] .

PROOF. Using Theorem 4.3 and in particular the approximation of Q∗ε , we have for
t ∈ [0, T ]

Df,δ
t [`] = lim

ε↓0

1

ε

(
EQ∗ε [` | Ft]−Et[`]

)
= lim

ε↓0

1

ε

{
Et
[(

1 + εC−1δ · (f−E[f])
)
`
]
−Et[`] + o(ε)

}
= lim

ε↓0

{
C−1δ ·Et[(f−E[f]) `] +O(ε)

}
=C−1δ · Et[(f−E[f]) `] .

The representation for t= 0 follows by noting that E[(f−E[f])E[`] ] = 0.
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Next, we provide an example of an entropic risk measure and relate it to the sensitivity of
the Tail-Value-at-Risk (TVaR) to a sub-portfolio. Recall that for a random variable Y and a
probability measures Q, the Q-TVaR at level β ∈ [0,1) is defined as

TVaRQ
β (Y ) =

1

1− β

∫ 1

β
FQ,−1
Y (u)du ,

where the Q-quantile function of Y is given by FQ,−1
Y (u) := VaRQ

u (Y ). For simplicity of
notation, we write TVaRβ(Y ) := TVaRP

β(Y )

EXAMPLE (TVaR Sensitivity). Suppose we have the process (X1,t,X2,t)t∈[0,T ] and con-
sider f = 1{X1,T+X2,T<q}, where q = VaRα(X1,T +X2,T ), and δ ∈R. For simplicitly assume
that the quantile function of X1,T +X2,T is continuous around α, then the constraint corre-
sponds to a small perturbation constraint of

Q (X1,T +X2,T < q) = P (X1,T +X2,T < q) + εδ = α+ εδ .

Moreover, the entropic derivative of X1,T in direction δ along f at time t ∈ [0, T ] is

Df,δ
t [X1,T ] =

δ

V
(
1{X1,T+X2,T<q}

) Et [(1{X1,T+X2,T<q} − α
)
X1,T

]
=

δ

α(1− α)

(
(1− α)Et[X1,T ]−Et[1{X1,T+X2,T≥q}X1,T ]

)
=
δ

α

(
Et[X1,T ]− 1− αt

1− α
E[X1,T |X1,T +X2,T ≥ q, Ft ]

)
=
δ

α

(
Et[X1,T ]− 1− αt

1− α
d

dε
TVaRα(X1,T (1 + ε) +X2,T | Ft)

∣∣∣
ε=0

)
,

where αt := P(X1,T +X2,T < q | Ft). In particular, if E[X1,T ] = 0 and for δ = α, we obtain

Df,δ
0 [X1,T ] =− d

dε
TVaRα (X1,T (1 + ε) +X2,T )

∣∣∣
ε=0

.

We note that d
dεTVaRα (X1,T (1 + ε) +X2,T )

∣∣
ε=0

is the sensitivity of TVaR in direction of
sub-portfolio X1,T ; see e.g. [12].

Next, we generalise the entropic derivative to the class of distortion risk measures, which
subsumes TVaR. First introduced by [24], distortion risk measures include a wide range of
risk measures used in financial risk management and behavioural economics.

DEFINITION 4.6 (Distortion Risk Measures). For a function γ : [0,1] → [0,∞) with∫ 1
0 γ(u)du = 1, the distortion risk measure of a random variable Y with weight function
γ under a probability measure Q is given by

ρQγ (Y ) :=

∫ 1

0
FQ,−1
Y (u) γ(u)du .

We set ργ(Y ) := ρPγ(Y ). A distortion risk measure ργ satisfies the properties of coherence
if the distortion weight function γ is non-decreasing [15].

PROPOSITION 4.7 (Distortion Risk Measures). Let ργ be a distortion risk measure under
P and ` a absolutely continuous FT -measurable random variable with support B. Then the
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entropic derivative of the distortion risk measure of ` in direction δ along the constraint f at
time t= 0 is

Df,δ
0 [`;γ] := lim

ε↓0

1

ε

(
ρQ
∗
ε

γ (`)− ργ(`)
)

=−C−1δ ·
∫
B
E
[
(f−E[f]) 1{`≤y}

]
γ (F`(y)) dy ,

where F`(y) := P(`≤ y).

PROOF. Note that the Q-distortion risk measures can be written as an expectation under
the reference probability

ρQγ (`) = E
[
FQ,−1
` (U) γ(U)

]
,

where U P∼ U(0,1) is a standard uniform random variable under P. Using this representation,
the derivative becomes

Df,δ
0 [`;γ] = lim

ε↓0
1
ε

(
ρQ
∗
ε

γ (`)− ργ(`)
)

= lim
ε↓0

1
ε E
[(
F

Q∗ε ,−1
` (U)− F−1

` (U)
)
γ(U)

]
.

Next, we calculate the derivative of the Q∗ε-quantile function of ` with respect to ε. For this,
note that for all u ∈ (0,1), differentiating the equation FQ∗ε

`

(
F

Q∗ε ,−1
` (u)

)
= u gives

(35)
d

dε
F

Q∗ε ,−1
` (u)

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

=−
d
dεF

Q∗ε
` (x)

f`(x)

∣∣∣∣∣
ε=0, x=F−1

` (u)

,

where f`(x) is the P-density of `. To simplify (35), we calculate the Q∗ε-distribution function
of ` using the approximation of dQ∗ε

dP in Theorem 4.3

FQε
` (x) = E

[
1{`≤x}

(
1 + εC−1δ · (f−E[f])

)]
+ o(ε)

= F`(x) + εC−1δ · E
[
(f−E[f]) 1{`≤x}

]
+ o(ε) .

and thus (35) becomes

d

dε
F

Q∗ε ,−1
` (u)

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

=−
C−1δ ·E

[
(f−E[f]) 1{`≤x}

]
f`(x)

∣∣∣∣∣
x=F−1

` (u)

.

Collecting, and using a change of variable y = F−1
` (u) in the second equation, we have

Df,δ
0 [`;γ] =−

∫ 1

0

C−1δ ·E
[
(f−E[f]) 1{`≤F−1

` (u)}

]
f`
(
F−1
` (u)

) γ(u) du

=−C−1δ ·
∫
B
E
[
(f−E[f]) 1{`≤y}

]
γ (F`(y)) dy .

EXAMPLE. (Sensitivity for Distortion Risk Measures) Consider the one-dimensional
process X = (Xt)t∈[0,T ] and a constraint f satisfying f > 0 P-a.s. and E[f] = 1. Thus, we
can write F̃XT (x) := E[f1{XT≤x}] which is a distorted distribution function of XT .
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Then the entropic derivative of a distortion risk measure of XT in direction δ along the
constraint f at time t= 0 is

Df,δ
0 [XT ;γ] =

−δ
V[f]

∫ 1

0

E
[
(f− 1) 1{X≤F−1

XT
(u)}

]
fXT

(
F−1
XT

(u)
) γ(u) du

=
δ

V[f]

∫ 1

0

u− F̃XT
(
F−1
XT

(u)
)

fXT
(
F−1
XT

(u)
) γ(u) du

=
δ

V[f]
E

[
FXT (XT )− F̃XT (XT )

fXT (XT )
γ(FXT (XT ))

]

=
δ

V[f]

d

dε
ργ(XT,ε)

∣∣∣
ε=0

,

where the last equality follows from Proposition 4.2 in [20] and where XT,ε := F−1
ε (UXT )

and UXT
P∼ U(0,1) is a P-uniform comonontonic to XT , i.e. UXT := FXT (XT ), and

Fε(x) := (1 − ε)FXT (x) + εF̃XT (x), x ∈ R. We note that d
dεργ(XT,ε)

∣∣∣
ε=0

is the sensitiv-
ity of a distortion risk measure to XT for a perturbation with the mixture distribution Fε to
XT , see Proposition 4.2 in [20]. We refer to [20] for a discussion on differential sensitivities
to distortion risk measures.

5. Numerical Example. In this section, we illustrate how our methodology may be
applied in practice. In particular, for simplicity of exposition, we assume that X is a one-
dimensional Itô process, which more specifically satisfies the SDE under P
(36) dXt = µ(Xt) dt+ σ(Xt) dWt,

where µ(x) and σ(x) are parameterised by artificial neural networks. We estimate µ and σ
using maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) based on an Euler discretisation of the SDE
(36). The data is from an automatic marker making (AMM) pool known as sushi-swap for
the USDC-WETH cryptocurrency pair, and X represents the price of exchanging one USDC
forX-WETH. We normalise prices by shifting and scaling them using the mean and standard
deviation of the sample path. The data considered is for the entire day of June 29, 2021, and
Figure 1 shows the normalised data and the estimated drift and volatility functions. The esti-
mation of µ and σ seen in the figure illustrate that as prices increase, the volatility increases
while the drift decreases.

A trader may have a specific view on, e.g., the expected return in the cryptocurrency pool
and / or the expected time that prices spend below some level. Using the methodology we
developed in this paper, the trader then wishes to update the model estimated on historical
data to reflect their beliefs. Hence, with µ and σ estimated (under P), and a specified set of
constraints, the trader proceeds to estimate the optimal measure using the algorithmic steps
shown in Algorithm 1.

We consider two numerical examples (i) we increase VaR0.9(XT ) by 10% and decrease
VaR0.5(XT ) by 10%, and (ii) we increase the VaR0.9(XT ) by 10% and reduce the average
time spent below the barrier Xt =−0.1 by 50%; all percentages are relative to their values
under the reference measure P. The VaRα constraints are induced by constraint functions
f(x) = 1{x<qα} with constraint constants α, i.e. Q(XT ≤ qα) = α, and where qα are the
VaR values under Q. The average time time spent below a barrier is achieved by imposing a
running cost constraint. To this end, define

τ =

∫ T

0
g(Xs) ds with g(x) = 1{x≤−0.1}.
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FIG 1. Top panel: Normalised data. Bottom panels: µ(x) and σ(x) estimated from USDC-WETH cryptocurrency
AMM pool.

Algorithm 1: Optimal measure computation.
Input: drift µ, volatility σ functions, constraint functions f and g and targets c and d;

1 Initialise η1 = 0 and η2 = 0;
2 do
3 Solve for ω†(t, x) given in (12) by solving the PDE(

∂t + µ(x)∂x + 1
2σ

2(x)∂xx − η2 · g(x)
)
ω†(t, x) = 0,

s.t. ω†(T,x) = e−η1·(f(x)−c) using finite-difference (FD) methods;

4 Compute (using (13)) λ†(t, x) =−σ(x)∂x logω†(t, x) with FD;

5 Define k(t, x) := EQ† [(f(XT )− c)|Xt = x]. k(0, x0) gives the terminal constraint errors in (P ′);
6 Solve (

∂t + (µ(x)− σ(x)λ†(t, x))∂x + σ2(x)∂xx
)
k(t, x) = 0

s.t. k(T,x) = f(x)− c using FD;

7 Define `(t, x) := EQ† [
∫ T
t g(Xs) ds|Xt = x]. `(0, x0) gives the running constraint errors in (P ′);

8 Solve (
∂t − σ(x)λ†(t, x)∂x + σ2(x)∂xx + g(x)

)
`(t, x) = 0

s.t. `(T,x) = 0 using FD;
9 Update η1, η2 using an optimisation engine

10 while |k(0, x0)|, |`(0, x0)|> tol;

Output: λ†(t, x) which is the estimate of λ∗(t, x);

Thus, the constraint

EQ
[∫ T

0
g(Xt) dt

]
= c

corresponds to constraining the average time spent below the barrier −0.1 to be equal to c.
We first investigate the case of the two VaR constraints, example (i). The histogram of XT

under the reference measure P and the optimal measure Q∗ is show in the left panel of Figure
2. From the left panel, we observe, when comparing the distribution of XT under P with Q∗,
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that probability mass from the centre of the distribution is pushed into the left and right tails
to ensure that the median is reduced and the 90%-quantile is increased. The right panel of
Figure 2 shows the drift under Q∗. Recall that under P the drift is a function of the process X
only – see (36); under Q∗, however, the drift depends on the value of the process and on time.
From the right panel of Figure 2, we observe that the probability mass transport seen in the
histograms of XT in the left panel, is achieved by having excess positive / negative drift to
the right / left of the original median value. Moreover, we see upward / downward spikes at
the locations of the new quantiles whose intensity increases as the terminal time approaches.

FIG 2. Under Q∗, we impose that VaR at levels α = 0.5 and α = 0.9 are decreased and increased by 10%,
respectively. Percentage changes are relative to the corresponding values under P. Left panel: histogram of XT
under P (blue) and under Q∗ (red). Right panel: drift of X under Q∗.

Next, we next investigate the case of a 10% increasing in the 90%-quantile and a 50%
reduction the average time spent below the barrier, i.e., example (ii). The right top panel of
Figure 3 displays the histogram of τ under the reference P and optimal measure Q∗. The
figure shows that under Q∗, the amount of time spent below the barrier is more concentrated
towards zero than it is under the reference measure. The top left panel shows the histogram of
XT , and while under Q∗ the 90%-quantile is increased, which is seen by the additional mass
in the right tail, the running cost constraint moves mass away from the left tail. The bottom
panel of the figure shows the drift under Q∗. We observe that as the process crosses to negative
values, it receives a positive drift which prevents the process from spending additional time
below the barrier. The process also receives a drift if it approaches the target quantile whose
intensity increases as the terminal time approaches.
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ing Research Council of Canada (grants RGPIN-2018-05705, RGPAS-2018-522715, and
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