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Abstract

This paper studies the mean field game (MFG) problem arising from a large population
competition in fund management, featuring a new type of relative performance via the bench-
mark tracking constraint. In the n-agent model, each agent can strategically inject capital to
ensure that the total wealth outperforms the benchmark process, which is modeled as a linear
combination of the population’s average wealth process and a market index process. That
is, each agent is concerned about the performance of her competitors captured by the floor
constraint. With a continuum of agents, we formulate the constrained MFG problem and
transform it into an equivalent unconstrained MFG problem with a reflected state process.
We establish the existence of the mean field equilibrium (MFE) using the partial differential
equation (PDE) approach. Firstly, by applying the dual transform, the best response control
of the representative agent can be characterized in analytical form in terms of a dual reflected
diffusion process. As a novel contribution, we verify the consistency condition of the MFE in
separated domains with the help of the duality relationship and properties of the dual process.

Keywords: Mean field game, relative tracking portfolio, mean field equilibrium, dual re-
flected diffusion process, fixed point

1 Introduction

Portfolio management with benchmark tracking has been an active research topic in quantitative
finance, which involves constructing a portfolio that closely tracks a chosen benchmark. The goal
is usually to minimize the tracking error (for instance, the variance or downside variance relative
to the index value or return). Some related studies along this direction can be found in Browne
(1999a,b, 2000), Gaivoronski et al. (2005), Yao et al. (2006), Strub and Baumann (2018), Ni et al.
(2022), among others. Recently, Bo et al. (2021) proposed a tracking portfolio formulation, termed
“relaxed benchmark tracking”, in which an agent is allowed to use (fictitious) capital injection
to outperform a benchmark process and aims to minimize the cost of the capital injection. The
fictitious injected capital can also be regarded as a risk measure of the expected largest shortfall
with reference to the benchmark. Later, this relaxed benchmark tracking formulation has been
further generalized to the Merton’s consumption problem under different types of benchmark
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processes in Bo et al. (2025a,b,d) and to the incomplete market model using the continuous-time
reinforcement learning approach in Bo et al. (2025c).

In the present paper, we study the relaxed tracking portfolio mean field game (MFG) prob-
lem with capital injection. In particular, we consider a system of n competitive agents who are
concerned with their performance relative to the population’s average wealth. When the number
of agents goes to infinity, we explore the corresponding MFG problem that is more tractable. In-
troduced independently by Huang et al. (2006) and Lasry and Lions (2007), MFGs have emerged
as a significant research area in recent years, serving as a powerful tool for studying large pop-
ulation games. The existing literature on n-player and mean field portfolio games with relative
performance mostly consider the utilities defined by comparing the agent’s own wealth to the pop-
ulation’s average wealth. To name a few, Espinosa and Touzi (2015) established the existence and
uniqueness of a Nash equilibrium for an n-agent game under general utility functions and portfo-
lio constraints. Lacker and Zariphopoulou (2019) discussed both n-player and MFG problems of
optimal portfolio under competition and constant relative risk aversion (CRRA) or constant ab-
solute risk aversion (CARA) relative performance criteria, deriving explicit solutions. Their work
was extended by Lacker and Soret (2020) to include consumption, and by Fu and Zhou (2023)
to models with random return rates and volatility. Applying the master equation approach,
Souganidis and Zariphopoulou (2024) analyzed a MFG problem with relative performance, de-
riving the MFG solution and using it to approximate the n-player game equilibrium. Bo et al.
(2024a) examined the equilibrium consumption under linear and multiplicative external habit
formation. Bo et al. (2024b) considered a relative performance MFG problem with contagious
jump risk.

In contrast, we consider a new type of relative performance in the sense that each agent
incorporates the population’s average wealth into the benchmark constraint. That is, each agent
needs to strategically choose the investment strategy and capital injection to ensure that her own
wealth process always dominates the benchmark process involving the population’s average wealth.
The goal of each agent is to minimize the expectation of the accumulated capital injection. After
some equivalent transformations, we need to solve a type of MFGs with state reflection at zero.
The primary interest in reflected state processes stems from their ability to model hard constraints
and boundary behaviors, which are ubiquitous in economic, financial, and physical systems. Unlike
soft penalties that can be violated at a cost, reflection imposes a strict, binding constraint that the
state cannot cross. Mathematically, this is represented by a reflection term that instantaneously
“pushes” the state back into the admissible domain whenever it reaches the boundary. Stochastic
control of reflected diffusions, stemming from running maximum processes or singular control,
has garnered increasing attention in recent research. To name a few, Han et al. (2016) concerned
the optimal pricing barrier control in a regulated financial market system modelled by a reflected
diffusion process. Weerasinghe and Zhu (2016) formulated a Brownian inventory control problem
with capacity expansion as an equivalent stochastic control problem with reflection, solvable
through analysis of the corresponding Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman (HJB) equation. Ferrari (2019)
investigated a class of singular control problems for diffusions reflected at zero. However, the
research on MFGs with reflected diffusion process remains relatively unexplored. Bayraktar et al.
(2019) formulated a MFG problem with drift-controlled diffusion process with reflections for
large symmetric queuing systems in heavy traffic with strategic servers. By using the master
equation approach, Ricciardi (2023) handled the convergence of Nash equilibrium in an n-player
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differential game towards the optimal strategies in the MFG for drift control with reflection.
Recently, Bo et al. (2025) explored a MFG problem with state-control joint law dependence and
the reflected state process, in which the existence of MFEs is established by developing the
compactification method and the connections between the MFG and the n-player game problems
are also discussed.

In this work, we solve the MFG problem with state reflections by using the analytical approach.
In the first step, we fix a deterministic differentiable function that represents the average wealth,
and study the optimization problem of the representative agent. By introducing an auxiliary
controlled state process with reflection, we reformulate the control problem with fictitious singular
control of capital injection under floor constraint as a unconstrained regular control problem.
By means of the dual transform, probabilistic representation and stochastic flow analysis, the
existence of classical solution to the HJB equation is obtained and the verification theorem on the
best response control is proved. As shown in Theorem 3.4, we emphasize that the optimal portfolio
process exhibits path dependence on both the wealth process V = (Vt)t∈[0,T ] and the benchmark
process Z = (Zt)t∈[0,T ]. This inherent path dependence makes the direct analysis based on the
original state process V = (Vt)t∈[0,T ] analytically intractable. Consequently, the auxiliary reflected
state process X = (Xt)t∈[0,T ] becomes indispensable, as it facilitates the representation of optimal
strategies in feedback form (see Remark 3.6).

Then, we aim to verify the consistency condition and find an MFE in the second step based on
the characterization of the value function and feedback function of the best response control de-
rived in the previous step. It is sufficient to show the existence of the fixed point for the mapping
that stems from the consistency condition. A fundamental challenge is the piecewise expression.
The optimal strategy is not in a unified form but it takes different expression across different
regions (capital injection vs. non-injection), and the boundaries of the regions also depend on
the population’s state distribution. This complexity is caused by the interplay of singular con-
trol (capital injection), the benchmark constraint, and mean field interactions, transforming the
consistency condition into a non-standard fixed point problem. In response, we introduce the
reflected dual process, which helps to provide a probability representation of best response port-
folio strategy and establish the existence and uniqueness of the fixed point of the dual variable.
Accordingly, we return to the primal state variable by using the dual relationship and find the
MFE in piecewise form by constructing the fixed point. We split the domain into two regions
depending on the model parameters, the initial level of the wealth and benchmark processes and
the time horizon: on the non-capital injection region, we derive the explicit expression of the
optimal investment strategy and extra capital injection is unnecessary; on the capital injection
region, not explicit but calculable representations of the optimal investment and capital injection
strategies are provided. The flowchart in Figure 1 outlines the roadmap of our proposed approach,
which utilizes the auxiliary dual process.

We summarize the key contributions as threefold. First, we generalize the single-agent frame-
work of Bo et al. (2021) by formulating a MFG problem that introduces a novel relative perfor-
mance criterion based on the population’s average wealth process. Second, we solve a new type
of MFG problem with state reflections analytically and provide a characterization of one MFE
in this new context. Third, we develop a convex dual method based on reflected state processes
that enables the rigorous proof of the MFE’s consistency condition through the analysis of the
reflected dual process. We significantly extend the dual method initiated in Bo et al. (2021) and
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MFE:
E
[

V ∗,f
t

]

= v +
∫ t

0 f(s)ds

(see Definition 2.1)

Kt = λV t + (1− λ)Zt − Vt

Lt = 0 ∨ sups≤tKs

Auxiliary process:
Xt := Lt −Kt

(see Equation (3.2))

Dual process:
Yt = ux(t,X

∗
t , Zt)

dYt = Yt(ρdt− µ
σ
dWt)− dLY

t

(see Lemma 4.2)

Rt = − ln(Yt)
Fixed point:

f(t) for dual variable (r, z)
(see Lemma 4.6)

Theorem 4.8

Figure 1: The road map of solving the MFG problem.

Bo et al. (2025a), which employed the Legendre-Fenchel transform and stochastic flow analysis
to study solution regularity. Subsequent developments in Bo et al. (2025d) and Bo et al. (2025b)
introduced reflected dual processes to handle problems with general utility functions and draw-
down constraints. In the present work, we advance this methodology further by characterizing
the best-response control through a reflected dual process in a mean field game setting.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the finite-agent and
MFG problems of the optimal tracking portfolio. Section 3 proposes an auxiliary state process
with reflection and derive the associated HJB equation with Neumann boundary condition for the
best response control problem, in which the best response portfolio process of the representative
agent can be obtained in analytical form in terms of a reflected dual process. Section 4 verifies the
consistency condition and establishes the existence of the MFE with the aid of the reflected dual
process. Section 5 presents some quantitative properties and numerical examples of the MFE.
The proofs of main results in previous sections are collected in Section 6.

2 Finite-Agent and MFG Problem

Let (Ω,F ,F,P) be a filtered probability space with the filtration F = (Ft)t∈[0,T ] satisfying the
usual conditions (i.e., F0 contains all P-null sets and F is right continuous). Consider a financial
market consisting of n agents and n risky assets, in which the i-th agent invests her wealth in the
i-th risky asset whose price dynamics is given by

dSi
t

Si
t

= µidt+ σidW i
t , t ∈ [0, T ]. (2.1)

Here the return rate µi > 0, the volatility σi > 0 and (W 1, . . . ,W n)⊤ = (W 1
t , . . . ,W

n
t )

⊤
t∈[0,T ]

is an n-dimensional Brownian motion, specified to each individual risky asset, standing for the
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idiosyncratic noise. It is assumed that the riskless interest rate r = 0, which amounts to the
change of numéraire. From this point onwards, all processes including the wealth process and the
benchmark process are defined after the change of numéraire. At time t ≥ 0, let θit be the amount
of wealth that agent i allocates in the asset Si. Then, the self-financing wealth process of agent i
satisfies the following controlled stochastic differential equation (SDE):

dV i
t = θitµ

idt+ θitσ
idW i

t , t ∈ [0, T ]. (2.2)

We now introduce the relaxed benchmark tracking problem, wherein each agent is allowed
to inject capital. The objective is to minimize the associated costs while ensuring that her
portfolio performance surpasses a given benchmark process. Specifically, at any time t ∈ [0, T ],
it is assumed that agent i can strategically inject capital at such that the total wealth V i

t + Ai
t

satisfies the relaxed constraint with respect to the linear combination of the average wealth process
V

n
t = 1

n

∑n
i=1 V

i
t and the market index level Zi

t that agent i is concerned. The interaction of n

agents occurs through the average wealth process V
n
t in the relaxed constraint, which depicts the

relative performance concern by agent i with respect to other peers. That is, after the injection
of capital Ai = (Ai

t)t∈[0,T ], each agent requires the total fund account V i
t + Ai

t to stay above the

benchmark process λiV
n
t + (1 − λi)Zi

t with λi ∈ [0, 1] for all time t ∈ [0, T ]. Herein, the market
index process Zi = (Zi

t)t∈[0,T ] for i = 1, . . . , n is described as the following geometric Brownian
motion (GBM) that Zi

0 = z ∈ R+ := [0,∞) and

dZi
t = µi

ZZ
i
tdt+ σi

ZZ
i
tdW

i
t , (2.3)

where the return rate µi
Z > 0 and the volatility σi

Z > 0 satisfying
µi
Z

σi
Z

> µi

σi . This condition

ensures that the market index’s Sharpe ratio is sufficiently high. Economically, this means that
the fund manager in our model restricts attention to benchmark processes that exhibit strong
market performance. In practice, fund managers naturally prefer benchmarks with high Sharpe
ratios, making this assumption economically plausible.

Remark 2.1. Formally, the model parameters of agent i in the n-agent game are given by
(µi,n, σi,n, µi,n

Z , σi,n
Z , λi,n). To simplify notation, we will denote these parameters as (µi, σi, µi

Z , σ
i
Z , λ

i),
omitting the dependence on n.

Our choice of a linear combination of average population wealth and a market index is moti-
vated by its economic interpretation as capturing a relative performance concern that is both social
(peer-driven) and market-based. Specifically, the average population wealth component λiV

n
t cap-

tures the agent’s preference to outperform their peer group. For instance, Espinosa and Touzi
(2015) examined optimal investment under relative wealth concerns, where agents maximize a
convex combination of their own wealth and its deviation from the average wealth of peers. The
market index component (1 − λi)Zi

t such as the S&P 500, NASDAQ, or Dow Jones represents a
standard financial benchmark and a common performance target for fund managers. By integrat-
ing both components above, our benchmark enables agents to evaluate performance against both
direct competitors and the market–a structure aligning with the practical behavior.

Mathematically speaking, for i = 1, . . . , n, agent i now aims to minimize the cumulative capital
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injected at the terminal time T , that is, for (v, z) ∈ R
2
+,











wi(v, z) := inf
(θi,Ai)∈U

E

[

Ai
0 +

∫ T

0
e−ρtdAi

t

∣

∣

∣
V i
0 = v, Zi

0 = z

]

subject to λiV
n
t + (1− λi)Zi

t ≤ V i
t +Ai

t, ∀t ∈ [0, T ],

(2.4)

where λi ∈ [0, 1] represents the competition weight of agent i towards her relative performance
concern and ρ > 0 is the discount factor. The admissible control set U is defined as the set
of processes (θ,A) = (θt, At)t∈[0,T ] such that (i) θ is an F-adapted real-valued process satisfying

E[
∫ T

0 |θt|2dt] < ∞, and (ii) A is an F-adapted, non-negative and non-decreasing process whose
paths are right-continuous with left limits. Here, for technical convenience, we assume that the
initial wealth of each agent and the initial level of market index process are the same constants
(v, z) ∈ R

2
+.

In the setting of a continuum of agents, we formulate the MFG problem in the limit as
n → ∞. To do it, denote by V = (V t)t∈[0,T ] the average wealth process of the mean field
population. We assume that, as n → ∞, (µi, σi, µi

Z , σ
i
Z , λ

i) converge uniformly to a common limit
(µ, σ, µZ , σZ , λ) ∈ (0,∞)4 × [0, 1] satisfying µZ

σZ
> µ

σ
. When n → ∞, we expect that t 7→ V t is a

deterministic differentiable function with the form dV t = f(t)dt for some positive f ∈ C([0, T ])
and V 0 = v ∈ R+. Here, C([0, T ]) denotes the set of real-valued continuous functions on [0, T ].
Then, our MFG problem is to find (θ∗, A∗) = (θ∗t , A

∗
t )t∈[0,T ] ∈ U such that the best response

satisfies the so-called consistency condition.

For a given function t 7→ f(t) (or t 7→ V t), we first consider the stochastic control problem for
a representative agent that











w(v, z) := inf
(θ,A)∈U

E

[

A0 +

∫ T

0
e−ρtdAt

∣

∣

∣
V0 = v, Z0 = z

]

subject to λV t + (1− λ)Zt ≤ Vt +At, ∀t ∈ [0, T ],

(2.5)

where the wealth process V = (Vt)t∈[0,T ] of the representative agent satisfies that V0 = v ∈ R+

and

dVt = θtµdt+ θtσdWt, t ∈ (0, T ]. (2.6)

The market index process Z = (Zt)t∈[0,T ] of the representative agent is given by Z0 = z ∈ R+ and

dZt = µZZtdt+ σZZtdWt, t ∈ (0, T ]. (2.7)

We next give the definition of the MFE for our MFG problem:

Definition 2.1 (MFE). For a given function f ∈ C([0, T ]), let (θ∗,f , A∗,f ) = (θ∗,ft , A∗,f
t )t∈[0,T ] ∈ U

be the best response solution to the stochastic control problem (2.5) for the representative agent.
The triplet (f, θ∗,f , A∗,f ) is called a MFE if the strategy (θ∗,f , A∗,f ) is the best response to (2.5)

such that E[V ∗,f
t ] = v+

∫ t

0 f(s)ds for all t ∈ [0, T ], where V ∗,f = (V ∗,f
t )t∈[0,T ] is the wealth process

(2.6) under the portfolio strategy θ∗,f .

6



Based on the above definition, finding an MFE is to solve the following two-step problem:

• Step 1. For a given deterministic positive function f ∈ C([0, T ]), we solve the stochas-
tic control problem (2.5) for a representative agent against the fixed environment. The
best response strategy for the representative agent is denoted by (θ∗,f , A∗,f ) ∈ U and

V ∗,f = (V ∗,f
t )t∈[0,T ] stands for the wealth process in (2.6) under the portfolio strategy

θ∗,f = (θ∗,ft )t∈[0,T ].

• Step 2. We derive an MFE by using the consistency condition, which is equivalent to finding
a fixed point f∗ ∈ C([0, T ]) taking values on R+ to the fixed point problem E[V ∗,f

t ] =
v +

∫ t

0 f(s)ds for all t ∈ [0, T ]. Then, the expected MFE is given by (f∗, θ∗,f
∗

, A∗,f∗

) =

(f∗(t), θ∗,f
∗

t , A∗,f∗

t )t∈[0,T ].

3 Equivalent Problem Formulation for Best Response Control

To tackle the best response control of the representative agent in problem (2.5), we first re-
formulate the problem based on the observation that, for a fixed control θ, the optimal cap-
ital injection Aθ,∗

t is always the smallest adapted right-continuous and non-decreasing process
that dominates λV t + (1 − λ)Zt − Vt for t ∈ [0, T ]. It follows from Lemma 2.4 in Bo et al.
(2021) that, for a fixed regular control θ = (θt)t∈[0,T ], the optimal singular control satisfies

Aθ,∗
t = 0 ∨ sups≤t

(

λV s + (1− λ)Zs − Vs

)

, ∀t ∈ [0, T ]. In particular, the initial capital injec-

tion Aθ,∗
0 = (1 − λ)(z − v)+ with (x)+ := max{x, 0} for x ∈ R. Thus, the control problem

(2.5) admits the equivalent formulation as an unconstrained control problem involved a running
maximum cost that

w(v, z) = inf
θ∈Ur

E

[

Aθ,∗
0 +

∫ T

0
e−ρtdAθ,∗

t

]

= (1− λ)(z − v)+ + inf
θ∈Ur

E

[
∫ T

0
e−ρtd

(

0 ∨ sup
s≤t

(

λV s + (1− λ)Zs − Vs

)

)]

, (3.1)

where U
r is the admissible control set of portfolio strategies θ = (θt)t∈[0,T ] such that θ is an

F-adapted real-valued process satisfying E[
∫ T

0 |θt|2dt] < ∞.

Remark 3.1. We note that the capital injection by the fund manager in reality may not be possible
or allowed. This is the reason that we call the singular control A = (At)t∈[0,T ] a “fictitious capital
injection” in the present paper, because it can be interpreted as a capital injection or bail-out
strategy such that the total wealth Vt +At stays above the benchmark process for t ∈ [0, T ], which
is similar to the role of actual capital injection in the literature of dividend payment, for instance,
see Eisenberg and Schmidli (2009) and Lokka and Zervos (2008). But our problem can also be
equivalently formulated as a stochastic control problem under the running maximum cost. As we
have Aθ,∗

t = 0 ∨ sups≤t

(

λV s + (1− λ)Zs − Vs

)

, the term E[
∫ T

0 e−ρtdAθ,∗
t ] can also be understood

as a risk measure on the expected largest shortfall with reference to the benchmark λV s+(1−λ)Zs,
see also the conventional definition of expected shortfall with respect to a random variable at the
terminal time in Pham (2002) and the intra-horizon expected shortfall considered in Farkas et al.
(2021) and references therein.
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To solve the stochastic control problem (3.1), we introduce a new controlled state process to
replace the original state process. Let Kt := λV t + (1 − λ)Zt − Vt and Lt := 0 ∨ sups≤tKs for
t ∈ [0, T ]. Then, we define a new state process with reflection that Xt := Lt −Kt, and hence

dXt = (θtµ− λf(t)− (1− λ)µZZt)dt (3.2)

+ (θtσ − (1− λ)σZZt)dWt + dLt, t ∈ (0, T ]

with X0 = x = ((1− λ)(v− z))+ ∈ R+. In particular, the process L = (Lt)t∈[0,T ] is referred to as
the local time of X, it increases at time t if and only if Xt = 0, i.e., Lt = Dt. We will change the
notation from Lt to LX

t from this point onwards to emphasize its dependence on the new state
process X given by (3.2).

We then need to solve the following equivalent stochastic control problem, for (t, x, z) ∈
[0, T ]×R

2
+,

u(t, x, z) := sup
θ∈Ur

t

E

[

−
∫ T

t

e−ρ(s−t)dLX
s

∣

∣Xt = x,Zt = z

]

, (3.3)

where the admissible control set Ur
t is specified as the set of F-adapted real-valued control processes

θ = (θs)s∈[t,T ] satisfying E[
∫ T

t
|θs|2ds] < ∞. Obviously, we have U

r = U
r
0 and the following

equivalence between problems (3.1) and (3.3):

w(x, z) =

{

−u(0, (1 − λ)(v − z), z), if v ≥ z,

−u(0, 0, z) + (1− λ)(z − v), if v < z.

It is straightforward to derive the next result:

Lemma 3.2. Let (t, z) ∈ [0, T ] × R+ be fixed. Then, the value function x 7→ u(t, x, z) given by
(3.3) is non-decreasing. Moreover, for all (t, x1, x2, z) ∈ [0, T ]×R

3
+, we have

|u(t, x1, z)− u(t, x2, z)| ≤ |x1 − x2|. (3.4)

Denote by DT := [0, T ) × R
2
+ and DT := [0, T ] × R

2
+. In what follows, we first assume that

the value function u ∈ C1,2(DT ) ∩ C
(

DT

)

and uxx < 0 on DT , which will be verified later. Here,
C1,2(DT ) denotes the set of real-valued functions on DT that are continuously differentiable in t
and twice continuously differentiable in (x, z). By the heuristic dynamic programming argument,
the HJB equation satisfied by u is given by







































ut + sup
θ∈R

[

uxµθ +
1

2
uxx(σθ − (1− λ)σZz)

2 + uxz(σθ − (1− λ)σZz)σZz

]

−((1− λ)µZz + λf(t))ux + µZzuz +
1

2
σ2
Zz

2uzz = ρu, ∀(t, x, z) ∈ DT ,

ux(t, 0, z) = 1, ∀(t, z) ∈ [0, T ) ×R+,

u(T, x, z) = 0, ∀(x, z) ∈ R
2
+.

(3.5)
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The Neumann boundary condition ux(t, 0, z) = 1 stems from the fact that LX
t increases if and

only if Xt = 0. By taking the first order condition over the control, we get, ∀(t, x, z) ∈ DT ,

ut −
µ2

2σ2

u2x
uxx

− µσZz

σ

uxuxz
uxx

+
1

2
σ2
Zz

2

(

uzz −
u2xz
uxx

)

(3.6)

+ µZzuz

(

(1− λ)(µZσ − µσZ)

σ
z + λf(t)

)

ux = ρu.

The HJB equation (3.6) is analytically intractable due to its nonlinear terms involving quotients
of derivatives. To overcome this, we employ a dual transformation to linearize the problem,
converting the original equation into a linear parabolic PDE. The resulting linear structure then
enables a probabilistic solution representation via the Feynman-Kac formula, facilitating the study
of the regularity using the probabilistic representation.

We first apply the dual transform to linearize the original HJB equation (3.6). As a direct result
of Lemma 3.2, |ux(t, x, z)| = ux(t, x, z) ≤ 1 for all (t, x, z) ∈ DT . Then, we may apply Legendre-
Fenchel transform of the solution u with respect to x that, for all (t, y, z) ∈ [0, T ]× (0, 1] ×R+,

û(t, y, z) := sup
x>0

{u(t, x, z) − xy}. (3.7)

Consequently u(t, x, z) = infy∈(0,1]{û(t, y, z)+xy} for (t, x, z) ∈ DT . Define x∗(t, y, z) = ux(t, ·, z)−1(y)
with y 7→ ux(t, ·, z)−1(y) being the inverse function of x 7→ ux(t, x, z). Thus, x∗ = x∗(t, y, z) sat-
isfies the equation ux(t, x

∗, z) = y for (t, z) ∈ [0, T ]×R+. In view of the dual relation, we get the
following dual PDE of (3.6) that











































ût +
µ2

2σ2
y2ûyy −

µσZ
σ

zyûyz +
1

2
σ2
Zz

2ûzz + ρyûy + µZzûz

−
(

(1− λ)(µZσ − µσZ)

σ
z + λf(t)

)

y = ρû, ∀(t, y, z) ∈ [0, T )× (0, 1) ×R+,

ûy(t, 1, z) = 0, ∀(t, z) ∈ [0, T )×R+,

û(T, y, z) = 0, ∀(y, z) ∈ (0, 1] ×R+.

(3.8)

For convenience, we further consider the transform v(t, r, z) = e−ρtû (t, e−r, z) for (t, r, z) ∈ DT .
Then, we arrive at







































vt +
µ2

2σ2
vrr +

µσZ
σ

zvrz +
1

2
σ2
Zz

2vzz +

(

µ2

2σ2
− ρ

)

vr + µZzuz

− ((1− λ)ηz + λf(t)) e−ρt−r = 0, ∀(t, r, z) ∈ [0, T ) × (0,+∞)×R+,

vr(t, 0, z) = 0, ∀(t, z) ∈ [0, T )×R+,

v(T, r, z) = 0, ∀(r, z) ∈ R
2
+,

(3.9)

with the parameter η := µZσ−µσZ

σ
> 0.
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We next study the existence and uniqueness of classical solutions to problem (3.9) using the
probabilistic representation. Toward this end, let us define, for (t, r, z) ∈ DT ,

v(t, r, z) := −λE

[
∫ T

t

e−ρs−R
t,r
s f(s)ds

]

− (1− λ)ηE

[
∫ T

t

e−ρs−R
t,r
s Zt,z

s ds

]

, (3.10)

where, for (t, r, z) ∈ [0, T ] ×R
2
+, the process (Zt,z

s )s∈[t,T ] is given by (2.7) with Zt,z
t = z, and the

process (Rt,r
s )s∈[t,T ] is a reflected Brownian motion defined by, for s ∈ [t, T ],

Rt,r
s := r +

∫ s

t

(

µ2

2σ2
− ρ

)

du+
µ

σ

∫ s

t

dWu +

∫ s

t

dLt,r
u ≥ 0. (3.11)

Here, (Lt,r
s )s∈[t,T ] is a continuous and non-decreasing process that increases only on {s ∈ [t, T ]; Rt,r

s =

0} with Lt,r
t = 0.

The well-posedness of problem (3.8) is then provided in the next result.

Proposition 3.3. Let f ∈ C([0, T ]) satisfy f(t) > 0 for all t ∈ [0, T ]. Then, the function û(t, y, z)
defined by û (t, y, z) = eρtv(t,− ln y, z) for (t, y, z) ∈ [0, T ] × (0, 1] × R+, is the unique classical
solution of the dual equation (3.8) satisfying |û(t, y, z)| ≤ C(1 + z) for some C > 0. Moreover,
ûy ∈ C1,2,2([0, T ]× (0, 1]×R+), and for any (t, z) ∈ [0, T )×R+, the solution (0, 1] ∋ y 7→ û(t, y, z)
is strictly convex.

We next present the verification theorem on the best response control of the representative
agent.

Theorem 3.4 (Verification Theorem). Let f ∈ C([0, T ]) satisfy f(t) > 0 for all t ∈ [0, T ]. Let us
introduce the set OT defined by

OT :=
{

(t, x, z) ∈ DT ; x < x0(t, z)
}

, (3.12)

where x0(t, z) for (t, z) ∈ [0, T ] ×R+ is defined by

x0(t, z) := λ

∫ T

t

f(s)ds+ (1− λ)
(

eη(T−t) − 1
)

z. (3.13)

Then, we have

(i) Consider the function u(t, x, z) given by

u(t, x, z) :=







inf
y∈(0,1]

{û(t, y, z) + yx}, if (t, x, z) ∈ OT ,

0, if (t, x, z) ∈ Oc
T ∩ DT .

(3.14)

Consequently, u ∈ C1,2(DT )∩C(DT ) and it is a classical solution of the primal HJB equation
(3.5).

10



(ii) Introduce the feedback control function as follows:

θ∗(t, x, z) :=



















































− µ

σ2

ux(t, x, z)

uxx(t, x, z)
− σZ

σ

zuxz(t, x, z)

uxx(t, x, z)

+
(1− λ)σZ

σ
z, if (t, x, z) ∈ OT ,

µ

σ2
lim
y↓0

yûyy(t, y, z) −
σZ
σ

lim
y↓0

zûyz(t, y, z)

+
(1− λ)σZ

σ
z, if (t, x, z) ∈ Oc

T ∩ DT .

(3.15)

For (t, x) ∈ [0, T ]×R+, consider the controlled state process X∗ = (X∗
s )s∈[t,T ] that obeys the

following reflected SDE:

X∗
s = x+

∫ s

t

µθ∗(ℓ,X∗
ℓ , Zℓ)dℓ+

∫ s

t

σθ∗(ℓ,X∗
ℓ , Zℓ)dWℓ −

∫ s

t

λf(ℓ)dℓ+ LX∗

s . (3.16)

Define θ∗s := θ∗(s,X∗
s , Zs) for s ∈ [t, T ]. Then, the strategy θ∗ = (θ∗s)s∈[t,T ] ∈ U

r
t is a best

response control of the representative agent.

We refer to OT as the capital injection region and Oc
T ∩ DT as the non-capital injection

region. In the capital injection region, even under the optimal portfolio strategy, the agent’s
wealth requires external capital injections to meet or exceed the benchmark process. In contrast,
in the non-capital injection region, the agent can adopt a portfolio strategy such that the resulting
wealth process can always outperform the benchmark without any capital injections. Moreover,
Theorem 3.4 yields that the next corollary on the semi-explicit form of the optimal portfolio
(feedback) function given by

Corollary 3.5. The optimal feedback function θ∗(t, x, z) given by (3.15) is always non-negative
and admits the following semi-explicit expression: on OT ,

θ∗(t, x, z) =
λµ

σ2

∫ T

t

∫ r

−∞

e−ρ(s−t)+ℓφ(s− t, ℓ, r)f(s)dℓds

+
(1− λ)ηµ

σ2
z

∫ T

t

∫ r

−∞

exp

(

−(ρ− κ)(s − t) +

(

1− σσZ
µ

)

ℓ

)

φ(s− t, ℓ, r)dℓds

+
(1− λ)ησZ

σ
E

[

∫ τ tr∧T

t

e−ρ(s−t)−R
t,r
s +rZt,z

s ds

]

+
(1− λ)σZ

σ
z, (3.17)

while on Oc
T ∩ DT ,

θ∗(t, x, z) =
(1− λ)σZ

σ
eη(T−t)z, (3.18)

where r = r(t, x, z) := − ln y(t, x, z) and x → y(t, x, z) is the inverse function of y → −ûy(t, y, z)
for (t, x, z) ∈ OT . The function φ(s, x, y) is defined by

φ(s, x, y) :=
2(2y − x)

σ̃2
√
2σ̃2πs3

exp

(

µ̃

σ̃
x− 1

2
µ̃2s− (2y − x)2

2σ̃2s

)

(3.19)

with parameters µ̃ := µ
2σ − σ

µ
ρ and σ̃ := −µ

σ
.
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Remark 3.6. In fact, the state processes of the primal control problem (2.5) and the auxiliary
control problem (3.3) satisfy the following relationship:

Xt = Vt − λV t − (1− λ)Zt + sup
s≤t

(

−Vs + λV s + (1− λ)Zs

)+
, ∀t ∈ [0, T ]. (3.20)

Hence, the auxiliary state process X = (Xt)t∈[0,T ] can be constructed from the state-benchmark
processes (V,Z) = (Vt, Zt)t∈[0,T ]. This reveals that the optimal control θ∗ = (θ∗t )t∈[0,T ] in Theo-
rem 3.4 and Corollary 3.5 exhibits a path-dependent structure in terms of the wealth process V and
the benchmark process Z. Such path-dependent feature makes the direct PDE analysis intractable.
This observation underscores the main advantage of working with the auxiliary state process X:
it significantly simplifies the problem and enables us to derive the optimal control θ∗ in feedback
form in terms of X.

4 Mean Field Equilibrium

This section verifies the consistency condition provided in Definition 2.1 for the deterministic
function t 7→ f(t) that

v +

∫ t

0
f(s)ds = E

[

V θ∗,f

t

]

, ∀t ∈ [0, T ], (4.1)

and establishes the existence of a positive function f∗ ∈ C([0, T ]) satisfying (4.1). Consequently,

the MFE is given by (f∗, θ∗,f
∗

, A∗,f∗

) = (f∗(t), θ∗,f
∗

t , A∗,f∗

t )t∈[0,T ] characterized in Definition 2.1.

On the other hand, it follows from (2.6) that V θ∗,f

t = v +
∫ t

0 θ
∗,f
s µds+

∫ t

0 θ
∗,f
s σdWs for t ∈ [0, T ].

Then, taking the expectation on both sides of this equation, we have

E

[

V θ∗,f

t

]

= v +

∫ t

0
E

[

µθ∗,fs

]

ds, ∀t ∈ [0, T ]. (4.2)

Thus, in view of (4.1) and (4.2), to verify the consistency condition, it suffices to find a positive
function f ∈ C([0, T ]) such that

f(t) = µE
[

θ∗,ft

]

, ∀t ∈ [0, T ], (4.3)

where θ∗,f = (θ∗,ft )t∈[0,T ] is the optimal (feedback) portfolio strategy provided in Theorem 3.4
with f ∈ C([0, T ]). Toward this end, we proceed with the following three steps:

• Step 1. Given a positive function f ∈ C([0, T ]), we introduce the so-called reflected dual
process and characterize the optimal (feedback) strategy θ∗,f in view of the reflected dual
process.

• Step 2. We prove that, start from the dual variable, there exists some positive function
f ∈ C([0, T ]) satisfying the consistency condition (4.3).

• Step 3. We establish the continuous map from the dual variable to the primal state
variable, which helps us to find a positive fixed point f∗ ∈ C([0, T ]) satisfying the consistency
condition (4.3) for primal state variables (x, z) ∈ R

2
+ .
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Next, given a positive function f ∈ C([0, T ]), we will show that the partial derivative ux ∈
C1,2(OT ) with u ∈ C1,2(DT ) ∩ C(DT ) being given by (3.14) and then introduce the reflected dual
process in Lemma 4.2 below. We first have

Lemma 4.1. The partial derivative of value function u given by (3.14) with respect to x satisfies
that ux ∈ C1,2(OT ).

Consequently, we have

Lemma 4.2. Recall the process X∗ = (X∗
t )t∈[0,T ] given by (3.16). Introduce the process Y =

(Yt)t∈[0,T ] by Yt := ux(t,X
∗
t , Zt) for all t ∈ [0, T ) and YT := limt↑T Yt with (X∗

0 , Z0) = (x, z) ∈ R
2
+.

Define the stopping time τ0 := inf{t ∈ [0, T ]; X∗
t ≥ x0(t, Zt)} ∧ T (inf ∅ = +∞). Then

(i) if (0, x, z) ∈ OT , then τ0 = T , P-a.s.. If (0, x, z) ∈ Oc
T ∩ DT , then τ0 = 0, P-a.s., and for

any t ∈ [0, T ], (t,X∗
t , Zt) ∈ Oc

T ∩DT , P-a.s.;

(ii) for (0, x, z) ∈ OT , the process Y taking values on (0, 1] satisfies the following reflected SDE:

dYt = ρYtdt−
µ

σ
YtdWt − dLY

t , t ∈ (0, T ], (4.4)

where the process L = (LY
t )t∈[0,T ] is a continuous and non-decreasing process (with LY

t = 0)
that increases on the set {t ≥ 0; Yt = 1} only.

Remark 4.3. Lemma 4.2 shows that the capital injection region O and non-capital injection
region Oc

T ∩ DT are not interconnected. In other words, if the initial state (0, x, z) ∈ OT ,
(t,X∗

t , Zt) ∈ OT , P-a.s., for any t ∈ [0, T ]; if (0, x, z) ∈ Oc
T ∩ DT , then for any t ∈ [0, T ],

(t,X∗
t , Zt) ∈ Oc

T ∩ DT , P-a.s.. Whether the capital injection is needed completely depends on the
initial wealth level of the fund manager and initial level of the benchmark process.

In view of Theorem 3.4, Corollary 3.5 and the reflected dual process Y = (Yt)t∈[0,T ], the

optimal portfolio strategy θ∗,f = (θ∗,ft )t∈[0,T ] admits the following expression.

Corollary 4.4. The optimal portfolio strategy θ∗,ft = (θ∗,f )t∈[0,T ] defined in Theorem 3.4 admits
the following expression, on OT ,

θ∗,ft =
λµ

σ2

∫ T

t

∫ R
0,r
t

−∞

e−ρ(s−t)+xφ(s − t, x,R0,r
t )f(s)ds

+
(1− λ)ησZ

σ
ϕ(t, R0,r

t , Z0,z
t ) +

(1− λ)σZ
σ

Z0,z
t

+
(1− λ)ηµ

σ2
Z0,z
t

∫ T

t

∫ R
0,r
t

−∞

exp

(

−(ρ− κ)(s− t) +

(

1− σσZ
µ

)

x

)

φ(s− t, x,R0,r
t )dxds,

(4.5)

on Oc
T ∩ DT ,

θ∗,ft =
(1− λ)σZ

σ
eη(T−t)Z0,z

t , (4.6)
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where the function ϕ : [0, T ]×R
2
+ 7→ R is defined by

ϕ(t, r, z) := E

[

∫ τ t
r̂
∧T

t

e−ρ(s−t)−R
t,r
s +rZt,z

s ds

]

. (4.7)

Here, recall the reflected process (R0,r
t )t∈[0,T ] given by (3.11) with r = − ln(ux(0, x, z)) and the

function φ given by (3.19).

In what follows, we use the notation Of
T to highlight the dependence of the capital injection

region OT defined by (3.12) on the function f ∈ C([0, T ]). Based on Corollary 4.4, for any
(x, z) ∈ R

2
+ , let us consider the following mapping I : C([0, T ]) 7→ C([0, T ]) given by

If(t) :=



















∫ T

t

G(r, s, t)f(s)ds +H(r, z, t), if (0, x, z) ∈ Of
T ,

(1− λ)σZµ

σ
eη(T−t)+µZ tz, if (0, x, z) ∈ (Of

T )
c ∩ DT ,

(4.8)

where r = rf (0, x, z) := − ln(ufx(0, x, z)), the functions G(r, s, t) and H(r, z, t) are given by, for
(r, z) ∈ R

2
+ and 0 ≤ t ≤ s ≤ T ,

G(r, s, t) :=
λµ2

σ2
E

[

∫ R
0,r
t

−∞

e−ρ(s−t)+xφ(s − t, x,R0,r
t )dx

]

, (4.9)

H(r, z, t)

:=
(1− λ)ηµ2

σ2
E

[

Zt

∫ T

t

∫ R
0,r
t

−∞

exp

(

−(ρ− κ)(s − t) +

(

1− σσZ
µ

)

x

)

φ(s− t, x,R0,r
t )dxds

]

+
(1− λ)ησZµ

σ
E

[

ϕ(t, R0,r
t , Z0,z

t )
]

+
(1− λ)σZµ

σ
eµZ tz. (4.10)

As a result, to verify the consistency condition (4.3), it is sufficient to show that the mapping I
has a fixed point f∗ ∈ C([0, T ]) satisfying f∗(t) > 0 for all t ∈ [0, T ].

Remark 4.5. A main challenge of this problem lies in the piecewise structure of the mapping
(4.8), whose expression and the boundary both dependent on the input f . The free boundary that
separates the capital injection region from the non-injection region is not fixed but evolves with
the input f , creating a moving boundary problem in the fixed point analysis.

We then need the next two results.

Lemma 4.6. Let (r, z) ∈ R
2
+ be fixed. Define the mapping J : C([0, T ]) 7→ C([0, T ]) by, for any

f ∈ C([0, T ]) and t ∈ [0, T ],

J f(t) :=

∫ T

t

G(r, s, t)f(s)ds +H(r, z, t). (4.11)

Then, J : C([0, T ]) 7→ C([0, T ]) has a unique fixed point f ∈ C([0, T ]) satisfying f(t) > 0 for all
t ∈ [0, T ].
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Lemma 4.7. Let z ∈ R+ be fixed. For (t, r) ∈ [0, T ]×R+, denote by f(t; r) the unique fixed point
given in Lemma 4.6. Then, the function (t, r) 7→ f(t; r) is continuous.

Lemma 4.6 establishes the existence and uniqueness of the fixed point f to the mapping (4.11);
while Lemma 4.7 shows the continuity of the fixed point f given in Lemma 4.6 with respect to
(t, r). Using these auxiliary results, we have the existence of the MFE as a main result of this
paper.

Theorem 4.8 (MFE). Let (x, z) ∈ R
2
+. Then, there exists a fixed point f∗ ∈ C([0, T ]) to the

mapping (4.8) satisfying f∗(t) > 0 for all t ∈ [0, T ]. Let θ∗,f
∗

= (θ∗,f
∗

t )t∈[0,T ] be defined in
Theorem 3.4 for the fixed point f∗ ∈ C([0, T ]), and define that, for t ∈ [0, T ],

A∗,f∗

t := 0 ∨ sup
s≤t

(

λ

∫ s

0
f∗(u)du+ (1− λ)Zs − V θ∗,f

∗

s

)

,

where V θ∗,f
∗

= (V θ∗,f
∗

t )t∈[0,T ] satisfies SDE (2.6) under the strategy θ∗,f
∗

and Z = (Zt)t∈[0,T ] is

given by (2.7). Then, (f∗, θ∗,f
∗

, A∗,f∗

) = (f∗(t), θ∗,f
∗

t , A∗,f∗

t )t∈[0,T ] is a MFE.

Proof. For z ∈ R+, define x̂0(z) by

x̂0(z) := (1− λ)
(

λ
(

eµZT − eηT
)

+ eηT − 1
)

z > 0. (4.12)

Then, for any (x, z) ∈ {(x, z) ∈ R
2
+; x ≥ x̂0(z)}, let us define that

f(t) :=
(1− λ)σZµ

σ
eη(T−t)

E

[

Z0,z
t

]

=
(1− λ)σZµ

σ
eη(T−t)+µZ tz, ∀t ∈ [0, T ].

Then, f ∈ C([0, T ]) with f(t) > 0 for all t ∈ [0, T ]. Moreover, It is not difficult to verify that f
defined above satisfies the consistency condition (4.3).

Next, we consider the case where (x, z) ∈ {(x, z) ∈ R
2
+; x < x̂0(z)}. It follows from Lemma

4.6 that, for (r, z) ∈ R
2
+, the mapping (4.11) has a unique fixed point f(·; r) ∈ C([0, T ]) satisfying

f(t; r) > 0 for all t ∈ [0, T ]. In view of the dual relationship, we have that

x(r) = −ûy(0, y, z) = ervr(0, r, z)

= λerE

[

∫ τ0r ∧T

0
e−ρs−R

0,r
s f(s; r)ds

]

+ (1− λ)ηerE

[

∫ τ0r∧T

0
e−ρs−R

0,r
s Z0,z

s ds

]

. (4.13)

This, together with Lemma 4.7, implies that the mapping r 7→ x(r) is continuous and that

lim
r↓0

x(r) = 0, lim
r↑+∞

x(r) = x̂0(z). (4.14)

Consequently, by the continuity of r → x(r) and (4.14), for any x̃ ∈ [0, x̂0(z)), there exists some
rx̃ ∈ R+ such that x(rx̃) = x̃ and also a unique fixed point f(·; rx̃) ∈ C([0, T ]) of the mapping
(4.11) satisfying f(·; rx̃) > 0. Then, for (x, z) ∈ R

2
+, let us define that, for t ∈ [0, T ],

f∗(t) =











f(t; rx), if x ∈ [0, x̂0(z)),

(1− λ)σZµ

σ
eη(T−t)+µZ tz, if x ∈ [x̂0(z),+∞).

(4.15)
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Obviously, f∗ ∈ C([0, T ]) and f∗(·) > 0. As a consequence, we can easily verify that the function
f∗ given by (4.15) is a fixed point to the mapping (4.8). This yields that f∗ given by (4.15)
satisfies the consistency condition (4.1), and hence (f∗, θ∗,f

∗

, A∗,f∗

) is a MFE. Thus, the proof of
the theorem is completed.

5 Discussions on MFE

We present in this section some quantitative properties and numerical results of the MFE obtained
in Theorem 4.8. We first recall that, for (z, T ) ∈ R+ × (0,+∞), the capital injection threshold of
initial wealth is given by

x̂0(z) = (1− λ)
{

λ
(

eµZT − eηT
)

+ eηT − 1
}

z. (5.1)

If the representative agent’s initial wealth level x ≥ x̂0(z), then the portfolio feedback function
θ∗,f

∗

(t, x, z) admits the following explicit expression, for (t, x, z) ∈ [0, T ]× [x̂0(z),+∞) ×R+,

θ∗,f
∗

(t, x, z) =
(1− λ)σZµ

σ
eη(T−t)z, (5.2)

and the capital injection strategy A∗,f∗

t = 0 a.s. for t ∈ [0, T ]. In this case, the representative
agent does not need to inject any capital.

We next discuss two extreme cases. As the competition weight parameter λ tends towards
1, the constraint condition in (2.4) becomes V

n
t ≤ V i

t + Ai
t. This indicates that the agent is

primarily concerned with their relative performance compared to other peers, resulting in the
threshold x̂0(z) ≡ 0 and optimal portfolio θ∗,f

∗

(t, x, z) ≡ 0. Without the pressure from the
market index performance, the agent refrains from making any investments. Conversely, as the
competition weight parameter λ tends towards 0, the constraint condition in (2.4) becomes Zi

t ≤
V i
t + Ai

t. In this scenario, the agent’s goal is to outperform the market index benchmark Zi
t ,

disregarding the wealth performance of other agents. Consequently, the MFG problem reduces to
the stochastic control problem discussed in Section 6 of Bo et al. (2021) with x̂0(z) = (eηT − 1)z
and θ∗,f

∗

(t, x, z) = σZµ/σe
η(T−t)z.

We next consider the sensitivity analysis on the return rate parameter µZ of the market index
process. From (5.1), (5.2), and the relationship η = µZ − µσZ/σ, it follows that ∂x̂0/∂µZ > 0,
and ∂θ∗,f

∗

/∂µZ > 0, which implies that both the threshold and the portfolio feedback function
increase with respect to µZ . When the market index benchmark process has a higher return,
the agent will require a higher level of initial wealth and will invest more in the risky asset to
outperform the targeted benchmark and avoid capital injection.

If the initial wealth level x < x̂0(z), the capital injection is necessary. In this case, we can
numerically calculate the MFE and value function. Our numerical method proceeds through the
following key steps by leveraging the duality established in our theoretical analysis:

(i) Parameter initialization: we initialize all model parameters (µ, σ, µZ , σZ , λ, ρ), the time
horizon T , and the initial values of the wealth and benchmark processes (x0, z0).
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(ii) Initial capital injection assessment: we compute the capital injection threshold x̂0(z) via
(5.1). If x0 ≥ x̂0(z), the agent starts in the non-capital injection region. In this case, the
optimal portfolio feedback function θ∗,f

∗

is computed directly via (5.2), no capital injection
occurs (A∗,f∗ ≡ 0), and the value function satisfies v(t, x, z) = 0. Otherwise, we proceed to
the following steps.

(iii) Fixed point iteration for dual variable: for a candidate dual variable r > 0, we compute
the corresponding fixed-point function f(r; ·) from (4.11) in Lemma 4.6 through an iterative
procedure. This step requires evaluating the functions G(r, s, t) and H(r, z, t), which involve
computing expectations of the reflected process R = (Rt)t∈[0,T ]. We employ the Skorokhod
representation:



















Rt,r
s = r +

∫ s

t

(

µ2

2σ2
− ρ

)

du+
µ

σ

∫ s

t

dWu +

∫ s

t

dLt,r
u ,

Lt,r
s = sup

t≤ℓ≤s

(

−r −
∫ ℓ

t

(

µ2

2σ2
− ρ

)

du− µ

σ

∫ ℓ

t

dWu

)+

,

and implement this using Monte Carlo simulation to generate sample paths of both the
reflected process R and the benchmark process Z, enabling accurate computation of the
required expectations.

(iv) Recovery of primal state variable: we repeat step (iii) for different values of r and construct
the function r 7→ x(r) defined in (4.13). We then identify the specific value r0 such that
x(r0) = x0, thereby recovering the original state variable from the dual variable through the
dual relationship.

(v) Computation of MFE and value function: using the identified r0, we compute the fixed-point
function f(·; r0) as in step (iii). This allows us to fully characterize the MFE and compute
the value function by invoking Theorem 3.4.

Let us set parameters (µ, σ, µZ , σZ , λ, ρ) = (0.1, 0.1, 0.2, 0.1, 0.2, 1), the time horizon T = 1
and the initial level of benchmark process z0 = 20. Figure 2 plots the function r 7→ x(r), which
shows that there exists a unique rx̃ such that x(rx̃) = x̃, i.e., the MFE is unique under the given
model parameters. Figure 3 plots the fixed point function t 7→ f∗(t) under different initial level
of wealth process.

Then, we plot the portfolio feedback function x 7→ θ∗,f
∗

(t, x, z) in Figure 4 and value function
(i.e., the expectation of the total optimal discounted capital injection) x 7→ v(t, x, z) in Figure 5.
In particular, it is interesting to see that θ∗,f

∗

(t, x, z) is a decreasing function of x for the fixed t
and z, which seems counter-intuitive. However, we note that the large value of x indicates that
the current wealth level of all agents or the population is also high, i.e., f∗(t) is very large as well.
As a result, in the equilibrium state, it has a larger chance for the agent to inject capital more
frequently due to the tracking constraint. To reduce the cost of capital injection, the representative
agent in the equilibrium will strategically reduce the allocation in the risky asset when x becomes
large to pull down f∗(t) to lower the growth rate of the benchmark process. From Figure 3,
it can be observed that under different initial values of the state process X, although f∗(t) is
always non-negative, its monotonicity in terms of t may vary significantly under the impact of
initial wealth. In particular, in the situation when f∗(t) climbs to a very large level at some time
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Figure 2: The function r 7→ x(r).
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Figure 3: The fixed point function t 7→ f∗(t).
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Figure 4: The portfolio feedback function x 7→ θ∗,f
∗

(t, x, z). The parameters are set to be
(x0, z0) = (2.0308, 20), (t, z) = (0.5, 20).
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Figure 5: The value function x 7→ v(t, x, z). The parameters are set to be (x0, z0) = (2.0308, 20),
(t, z) = (0.5, 20).

t, we can see from Figure 3 that f∗(t) will start to decrease afterwards, which echos from the
observation in Figure 4 that the portfolio strategy under MFE is decreasing in x such that the
resulting f∗(t) under MFE will decline when it hits a high level, that is, the representative agent
will choose the portfolio strategy to maintain the growth rate of the wealth around a reasonable
level.

We next conduct some numerical examples on the sensitivity analysis with respect to some
model parameters. Recall that the value function is an equivalent characterization of the expec-
tation of the total optimal discounted capital injection. We illustrate in Figures 6 and Figure
7 the sensitivity of the expectation of the total optimal discounted capital injection as well as
the optimal portfolio feedback function with respect to the competition weight parameter λ. All
other model parameters are kept as in the baseline specification before. Consistent with the case
without capital injections, the portfolio feedback function is decreasing in λ. As the competition
weight increases, the agent places greater emphasis on relative performance against peers and
correspondingly less on outperforming the market index in absolute terms. This shift in objective
leads to a more conservative optimal allocation to the risky asset: the manager reduces expo-
sure to risk and relies less on aggressive trading to generate outperformance. In parallel, Figure 6
shows that a smaller competition weight induces the manager to inject more capital to surpass the
targeted benchmark; as λ rises, the expected discounted injections decline. Relaxed competition
concerns against peers (lower λ) encourage risk-taking that may boost short-term outperformance
but raise the probability of drawdowns requiring injections. These comparative statics suggest
that tuning λ can serve as a policy lever. Institutions seeking capital discipline and lower risk
budgets should adopt higher competition weights, whereas those prioritizing the performance of
market index may allow lower λ, accepting higher expected capital injection.

We also examine how the expectation of the total optimal discounted capital injection and
the optimal portfolio feedback respond to changes in the volatility parameter σZ of the market
index process. Figures 8 and 9 plot these sensitivity results. The most prominent finding, illus-
trated in Figure 8, is that higher market index volatility σZ leads to reduced expected capital
injection. Recall that the effective benchmark is a linear combination λV t + (1 − λ)Zt. When
σZ increases, the exogenous component Zt becomes more volatile, introducing greater variability
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into the benchmark itself. Faced with a more volatile benchmark, the agent’s optimal strategy
naturally adapts to maintain a more conservative position relative to the benchmark. Mathemat-
ically, this translates to a decrease in the activity of the reflection process Lt, which represents
cumulative capital injection. The manager’s adjusted strategy results in fewer instances where
the portfolio value approaches the critical threshold requiring intervention.

Figure 9 further reveals the non-monotonic property of the optimal portfolio feedback function
with respect to σZ . Specifically, at high wealth levels, an increase in the market index volatility
σZ can lead to more aggressive portfolio weights, as the manager seeks to exploit higher volatility
for potential outperformance, thereby tracking the market index and the strong performance of
peers. Conversely, at low wealth levels, the same increase in σZ prompts a reduction in portfolio
risk to avoid triggering costly capital injections. In this scenario, the agent reduces investment
to mitigate risk and may resort to direct capital injection to meet the benchmark requirement.
From a practical perspective, these findings suggest that agent operating in more volatile market
environments may benefit from lower expected capital injection costs. However, this comes at the
potential cost of reduced opportunity to significantly outperform the benchmark during market
upswings. The optimal strategy thus represents a careful balancing act between protection and
performance that adapts rationally to the market condition.
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Figure 6: The expectation of the total optimal discounted capital injection. The parameters are
set to be (x0, z0) = (2.02, 20), (t, z) = (0.5, 20).

6 Proofs

This section provides the detailed proofs of main results in previous sections.

We first show that v(t, r, z) given by (3.10) is a classical solution to the Neumann boundary
problem (3.9).

Lemma 6.1. Let f ∈ C([0, T ]) satisfy f(t) > 0 for all t ∈ [0, T ]. Then, v ∈ C1,2,2(DT ) and vr ∈
C1,2,2(DT ). Moreover, for (t, r, h) ∈ DT , we have that

vr(t, r, z) = λE

[

∫ τ tr∧T

t

e−ρs−R
t,r
s f(s)ds

]

+ (1− λ)ηE

[

∫ τ tr∧T

t

e−ρs−R
t,r
s Zt,z

s ds

]

, (6.1)
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Figure 7: The portfolio feedback function x 7→ θ∗,f
∗

(t, x, z). The parameters are set to be
(x0, z0) = (2.02, 20), (t, z) = (0.5, 20).
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Figure 8: The expectation of the total optimal discounted capital injection. The parameters are
set to be (x0, z0) = (2.02, 20), (t, z) = (0.5, 20).
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Figure 9: The portfolio feedback function x 7→ θ∗,f
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(t, x, z). The parameters are set to be
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vrr(t, r, z) = λ

∫ T

t

∫ r

−∞

e−ρs−r+xφ(s− t, x, r)f(s)dxds − λE

[

∫ τ tr∧T

t

e−ρs−R
t,r
s f(s)ds

]

+ (1− λ)ηz

∫ T

t

∫ r

−∞

exp

(

− ρs− r +

(

1− σσZ
µ

)

x+ κ(s− t)

)

φ(s − t, x, r)dxds

− (1− λ)ηE

[

∫ τ tr∧T

t

e−ρs−R
t,r
s Zt,z

s ds

]

, (6.2)

where κ := µZ − σ2
Z

2 − µσZ

2σ + σσZρ
µ

, the stopping time τ tr is defined by

τ tr := inf

{

s ≥ t;−µ

σ
(Ws −Wt)−

(

µ2

2σ2
− ρ

)

(s− t) = r

}

,

and we recall that the function φ(s, x, y) is given by (3.19).

Proof. For (t, r) ∈ [0, T ]×R+, let us define

h(t, r) := −(1− λ)ηE

[

∫ T

t

exp

(

− ρs−Rt,r
s +

(

µZ − σ2
Z

2

)

(s− t) + σZ(Ws −Wt)

)

ds

]

, (6.3)

l(t, r) := −λE

[
∫ T

t

e−ρs−R
t,r
s f(s)ds

]

. (6.4)

Then, v(t, r, z) = zh(t, r) + l(t, r) for (t, r, z) ∈ DT . By a similar calculation as in the proof of
Proposition 4.1 in Bo et al. (2021) and in the proof of Lemma 3.4 in Bo et al. (2025a), we can
obtain

lr(t, r) = λE

[

∫ τ tr∧T

t

e−ρs−R
t,r
s f(s)ds

]

. (6.5)

zhr(t, r) = (1− λ)ηzE

[

∫ τ tr∧T

t

exp

(

− ρs−Rt,r
s +

(

µZ − σ2
Z

2

)

(s − t) + σZ(Ws −Wt)

)

ds

]

.

lrr(t, r) = λ

∫ T

t

∫ r

−∞

e−ρs−r+xφ(s− t, x, r)f(s)dxds− λE

[
∫ τr∧T

t

e−ρs−R
t,r
s f(s)ds

]

. (6.6)

zhrr(t, r) = (1− λ)ηz

∫ T

t

∫ r

−∞

exp

(

− ρs− r +

(

1− σσZ
µ

)

x+ κ(s − t)

)

φ(s− t, x, r)dxds

− (1− λ)ηzE

[

∫ τ tr∧T

t

exp

(

− ρs−Rt,r
s +

(

µZ − σ2
Z

2

)

(s− t) + σZ(Ws −Wt)

)

ds

]

,

(6.7)

lrrr(t, r) = −2λ

∫ T

t

∫ r

−∞

e−ρs−r+xφ(s− t, x, r)f(s)dxds + λE

[
∫ τr∧T

t

e−ρs−R
t,r
s f(s)ds

]

(6.8)

+ λ

∫ T

t

e−ρsφ(s− t, r, r)f(s)ds + λ

∫ T

t

∫ r

−∞

e−ρs−r+xφr(s− t, x, r)f(s)dxds,
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hrrr(t, r) = −2(1− λ)η

∫ T

t

∫ r

−∞

exp

(

− ρs− r +

(

1− σσZ
µ

)

x+ κ(s − t)

)

φ(s− t, x, r)dxds

+ (1− λ)ηE

[

∫ τ tr∧T

t

exp

(

− ρs−Rt,r
s +

(

µZ − σ2
Z

2

)

(s− t) + σZ(Ws −Wt)

)

ds

]

+ (1− λ)η

∫ T

t

exp

(

−ρs− σσZ
µ

r + κ(s − t)

)

× φ(s− t, r, r)dxds

− (1− λ)η

∫ T

t

∫ r

−∞

exp

(

− ρs− r +

(

1− σσZ
µ

)

x+ κ(s− t)

)

φr(s − t, x, r)dxds.

(6.9)

From (6.5)-(6.9), we deduce (6.1)-(6.2) and that vrrr = lrrr + zhrrr is continuous in (t, r, z). We
next derive the expression of vz, vzz, vrz and vrrz. Note that v(t, r, z) = zh(t, r) + l(t, r). Then,
for (t, r, z) ∈ DT ,

vz(t, r, z) = h(t, r), vzz(t, r, z) = 0, (6.10)

vrz(t, r, z) = hr(t, r, z) vrrz(t, r, z) = hrr(t, r, z). (6.11)

Finally, we derive the expression of vt and vrt. For any δ ∈ [−t, T − t], it holds that

l(t, r) = −λE

[
∫ T

t

e−ρs−R
t,r
s f(s)ds

]

= −λE

[
∫ T

t

e−ρs−R
t+δ,r
s+δ f(s)ds

]

.

Then, we get

lim
δ→0

l(t+ δ, r)− l(t, r)

δ

= −λ lim
δ→0

1

δ

{

E

[
∫ T

t+δ

e−ρs−R
t+δ,r
s f(s)ds

]

− E

[
∫ T

t

e−ρs−R
t+δ,r
s+δ f(s)ds

]}

= λ lim
δ→0

1

δ
E

[
∫ t+δ

t

e−ρs−R
t+δ,r
s f(s)ds

]

− λ

∫ T

t

e−ρsf(s) lim
δ→0

{

1

δ
E

[

e−R
t+δ,r
s − e−R

t+δ,r
s+δ

]

}

ds

= λe−ρt−rf(t)− λ

∫ T

t

e−ρsf(s) lim
δ→0

{

1

δ
E

[

e−R
t+δ,r
s − e−R

t+δ,r
s+δ

]

}

ds.

By applying Itô’s rule and taking expectation, we have E[e−R
t+δ,r
s −e−R

t+δ,r
s+δ ] = −ρδ−E[

∫ s

s+δ
dLt+δ,r

ℓ ].
Using the dominated convergence theorem and Proposition 2.5 in Abraham (2000), we arrive at

lt(t, r) = λe−ρt−rf(t) + λ

∫ T

t

e−ρsf(s)(ρ− p(t, r; s, 0))ds, (6.12)

where p(t, r; s, x) is the conditional density function of the reflected drifted Brownian process Rt,r

(c.f. Veestraeten (2004)). Similar to the calculation above, we can also get

zht(t, r) = (1− λ)η

{

E

[
∫ T

t

e−ρs−R
t,r
s Zt,z

s ds

]

+ E

[

e−ρT−R
t,r
T Zt,z

T

]

}

. (6.13)
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We also have from (6.1) that

vrt(t, r) = −λ

∫ T

t

∫ r

0

∫ y

−∞

e−ρs−r+xφs(s− t, x, y)dsdyds (6.14)

− (1− λ)ηz

∫ T

t

∫ r

0

∫ y

−∞

exp

(

−ρs− r +

(

1− σσZ
µ

)

x+ κ(s− t)

)

φs(s− t, x, y)dxdyds.

By (6.5), (6.6), (6.10) (6.12) and (6.13), we have v ∈ C1,2(DT ). Using (6.6), (6.8), (6.9), (6.10)
and (6.14), we further have vr ∈ C1,2(DT ).

Building upon Lemma 6.1, we have the following result:

Proposition 6.2. Let f ∈ C([0, T ]) satisfy f(t) > 0 for all t ∈ [0, T ]. Then, the function v
defined by (3.10) is the unique classical solution to the Neumann boundary problem (3.9) satisfying
|v(t, r, z)| ≤ C(1 + z) for some constant C > 0.

Proof of Proposition 3.3: It follows from Proposition 6.2 that û(t, y, z) is the unique classical
solution of the dual equation (3.8) satisfying |v̂(t, y, z)| ≤ K(1 + z) for some K > 0 and ûy ∈
C1,2([0, T ]×(0, 1]×R+). Furthermore, the strict convexity of (0, 1] ∋ y 7→ û(t, y) for fixed t ∈ [0, T )
follows from the fact that

ûyy =
eρt

y2
(vrr + vr) =

λeρt

y2

∫ T

t

∫ r

−∞

e−ρs−r+xφ(s − t, x, r)f(s)dxds

+
(1− λ)ηeρt

y2

∫ T

t

∫ r

−∞

exp

(

−ρs− r +

(

1− σσZ
µ

)

x+ κ(s − t)

)

φ(s− t, x, r)dxds > 0.

Thus, we complete the proof of the proposition, �

Proof of Theorem 3.4: The proof of the item (i) is similar to that of Theorem 5.1 in Bo et al.
(2021), and hence we omit it here. Next, we show the item (ii). It is not difficult to see that

lim
y↓0

zûyz(t, y, z) = − lim
y↓0

eρtz

y
vrz(t,− ln y, z)

= − lim
r→+∞

eρt+rzvrz(t, r, z)

= −(1− λ)ηE

[
∫ T

t

e−
µ
σ
(Ws−Wt)−

µ2

2σ2 (s−t)Zt,z
s ds

]

= −(1− λ)
(

eη(T−t) − 1
)

z. (6.15)

In view of µ > 0, (6.2) and ûyy ≥ 0 from Proposition 3.3, we have

0 ≤ lim inf
y↓0

yûyy(t, y, z) ≤ lim sup
y↓0

yûyy(t, y, z) = lim sup
r→+∞

eρt+r(vrr + vr)(t, r, z). (6.16)

We obtain from Lemma 6.1 that

er(vrr + vr)(t, r, z)
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= λ

∫ T

t

∫ r

−∞

e−ρs+xφ(s − t, x, r)f(s)dxds (6.17)

+ (1− λ)ηz

∫ T

t

∫ r

−∞

exp

(

−ρs+

(

1− σσZ
µ

)

x+ κ(s − t)

)

φ(s− t, x, r)dxds.

In the sequel, let C > 0 be a generic constant independent of (t, x, z), which may differ from line
to line. For the case r > 2, it holds that (r+ y)2 − 1 > 0 for all y ≥ 0. As f ∈ C([0, T ]), it follows
that, for all (t, r) ∈ [0, T ] × (2,∞),

∫ T

t

∫ r

−∞

e−ρs+xφ(s− t, x, r)f(s)dx ≤ C

∫ T

t

∫ r

−∞

e−ρs+xφ(s− t, x, r)dxds

y=r−x
= C

∫ T

t

∫ ∞

0
e−ρs+r−y 2(r + y)

σ̂2
√

2σ̂π(s− t)3
exp

(

µ̂

σ̂
(r − y)− 1

2
µ̂2(s − t)− (r + y)2

2σ̂2(s− t)

)

dyds

= C

∫ T

t

2 exp
(

− 1
2σ̂2(s−t)

)

σ̂2
√

2σ̂π(s− t)3
e−ρsds

∫ ∞

0
(r + y) exp

(

µ̂

σ̂
(r − y) + r − (r + y)2 − 1

2σ̂2(T − t)

)

dy

≤ Cr exp

((

µ̂

σ̂
+ 1

)

r − r2 − 1

2σ̂2(T − t)

)
∫ ∞

0
(1 + y) exp

(

− y2

2σ̂2(T − t)
− µ̂

σ̂
y

)

dy

≤ Cr exp

(

µ̂

σ̂
r + r − r2 − 1

2σ̂2(T − t)

)

. (6.18)

Since the mapping r → r exp( µ̂
σ̂
r+r− r2−1

2σ̂2(T−t)
) is continuous, and limr→∞ r exp( µ̂

σ̂
r+r− r2−1

2σ̂2(T−t)
) =

0, we have

lim sup
r→+∞

∫ T

t

∫ r

−∞

e−ρs+xφ(s− t, x, r)f(s)dx ≤ 0. (6.19)

As the mapping r → r exp( µ̂
σ̂
r+r− r2−1

2σ̂2(T−t)
) is continuous, and limr→∞ r exp( µ̂

σ̂
r+r− r2−1

2σ̂2(T−t)
) = 0,

we have

lim sup
r→+∞

∫ T

t

∫ r

−∞

e−ρs+xφ(s− t, x, r)f(s)dx ≤ 0. (6.20)

In a similar fashion to derive (6.18), we can also get that

lim sup
r→+∞

∫ T

t

∫ r

−∞

exp

(

−ρs+

(

1− σσZ
µ

)

x+ κ(s − t)

)

φ(s− t, x, r)dxds ≤ 0. (6.21)

Therefore, in view of (6.16) (6.17), (6.20) and (6.21), we deduce that

lim
y↓0

yûyy(t, y, z) = 0. (6.22)

Together with (6.15), the feedback control function θ∗(t, x, z) give by (3.15) is well-defined. More-
over, we can see that the function (x, z) → θ∗(t, x, z) is locally Lipschitz continuous and satisfies
the liner growth with respect to z. The SDE (3.16) therefore admits a unique strong solution.
Consequently, it is straightforward to verify that θ∗ ∈ U

r.
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For any θ ∈ U
r, let X = (Xt)t∈[0,T ] be the resulting state process. For n ∈ N and 1/n < T ,

define the stopping time τn by τn :=
(

T − 1
n

)

∧inf {s ≥ 0 : Xs ∧ Zs ≥ n}. By applying Itô’s lemma
to e−ρτnu(τn,Xτn , Zτn) and taking the expectation on both sides, we deduce

E

[

e−ρ(τn−t)u(τn,Xτn , Zτn)
]

+ E

[

−
∫ τn

t

e−ρ(s−t)dLX
s

]

≤ u(t, x, z), (6.23)

and the equality holds when θ = θ∗. In view of Proposition 3.3 and (3.14), we know that
u(t, x, z) ≤ 0 on DT and u(t, x, z) = infy∈(0,1]{û(t, y, z) + yx} ≥ infy∈(0,1]{û(t, y, z)} ≥ −C(1 + z)

on OT for some C > 0. This yields that |u(t, x, z)| ≤ C(1 + z), for all (t, x, z) ∈ DT . Letting
n → ∞ on both sides of (6.23), by using the dominated convergence theorem and the monotone
convergence theorem, we get the desired result. �

By using Lemma 6.1 and Theorem 3.4, we can directly get Lemma 4.1. Then, we here provide
the proofs of Lemma 4.2, Lemma 4.6 and Lemma 4.7.

Proof of Lemma 4.2: We first consider the case where (0, x, z) ∈ OT and OT 6= ∅. In
view of Lemma 4.1, the partial derivative of the value function u with respect to x satisfies that
ux ∈ C1,2(OT ). For any t ∈ [0, T ) and ε ∈ (0, 1), by applying Itô’s formula to Yt∧(1−ε)τ0 =
ux(t ∧ (1− ε)τ0,X

∗
t∧(1−ε)τ0

, Zt∧(1−ε)τ0), we obtain

Yt∧(1−ε)τ0 = Y0 +

∫ t∧(1−ε)τ0

0
Lθ∗sux(s,X

∗
s )ds+

∫ t∧(1−ε)τ0

0
uxx(s,X

∗
s )dL

X
s

+

∫ t∧(1−ε)τ0

0
((θ∗sσ − (1− λ)σZZs)uxx(s,X

∗
s , Zs) + σZZsuxz(s,X

∗
s , Zs))dWs, (6.24)

where the operator Lθ with θ ∈ R acting on g ∈ C1,2(DT ) is defined by

Lθg := gt + gxµθ +
1

2
gxx(σθ − (1− λ)σZz)

2 +
1

2
σ2
Zz

2gzz

+ gxz(σθ − (1− λ)σZz)σZz + µZzgz − ((1− λ)µZz + λf(t))gx.

We can obtain from (3.15) that

(θ∗sσ − (1− λ)σZZs)uxx(s,X
∗
s , Zs) + σZZsuxz(s,X

∗
s , Zs)

= −µ

σ
ux(s,X

∗
s , Zs) = −µ

σ
Ys. (6.25)

It follows from Theorem 3.4 that (Lθ∗s − ρ)u(t, x, z) = 0 for (t, x, z) ∈ OT . Taking the derivative
of x on both sides of the equation, we have

∫ t∧(1−ε)τ0

0
Lθ∗sux(s,X

∗
s , Zs)ds =

∫ t∧(1−ε)τ0

0
ρux(s,X

∗
s , Zs)ds =

∫ t∧(1−ε)τ0

0
ρYsds. (6.26)

Denote by LY
t := −

∫ t

0 uxx(s,X
∗
s , Zs)dL

X
s for t ∈ [0, T ]. Consequently, it follows from (6.24)-(6.26)

and the arbitrariness of ε ∈ (0, 1) that

dYt = ρYtdt−
µ

σ
YtdWt − dLY

t , t ∈ (0, τ0).
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Note that ux(t, x, z) ≤ 1, ux(t, 0, z) = 1 and uxx(t, x, z) ≤ 0 for all (t, x, z) ∈ OT . Then, the process
L = (LY

t )t∈[0,τ0) is a continuous and non-decreasing process (with LY
0 = 0) which increases on

the time set {t ∈ [0, τ0); Yt = 1} only. This implies that Y taking values on (0, 1] is a reflected
process and LY is the local time process of Y .

Next, we claim that Yt = e−R
0,r
t on [0, τ0), where the reflected process (R0,r

t )t∈[0,T ] is given by

(3.11) with r = − lnY0 = − ln vx(0, x, z). Let Ỹt := e−R
0,r
t for t ∈ [0, T ]. Then, by using Itô’s rule,

Ỹ = (Ỹt)t∈[0,T ] satisfies the following dynamics given by

dỸt = ρỸtdt−
µ

σ
ỸtdWt − dLỸ

t ,

where LỸ
t =

∫ t

0 e
−R

0,r
t dL0,r

s =
∫ t

0 dL
0,r
s = L0,r

t . We can see that LỸ = (LỸ
t )t∈[0,T ] is a continuous

and non-decreasing process that increases only on {t ∈ [0, T ]; R0,r
s = 0} = {t ∈ [0, T ]; Ỹs = 1}

with LỸ
0 = 0. This yields that Ỹ is a the reflected process and LỸ is the corresponding local time

process. Noting that Ỹ and Y satisfy the same reflected SDE, by the uniqueness of the strong

solution, we deduce that Yt = Ỹt = e−R
0,r
t on [0, τ0). Thus, it holds that, P-a.s.

τ0 = inf{t ∈ [0, T ]; X∗
t ≥ x0(t, Zt)} ∧ T

= inf{t ∈ [0, T ]; vx(t,X
∗
t , Zt) ≤ 0} ∧ T

= inf{t ∈ [0, T ]; Yt ≤ 0} ∧ T

= inf{t ∈ [0, T ]; e−R
0,r
t ≤ 0} ∧ T = T.

Then, it is not hard to see that Y satisfies the dynamics (4.4) on (0, T ] with Y0 = vx(0, x, z).

We next let (0, x, z) ∈ Oc
T ∩ DT . In this case, we have x ≤ x0(0, z), and hence τ0 = 0, P-a.s.,

and the value function u(0, x, z) = 0. Introduce M := {ω ∈ Ω; (t,X∗
t , Zt) ∈ Oc

T ∩ DT }. Assume
that there exists some t0 ∈ (0, T ] such that P(M) > 0. Then, it follows from the dynamical
program principle and the fact u(t,X∗

t , Zt) < 0 on M that

0 = u(0, x, z) = E

[

−
∫ t

0
e−ρsdLX∗

s + e−ρtu(t,X∗
t , Zt)

]

≤ E
[

e−ρtu(t,X∗
t , Zt)1M

]

< 0,

which yields a contradiction. Thus, for any t ∈ [0, T ], we have (t,X∗
t , Zt) ∈ Oc

T ∩DT , P-a.s., which
completes the proof of the lemma. �

Proof of Lemma 4.6: In view of (4.9) and (4.10), the functionsG(r, s, t) andH(r, z, t) are non-
negative and continuous. Fix (r, z) ∈ R

2
+. Choose N > 0 with 0 = t0 < t1 < t2 < · · · < tN = T

and ti+1 − ti = T/N for i = 0, . . . , N − 1 such that

M := sup
i=0,...,N−1

sup
t∈[ti,ti+1]

∫ ti+1

t

G(r, s, t)ds < 1.

For t ∈ [tN−1, tN ] and f1, f2 ∈ C([tN−1, tN ]), we have

|J f1(t)− J f2(t)| =
∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ T

t

(f1(s)− f2(s))G(r, s, t)ds

∣

∣

∣

∣
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≤
∫ T

t

|f1(s)− f2(s)|G(r, s, t)ds

≤ sup
s∈[t,T ]

|f1(s)− f2(s)|
∫ T

t

G(r, s, t)ds

≤ M‖f1 − f2‖[tN−1,tN ],

where ‖f‖[tN−1,tN ] := supt∈[tN−1,tN ] |f(t)| for f ∈ C([tN−1, tN ]) is the uniform norm of continuous
function on [tN−1, tN ]. This implies that J is a contraction map on C([tN−1, tN ]), and hence has
a unique fixed point fN on [tN−1, tN ]. Furthermore, if we start with a non-negative continuous
function f0 ∈ C([tN−1, tN ]), and consider the sequence (fn)n≥1 with fn := J fn−1. It follows from
G(r, s, t) ≥ 0 and H(r, z, t) ≥ 0 that fn is also a non-negative function, for any n ≥ 1. As fn
converges to the fixed point fN as n → ∞, we know fN (t) ≥ 0 on [tN−1, tN ]. On [tN−2, tN−1], let
us consider the mapping JN−1 : C([tN−2, tN−1]) 7→ C([tN−2, tN−1]) defined by, for t ∈ [tN−2, tN−1],

J N−1f(t) :=

∫ tN−1

t

f(s)G(r, s, t)ds +

∫ T

tN−1

fN (s)G(r, s, t)ds +H(r, z, t).

Similarly, we can see that J N−1 is a contraction mapping on C([tN−2, tN−1]) , and hence has a
unique fixed point fN−1(t) ≥ 0 on [tN−2, tN−1] with fN−1(tN−1) = fN (tN−1). Repeating this
procedure, we can get the non-negative continuous function sequence {f i}Ni=1. Define the function
f : [0, T ] 7→ R+ with f(t) = f i(t) for t ∈ [ti−1, ti]. Then, the non-negative continuous f is the
unique fixed point of the mapping J . If there exists some t0 ∈ [0, T ) such that f(t0) ≤ 0, we
introduce t̂ := sup{t ∈ [0, T ]; f(t) ≤ 0}. As f(T ) > 0, f(t0) ≤ 0 and f ∈ C([0, T ]), we have
t̂ ∈ [t0, T ), and hence

f(t̂) =

∫ T

t̂

f(s)G(r, s, t0)ds +H(r, z, t̂) ≤ 0,

which contradicts with the facts that f,G ≥ 0, H > 0 on (t̂, T ]. Thus, we complete the proof. �

Proof of Lemma 4.7: Fix (r1, t1) ∈ R+ × [0, T ]. For any ǫ ∈ (0, 1) and (r2, t2) ∈ M(r1,t1)
ǫ :=

{(r, t) ∈ R+ × [0, T ]; |r − r1|+ |t− t1| ≤ ǫ}, we have

|f(t1; r1)− f(t2; r2)| ≤ |f(t1; r1)− f(t2; r1)|+ |f(t2; r1)− f(t2; r2)|. (6.27)

It follows from Lemma 4.6 that

|f(t1; r1)− f(t2; r1)| ≤
∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ t2

t1

f(s; r1)G(r1, s, t1)ds

∣

∣

∣

∣

|H(r1, z, t1)−H(r1, z, t2)|

≤ max
s∈[t1,t2]

|f(s; r1)G(r1, s, t1)||t2 − t1|+ |H(r1, z, t1)−H(r1, z, t2)| . (6.28)

Utilizing the continuity of (r, s, t) 7→ G(r, s, t), (r, t) 7→ H(r, z, t) and s 7→ f(s; r), we deduce from
(6.28) that

lim
ǫ→0

|f(t1; r1)− f(t2; r1)| = 0. (6.29)
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On the other hand, by Lemma 4.6 again, for t ∈ [0, T ], we have

|f(t; r1)− f(t; r2)|

≤
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ T

t

(f(s; r1)− f(s; r2))G(r2, s, t) + (G(r1, s, t)−G(r2, s, t))f(s; r1)ds

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

+ |H(r1, z, t) −H(r2, z, t)|

≤
∫ T

t

|f(s; r1)− f(s; r2)|G(r2, s, t)ds + sup
(s,t)∈[0,T ]2

|(G(r1, s, t)−G(r2, s, t))f(s; r1)|T

+ sup
s∈[0,T ]

|H(r1, z, t) −H(r2, z, t)|

≤ K1

∫ T

t

|f(s; r1)− f(s; r2)|ds +K2(r1, r2), (6.30)

where the positive constant

K1 := sup
(r,t2)∈M

(r1,t1)
1 , s∈[t,T ]

G(r, s, t) < +∞,

and the function K2(r1, r2) is given by

K2(r1, r2) := sup
(s,t)∈[0,T ]2

|(G(r1, s, t)−G(r2, s, t))f(s; r1)|T

+ sup
s∈[0,T ]

|H(r1, z, s)−H(r2, z, s)| ,

which satisfies limǫ→0K2(r1, r2) → 0. Since (6.30) holds for any t ∈ [0, T ], replacing t with T − t,
we deduce that

|f(T − t; r1)− f(T − t; r2)|

≤ K1

∫ T

T−t

|f(s; r1)− f(s; r2)|ds +K2(r1, r2)

= K1

∫ t

0
|f(T − s; r1)− f(T − s; r2)|ds +K2(r1, r2).

It follows from the Gronwall’s inequality that

lim
ǫ→0

|f(T − t; r1)− f(T − t; r2)| ≤ lim
ǫ→0

K1e
K2(r1,r2)T = 0. (6.31)

Taking t = T − t2 in (6.31) and noting limǫ→0 |f(t2; r1)− f(t2; r2)| = 0, together with (6.27) and
(6.29), we conclude that the function (r, t) 7→ f(t; r) is continuous. �
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