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Abstract

We study a continuous time contracting model in which a principal hires a risk averse agent
to manage a project over a finite horizon and provides sequential payments whose timing is
endogenously determined. The resulting nonzero-sum interaction between the principal and the
agent is reformulated as a mixed control and stopping problem. Using numerical simulations, we
investigate how factors such as the relative impatience of the parties and the number of bonus
payments influence the principal’s value and the structure of the optimal bonus payment scheme.
A notable finding is that, in some contractual environments, the principal optimally offers a
sign-on bonus to front-load incentives.

1 Introduction

Principal-agent theory formalizes how a decision-maker (the principal, she) designs incentives to
motivate another party (the agent, he) to act in her best interest when the agent’s actions cannot be
directly observed. Such information asymmetry creates a moral hazard, requiring the principal to craft
a contract that aligns the agent’s private incentives with her own objectives. From a mathematical
standpoint, this interaction can be modeled as a bi-level optimization or a Stackelberg game, where
the principal anticipates the agent’s optimal response to any given contract. This framework has found
wide-ranging applications—from managerial compensation and executive pay to insurance, regulation,
and financial contracting—making it a central tool for studying delegation and incentive alignment
under uncertainty.

The continuous-time formulation of the principal-agent problem originates from the work of Holm-
strom and Milgrom in [Holmstrom and Milgrom, 1987], who show that under exponential utility and
when the agent’s effort affects only the drift of output, the optimal contract is linear. Their framework
revealed the analytical tractability of continuous-time models and inspired multiple extensions, includ-
ing those by [Schéttler and Sung, 1993], [Miiller, 2000], and [Hellwig and Schmidt, 2002]. A major ad-
vance was later achieved by [Sannikov, 2008], who recast the problem as a stochastic control model with
continuous incentives and a terminal lump-sum payment, thereby enabling the use of dynamic pro-
gramming methods. This approach was subsequently unified and extended by [Cvitani¢ et al., 2018]
through a BSDE formulation, establishing a general connection between continuous-time contracting
and stochastic control theory. We highlight [Possamai and Touzi, 2024], which provides a detailed
discussion and significant extension of Sannikov’s model.
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Building on this line of research, subsequent studies have connected both static and dynamic
principal-agent frameworks to the design of bonus payments in optimal contracting. Early exten-
sions of Holmstrém and Milgrom’s model—such as [Van Wesep, 2010], [Anderson et al., 2018], and
[Xu and Yang, 2016]—rationalize signing or front-loaded bonuses as mechanisms to satisfy participa-
tion constraints and attract high-ability agents. Later developments following Sannikov [Sannikov, 2008]
reinterpret the terminal lump-sum component as a form of deferred or termination bonus, encom-
passing the golden-parachute structure in [Possamai and Touzi, 2024], the deferred-bonus account in
[Edmans et al., 2012], and the analysis of short-term and deferred banker compensation in
[Jokivuolle et al., 2014] and [Jokivuolle et al., 2015]. Related works—including [Hoffmann et al., 2021],
[Shan, 2019], and [Maestri, 2014]—show that variations in the timing and structure of bonuses nat-
urally emerge as optimal responses to intertemporal incentive and participation constraints. Never-
theless, most of these studies present bonus payment schemes that are either static (without explicit
time dynamics) or exogenously characterized through equilibrium or boundary conditions, without
providing explicit analytical formulas for the evolution of bonuses over time.

This paper develops a unifying framework for analyzing bonus payments in continuous time within
a finite-horizon contracting environment, endogenizing both the level and timing of bonus schemes.
Our model provides a general explanation of how bonus structures evolve in practice as functions
of the model’s inputs, offering a more interpretable solution compared to previous formulations. In
particular, it captures the emergence of the “golden hello”—a signing bonus optimally offered by the
principal—and highlights the role of the relative impatience of the agent and the principal in shaping
both the timing and size of payments.

Our paper makes the following contributions. We study a sequential contracting problem in which
the contract consists of multiple lump-sum payments scheduled at flexible times chosen by the prin-
cipal, in a setting that builds on [Sannikov, 2008] and [Possamai and Touzi, 2024]. To begin with,
we study the first-best benchmark, where the agent directly follows the principal’s instructions. We
rigorously establish, following the approach of [Possamai and Touzi, 2024], that in a finite contracting
horizon, degeneracy never occurs; that is, the principal’s value in the first-best problem cannot reach
its maximal bound. Next, we study the second-best problem, where the principal cannot directly con-
trol the agent’s actions, we extend the methods of [Cvitanié et al., 2018] and [Alvarez et al., 2025].
Specifically, we represent the agent’s value through a recursive system of backward stochastic dif-
ferential equations (BSDEs), thus reducing the principal’s bilevel optimization problem to a single
stochastic control problem that combines mixed control and stopping with a finite number of im-
pulses. Instead of directly tackling this single-level problem, we apply an iterated optimal stopping
technique (see [@ksendal and Sulem, 2007], [Baccarin et al., 2013], [Asri and Mazid, 2019]) to recur-
sively characterize the principal’s value function when the principal can issue up to N bonuses at her
discretion. Using the weak dynamic programming principle (WDPP) ([Bouchard and Touzi, 2011]
and [Bouchard and Nutz, 2012]) for the mixed control-and-stopping problem arising in this recursive
framework, we provide a rigorous analysis showing that the principal’s value function admits a vis-
cosity characterization in terms of a recursive system of HJB variational inequalities. Finally, using
the comparison principle, we prove the well-posedness of the principal’s value function.

Finally, we apply a penalized approximation together with a policy iteration scheme introduced
in [Reisinger and Zhang, 2018] to numerically approximate the recursive system of HJB variational
inequalities. This allows us to investigate how the contracting environment influences the principal’s
value and to identify the regions where bonus payments occur (intervention regions). We then separate
the discussion into the first-best and second-best cases. In the first-best case, by comparing the
principal’s value between both settings, we confirm that the principal’s value in the first-best case
always dominates that in the second-best case and further show that the principal’s value is ultimately



a decreasing function in the second-best setting. Turning to the structure of the contract, we find
that the principal benefits from increasing the number of payments. Although degeneracy does not
occur for any fixed number of bonus payments, it can emerge as the number of payments becomes
arbitrarily large. In addition, the principal benefits from the patience of the agent.

Next, we turn to the second-best setting. Depending on the contracting environment, three distinct
regimes arise: (i) the principal is significantly more impatient than the agent; (ii) the principal is more
impatient, but not excessively so; and (iii) the agent is more impatient than the principal. These
regimes are characterized by the parameters §, the ratio of the agent’s to the principal’s discount
rates, and -y, the agent’s coefficient of risk aversion.

First, we compare the principal’s value under a two-period deterministic payment schedule (se-
quential case) and a single-bonus payment scheme. The principal’s value under the bonus scheme
consistently dominates that of the deterministic case, supporting both our numerical approach and
the underlying economic intuition. From the two-period deterministic schedule, we observe that when
the principal is highly impatient, delaying the first payment is optimal, whereas when the agent is more
impatient, paying the bonus as early as possible becomes optimal. Interestingly, when the principal
is impatient but not excessively so, the outcome depends on the reservation utility: for low reserva-
tion utilities, delayed payments are preferable, while for high reservation utilities, early deterministic
payments yield a higher value.

Secondly, we examine the principal’s problem in the second-best case under the single-bonus sce-
nario.

i) When the principal is substantially more impatient than the agent, she is unwilling to offer a
sign-on bonus; in this regime, a “golden hello” never arises. Bonus payments occur only when the
agent’s continuation utility lies within an intermediate range, jointly driven by the informational
rent of the agent and the principal’s high discount rate.

ii) When the principal is more impatient than the agent, but not excessively so, she is willing
to offer a sign-on bonus to agents with relatively high reservation utilities. As the contract
approaches maturity, it becomes increasingly important for the principal to implement such
bonus payments. Moreover, for a fixed maturity date, the bonus payment scheme is monotone
with respect to the agent’s utility.

iii) When the agent is more impatient than the principal, the principal is willing to offer a sign-
on bonus to agents with relatively low reservation utilities. Nonetheless, there always exists a
small region in which a “golden hello” is not guaranteed: due to limited liability, the principal
withholds the bonus when the agent’s initial utility is extremely low, to prevent the agent from
leaving the contract. Furthermore, because of the agent’s high discount rate, the principal must
provide a larger initial bonus to achieve the same incentive effect.

Finally, we examine the principal’s problem in the second-best setting under the multiple-bonus sce-
nario. Two general conclusions emerge. First, as the number of bonus payments increases, the
principal prefers to allocate a larger share to the later bonuses, reflecting the greater flexibility af-
forded by sequential contracting. Second, the “golden hello” gradually disappears as the number of
bonus payments increases.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the model and formulates the
objectives of both the agent and the principal. Section 3 is devoted to the first-best setting, where we
establish upper and lower bounds for the principal’s value in a general framework. In Section 4, we turn
to the second-best problem, deriving the HJB variational inequalities satisfied by the principal’s value
function. Finally, Section 5 presents the numerical analysis based on these variational inequalities,



which validate the economic intuition and illustrate how the ratio of the agent’s to the principal’s
discount rates influences the principal’s value and the structure of the bonus payment schemes.

2 The principal-agent model

This section outlines the basic setting of the contract and the agent’s effort, partially building on the
continuous-time contracting models introduced in [Sannikov, 2008] and [Possamai and Touzi, 2024].
Let (Q,]—' , ]PO) be a probability space supporting a one-dimensional P°-Brownian motion W°. For
fixed parameters o > 0, and X € R, the output process is given by

X;=Xo+oW?2, t>0.

We denote by F the PY-augmentation of the natural filtration generated by X and satisfying the usual
conditions. To model the agent’s effort, consider a family of probability measures {P*} _, under
which the output process evolves as

dXt = Oy dt + ('}'dVVta7

where W* is a P*-Brownian motion. This change of measure is justified by Girsanov’s theorem. Let
A be the collection of all F-predictable processes « taking values in a compact subset A := [0, al,
where a > 0 denotes the agent’s maximal effort. For each o € A, we define an equivalent measure P
such that

¢
W = Wto—/ % s,
o O

Any a € A is referred to as an effort process and represents an action taken to alter the distribution
of the output process from P° to P*.

Let N be the fixed maximum number of bonus payments the principal can assign to the agent.
We define a contract by a triple C := (7"1\/7 Ens §T), where & = (£1,&2,...,&n) denotes a sequence of
N bonus payments that occur at increasing times determined by the principal, and {7 denotes a final
payment made at the end of the contract period. The timing vector 7 = (71, ..., 7n) belongs to Tjo 1),
the set of all F-stopping times taking values in [0,7). Each &;, for i € {1,..., N}, is a nonnegative,
Fr,-measurable random variable, while {7 is a nonnegative, Fr-measurable random variable. The
principal’s objective is to design an optimal contract that induces the agent to act in accordance with
her interests, while the agent simultaneously maximizes his own expected utility under the contract’s
terms.

Next, we introduce the agent’s preferences and behavioral parameters:
e The agent’s utility function: u(€) := £%/7, with the inverse function v~ '(y) = 3" for some v > 1.

e The agent’s cost function: h : [0,00) — [0, 00) is increasing, strictly convex, continuously differ-
entiable, and h(0) = 0.

e The agent’s discount rate » > 0 is a fixed constant.

Given a contract C := (7n,&n, &) and a € A, the utility obtained by the agent is defined by

A . mPe = —r7; . —rT - T —rt
JAC,a) :=E Ze w(&) + e Tu(er) /Ore h(ay)dt] , (1)



where the agent receives a sequence of N bonus payments at stopping times 7, along with a terminal
payment £ at the end of the contracting horizon T. The discount rate r > 0 reflects the agent’s
degree of impatience. At the inception of the contract, the agent exerts an effort a@ € A, which is
bounded and takes values in A = [0, a.

We now introduce the principal’s objective

N T
JP(C,a) =B [‘ D e (14 k) — e Tér + /0 pe" (ay) dt] ' (2)

i=1

The functional J* is well defined on {—co} UR, due to the boundedness of A and 7y, together with
the nonnegativity of {5 and &r. Here, & > 0 denotes a fixed exogenous transaction cost rate, and
p > 0 is the principal’s discount rate.

To ensure that both the agent’s and the principal’s utility criteria are finite, we define the subset
of admissible contracts C, consisting of all C = (7, &N, &) such that:

ma sup [E” 6] + B [ler]"]] < oo. (3)

3 The first-best problem

In this section, we introduce the first-best scenario, where the principal has full bargaining power and
therefore determines both the contract terms and the agent’s effort, subject to the agent’s participation
restriction. First, we state the principal’s problem in the first-best scenario, write it in a tractable
form, and specify the corresponding optimization problem. Next, we state the main result, which
characterizes the principal’s value.

In this case, given a reservation utility level u(R) (with R > 0) chosen by the agent, the principal’s
problem in the First-Best setting is

VEBP = FBP(y(R)) = sup {J¥(C,a) : C€C,a € A, JA(C,a) > u(R)}, (4)

which is the optimal value that the principal could obtain in the first-best case.

Equivalently, the optimal value of the principal under the first-best case is

VEBP —inf  sup {Mu(R)+ JF(C,a) — AJ*(C,a)}
A<0ceC,acA

N
= inf {)\u(R) + sup E¥ [— D e (u(&))\e(”_”” +(1+ k)§i>
) i=1

A<0 (a, 7N, ENEr

—e T (u(fT))\e(’)*T)T + §T) + /T pe Pt (Oét + h(at)w\e(pir)t) dt] } )

0

where A < 0 denotes the Lagrange multiplier associated with the participation constraint, and § :=
represents the relative discounting between the principal and the agent. The second equality follow.
from the standard Karush-Kuhn-Tucker method.

To tackle this problem, we employ pointwise maximization within the expectation, which allows
us to derive the upper bound and lower bound of the principal’s optimal value.

ATIs



Having outlined the solution approach via the pointwise maximization technique, we are now
prepared to state the main result for the first-best benchmark. The proof, which builds upon the
preceding arguments together with several technical lemmas, is deferred to Appendix A.

First, in the finite-horizon setting, the inherent time-dependent (term-structure) nature of the
problem prevents the derivation of an explicit optimal contract. Instead, we establish upper and
lower bounds for the principal’s value under the first-best benchmark, which depend on the relative
discounting parameter 0.

Second, we show that, for any value of 9, the first-best problem remains non-degenerate over a
finite horizon. In particular, it is impossible to construct a sequence of contracts that induces the
agent to exert maximal effort continuously throughout the entire period.

In the following theorem, we shall express upper bounds and lower bounds in terms of the convex
dual of —h~1(-) and the concave conjugate of F(y) := —u~*(y)

G*(p) := sup (a+h(a)p), p<0, F*F(p):= inf (yp — (1+K)F(y)), p < 0. (5)

Theorem 1. (First-Best Problem)
1. If 6y > 1, then v BP(u(R)) < VFBP < pF'B-P(u(R)), where

N
QFB‘P(U(R)) — {/\U(R) + Z {_e*ﬂ‘ri (F*,k()\e(Pfr)ﬂ;» } _ e*pTF*,O()\e(Pfr)T)
1=1

inf
A<0
T
+/ pe*PfG*((sAeW*T)t)dt},
0

T
o B8P (u(R)) = )i\réfo{/\u(R) — NF**()) —e*PTF*vO(Ae@*T)T)Jr/ pe*PtG*(Me(P*T)t)dt},
= 0

and ;= (i— 1), 0< ¢ < %
2. If 6y < 1, then "B P (u(R)) < VIBE < $F'B.P(y(R)) where
N
yFB’P(u(R)) . )1\1%% {)\U(R) + ; {_efpn (F*,k(ke(Pfr)‘ri)>} _ e*pTF*,O(Ae(Pfr)T>

T
+/ pe*f’tG*(csAe@ﬂ")f)dt},
0

T
wFB-P (y(R)) := inf {)\u(R) — Ne PTF*F(xelr=T) _ e=pT p*0(£\(p=7)T) +/ pe*PtG*(axe@*”t)dt},
hS 0

andTi:T—iC,0<C<%.
3. If 6y =1, then

T
VFBP _ inf {,\u(R) — (N + e PTF*(xelr=T) +/ pe—PfG*(a,\eU’—”t)dt}.
< 0

4. IfR=0, then 0 < VFBP < (1 —e=rT).
Remark 1.

i The existence of an explicit representation for the principal’s value under the first-best case, as
a function of the reservation utility, crucially depends on the composite parameter §y. We note
that in the benchmark case §y = 1, a closed-form expression can be derived. This configuration
implies that the principal’s value under the first-best case is invariant to the timing of bonus
payments when the agent’s relative impatience ratio § coincides with the reciprocal of their risk-
aversion coefficient 1/~.



11 When 6y # 1, an explicit solution is no longer available. In this regime, the principal’s value
under the first-best case can only be characterized through analytical upper and lower bounds,
reflecting its nonlinear dependence on the reservation utility.

115 The sign of 1 — dvy determines the optimal timing of payments. When év < 1, the agent is rela-
tively more patient than the principal, and it is optimal for the principal to defer bonus payments
to exploit discounting advantages. In contrast, when §v > 1, the agent is more impatient, and
the principal benefits from advancing payments to mitigate the agent’s stronger time preference.

4 The second-best problem

In this section, we introduce the second-best problem, where the agent’s effort is unobservable and
thus, not contractible. In this setting, the principal strategically designs the contract to maximize her
expected utility, while anticipating the agent’s optimal effort response. The contract must satisfy the
agent’s participation constraint, ensuring that his expected utility is at least as high as his reservation
utility.

4.1 The principal’s problem

In this case, we define the principal’s value under the second-best case when the maximum number of
bonus payments is equal to N as

VPN .= sup sup JY(C,0), (6)
CECR acA*(C)

where € denotes all contracts that satisfy the agent’s participation constraint

Cgr = {C eC:vVAC) > U(R)}, with VA(C) := sup J*(C, o).
acA

In addition, we denote by A*(C) the collection of all the agent’s optimal effort responses to a given
contract C

A*(C) == {a e A: VA(C)=J*(C,a)}.

To address the second-best contracting problem, we follow the approach outlined in [Alvarez et al., 2025],
allowing us to write the principal’s problem (6) as a standard stochastic control problem. The terminal
utility nr := u(&r) promised by the principal takes the form

= YT = Y /O LI 00+ /0 12 4%, - ZNJ hnlir 7y (7)
m=1
where 7y denotes the utility form of the sequential bonus payments
N = (- 5nn) = (u(€y), -+ ulén))
and
ha,y,z) :=rza—ry —rh(a), (a,y,z) € Ax[0,00) xR,
H(y, z) := sup h(a,y, 2). (®)

acA



We know that YY0:%47~1N  which represents the agent’s utility process and Z, which denotes the
compensation process, satisfy the following integrability constraints

o NP N T :
sup EP [sup ([yrosmem) } < oo, and sup E ( / (1Z:])? dt) <o, (9)
acA 0<t<T acA 0

for some p > 2V 7.
Applying a similar technique to [Alvarez et al., 2025, Theorem 1], we obtain that the second-best
principal’s value solves the following mixed control-and-stopping problem

yEN sup Vp’N(YO),
Yo>u(R)
VEN(Y,) = sup JPN(0, Yo (Z, 7w, 1IN ), @),
(Z,7n 7N )EUN (Yo),a€A(Z)
N
a - 10
JPN(0,Yo; (Z,7n, v ), ) = B | = e (14 kyu~! () — e Tu (Y0 AT (10)
1=1

T
+ / pe=Ps (i) ds] ,
0

where U™ (Yy) denotes the collection of all admissible triples (Z, 7x, 75 ) such that the process Y %Y0.Z:7n1n5
satisfies the integrability conditions (3) and (9), with the limited-liability constraint Y Yo-Z.7n-18 > ()
dt @ P* — a.e., which is further associated with the following state dynamics

t t N
K _ YO +/ T_(YS[LYO;Z,?NWN + h(&s))ds +/ TZSO' dWsd — Z nm]]-[T-m,T] (t)
0 0 m=1

The set A(z) represents the collection of admissible agent’s optimal responses

A(z) == 0h*(z) ={a € A: h*(2) = za— h(a)}.

Remark 2. The limited-liability condition characterizes the situation in which the agent’s contin-
uation utility reaches zero, i.e., when Y; = 0, the agent ceases to provide effort. This boundary
is absorbing, as described in [Possamai and Touzi, 2024], and similar boundary conditions also ap-
pear in [Federico, 2008]. From a control-theoretic perspective, this formulation can be interpreted
as a stochastic control problem with discretionary exit [Fleming and Soner, 2006], or equivalently, a
stochastic exit-time control problem.

Invoking [El Karoui and Tan, 2013, Theorem 4.3], we justify that the previous weak formulation
stochastic control problem is equivalent to a stochastic control problem in the strong formulation
where the stochastic basis is fixed. Combined with the previous observation, we reduce the principal’s



problem (10) to the following stochastic control problem

VPN = sup VPN (vp),

Yo>u(R)
VPN (ty) = sup TNy (2,7 TN, @),
(Z,?N,ﬁN)EUN(t,y),dEA(Z)
x vz, (1)
TNty (Z,7x 0N ), ) =B [ =Y e P (14 kyu™ () — e P Ty (Y BT
i=1
T
[ peret @ s
t
for all (t,y) € [0,T] x [0,00), and for ¢ > ¢, we have
}/'ttvywzﬂ_—NsﬁN =y,
AY P9 AN = p (YEUZTNIN 4 b (G5)) ds + rZso dB, , s € [t,T], (12)
yTt;y,ZﬁNﬁN — yTti@ZfoﬁN —n, i€{l,---,N}.

Similar to [Belak et al., 2017], to make (12) well defined at 71 = ¢, we set Y,"¥Z™:IN .— 4 B
is a Brownian-motion defined on fixed probability space (2, F,P), and F is the augmented filtration
generated by B. The control Z is an F-predictable process, 7y = (71, -+ , 7w ) is a sequence of preditable
stopping times 7;11 > 7; and 7; € T p), for i € {1,---, N}, and 5 = (91, ,nn), for every
i€ {l,...,N}, n; is a Fr,-measurable random variable satisfying the integrability condition

E[lmnl] <oo, t€{l,...,N}, (13)

where E[] denotes the expectation taken under P. In addition, U™ (¢,y) is the collection of triplets
(Z,7n,7N) so that the process YH¥-Z7N-IN gatisfies

P
2

T
E| sup ’Y;’y’z’m’"”‘p} < 00, and E (/ \Z,|? dt) < 00, (14)
0

t<s<T
for some p > 2V v, and the limited liability constraint: Y% 2718 > (0 W — a.s, for all s > t.

4.2 Main result for the second-best problem

In this section, we characterize the principal’s value function in the second-best setting. While the
existing literature, such as [Sannikov, 2008, Possamai and Touzi, 2024, Possamai and Rossato, 2025],
considers infinite-horizon problems, our focus is on short-term contracting environments with a fixed
termination date and finitely many discretionary payments. The finite time horizon motivates the
use of parabolic variational inequalities rather than ordinary differential equations to describe the
principal’s value function. The finite number of bonuses leads naturally to an iterative optimal stop-
ping approach, following methodologies developed in [Baccarin et al., 2013, Asri and Mazid, 2019,
(Oksendal and Sulem, 2007]. Through this iterative framework, we establish the well-posedness of the
principal’s value function in the viscosity sense. Moreover, by exploiting the partial concavity of the
principal’s value with respect to the Agent’s value, we characterize the optimal bonus payment scheme
via static optimization techniques.



The following assumption underlies our main results on the second-best contracting problem,
which in turn provides a key step toward establishing the well-posedness of viscosity solutions to the
associated HJB variational inequalities.

Assumption 1.
1. Agent’s risk aversion parameter vy > 2.
2. Cost effort function h(-) € C3: h/(+) is a convex function, h'(0) = 8 > 0, and h"(0) = a > 0.

To state our main result, we define the differential operator G, the nonlocal operator M, and the
function g™ as follows

1
Gui=pv— sup {rh(a)v, + pa + —vy,r?o’z?} — ruyy, (15)
2>0,a€.A(2) 2
MV (t,y) = sup [V(t,y —n) = (1L+ k)], (16)
0<n<y

-1
vy, ned{0,...,N} (17)

(1+ k)0 )”

9"(y) = M"F(y) = - (n +(1+k)/G6-D

Theorem 2. Let Assumption 1 hold. The principal’s value function when the principal has N > 1
bonus payments satisfies the following properties

1. VN = PN where (vP™)N_ is the unique continuous viscosity solution to the following system

of constrained HJB variational inequalities on the domain [0,T) X [0, 00)

min{—v!" + GuP" vP" — MoP —vb} =0, ne{l,...,N}, a8)
min{—v}"? + GvP*, —vb:0} = 0,
and terminal-boundary condition
P (T—y) =g"(y), (y,n)€[0,00)x{0,...,N}, (19)

WP(E0) =0, (t,n) € [0,T] x {0,...,N}.

2. VP(t,-) is concave, for any gien (t,n) € [0,T) x {0,..., N}.
3. The n-th optimal bonus payment satisfies the following feedback characterization

n™*(t,y) = argmax —(1 4+ k)n? + VP "ty —n)
0<n<y (20)
=inf{n € [0,y] : O, V" (t,y —n) > —v(L+ k)n "'},
in the intervention region {(t,y) € [0,T) x (0,00), VP (t,y) = MVP"=L(t y)}, for all , n €
{1,...,N}. We denote 0,V and 8y+V the left and right derivative of V with respect to y
respectively, which exist everywhere by the concavity of V(t,-), for all0 <t <T. Moreover,

Wn’*(tay) <Yy, Vn € {17 aN}

10



Remark 3.

1) In Assumption 1, the condition v > 2 ensures that the agent’s degree of risk aversion is suffi-
ciently high. Since the effort set is A := [0, al, the assumption 1 implies that h is strictly convex
on this set which tantamounts to requiring the curvature of the marginal cost of effort to be large
enough. From a mathematical standpoint, these assumptions are instrumental in constructing
smooth super- and subsolutions, which in turn are used to establish the well-posedness of the
corresponding variational inequality as shown in Appendiz B. From an economic perspective, a
high level of risk aversion, together with a rapidly increasing marginal burden of effort, facilitates
a stable and economically consistent characterization of the principal’s value function.

it) Theorem 2.2 provides an important intermediate result that enables us to establish Theorem
2.8. In particular, the condition n™*(t,y) <y, for allm € {1,...,N}, corresponds to the no-
firing condition, indicating that it is never optimal for the principal to terminate the contract
prematurely by actively dismissing the agent.

5 Numerical results

In this section, we use numerical methods to extract economic insights from the solutions derived in the
previous sections. We fix the agent’s utility function u(y) := y'/3, the cost of effort h(a) := 2a®+a, the
action set A := [0,4], and the transaction ratio k = 0.1. We approximate the solution to the iterated
HJB inequalities using the numerical scheme presented in [Reisinger and Zhang, 2018]. After verifying
the assumptions in [Reisinger and Zhang, 2018, Assumption 1, Remark 1], we apply the convergence
result in [Reisinger and Zhang, 2018, Theorem 4.7], which guarantees that the numerical solution
converges to the unique viscosity solution of the recursive system of HJB variational inequalities (18).
By Theorem 2, this corresponds to the principal’s value function.

Given € > 0, we propose the following penalized problem for deriving the principal’s value VP n €
{1,---, N} sequentially

0=G"(t,y,u", Du, D2u5)
—uf — sup {A=0ut f20 )} = 2 (MVPPT—u) T (y) €10,T) x [0,00),  (21)

= z€[0,00),a€0h*(z)
u (Tyy) =g"(y), yel0,00), w(t0)=0, tel0,T]

where A*%uc(t,y) = r(y + h(a))us, + %uzyrzazzz, f4 (u) = p(a —u), and u¢ is a penalized approxi-
mation to VP" n e {1,--- ,N}.

Let U™ denote the discrete approximation of the solution to (21) at the node (¢, ;). We denote by
ALU™ (resp. A_UJ™) the one-step forward (resp. backward) difference of U along the y—coordinate,
and by AU™ = (A U™ + A_U™) the central difference of U at the node (¢, y;).

Next, we propose an implicit numerical scheme adapted to our setting. For simplicity, we con-
sider a uniform spatial grid {y;}, = hZ" on R™ and a time partition {tm}%:() on [0,7] with
max, |tm+1 — tm| = At. The implicit formulation is suitable for handling large time steps, especially
when the penalty parameter 1 is large. The scheme is therefore defined as follows: Ul = g" (y;), for
all i € Z*, and for any given m € {0,...,M — 1}

0==Gy (tvmyi, Ui, {U§+1}(a,b)7ﬁ(i7m)>

Um — U:"L+1 . .
- inf ( — AU — f8 (U;”)) , iez?
z€[0,00),a€A(2) At

(22)
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where A7°U™ = r(y+h(a)) 2o + L2022 80800 o (gmy = pa—Up)+ L (ver-t o) T
Then we focus on the implementation of (22) through a policy iteration method. Firstly, we truncate
the discrete equation (22) by localizing it onto a chosen bounded computational domain, specifying
the behaviour of the solution outside it. Hence, we consider the following finite-dimensional problem:
for any given u™*! € R!, we aim to find u € R such that for each i € Z := {1,..., 1},

um — um+1 . -
inf 2 T pABaym _ pa,my
zE[O,oo;,%eah*(z)( At ui" — f (u; ))

0=0'[uli =
Let w™*! be a given solution at the previous discrete time point, z € ]R+I, and v € R!. We introduce
the gradient of G;"*[u] as follows
L2[u]; = nf (I —AtA= ) — At (—p-T+CH[u)y), i=1,....,1, (23)
acdh*(z v
where £*[u]; denotes by the i-th row of matrix £*[u], (T [u]; is the digonal matrix: ¢*[u] = {¢;;[u]}
with Cn [u] = —%1{MVp,n71(t7n’yi)7ui>0}7 for each 7 € 7.
Our policy iteration algorithm is an adaptation to ([Reisinger and Zhang, 2018], Algorithm 1).
Algorithm 1. Set u(® = u™+1. Given u®), k > 0, the next iterate u*tY) is computed as follows:

1. Policy improvement step: Compute z(F) = {zf}le such that for each i € T,

zF e arg ming [u(k)] .
zeR+1 @

(k+1)

2. Policy evaluation step: Compute u € R’ by solving

G [uw)} 4 k1) [uw)} (u<k+1> _ u(k)) —0,

where L£F+1) [u(k)] is the matriz (23) evaluated at the control z*+tV) and the iterate u®).

After introducing the policy iteration algorithm, we proceed to its implementation. We consider a
bounded truncation region y € [0, 2], with the number of spatial grid points set to I = 40. The time
horizon is fixed at T' = 2, with the number of time steps set to M = 100. The penalization parameter
is chosen as € = 0.001.
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5.1 Comparison between first-best and second-best
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Figure 1: Comparison of the Principal’s value under the first-best and second-best cases.

The subfigures in Figure 1 compare the maximal value attainable by the principal, the upper and lower
bound estimators of the first-best value (“First Best-ub”, “First Best-1b”), and the principal’s value
function V?2(0,y) (“Second Best-v2”) at the beginning of the contract. Specifically, these results
correspond to the first-best scenario in which the principal offers two bonus payments with flexible
timings and one fixed terminal payment, with the associated value denoted by VFBP.

1. Subfigure (1a) illustrates the case in which the principal is significantly more impatient than the
agent, i.e., dy < 1.
2. Subfigure (1b) addresses the situation where the principal is more impatient than the agent, but

not excessively so, i.e., vd > 1 and § < 1.

3. Subfigure (1c) depicts the case in which the agent is more impatient than the principal, i.e.,
0>1.

From the three subfigures in Figure 1, several observations follow. First, they partially confirm
Theorem 1.4, namely that, for a fixed number of bonus payments—even when their timings are
flexible—the first-best problem does not degenerate to the maximal value a(1 — e=*7). Second, in
all three cases, the principal’s first-best value serves as an upper bound for the second-best value
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VP2(0,y), implying that V?:2(0,y) is ultimately decreasing in y. Finally, a comparison across the
subfigures shows that, under the first-best setting, the principal benefits from greater levels of agent
patience: the principal’s value decreases in § > 0.
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(a) Principal’s value under different impa- (b) Principal’s value under different pay-
tience ratios 4. ment schemes.

Figure 2: Principal’s value with different ratio § and different payment scheme.

Figure 2 illustrates the impact of 6 and the number of bonus payments on the principal’s first-best
value. Subfigure 2a reports the upper and lower bound estimates of VFB¥ when the principal offers
N = 4 bonus payments under different values of §. For example, “upper-0.32” (“lower—0.32”) denotes
the corresponding bounds when § = 0.32, confirming that the principal benefits from greater agent
patience. Subfigure 2b compares the principal’s value across different numbers of bonus payments
under the same § = 1.04 > 1, showing that increasing the number of payments improves the principal’s
value. Taken together, these results indicate that the principal consistently benefits from both a
smaller ¢ and a larger number of bonus payments, with the value converging toward the maximal level
a(1 — e PT) as the number of payments increases.

5.2 Discretionary vs. scheduled payments

Figure 3 compares the principal’s value at the beginning of the contracting period in two scenarios:
one in which the principal is allowed to choose a flexible timing for a single bonus payment, and
another in which the principal must follow a fixed schedule with two payments. For example, the
label “v1-0.24” refers to the case in which the principal makes two payments—one at time 0.24 and
the other at the end of the contracting period, T = 2. In contrast, v”! denotes the principal’s value at
the beginning of the contract when a single bonus payment is made at a flexible time of the principal’s
choosing. The results clearly show that the principal’s value under the flexible bonus-payment scheme
consistently dominates that of any fixed two-payment scheme.
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(a) Principal’s value (6v < 1,6 = 0.2). (b) Principal’s value (6y < 1,6 = 0.32).

Figure 3: Scheduled vs. discretionary bonuses when the principal is excessively more impatient than
the agent.

Moreover, when ¢+ < 1, meaning that the agent is relatively patient, the principal’s value under
a fixed-payment scheme increases as the first payment date is delayed. Specifically, a fixed scheme
with a later first payment yields a higher principal value than one with an earlier first payment. This
suggests that the principal benefits more from fixed-timing schemes when the first bonus payment is
scheduled closer to the end of the contracting period.

0.2

— v1-10.24

Principal's value
Principal's value

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 12 14 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2 14
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(a) Principal’s value (6 > 1,§ < 1,§ = 0.4). (b) Principal’s value (6v > 1,6 < 1,6 = 0.8).

Figure 4: Scheduled vs. discretionary bonuses when the principal is more impatient than the agent,
but not excessively.

Next, we consider the case in which the principal is more impatient than the agent, but not
excessively so (v0 > 1, § < 1). Figure 4 compares the deterministic two-payment scheme (fixed
timings) with the one-bonus scheme (flexible timing). First, we observe that v?! strictly dominates
the principal’s value at the beginning of the contract, regardless of the reservation-utility level, con-
firming the robustness of our numerical results. Second, although the model setup differs from that
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of [Alvarez et al., 2025], we obtain a similar numerical pattern: under the deterministic two-payment
scheme, when the reservation utility is low, the principal benefits from delaying payments as much
as possible, whereas when the reservation utility is high, the principal benefits from advancing the

payments.
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(a) Principal’s value (6 > 1, = 1.08).
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(b) Principal’s value (6§ > 1,6 = 1.4).

Figure 5: Scheduled vs. discretionary bonuses when the agent is more impatient than the principal.

Similar to Figure 3, Figure 5 illustrates the case in which the agent is more impatient than the prin-
cipal, i.e., § > 1. Asin Figure 3, we observe that the principal’s value function—when the principal has
the flexibility to choose the timing of the bonus payment at the beginning of the contract—dominates
the value functions under fixed-timing bonus schemes.

In contrast to Figure 3, however, the principal now benefits from scheduling the bonus payment
earlier. As the timing of the bonus payment shifts closer to the start of the contract, the principal’s
value increases and converges to the level achieved when the principal has full flexibility in choosing

the payment time.
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5.3 The influence of the relative patience
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Figure 6: Principal’s value and bonus payment structure when § = 0.32, v < 1.

Figure 6 illustrates the case in which the principal is substantially more impatient than the agent.
Subfigure 6a shows the principal’s value function V?:1(t,5). We observe the presence of informational
rent, meaning that at the beginning of the contract, the principal optimally offers the agent a utility
level strictly above the reservation value. Subfigure 6¢ depicts the intervention region, defined as

{(t,y) €10,T) x (0,00) : VPt y) = MVPO(t y), nt*(t,y) > 0}.

The black region takes the shape of a trapezoid, with the top base longer than the bottom base. This
geometry arises from the coexistence of limited liability and a high discount rate p. Specifically, any
downward jump is undesirable for the principal when the agent’s continuation utility is relatively low,
as it increases the risk of hitting the zero boundary, at which point the agent ceases exerting effort—a
situation detrimental to the principal. At the same time, given the large discount rate, the principal
prefers to delay bonus payments to benefit from discounting and thereby reduce the effective cost.

Finally, Subfigure 6d presents the single-bonus payment scheme n'*(t,). As expected, it cross-
validates the intervention region in Subfigure 6¢c. Moreover, it shows that, for fixed ¢, the scheme
nt*(t,y) is monotone in y.
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Figure 7: Principal’s value and bonus payment structure when § = 0.4,1 < 6,6 < 1.

Figure 7 illustrates the case in which the principal is more impatient than the agent, but not
excessively so. Similar to Subfigure 6a, Subfigure 7a depicts the principal’s value function V1 (¢,y).
Informational rent still exists; however, compared with Subfigure 6a, an increase in the agent’s discount
rate is detrimental to the principal. The dark region in Subfigure 7c represents the positive bonus-
payment region. Compared with Subfigure 6¢, the key difference is the emergence of the “golden
hello” phenomenon. This means that when the agent commits to the contract with a relatively high
reservation utility, the principal optimally offers a positive payment at the start of the contract. This
arises due to the increase in the relative impatience ratio, %. Moreover, as r increases, the positive
bonus-payment region expands.

Finally, Subfigure 7d shows the single-bonus payment scheme n'*(¢,y). Two properties are evident:
(i) for fixed t, the scheme n'*(¢,y) is monotone in y, that is, increasing with respect to the agent’s
utility; and (ii) for fixed y, the principal tends to offer a similar bonus amount across different times.
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Figure 8: Principal’s value and bonus payment structure when 6 = 1.08,9 > 1.

Figure 8 illustrates the case in which the agent is more impatient than the principal. Subfigure 8a
depicts the principal’s value function V?:1(t, ). Contrary to the conclusion in [Possamai and Touzi, 2024],
we observe that in the presence of bonus payments, informational rent persists even when the agent
is more impatient than the principal. This indicates that informational rent is preserved through the
flexibility of bonus-payment timing.

Next, Subfigure 8b presents the difference between the principal’s value function with bonus pay-
ments and the obstacle MV?!, which cross-validates with Subfigure 8c and confirms the robustness
of our numerical results. Subfigure 8c displays the region in which strictly positive bonus payments
occur. We observe that, as the agent becomes more impatient, the principal tends to offer a signing
bonus to agents with relatively low reservation utilities. However, the principal remains reluctant to
provide bonuses to agents whose reservation utility is extremely low, since such agents are likely to
exit the project prematurely due to the limited-liability constraint.

Finally, Subfigure 8d shows the bonus-payment scheme. In general, we find that n'*(t;,y) <
nt*(ta,y) for t; > to, reflecting that, as the agent’s impatience increases, the principal must pay more
to achieve the same incentive effect.
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5.4 Multiple bonus payments

In this section, we examine the optimal bonus payments when the principal has multiple rights. In
particular, we consider the case in which the principal is allowed to offer N = 4 bonus payments
over the contracting horizon T' = 2. The cost of effort is specified as h(a) = %a2 + a, the admissible
effort set is A = [0,4], the volatility is fixed at o = 0.9, and the inverse utility function is given by
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Figure 9: Principal’s bonus payment scheme when ¢ = 0.28.

Figure 9 illustrates the bonus-payment scheme when the principal is more impatient than the
agent, i.e., when v < 1. Here, n™*(¢,y) denotes the optimal bonus-payment function characterized
in Theorem 2. A comparison across the subfigures shows that, as the number of bonuses increases,
the principal generally provides smaller bonuses. This reflects the fact that having more opportunities
to intervene enhances her flexibility in incentivizing the agent. Moreover, the intervention region
expands with the number of payments, capturing the principal’s impatience: she tends to trigger the
first bonus payment earlier to accommodate her own preferences.
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Figure 10: Principal’s bonus payment scheme when § = 0.4.

Figure 10 illustrates the bonus-payment schemes when the principal is more impatient than the
agent, but not excessively so, i.e., v > 1 and § < 1. We first observe that, as the number of bonus
payments increases, the “sign-on” bonus gradually disappears. This occurs because the principal
gains greater flexibility in designing the payment scheme. Under the two-payment scheme, however,
a sign-on bonus still arises when the agent’s reservation utility level is neither too high nor too low.
Moreover, as the number of payments increases, the pattern of the first bonus payment in Figure
10a gradually aligns with that in Figure 9d, indicating that the additional flexibility from multiple
payments can offset the distortions introduced by the choice of 4.
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Figure 11: Principal’s bonus payment scheme when § = 1.08.

Figure 11 depicts the bonus-payment schemes when the agent is more impatient than the principal,
i.e.,, § > 1. We first observe that, as the number of bonus payments increases, the region of strictly
positive payments gradually shrinks. Moreover, the maximum utility delivered to the agent from the
first bonus payment is lower than that provided in later payments, reflecting the principal’s enhanced
flexibility. This pattern is consistent with the results shown in Figures 9 and 10.

Second, due to the agent’s high impatience, the region associated with the sign-on bonus diminishes.
As the number of payments increases, the principal increasingly allocates such bonuses to agents
with relatively high reservation utilities. However, this effect does not emerge immediately for small
increases in the number of payments. A plausible conjecture is that, as the number of payments
becomes sufficiently large, the sign-on bonus will eventually vanish.

A  Proof of Theorem 1

A.1 Proofs of Theorems 1.1, 1.2, 1.3

We address the first-best contracting problem by establishing upper and lower bounds on the princi-
pal’s value under varying levels of the agent’s reservation utility. By applying the standard Karush—Kuhn—Tucker
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(KKT) method, the first-best problem can be reformulated as

v PP (u(R))

= inf sup {\u(R)+ JT(C,a) - \JA(C,a)}
As0cec,aca

N
— inf {/\u(R) +  sup EF l— Y eem (u(gi)xe@*”“ F(1+ k)&)

A0 (a, 7N ENLET) i=1
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0

mf { )+ Z sup e PTi(—1) - (u(&))\e(p#)” +(1+ k)fz)

i=1 5177'1)

T
—supe” " (U(fT)/\e(p_T)T + fT) + / pe” P sup (Oét + h(at)é)\e(”_r)t> dt}
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= inf { zl\f:sup{_e pTi (F* k()\e(p r)n))} _ e—pTF*p()\e(p—r)T)

A<0 =)

T
+ / pe”tG*(é)\e(pr)t)dt},
0
where the third equality comes from the fact that maximization over (o, 7y, &N, &) reduces to the
pointwise maximization inside the expectation and the integral. Then, the last inequality follows from
the definition of F** F*0 and G*
F*,k(/\e(ﬁfr)ﬂ) = igf (yAe(P*T)Ti —(1+4+k)F(y)) = ,giréfo (u(é'i))\e(P*T)Ti +(1+ k)&) , F(y) = -y,
G*(6XeP™t) .= sup(a + h(a)dAeP~t).
a€A

Now we address the optimization on timings of the bonus payment (71, - ,7nx), we consider the ith
bonus payment

—pTi I,k —7)T; _
9 — e PTiFk (Nelr=r)Ti) _ pe i (aelo-mmy i (- 1 1 (57 1>.
ori (T+k)y)>= v

It is clear that the monotonicity of —e ?7 F**(\e(P=")7) depends on the sign of §y — 1. We now

proceed to discuss the subcases based on the relationship between §vy and 1. Firstly, when §vy > 1,
d—e PTiFHE (AP~

based on nonpositivity of A and v > 1, we have 7 < 0 and
v (u(R))
N T
= inf < Mu(R) + Z sup {_efpn (F* ()\e(ﬂfr)n)) } _ eprF*()\e(P*r)T) + / pefptG*((s)\e(P*r)t)dt
A<0 i—1 (73) 0

T
< inf {/\u(R) — NF*(\) — e PTF* (NPT 4 / peptG*(é)\e(pT)t)dt}.
0

A<0
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Next, we consider one admissible bonus payment timing 7 = 0,741 = 7 + ¢(,7 € {0,--- ;N — 1},
where 0 < ¢ < % Then we have the lower bound

o) > jut {(r Z{ o (Frt el

T
— e PT k(2 lP—)T) +/ pcptG*(cS/\c(p”)t)dt}.
0

d H—e PTi FR (NelP—

(p—r)7; .
Secondly, when dv < 1, based on nonpositivity of A\, v > 1, an pr ’ ) > 0, following

similar argument, we have the upper bound

T
UP’FB(u(R))<1nf{ u(R) — (N 4 1)e PTF*(\e(P~"7T) 4 / pe_ptG*(é)\e(’)_T)t)dt}.
0

A<0

Considering admissible bonus payment timing 7v =T — (,7; = 7541 — ¢, 4 € {0,--- , N — 1}, where
0<(< % Then we have the lower bound

oPFB (u(R)) > 1nf{ Z{ e T (F (NelP™ ”z))}

T
—e T (NPT 4 / peptG*(éAe(pT)t)dt}.
0

H—e PTiF R (AP0
Bn

Finally, when §y =1, = 0, we could get

T
oI'BP (u(R)) = inf {/\U(R) — (N + 1)e PTF*(xelrT) 4 / peptG*(é/\e(pr)t)dt}.
= 0

The proof is complete. N

A.2 Proof of Theorem 1.4

After establishing both upper and lower bounds on v¥2:¥(u(R)), we proceed to show that the prin-
cipal’s value is uniformly bounded when the agent has the lowest requirement for precommitment to
work, namely

0 < vfBF(u(0)) < pa(l —e=rT).

Proof:
For brevity, we demonstrate the argument only in the case §y < 1; the other cases follow by a
similar reasoning. When 6y < 1, Theorem 1.2 concludes that

T
o7 BP (u(R)) = inf {)\u(R)—Ne_”TF*’k(/\e(”_T)T)—e_pTF*’O()\e(p_T)T)—&- / pe_”tG*(d)\e(”_T)t)dt}.

<0 0

Next, we define the auxiliary function

T
FG()) := —Ne PT ok (\e(P=1T) — o=PT 20 (\elp=)T) 4 / pe PG (5AelPT)dt.
0
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Due to the definition (5), we know that FG(0) = a(1—e~*T), —F**(.) is a convex decreasing function,
and —F**(0) = 0. Additionally, G*(-) is a convex increasing function, G*(0) = @, and we have

T
FG'(0) = —Ne "TF*¥ (\e=NT) — o= T =0 (N~ / re "G (GXeP T )dt
0

T T
_ / re " G (0)dt = / re”"*h(a)dt = h(a)(1 —e"T) > 0,
0 O

where the third equality comes from the envelope theorem. Since limy_, o, GF(A) = co with polyno-

mial growth of order comparable to (—/\)ﬁ7 together with the convexity and nonnegativity of GF(-).
Hence, we conclude that 0 < VPEB(y(0)) < a(1 — e#T).

B Proof of Theorem 2

To prove Theorem 2, we proceed as follows. First, we construct an auxiliary function that serves as
a smooth supersolution for the value function. Next, we address the well-posedness of the baseline
problem, VP?, corresponding to the case where the principal has no right to offer bonus payments.
After showing the well-posedness of V?:?, we demonstrate by induction the well-posedness of VP for
n > 1.

We now present a key auxiliary result. Let A := (b,c, M) € RT3 a € R, v > 2 and n €
{0,..., N}. We introduce the function AT A [0,T] x [0,00) — R defined by

AT, ) = — AT (1)) g METOR(1 - ), 24
where 1
1/(y—1) Y= .
A%Z(%) : ifd=p-ry>0,

(25)

A" (L) =

Amd) (1) = ) -1
< al(tEllj;k)l/(’Y . ) , ifd=p—ry<0.
ne 7—1 4(1+4k)1/(v=1)

Lemma 1. For all v > 2, N € N, there exists Ay € RT3 such that the following inequalities hold
for alln € {0,...,N}

A D 4 Ny

AD g A AD g A
—¥ +pp M=y Y

Y

. (n,d) 1 e
—sup sup {rh(a)gpﬁ DAY | o 4 = oA AN 252,21 S

2€R ae A(z) 27 (26)
Pt AN (1,0) > 0,
AT AAN (T ) > ATy

Proof:

As a preliminary remark, it is evident that for all A € R*3, the following inequality holds regardless
of the sign of p — yr

@A(N’d)’d’A(t,O) >0, @A(N’d)’d’A(T,y) > gn(y) , e {0, 1,--- ’N}.
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Next, we justify the existence of AN that ensures the first inequality in (26), depending on the sign
of p—r.

Firstly, we discuss the case when p — vyr > 0. To guarantee that the first inequality holds, it is
sufficient to show that there exists a AN € RT3 such that

B D d, AN + p(pA(N’d),d,AN _ r(pr’d)vdvANy >0 (27)
, 1
—sup sup {rh(a ) N0 d A +pa+ ‘Pﬁ?j 7d’AN7ﬂ20222} 2 0. (28)

z€R G A(z)

Next, we show the inequality (27) holds if

AecAy:={b>rc,e>0,M>0}. (29)
If A € Ay, we have
A(N=d),d,A (N,d) ) (N,d)
Nz +ppt TR ARy

_ ANded(th)yv + Mbe(Tft)b(l - 6fcy) +p(7AN6d(t7T)yW +M6(T7t)b(1 . efcy))
’I"(—ANed(t_T)’}/y’Y_l + CMe(T—t)be—cy>y
= ANy (d — p 4 ry) + MeT—Db (b+p)(1—e¥) —reye™Y).
Due to the choice of d = p —rv, A > 0, and b > rc, we conclude that
AN (d — p+ 1) + MeT—00 ((b+p)(1—eY) —reye™Y) > 0.

Then, we show that if

h(@) + +/7T2h(a@)? + 2125232
7.20-252 ’

_ 1 pedt B 7
Cg - _ = Y
M > max {pae , (2 2o2a AN (7 — 1)y 2 o ]e

where a = h''(0), 8 = h'(0), the inequality (28) holds. In particular, we have

AEAQ:—{bzrc,c>r

R 1
—sup sup {rh(a)go‘; B pa 4 2goyy Yd 2r2622%) > 0.
Z€R ac A(2)

Due to the compactness of the feasible effort set, we know that

1
J(p,q) =sup sup {rh(a)p+ pa+ 5qr’s?z*
2€R ge A(z) 2
1
=sup sup {rh(a)p+ pa+ =qric’z’
220 e A(z) 2

=max< sup sup {rh(a)p+ pa+ qr202z2} 0¢:=T"(p,q).
z>h’(0) e A(z)

Thus, to obtain

N (N,d 1 (N,d) (N,d) (N,d)
—sup sup {rh(a)cp{j A 4 pa+ itpﬁy hBR25222Y = =T (¢} 4 A goﬁy b)Y > 0,A € Ao,
Z2€R G A(z)
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it is sufficient to show that for all A € Ao, we have

(N 1 4y

(N,d) (N,d) ,d) . ,d)
\7+(<P;/4 d,A A ,d, A ,d, A + pa + iwyy ’d’AT202Z2} <0.

s Py )=0<= sup sup {rh(d)(,o;l
2>h’(0) aeA(z)

Next, we define the following function

T2(pa) = swp (rh(@)p+pi+ Sar’o’s?) , = > H(0). (31)
acA(z)

Due to the boundedness of a € [0, a], we know that when z > h'(a), J Z(z,p, q) is a decreasing function with
respect z when ¢ < 0. When h'(0) = 8 < z < I/(a), we have

AND g AND g A
jz(z7 Yy ,()Oyy )

~ (N,d) “ 1 (N,d)
sup {rh(a)ap’; B L pa+ icp;;‘y ’d‘Ar20222}
acA(z)

sup {rh(d) (fANed(th%yy”*l + cMe(wabe*Cy) + pa
G€A(z)

_ %r202z2 (lélz\/egz(t_:r),y(,y 1y g C2M6(T—t)be—cy> }
1 .
< sup {rh(&)cMe(Tft)befcy + pa — §r202h'(&)2 (ANed“*T)’y(fy — 1)y %+ c2Me(T7t>be%y) }
a€l0,a]

< MeT=Hbemev (rh(&)c - %r202h'(0)202) + sup {pa— %7202(04& + 82 ANe Ty (y — 1)y %}
a€(0,a)

< Me™ <rh(d)c — %7”20'2h/(0)262) + sup {pa— %7”20'2(&& + B)2ANe M (y — 1)y 72},

B ael0,a)

where a = h''(0), 3 = h'(0). To show the inequality
Me™¥ (rh((z)c - %7‘202}1,(0)262) + sup {pa— %7‘20'2(0(@ + B8)2AVe T (y — 1)y} <0,

a€(o0,al

it is enough to justify

sup, {pi ~ 2720 (ad+ BPANe Ty — 1)y e < M, y € [0,00).
ac(0,a

Using that the boundedness of G € [0,a], we choose y , ¥ where 0 < y < ¥ to make the following equalities

hold
1 pedT s) s 1 pedT AT
a \ r202aAN~(y — 1)y =2 T a \r202aAN~(y — 1)yr—2 ’
Then, we separate three situations for discussion:
If é ( pe’” - ﬂ) > a, we have

r202aANy(v—1)y7 =2

1
sup {pd _ 57'20'2(@& + /B)QANede’y(’y _ 1)y'yf2}ecy S paecg S M.

a€l0,a)
If é (T2U%‘A1\’,’f{i:71)yw,2 — 6) < 0, the inequality is automatically satisfied.
Ifo<< (TQGQQAA?i:_l)m_Q - B) < @, which means y € (y, ). Due to the choice of M in Ay defined in (30),
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we have

1 B _
sup {pi — 5’0’ (ad+ )" ANe” Ty (y — 1)y"}e
acl0,a
aT

ar ?
p pe 1o o, N —ar -2 pe
< £ — - = A -1 K
e <7‘202aAN’Y(’Y = yr—2 6) 2" 7 e -y <7"2‘720‘AN’Y(’Y - 1)3/“*_2)

~\ 2720202 ANy (y - 1)y 72«

< M.

Picking An € A1 N Az, we show the existence of Ax making the inequalities in (26) hold.
Based on the monotonicity and strict positivity of A™, namely 0 < A"™! < A™ < 1 for n € N4, we deduce

n,d . . e .
that Ay can be chosen such that LpA( "AN gatisfies the inequalities in (26).

Secondly, we consider the case: p —yr < 0. To guarantee the first inequality in (26) holds, it is sufficient
to show that there exists a AN € RT3 such that

(N,d) (N,d) (N,d)
— f’ 7diAN + ,OSOA A, AN _ TSOyA yd,ANy 2 O, (32)
(N.d) 1 A
—sup sup {7’h(d)<,0{,1 AN L i+ §g0;4y AN 252221 > ), (33)

2€R g A(z)
When A € A1, we have

AND) g A AWND) G A AWND) g A
+ pp -r y

— P Py
— d — —c —c
= AN (£)e? Ty e —d | 4+ M TP (b+p)(1—e ) —reye V).
(= DWN () +1

Duetod=p—ry<0,vy>2,b>rc,and M > 0, we have

AN g A

AN g A AN,d)
—pr Mt pp N —rpy

WLANy >0

Next, we move to the discussion of the inequality (33). Due to the boundness of the function ed(tfﬂ, the
same argument used in the case d > 0 could be applied. Then, we redefine the set Az in the following form

rh(a) + \/r2h(a)? + 2r202 32
125232 )

2
M > max{pae, (1 P - pﬂ) ew}} .

2720202 AN~ (y — Ny—2  «

Ay = {bZ re,c >
(34)

Therefore, if A € As, where a = h”(0), 8 = h'(0), we have

A AND L1 i
—sup sup {rh(a)cp_;4 B pa+ ggofy hBp252.21 > 0.

ZE€R ac A(2)

Similarly, based on the strict positivity of A™(¢) and the strict monotonicity of A™(t) with respect to n, namely

0 < A™TL(t) < A™(t) < 1 for n € N4, we deduce that Ay can be chosen such that gpA<n'd)’d’AN satisfies the
inequalities in (26). The proof is complete. N
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B.1 Proof of Theorem 2 on V??

B.1.1 Proof of Theorem 2.1 on VP

In this section, we focus on the baseline problem: VP0(¢,y). We introduce the open state constraint
problem as follows

VPO(t,y) = sup TPty Z,4),
Zello(t,y),acA(Z)

T ) (35)
/ pe—ﬂ(S—t) (as)ds — e—P(T—t),,—1 (ng,y,la) ,
t

JPO(ty; Z,6) =F

where

i i
th,y,Z,a =y+ / r (yst,y,z,a +h (&S)) ds + / rZsodBs, t < i< T,
t t

and U0 (t,y) = {Z eU't,y): YivZa >0 P—as,acAZ), t<s< T}, for all (t,y) € [0,T] x
(0,00).

A direct proof of the dynamic programming principle (DPP) would require the application of a
measurable selection theorem, a step that becomes technically intricate in the presence of the above
control constraints. To circumvent this difficulty, we adopt the weak formulation approach developed
in [Bouchard and Touzi, 2011] and [Bouchard and Nutz, 2012]. By reformulating the problem in the

sense of Bolza and Lagrange, this method allows us to establish a weak version of the DPP without
resorting to measurable selection arguments. Specifically, for any stopping time 7 € 7;fT, we obtain

1. Consider a lower semicontinuous function ¢ : [0,7] x (0,00) — R, such that Ve0 < 4, and

E [1/} (T, Yf’y’z)_] < o0, for all (t,y) € [0,7] x (0,00). Then

P s s B[ [ perads e Oy )
ZeUO(t,y),acA(Z) t

2. Let 4 : [0,T] x (0,00) — R be a continuous function such that V?° > ¢. Then
E [w (T, Yf’y*z)ﬂ < o0, for every Z € U°(t,y), and

Vp’o(t,y) > sup E [/ pe PPagds + ef”(Tft)ilz (T, nyz)} . (37)
Zell0(t,y),acA(Z) t

Next, we show that the value function Vvro g a viscosity solution to the associated Hamilton-Jacobi-

Bellman variational inequalities (2). For all n € {0,..., N}, we introduce
Ve (ty) == lim sup Ve yy, VPt y) = lim inf ver (. (38)
(t' )= (ty) (t' )= (tw)
('.3')€10,7) % (0,00) (¥',y")€l0,7)%(0,00)
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Lemma 2. The value function VF° (VP’O*) is a lower semicontinuous (upper semicontinuous) vis-
cosity supersolution (viscosity subsolution) of the following Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman variational in-
equality on the domain [0,T) x (0, 00)

min{—ov?" + GoP, 705@0} =0. (39)

For the terminal condition, ‘A/*p’O(T, ) (f/”’o* (T,-)) is a lower semicontinuous (upper semicontinuous)
viscosity supersolution (viscosity subsolution) of the variational inequality on the domain (0, 00)

min{v?*(T—,-) — F, =22 (T—,-)} = 0. (40)

Proof:

Firstly, we show the VZ°(t,y) is the viscosity supersolution to variational inequality (39). Let
(to,y0) € [0,T) x (0,00). We pick a smooth function ¢ : [0,7T) x (0,00) — R so that

0= (V2" = ¢)(to, 90) < (VPO = @)(t,y), V(t,y) € 0,T) x (0,00), (t,9) # (to,%0)-
We aim to show
min{—¢(to, yo) + G (to, Yo), —Pyy(to, y0)} = 0.
We prove the above inequality through contradiction. We assume that at (¢o, yo)
min{—(to, yo) + G (to, Yo), —Pyy(to, yo)} < 0.
Moreover, for the variational inequality above, there are three possible situations:
L. —¢i(to, yo) + Go(to, o) <0, —pyy(to, yo) <0,
2. —¢i(to, yo) + Gp(to, yo) <0, —pyy(to,yo) = 0,
3. —p(to,yo) + Go(to,yo) > 0, —pyy(to, yo) < 0.

From the definition of G in (15), we can exclude the subcase (3) above.
Next, we introduce the function

@(t,y) == @(t,y) — (It — tol* + |y — yol*).

By the exclusion of the subcase (3), combined with (@, @:, 0y, @yy) (to, Y0) = (@, Pt Py, Pyy) (to, Yo0),
there exists a constant control Z > h'(0), and r > 0, r +tg < T, such that

_@t(t’y) + QEQ(t7y) <0 ) \V/(t,y) € Br(t07y0)7

where B” (19, yo) denotes the ball of radius r and center (tg,yo). Given this particular choice of r, we
have
p(t,y) < @t y) = 2n, for some n > 0, (¢, y) € ([0,T] x (0,00)) \ B (o, %o)- (41)

Hence, rescaling the previous inequality, we obtain
(ﬁ(tv y) < (p(tv y) - 26p(t0+r)ﬁa 77 > 07 (t7 y) € ([07 T] X (O’ OO)) \ Br(t07 yO)- (42>

Let (1, Ym)m>1 be a sequence in B"(tg, yo), such that

(t’rn)ym) — (t07y0)7 Vp,o(tmaym) — ‘ka70(t07y0)'
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For m big enough, the following inequality holds
VPOt Ym) < Bltms Ym) + -
Then, we define the sequence of the stopping times (7, )m>1 by
T = inf{s > t,, : (s, YIm¥mZ) & BT (tg,y0)}.
Applying Ito’s lemma to @, we have

@(tmy ym)
Tm N N N
:E |:ep(7'm *tm)@(/]—mv Y‘;i::f yYm 72) + / efp(S*t-m) (_@t (S, YTtSr"“y-m,Z) + ;CZ@(S’ Y:Sm JYm ’Z))ds
tm

SE |:e_p(7—m_tm)sp(7—m7Y:;Z“ym,z) +/ ’p&se_p(s_tm)ds ,
t

m
where

- B L 1 B _
L2p(ty) == pp — suwp {rh(@)py + 5 Pyyro?2} —royy. (43)
acA(z)

As a result, we have
Vp70<tm7 ym) < (tma ym> +17

2
E [ep(fmtm)¢(7m7yér,y7n,2) _|_/ pdsep(Stm)ds] +7
t

m

IN

Tm

S E |:ep(7mtm)$0(7—maytm’ym’2) +/ pdsep(Stm)dS] N ﬁ’
t

m

which contradicts the WDPP inequality (37).

Secondly, we show that Ve s a viscosity subsolution to the variational inequality (39). We
proceed by contradiction. Assume there exist (to,v0) € [0,7) X (0,00) and a smooth test function
¢ :10,T) x (0,00) — R satisfying

0= (VIHO* - ‘P)(tmyo) > (VP’O* - (p)(tvy) ’ V(t’y) € [07T) X (0700)7 (tay> 7& (toﬁl}o),

and
min{—y¢(to, y0) + G(to, yo), —yy(to,yo)} > 0.

Next, we define the function
(ty) = (t.y) + (It — to” + Iy — ol*).
Based on (¢, ¢, @y, @yy) (to, Y0) = (@, §t, Py, Pyy) (to, yo), and the continuity of G, we obtain
~@i(t,y) + G7p(t,y) > 0,VZ € [0,00),  V(t,y) € B™(to, yo)-
With choice of r, through the similar scaling argument as inequality (42), we have

Pt y) = p(t.y) + 27054 >0, (t,y) € ([0,T] x (0,00)) \ B (to, o). (44)
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Let (tm,Ym)m>1 be a sequence in B"(tg,yo) such that

(tms Ym) = (t0,%0) 5 VPO (b, Ym) — VPO (to, v0)-

Let (7 )m>1 be a sequence of stopping times defined through picking arbitrary controls 2™ € Uty Ym)
T 2= i0f{s > t,,, : (s, YIm¥m=2") & BT (tg, o)}

Applying Ito’s lemma to @, we have

G(tm,ym) =E [e‘*’w‘tm)@(m, Yimewm Ty [ et (L (5, Vi E ) 4 GE (s, Yim v )Y ds

tm

2 E |:e_p(Tm_tM)¢J(Tm7 Yrt,;n’ym’gm) +/ " pe_p(s_tm)&imds )
tm
The above inequality follows directly from

- @t <t7 y) + gE”L@(t, y)
_ _ = J m? _
= —@u(ty) +pp— sup {rh(a)py +pi+ 5 Pyyr?o?Z" } = rdyy
acA(z™m)
>0 ) v(t7y) S Br(t07y0)'

By (44), we have

@(tm’ym) Z E e_p("'m_tm)SD(Tm,Y‘:Tzuymazm) +/ pe_p(s—tm)dimds + 2,’7]

tm

In addition, for sufficiently large m, we have VPO (£, ym) + 7 > @(tm, ym). As a result, we obtain

Vp’o(tmvym) Z ]E +ﬁ’

Tm sm
e*p(fm*tm)(p(Tm7y:;n,ym,,zm)+/ pe*P(Sftm)dz ds

tm

for any arbitrary admissible control z™. Since ¢ > V0, we reach a contradiction to the inequality

(36).

Next, we consider the viscosity characterization of VPO at the terminal time 7.

Firstly, we show that VP 0is the viscosity supersolution to the following variational inequality:
min{v?*(T—,y) — F(y), —v)(T—,y)} = 0.

Applying [Pham, 2009, Lemma 4.3.2], we could deduce that VPO is the viscosity supersolution.

Secondly, we show that V70 (T,y) is a viscosity subsolution to variational inequality (40). With

help of inequality (36), we could deduce that [Pham, 2009, Lemma 4.3.3] is true. Through applying

[Pham, 2009, Lemma 4.3.4], we conclude that VP0 (T,y) is a viscosity subsolution to variational

inequality (40). The proof is complete. W

Following Lemma 2 above, we have the conclusion that VZ°(t,y) (VP9 (t,y)) is a lower semi-
continuous (upper semicontinuous) viscosity supersolution (viscosity subsolution) of the Hamilton-
Jacobi-Bellman variational inequalities (39),(40).
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Next, we focus on the derivation of the desired upper bound on %2C8
Consider (t,y) € [0,7T] x (0,00), a control process Z € U"(t,y), and an F-stopping time 6. Applying
It6’s Lemma, we obtain

0
e—p(G—t)(pA(D““,d,AN (G,YJ’y’Z) _(pA(O’d>,d,AN(t’y) +/ pe_f’(s‘t)djds
t

6

(0,d) !

- —/ e Pt (gAY (g Yty g AT AN (5 Y1) i) ds
t

6
+0/ eip(sit)soﬁ(o,d)’d,AN(57Yst¢y,Z)stBs’ (45)
t

where A(%4) () =1, Ay is constructed in Lemma 1, and the operator £ is defined in (43). Then we
introduce a localizing sequence of F-stopping times (6,,),en defined by

0, := inf {u >t: ’efp(sft)gog‘?"’d’AN (s, Ygt’y’Z)Zs' > n} AT.
Fixing 6 := 0,,, and taking expectations in (45), we obtain from Lemma 1
A©D g A On—t), AOD 4 A by, 2 on t
o AN (¢ y) > E e=P(Bn=t) dAN (emye;fh )_|_/ pePls= )djds .
t

Next, by the set of admissible controls {°(¢,y) (14) and standard SDE estimates, we have

| <o

Hence, using that lim, .., 0, = T,P — a.s. and the continuity of goAm’d)’d’AN, we obtain by the
dominated convergence theorem

E | sup

6
_ ) A (0,d)
sup / pe p(0 t)aids Jr(pA 0D d,AN (9’Y9t,y,z)

t

SDA(O,«JL)’d,AN (t, y) >E
t

T
e*p(T*t)soA(o’d)’dAN (T, YTt’y’Z> +/ pep(St)dSstl ) (46)

Taking the supremum over Z € U°(t, y) in (46), and using that A" d AN (T,y) > F(y) for ally > 0,
we obtain

(0,d) ~
et TTEAN (1 y) > VPO(1,y). (47)

Moreover, setting Z = 0, we get the following inequalities

—e Ty Y < VPOt y) < AN (1 y). (43)
The previous implies
_o(T=t)(ry=p) )7 < VPO(+.0) < VPO (t.0) < li ACD g Ay o
1m e R S ) = 11 ) .
(t',y")—(t,0),y’>0 ¥y =% ( ) ( ) (t/,y/)ﬁ(t,O),y’>0@ ( 4 )
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Finally, we discuss the terminal condition. From (48), we know that VPO has polynomial growth in y.
Moreover, the variational inequality (40) falls within the framework of [Ishii and Lions, 1990, Section
V.1]. Consequently, the comparison principle holds, and we conclude that

VPO (T, y) = VPOUT,y) = —y" , y € (0,00).

After discussing the behaviour of Vp’? at the terminal and boundary regions, we apply Lemma 6
(comparison principle) to deduce that V-0 is the unique continuous viscosity solution of the following
Dirichlet problem
min{—v{"* + GuP°, —ubJ(t,y)} = 0, [0,T) x (0,00),
WO(T,y) = —y7 , y € [0,00), (49)
vP0(t,0) =0, t €[0,7).

Following a similar argument to Lemma 2, we conclude that VP°" is the viscosity subsolution to
Dirichlet Problem (49). Finally, we have

VPOt y) < VPO(ty) < VPO (ty) < VPOt y) < VPO (Ly), (ty) € [0,T) x (0,00),

where we used Lemma, 6 in the third inequality. In conclusion, V?¥ is the unique continuous viscosity
solution to the Dirichlet Problem (49).

B.1.2 Proof of Theorem 2.2 on VP.°

Since VP is a viscosity supersolution of the Dirichlet Problem (49), we must have —V20(t,y) > 0
for all (t,y) € [0,T] x [0,00) in the viscosity sense; otherwise, J T (VPO(t,y), V&L (t,y)) = co. This
implies that VP9(¢,) is concave for all t € [0,T].

B.2 Proof of Theorem 2 for V»"

After showing the baseline case, we prove Theorem 2 by induction. In particular, our induction
hypothesis assumes that Theorem 2 holds for V»"~! with n € {1,..., N}, and our objective is to
show that it also holds for VP, We provide a detailed discussion for the case n = 1. The case n > 2
will follow an identical procedure. We begin by introducing the open-state-constraint value function

VPt y) = sup IOty vt a),
(vhel (t,y),acA(v?)
r 1 (50)
/ pe P00 (@) ds — e PO (14 Ry — e T 0t (V) |
t

Jp’l(t,y; Vl,d) =E

where v! := (Z,71,m), and
i i
th,y,yl,a =y +/ r (Yst,y,u a h(ds)) ds —|—/ rZso0 dBy —m 1y, m(f) , t <t <T.
t t

Correspondingly, we define the continuous process of Y without impulse control

t t
th’y’z’a =y + / r (Kt’y’z’d + h(as)) ds + / rZs0 dBs , t <t <T.
¢ ¢

34



And we further set Y, := y, U (t,y) := {1/1 eUt(t,y) : Yst’y”’l’d >0P—as,ac A, t<s< T},
for all (t,y) € [0,T] x (0,00).

The following lemma establishes a crucial link between VO and V1.

Lemma 3. The following representation holds

A~ Tl A —
VPt y) = sup £ [/ pe‘ﬂ“-%sds+e-m-fwvw(n,Y:M] SN
(Z,m) el (t,y),acA(Z) t

Proof:

Firstly, we show the easy direction. Starting from the bonus payment time valued at 7, € [¢t,T)
and applying the tower property of conditional expectation, we obtain

[T
TPty 0t 6) =B / pep<”><A>dsep<ﬁt><1+k>nrep””ul(YTf’y’Z*“’"w]

=FE / pePs= t) i) ds + e—p(ﬁ—t)JIhO(Tl7 ?thy,ln —m) - e—p(n—t)(l + k’)n?]
t

<E / pe P57 (a,) ds + e P TOYPO (g VEVET ) — PO (1 4 k)?ﬂ}
t

<E / pe P78 (a) ds + e T MYPO (1 VIV Z)

T1
< sup E {/ pe —p(s— t)( )ds—l—e_p(fl O MVP 0(7_1 Yt,y Z):| .
(Z, T1)€M1(t y),aeA(Z) t

By taking the supremum over admissible control (Z,1,m1) € U (t,y), we conclude

iy < s E[/ pe—ms—“<as>ds+e—Pm—“MV“O(mYff’“] (52
(Z,m)eU (ty),acA(Z) t

Next, we show the hard direction. Fix some arbitrary control Z € Z;Il(t,y) and 11 € Ti1y, m(w) €

[0, YTfiZ( )). By the continuity of V?:0(t,y) established in B.1.1, noting the impulse time 7; valued
in [t,T) which is predictable, for any e’Te > 0 and w € Q, the set of e?Te-optimal control for

Vp0 (7'1 (w), Yv-Zm (w)) defined as

71 (w)

{2 €t (n(w) YR @)« VPO (rafw), YEum @) = eTe < g7 (ry(w), Yo" (@) Z) }

71 (w) 71 (w)

is not empty. By a measurable selection argument, there exists Z““ in this set so that the triplet
(2, 1, 7]1) belongs to U (t, 1), where
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Then, we have

I
=
—
)ﬂ
=

e P(s—1) (Gs)ds — e_p(”_t)(l +k)n) — e”(T_t)u_l(wa’y’Z’fN’ﬁ" )]

=E / pe—p(s—t) (as)ds + e_p(“_t)Jp’O(Tl, yTtl,y,Z,n,m) _ e—p(n—t)(l + k)n?}
t

=E / pe~ P57 (as)ds + e_p(Tl_t)Jp’O(ﬁ, 177_t1,y72771 — ) — e—p(n—t)(l + k)?ﬂ}
t

T1 ~ _
>E / pe P (ag) ds + e P IYPO (1 YV ET ) —emp(mTD (1 4 k)ﬁ?] — €
t

From the arbitraness of (Z,71,m) € Z/All(t, y), we deduce
VPl(t,y)

T1
> sup E [/ pe—p(s—t) (ds)ds + e_p(Tl_t)V”’O(Tl,YTtl’y’Z’” —m)
(Z,m1,m)EU (t,y),a€A(Z) ¢

—e P (14 k)] | — e

T1 . )
= sup E {/ pe—p(s—t) (ds> ds + e_p(Tl_t)MVp’O(Tl, YTtl,y,Z)} e
(Z,m) et (t,y),acA(Z) t

As a result, we obtain the desired inequality

A Tl A —
Vet y) > sup E {/ pe P70 (a,)ds + ep(Tlt)MV“O(Tl,Yfl’y’Z)] . (53)
(Z,m)el (ty),acA(Z) t

Combining the inequalities (52) and (53), we prove the lemma. N

Lemma 4. Let Ay be the three-tuple introduced in Lemma 1. Then, for every (t,y) € [0,T] x
~ — 1~

(0,00),vt € U(t,y), and 0 € Ty, the random variable cpA(l’d>*d7AN (9,Y;’y’” ’a) is integrable and

satisfies

6
: U pe 7 i ds 4 e PO DA Ay (g, Yey)] < AT AN (1 ),
t

Moreover,
VP (L y) < AN (L y) L V(L y) € [0,T) x (0,00).

Proof:
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D d, AN

Let 6 be an F-stopping time. Applying It6’s lemma to o4 yields

On
e_p(gn_t)wA(l,d)7d,AN (97“ yg;y,yl,a) _ @A(l"”,d,AN (t,y) +/ pe—p(s—t)&sds
t
6
" (1) - ; : _ . X
_ _/ Cfp(87t) (_QO? 1 Jd, AN (S, Yst7y7y1’a) + EV@AO d),d,AN (S, Ygt7y7u1’a) _ pas) dS
t
on t), AGD g A ty,vta
b [ et D g gty 7,4, 659
t

where 6, := inf {u >t ‘e’p(sft)cp‘y““’d)’d*AN (s,Y;’y"’l*‘A‘)Zs’ > n} A 8 such that 6,, /7 6. Then, the

stochastic integral o fte" e_”(s_t)w;j(l’d)’d’AN (s, Y19v"4) Z dB, is a martingale. Taking expectation in
(54) and applying Lemma 1, we obtain

0, _ 1 4 .d
E [/ pefp(sft)dsds + e*P(@n*t)SDA(l‘d),d,AN (Qn’y’;;yvl’ ,a)] < @A(l'd);d,AN (t’y)
t

Taking § = 71, we have lim,,_, 6, = 71. Based on inequalities (48), we obtain the following inequality
holds P-a.s.

MVP(0,, Y7 = sup (V”’O(9n, Y;T’Ly’yl’d -n) -1+ k)ﬂy)

Ogngyst;by,ylya
A° d.A ity
< suwp (@ °(On, Yy, —n)— (1 +k)n
0<n<Y e

ALD g A oty
< N (O, Yeny ).

Next, applying Lemma 3, we have

T1 _
VPt y) = sup E [/ pe PV ds + e*p(ﬁ71‘/)_/\/”/1770(7_17 yTtl’y,Z)]
(Z,m)el (ty) t
O -
= sup lim E / pe P4 ds + e P MVPO(g,,, Yet;ly,Z)
(Z,m)el (ty) VT t
On
< sup lim E / pe_p(s_t)dsds +e_p(7’1_t)<pA(l’d),d,AN (97“}_/;7:1/72)
(Zm)et by " |t

< pATTAAN (1),

In the second equality, we used the continuity of the mapping (¢,y) — MVP’O(t, y), and the dominated
convergence theorem. The previous completes the proof. N

Having established the necessary auxiliary results, we now turn to the weak dynamic program-
ming principle for the mixed control-stopping problem defined in (51). Following the framework of
[Bouchard and Nutz, 2012], we obtain a weak form of the dynamic programming principle that avoids
the use of measurable selection arguments. The result is an immediate consequence of the general
weak DPP under generalized state constraints established in [Bouchard and Nutz, 2012, Section 4].
Although we do not reproduce the proof here, the structural assumptions of our model fall within
their setting, and the theorem applies directly. Specifically, for any stopping time 7 € 7E7T}’ we have
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1. Consider a measurable function ¢ : [0, T]x (0, 00) — R such that V! < ¢ and E {w (T, Yf’y’z)f} <
oo for all (¢,y) € [0,T] x (0,00). Then

ypl (t,y) < sup E

TAT
/ 1 Peip(%t) (as)ds + I{Tgfl}efp(Tft)w(T, YyivZ)
(Z.m)el (ty),acA(Z) t

(55)
+ 1ramye PO MYPO (1 Y E0-Z)

2. Let ¢ : [0,T] x (0,00) — R be a upper-semicontinuous (w.s.c) function such that V! > 1.
Then, E [’t/) (T, Yﬁy’z)ﬂ < oo for every (Z,m) € U'(t,y) and

Vet y) > sup E

TAT
/ T e P50 (a,)ds + Ly eryge PO, V07
(Z,m) et (t,y),a€A(Z) t

(56)

 Lrsmpe MTIMVPO (Y7

B.2.1 Proof of Theorem 2.1 on VP"

In this subsection, we begin by showing that Vel s a viscosity solution to the HJB variational
inequalities (57) and (58). From section B.1.1, we know that Theorem 2 holds for V-9,

Lemma 5. The value function V' (t,y) (VP (t,y)) is a lower semicontinuous (upper semicon-
tinuous) viscosity supersolution (viscosity subsolution) of the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman variational
inequality defined on the domain [0,T) x (0, 00)

min{—vf’1 + GuPt Pt — MYPO, —vé’;j} =0. (57)
For the terminal condition, VP (t,y) (VP' (t,y)) is a lower semicontinuous viscosity supersolution
(viscosity subsolution) of the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman variational inequality defined on the domain
(0,00)

min{v”*(T—,-) — ¢, —vé’;}(T—, )} =0, (58)

where gt = MIF.

Proof:

To begin with, we consider the situation when ¢ < T Let (ty,Ym),,>; C [0,T) x (0,00) be an
arbitrary sequence converging to (t,y) € [0,7T) x (0,00). For each m € N, we choose the admissible
control 71 := t,,. By Lemma 3, we have Vp’l(tm,ym) > /\/lf/pvo(tm,ym). Using that the mapping
(t,y) — MVPO(t,y) is continuous, we obtain

VPlty) =  lminf VP (tp, ym) > lim MVPO (L ym) = MVPO(t, ).
(tm,ym)—(t,y) (trmsym)—(t,y)

Moreover, A . .
VP (ty) > VPt y) > MVPO(ty) , Y(t,y) € [0,T) x (0, 00).
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As a result, rather than proving directly that 1% ’1(t, y) is a viscosity supersolution of equation (57),
it suffices to verify that V¥ ’l(t, y) is a viscosity supersolution of the following variational inequality

min{—v""' + GoP!, —vbtt =0, [0,T) x (0, 00). (59)

Follow the similar viscosity supersolution charaterization argument in lemma 2, we get that 1% ’1(75, Y)
is a supersolution to (57).

Secondly, we show that VP1"(¢,5) is a viscosity subsolution to the variational inequality (57).
Assume the contrary. That is, there exist (to,y0) € [0,7) x (0,00) and a smooth test function
¢ :]0,T) x (0,00) — R, that satisfies

0= (VP —9)(to.yo) > (VP = 9)(t,y), V(ty) € [0,T) x (0,00) , (t,y) # (to,%0),
such that
(o — MVPO)(to, o) > 0, min{—ey(to, o) + G (to, y0), —yy(to, y0)} > 0.
Due to the inequality (o — MVP0)(to,0) > 0, there exist € > 0,7 > 0, such that
o(t,y) > M‘A/p,o(t’y) + ePltotre) ¢

for all (¢,y) satistying to <t < tg+r. <T,and |y — yo| < 7e.
Next, we introduce the function

(t.y) = @(t,y) + e (|t — tol” + [y — ol
Based on (¢, ¢, @y, @yy) (to, Y0) = (@, Pt Py, Pyy) (to, yo), and the continuity of G, we obtain
—@u(t,y) +G7p(t,y) >0, ¥z € [0,00) , Y(t,y) € B™(to,y0)-
With choice of r., through the similar scaling argument as inequality (42), we have
@(t,y) > o(t,y) + ety for some n. > 0, (¢,y) € ([0,T] x (0,00)) \ B"(to, o). (60)
Let (tyn, Ym)m be a sequence in B"<(tg,yo) such that
(tms Ym) = (t0:90) » V2 (b ym) = VP (t0, y0)-

Fix m € N. Let (3™, 7/") be an arbitrary control of U (t,,, y,) and Y vm=" the associated state
process. We define the stopping time 7, as

T = nf{s >t (5, Y97 ¢ BT (10, 40)).
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Applying ito’s lemma to ¢, we have

@(tmaym)
oo g, 1 V)
Tm AT _ “m Sm . cm
" et (=i (s, Vi Z) 4 G (s, Vi ”ds}
tm

T AT{"
_ m_y oy _ —t sm _ Lt Yazm
2E |:e ol tm)(io(’rm A T{n’ 3T:Kyr?”’z ) / pe o tm)a'z d8:|
) t

m

- [e_p(Tm_tm)w(Tm’ Y”?;Lmym’im)]l{rmﬁ‘r{"} + e_p(Tlm_tM)@(T{”v Y—:’T;:)ym’z )]l{‘r{"<7'm}

1
T AT
—p(S—t ),\27”
+/ pe ™a; ds
t

m

N . T AT .
>E {e_p (T =tm) (7, V¥ Z VU oy + L <yl + / peP=tm)az" ds
t

m

+ e P ) MUPO (77 V¥ 2 ) o oy + ﬂ{r{”<rm}6}
—P(Tm—lm vVt nl;zm 9 5 m Yvitm, m)gm
Z]E[e P =) (i, VLm0 VL, <y + MVPO (e, V"™ ) L oo,y

T AT .
+/ pe_p(s_tm)&j ds} + €A .
t

m

The first inequality comes from
—@ilty) + G a(t,y)
_ _ - .1 m? _
=—@ui(t,y)+pp— sup {rh(@)@y + pa+ 5 @yyr?o?Z™ } — 1@y
acA(zm)
>0 , V(t7y) € B (to,yo).
As a conclusion, we have

S(tm, Ym)

ZE [ep(TMtM)SO(TMa Yrt;,ymyim)l{Tm <t} + M‘A/p,O(T{n’ Y:;mmymyi )]]-{Tlm<7'm}

T AT{" .
+/ pe*p(sft"")dj ds| +€Ane.
t

m

For sufficiently large m, there exists 2= such that V2Lt Ym) 4+ 22€ > G(tm, ym). Then we have

2
VP (b, Yim)

>E [GP(Tth)@(Tma Y:x,ym,é ’)]]'{Tm <mr} Tt Mvp’o(Tlma th#,ym,z )]1{7'{"'<'rm}

-
T AT o
—p(s—tm) 2 2™
—|—/ pe )aZ" ds
t

m

+77€/\e
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for any arbitrary admissible control (£, 7{") € L?l(tm7ym). Since ¢ > VP!, the above contradicts
(55).

Next, we turn to the viscosity characterization of the value function VP! at the terminal time 7.

Firstly, we show that VP! s the viscosity supersolution to the following variational inequality:
min{o? (T —,y) — g* (y), —vb, (T—,y)} = 0

Applying lemma [Pham, 2009, Lemma 4.3.2], we get that VP! is the viscosity supersolution.

Secondly, we show that ypl” (T, y) is a viscosity subsolution of the variational inequality (58).
Let (T,y0) € {T} x (0,00) and ¢ : [0,7] x (0,00) — R be a smooth test function such that

0= VP (T, y0) = @(yo) > VP (T,y) = ¢(y) , Yy € (0,00) , y # yo.
Assume, on the contrary, that

min{V?' (T, y0) — 9" (%0), —yy (y0)} > 0.

Then, without loss of generality, we have
VP (T, ) — g% (yo) > 2¢°Te, for some e > 0. (61)

We set
@(t,y) = o(y) + e (VT —t + |y — yol*), ¢ >0,

where ¢ is a positive fixed constant. Then, for ¢ sufficiently close to T, we have
_(pt(t7 yO) + g@(ta ZIO) > 0.
By the continuity of G, for all ¢ > 0, there exists a pair (rf,ry) € R2%* such that
_@t(tay) + g2¢(t7y) >0 ) Vz € [Oa OO) ) V(t,y) € [T - rtCaT) X B(yOaT;C;)a (62)

where B(yo, 7";) denotes the ball of radius r; and center yo.

Using the upper bound found in Lemma 4, we obtain that the function yplt © has a finite maximum
on any compact set. Hence, taking ¢ > 0 large enough, there exists a constant 1 > 0 such that

p(ty) > VP (ty) + 2T, (ty) € [T =, T) x 9B(yo, ), (63)

In addition, based on continuity of MVP0 and ©», with ¢ large enough, there exists a constant > 0
satisfying .
Pt y) = MVPO(t,y) +2e7777, (t,y) € [T =1, T] x B(yo, ry)- (64)

Let (tm;Ym)m>1 be a sequence in [T'—r{, T] x B(yo, ;) such that
(tmaym) - (T, yO) ) Vp’l(tmaym) - Vp}l*(T, yO)'

Fix m € N. Let (2, 77") be an arbitrary control of U (t,,, ym), and Ytm¥m:2™ he its associated state
process. We introduce the following sequence of stopping times

9™ = inf {5 > b, (s, Y;m’ymﬁ”) e ([T — ¢, T] x By, r;))C} AT.
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By applying Ito’s lemma to ¢, we obtain
@(tms Ym)

LN T'lm _ . . B o
:E / e_p(s_tm)(_szt(S?}/Stmvymvz )+£Z @(S’}/Stm»ymvz ))ds
t

m

masm
OmNAT]

+ e—P(Om/\Tlm—tm)@(em A 7_{71’ Yt'nuy'nném )‘|

>E

om AT

0" AT
/ ' péimefp(sftm)ds + e*P(emAT{”*tm)cﬁ(am A T{TL’thvymagyn)‘|

tm

9’”/\71’” o m _ zm
<E| [ e s Ly (0, T
t

m

1

+ Lrprcomye” " T, Y)]

0”/\7{"’ m N « _ sm
>E / pdsefp(sft’")ds—l- ]l{ngTrlm}efp(e —tm) (Vp,l (9m71/v0t:nn,ynL,z )+2ean>
t

m

+ ]1{7_,1,"<9m}e—p(7'1m—tm) (M‘A/p,() (7-17”«) }_/:fnnvymvzm) + 2ePT77]) ]

0771/\7_17n _ .
SE / p&se_p(s_tM)dS + ]1{9m§71m}€_p(9 —tm)(p(em’ Ygﬁ’ym’z )
t

m

+ Lo cgmye T T MUPO (7, Vimvm2) | 4957 A ).

The first inequality follows from (62). The second and third inequalities follow from (63) and (64). In
addition, we know that when m is large enough, we have

VP (b, Ym) + A1 > Gt Yom)-

Then, we obtain
VP (b, Y )

o™ A m e 1t zm
> E l/ pdse—p(s—tm)ds + l{ngTlm}e_p(g —tm)VpJ (9m7Y;77eruym;Z )
tm
+ :l]_{ﬂrlm<0_m}e_p(Tim—tm)./\/l‘71);0(,Tirn7 Y:fnmym,fm) + ,”7 A 'I"

for any arbitrary admissible control (™, ") € Z)l(tm, Ym). Since VPl" > VPl the above contradicts
(55).

Next, we turn to the discussion of the terminal condition. By Lemma 3, we know that 1%
has polynomial growth. Moreover, the variational inequality (58) falls within the framework of

42



[Ishii and Lions, 1990, Section V.1]. Consequently, the comparison principle holds, and we conclude
that
VPE(T,y) = VPHT,y) = g'(y) , y € (0, 00).

Then, we justify that V>1(T,y) = V(T,y) = ¢'(y) , y € (0,00). Indeed, picking any admissible
control (Z,11,m1) € U'(t,y), we obtain

T1
<E / pe P70 () ds + e PO MYPO (7 Y1)
t

T1
< sup E {/ pe P67 (4,) ds 4+ e P MYPO (1 Yf{y’z)} .
(Z,m)eU (t,y),a€A(2) t

By taking the supremum over admissible control in U (¢,y) on the left side, we have
T1
VPl(ty) < sip E { | et @ ds e MY, Y:;y’zﬂ ‘
(Z,m)eU(ty),acA(Z) t
By letting t — T, we obtain
VPN T—,y) < MVPY(T,y) = g'(y) , y € (0,00).

Next, we proceed to show that VP! admits a continuous extension to the boundary [0,T) x {0}.
Indeed, due to the inclusion U (¢,y) C U (t,y), we have

VPL(ty) > VPt y) > MUVPO(ty) = MVPO(t,y), (t,y) € {T} x (0,00).

As a result, we conclude that V»'(T—,y) = VPY(T—, ) = ¢'(y),y € (0, 00).

By applying Lemma 4, we know that Vp’l(t,y) < gaA(l’d)’d’AN(t,y), Y(t,y) € [0,T] x (0,00).
Moreover, by Lemma 3 and considering the admissible controls in the subcases d > 0: (Z =
T—)and d<0:(Z=0,7 =t), we have

—ATD () ATy < PP (g ) < AT AN (¢ ),

The previous implies

lim —AGD ()W =DyT < PP 0) < VP (1,0) < ACD d Ay (yf

lim N.
(t',y")—(t,0),y">0 ()= (t,0),'>0 ¥
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After discussing the terminal and boundary behavior of f/p’l, we can apply Lemma 7 to deduce that
VP! is the unique viscosity solution to the following Dirichlet problem

min{—ov? + GoPt vPt — MouP, —vbtt =0, [0,7) x (0,00),

Up,l(Ta y) = gl(y)v (Ov OO), (65)
vP(t,0) =0, tel0,T].

Next, it is evident that the inequality (55) also holds for V1. Following an argument similar to the
one presented in Lemma 5, we conclude that V1™ is a viscosity subsolution to the Dirichlet Problem
(65). Finally, applying Lemma 7, we have

VPt y) S VPt y) < VP (Ly) < VPU(Ly), (ty) €[0,T) x (0,00).

In conclusion, VP! is the unique continuous viscosity solution to the Dirichlet Problem (65).

Having established the result for V!, we note that the same reasoning extends to all subsequent
indices n > 2, since the recursive structure of the problem implies that the relation between VP™ and
VPn=l ig identical to that between VP! and V??. Therefore, by induction, we have that Theorem
2.1 holds for all VP with n € {0,...,N}.

B.2.2 Proof of Theorem 2.2 on VP

We first consider the case n = 1. Since VP:1(t,y) is a viscosity supersolution of Equation (65), it
must satisfy —V2!(t,y) > 0 in the viscosity sense; otherwise, 7+ (VP! (t,y), Vi (t,y)) = co. This
implies that VP*(t,y) is partially concave in y. By induction, the same argument applies to VP" for
all n > 2. Hence, we conclude that Theorem 2.2 holds for all V™ with n > 1.

B.2.3 Proof of Theorem 2.3 on VP

To prove the general conclusion of Theorem 2.3 for V»" n € {1,---, N}, it suffices to consider the
case VP! since only the partial concavity of VP™ with respect to the agent’s utility is used in the
argument.

To begin with, we show
nb*(t,y) = inf{n € [0,y] : O VPO (t,y —n) > —v(1+ k)" '} Ay.
Based on the Karush-Kuhn—Tucker (KKT) method, we have the necessary characterization for n'* (¢, y):
e Stationarity: 0= (1+k)yn""! 4+ v+ as — a; for some v € [8;“/”’0,8;\/1”0] (t,y — 1),
e Primal feasibility: 0 < n <y,
e Dual feasibility: a1,a2 >0,
e Complementary Slackness: as (y —n) =0, ayn =0,

where 0,7V and 6; V' are the left and right derivative of V' with respect to y, which exist everywhere
by concavity.
We define

7' :=inf O = inf{n € [0,] : 8;Vp’0(t,y —n) > —(1+k)yn' 1},
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where O := {n € [0,y] : 9 VPO (t,y —n) > —(1 + k)yn*~'}.

First, we show nl’*(t,y) <7
Assume that n%*(t,y) > 7', due to the primal feasibility, we have n'* <y, so 7! = inf Q, and there
exists 7y € O such that n* > 7} > 0. From the concavity of the value function V?:0(¢,y) with respect
to y, we have

* — - +7—1
OV (t,y =) > O VPO Ly = 7ih) > —(1+ k)vy " > —(1+ k)yn™
Then, we obtain
(1+ k)’yr]“vﬁl + VP (ty —n") > 0= a1 =as+ (1 + k)w]l”ﬂfl +v>0

Based on the Complementary Slackness condition we have n* = 0, which contradicts n'* > 73 > 0.

Second, we show that nl* > 7.
If n'* =y, we directly have n'*(t,y) =y > 7'
Now we assume that n** < y. By the Complementary Slackness condition, we have as = 0.
Firstly, we show that one inequality holds, which would be used later

—(L+ k)T <o vty — ). (66)
Assume —(1 + k)'ynl’*'y_l > 0, VPO(t,y —n"*), then we have
AR T > (L R T = VPOt y — ) > 0
jiy Y b *

Then based on above inequality, we have as = a; — (1 + k)vnl’*’y_l — v > 0 which contradicts with
as = 0.

Now we assume 71 € (nh*

,9). Given the concavity of VP9(¢,y) with respect to y, we have
1 x7—1 — *
—(L+k)ym T <=L+ k)mtTT <o, VPOt y —n') < OF VPOt y — ).

Then we obtain (14 k)ynl”~ Ty 8+Vp’ (t,y— 771) > 0. Hence, i € Q. Due to the arbitrariness of the
choice of ni € (nt*,y), we conclude that n%* > 7', Combined with the conclusion n** < 7', we have

n'* =7 =inf{n € [0,y] : QJVP’O(t,y —n) > —(1+k)yn" '}
Finally, we show that for each fixed pair of (¢,y) € [0,T) x (0,0), we have
" (ty) <y, (ty) € [0,T) x (0,00).

Assume that n>*(t,y) = y, for fixed y > 0, building on the Complementary Slackness condition, we
have that as > 0, and a; = 0, implying

0=(14k)yy" ' +v+ay, for some v € [8;1/1”0, 8;Vp’0] (t,0).

Then we have
OfVPOt,0) <v=—1+k)v ' —ax < —(1+k)yy " <0,

which contradicts with 9;f V" O( 0)>0
As a result, we conclude that nt*(t, y) <y, (t,y) €[0,T) x (0,00).
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B.3 Comparison principle

Lemma 6. (Comparison) Let v and v be respectively an upper-semicontinuous viscosity subsolu-
tion and a lower-semicontinuous viscosity supersolution of (49). Assume further that for ¢ € {u,v},
—ACD ()T < ot y) < @A EAN (1), (t,y) € [0,T)x(0,00) . Then, if ult,y) < v(t,y), (t.y) €
[0,T) x {0} U{T} x [0,00), we have u < v on [0,T) x (0,00).

Proof:

Remark 4. In the finite-horizon case, Theorem 1, which characterizes the first-best problem, shows
that the corresponding value does not provide the desired upper bound. The main difficulty arises from
the need to handle the state constraint carefully. In stochastic control problems with exit times, the
unique continuous extension of the value function may fail to coincide with the Dirichlet boundary
condition (see [Barles and Rouy, 1998] for details).

To begin with, we know that
_ (0,d)
—ACD ()T < p(ty) <IN (1Y), (ty) €10,T) x (0,00).

We note that there is no continuity issue in extending the value function from the interior of the
domain [0, 7] x (0, 00) to the closure [0,T] x [0, 00). Consequently, the classical notion of the Dirichlet
boundary condition applies. Next, we adapt the argument of [Pham, 2009, Theorem 5.3.3] to our
setting.

Firstly, we know that for a relative large A; > 0, Ao > 0, the function (¢, y) := e* (7= Xy log(1+y)
is a strict viscosity supersolution to (18). Then, we define the function

v¥i=(1—ev+ey, e€(0,1).

Due to the convexity of the generator J*(-,-), we verify that v¢ is a strict supersolution of (49).
Next, following a doubling technique [Pham, 2009, Theorem 4.4.4], for any o > 0, and ¢ € (0,1), we
introduce the maps

Poc(ty s, 2, y) == u(t,z) —v°(s,y) — dalt,s,z,y), (t,5,2,y) € [O’TF x Ri’
1
baltys,z,y) = o [[t=sP + |z —yl"] , v=(r+1) V3,
where
Ma,s = sup (I)a,s(ta s,w,y) = (I)a,s(ta,sa Sa,eaxa,s,ya,s)~

(t.5.2,9)€[0,T]? xR

By standard viscosity—solution arguments [Crandall et al., 1992, Proposition 3.7], there exists a sub-
sequence (tf, s, , x5, ,¥s, ), such that

Qn? “0n? Y an?
nh_{I;O(tZ,u 33n7 xzna yén) = (t—a’ t°, 7, z°) nh_)néo Pa,, (tin ) Sin ) ﬂffw ygn) =0, (67)
M, = nh_)rgo M,, - = u(t®,z%) — v°(t°, 7).

To establish the comparison principle, it is sufficient to verify that, for every e € (0,1), we have
sup(u — v¥) < 0. We proceed by contradiction and assume that there exists € € (0,1) such that at
(to,Yo) € [0,T) x RT, 1 :=u(to, yo) — v°(to,Yo) > 0. Then Vn € N, we have n < M, .
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By the standard Ishii’s lemma, there exists an R2-valued sequence (MZ, Ni.)pen» such that

(1 (5, —s5.), =~ (xzn—yzn)”%Ms)ep“u(tzn,xzn),

an 20,
1 v v—1 —=2,— (68)
(o (=) 5 8, — 02" VD) €770 (16,08,
and
ME 0
(0 e ) scnrnicr, (69)

20up -1 1
We fix Az = ﬁ7 where || - || is the spectral norm. Next, we multiply the inequality (69) by (1,1) to
the left and (1,1)T to the right, and obtain MZ — NZ < 0, for all n € N.
Defining G(y, a,p,q) := —a— T *(p,q) — rpy, we get

Where, )\3 > 0’ Cg = CL%A, a; = M|l‘(€1n 7y(€)¢n|V727A = ( 1 —]- > .

1 —
(6 05) 4 6 (i (6, = 52, o (05, 6" )

1 v -1
<0 0 s, ) + G (v o (0, —8) g (0, 06" V).
Qay, o,
Therefore, we obtain

pn
<p (u(ts, 25,) —v° (55, va,)

1
<G (s o (5, 52).
1 _
-6 (et o (= 55 e (ah, —0a) )
n

:u7+ <2ZO/[ (xzn - yzn,)y_l ’M:;) B jJr (25[ (xgn a y(in)u_l ,N::L) - l (min - y(i")y

N " 20,
<7+ (22 (a5, —v5) " ,Nz) S (2; (25, —va)" ,Nz) g (@5, — 92"

8% v
§2an (xitn - yzn) .

The third inequality follows from the fact that J7 is Lipschitz continuous and nondecreasing with

respect to its second variable when {Mg}, < 0, same as in [Possamal and Touzi, 2024, Lemma B.1],

[Possamal and Rossato, 2025, Theorem 5.7 (ii)]. Letting n — oo, we obtain the desired contradiction

for all € € (0,1), which gives the required result by sending € to zero. The latter completes the proof.

Lemma 7. (Comparison) Let u and v be respectively an upper-semicontinuous viscosity subsolution
and a lower-semicontinuous viscosity supersolution of (70), respectively.

min{vp’” — Mvp,n—l, —’Uf’n + gvp,n, _Us:zjn} = 0) [07 T) X (07 00)7
oP™M(T,y) = g"(y), y€[0,00), (70)

WP (0) =0,  tel[0,T]
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Assume that for each ¢ € {u,v}

_A(Thd) (t)ed(t_T)y’Y < @(tvy) < @A(nvd%d’AN (tvy)v (tvy) € [OvT) X (03 OO) y N E {17 e 7N}
Then, if u(t,y) < v(t,y),(t,y) € [0,T) x {0} U{T} x [0,00), we have u < v on [0,T) x (0,00).
Proof:

We adapt the arguments presented in [Pham, 2009, Theorem 4.4.4], and [Pham, 2009, Theorem
5.2.1]. Similar to the proof of Lemma 6, we introduce the following strict supersolution

o= (L= +ed, e € (0,1).

Next, we follow the doubling technique introduced in [Pham, 2009, Theorem 4.4.4]. For any « > 0
and € € (0,1) we define the following maps

‘I)a,s(tﬁ,%y) = u(tvx) - UE(Svy) - d)a(tsw,y), (t,&m,y) € [07T]2 X Ri

1
¢0¢(t757x7y) ::£[|t_5|2+|x_y|y] ) V:(7+1)V3a

where
Ma,s = sup (I)a,s (ta S, T, y) = (I)a,s (ta,sa Sa,er Lavyes ya,s) .
(t,5,2,9)€[0,T]> xR3
Using standard viscosity arguments [Crandall et al., 1992, Proposition 3.7], there exists a subsequence
(te sS L axl yg")n>1 such that

Qn? “Qn? Vap?

fim (15,55,05,.98,) = (05,3°.8%) .l o, (15,.55,.25,.0,) = 0.

n— 00 Qn? “Qp? o) Qn? “Qp? o’
M. := lim M,, .=u(t%,z°) —v°(t,z°).
n— oo

Suppose that there exists ¢ € (0,1) such that at (t,,y,) € [0,7) x RT, we have n := u(to, yo) —
v%(to,Yo) > 0. Then, for all n > 1, we have n < My, ..

Next, we distinguish cases according to the asymptotic behavior of the subsequence (u(tf, , ¢, ) —
MVPPZHEE 28 ) )n>1.

QAn

i) Ifu(ts a5 )—MVPEL(EE af ) > 0 for sufficiently large n, then we fall into the case already

Qn? W Qp Qnp
treated in Lemma 6. Hence, the same argument applies, and the desired inequality follows.

ii) Otherwise, up to a subsequence, u(ts, , 25 ) — MVP"71(tE, 25 ) < 0 for all n > 1. Since

Qpn? (6% (o)

v(tE, Y5, ) — MVPTTL(tE, yf ) > 0, by the strict supersolution property, it follows that

n<u(ts, 2 ) — v (s5,,y5, ) S MVPPTLEE (2l ) — MVPPTHEE Lyl ).

Qn) W Qn Qn?

By letting n — oo and using the continuity of MV?"~1 we obtain the required contradiction
n < 0.

In conclusion, we have the desired contradiction for all € € (0,1). Finally, we get the desired result by
sending € — 0. The proof is complete. B
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