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Abstract

Stochastic processes of bridge types having pinned initial and terminal conditions have been widely used
in applied research areas, but they all have a common drawback in that the model at hand is possibly
misspecified owing to its stochastic nature; namely, parameter values and coefficients are distorted
compared to the ground truth. We consider a pair of novel exactly-solvable optimization problems that
provide both the lower and upper bounds of the performance index of a diffusion bridge. Our formulation
is based on the Girsanov transformation, in which the model uncertainty is measured through relative
entropy. We provide a sufficient condition under which these optimization problems are well-posed, and
hence admit the corresponding maximizer/minimizer that achieves the worst-case lower and upper bounds
given the ambiguity aversion or uncertainty size. We apply the proposed method to the latest 10-min, high-
resolution fish count data of a migratory fish in a river and discuss the influence of model uncertainty on
the estimation of the total fish count, which is an important problem in resource and environmental

management.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Background

Stochastic differential equations (SDEs) are ordinary differential equations (ODEs) driven by martingale
noises (@ksendal and Sulem, 2019)[1] such as Brownian motions and Poisson processes, and have been
applied to a wide variety of phenomena in natural sciences, ranging from cell molecular chemistry (Moor
and Zechner, 2023)[2], system biology (Birnir et al., 2024)[3], population dynamics (Clément et al.,
2025)[4], fluid dynamics (Kumar and Mohan, 2025)[5], to cosmology (Escobar-Aguilar et al., 2025)[6].
SDEs are also frequently used in social sciences, such as finance (Cartea et al., 2025)[7], insurance (Feng
et al., 2025)[8], and opinion dynamics (Nugent et al., 2024)[9]. Machine learning is another field of research
in which SDEs play a vital role (Marion et al., 2025; Zhang et al., 2025)[10,11].

SDEs with pinned initial and terminal conditions are referred to as bridges, particularly those
driven by Brownian motion (i.e., time-continuous noise) as diffusion bridges. The simplest diffusion bridge
is the Brownian bridge, which is a Brownian motion with pinned terminal conditions (Chow, 2009)[12].
More sophisticated models also exist where underlying stochastic processes are governed by linear (Chen
and Georgiou, 2015; Yoshioka and Yamazaki, 2023)[13,14], fractional (Burlon et al., 2025)[15], or even
more strongly nonlinear SDEs (Bladt et al., 2016; Mazzoro and Monthus, 2023)[16,17] depending on the
target problem. The application of bridges to efficient sampling problems has also been investigated
(Corstanje et al., 2023; Corstanje et al., 2025)[18,19]. Diffusion bridges are fundamentally different from
classical SDEs because the latter do not necessarily pin the terminal conditions. A fundamental theoretical
difficulty in a diffusion bridge arises because of the pinning of a terminal condition, as the behavior of its
solutions is constrained at and near the terminal time. Typically, pinning a terminal condition in a diffusion
bridge is achieved by suitably specifying exploding drift and diffusion coefficients in the corresponding
SDE so that the terminal condition is continuously reached with probability one (Hildebrandt and Reelly,
2020)[20]. Therefore, a balance between the drift and diffusion coefficients is required when modeling a
diffusion bridge.

A topic that has not been well-studied concerning bridges is model misspecification, that is,
studying the performance of a model under the assumption that its parameter values and/or functional
shapes of coefficients may differ from the truth (Bonhomme and Weidner, 2022; Brock and Xepapadeas,
2025; Kerioui et al., 2022; Theng et al., 2022)[21,22,23,24]. Misspecified SDEs provide quantitatively and
often qualitatively different outputs compared to the ground truth. This issue is serious for SDEs in both
theory and application because they are often efficient but conceptual, simplified mathematical models of
complex phenomena. Operating misspecified models along with their uncertainties is therefore a key topic
in modeling with SDEs. From a practical standpoint, such an approach should not lose the efficiency of
SDEs; moreover, it should be mathematically rigorous.

The fundamental theory for modeling with possibly misspecified SDEs was established by
Hansen and Sargent (2001)[25], who considered the stochastic control problems of misspecified SDEs,
where the degree of their uncertainties was measured using the relative entropy between true and

misspecified models. The key here is that the benchmark and misspecified models are connected by a



specific transformation of probability measures, called Girsanov transformation in the field of stochastic
calculus (e.g., Chapter 1.4 in @ksendal and Sulem (2019)[1]), which arises as an additional drift coefficient
in a misspecified SDE. An advantage of this framework is that solving a control problem with a misspecified
model reduces to finding a proper solution to an optimality equation, as in classical stochastic control
problems; thereby, existing analytical and computational techniques for solving stochastic control problems
(e.g., Chapter 5 in @ksendal and Sulem (2019)[1]; Chapter 3 in Pham (2009)[26]) often carry over to cases
with misspecifications. With this remarkable property, the framework of Hansen and Sargent (2001)[25]
and related studies have been successfully employed in a broad range of research fields, such as economics
(Djeutem and Xu, 2025; Shen et al., 2025; Yehong and Yugian, 2025)[27,28,29], climate change
(Olijjslagers and van Wijnbergen, 2024; Yao and Tian, 2025)[30,31], and environmental conservation
(Yoshioka et al., 2025)[32]. However, their approach for modeling with misspecified SDEs has not been
well-studied, except for Baltas and Yannacopoulos (2016)[33], who studied the Brownian bridge with
misspecification, focusing on its application to informed traders, despite the fact that diffusion bridges have
been employed in a variety of situations. This motivated us to conduct this study with the aims and

contributions explained below.

1.2 Aim and contribution
The aim of this study is to formulate and theoretically analyze a diffusion bridge with possible
misspecifications. We also address the engineering problem so that this study seamlessly covers its theory
and application. The contribution of this study in achieving its aims is explained in this subsection.

The diffusion bridge we study is the Cox—Ingersoll-Ross (CIR) one presented below (formulated

rigorously with proper notations in the next section).

dX,:[a,—l”TftX,jdHa, IFT’tX,dB,, 0O<t<l, X,=X =1, 1)

where ¢ istime, B= (Bt )t2 o is a 1-D standard Brownian motion, the diffusion term is defined in the It6’s

sense, and a,r,0 >0 are some functions of time. This scalar diffusion bridge with homogeneous initial
and terminal conditions was proposed by Yoshioka (2025)[34] to model the unit-time count data of

migrating fish along a river and admits a path-wise unique solution X = (X that is nonnegative;

Doses
however, its misspecified versions have not been studied so far. This bridge, called the CIR bridge, has drift
and diffusion coefficients that explode at the terminal time ¢=1, but its solution attains the terminal
condition continuously with a probability of one. Balancing the explosion speed in the drift and diffusion
coefficients in (1) is the key to this property.

A fundamental quantity to be modeled in an industrial application of the CIR bridge (1) is the
total fish count during a certain time interval, for example, one day, which is a key statistic for assessing
fish populations (Birnie-Gauvin et al., 2018; Budnick et al., 2025; Ellis and Vokoun, 2009; Flitcroft et al.,
2019; Paiz et al., 2025)[35,36,37,38,39]. Identification of an SDE in fisheries and ecological applications

often faces modeling errors, which are considered a form of misspecification owing to the lack of quantity



and/or quality of data (e.g., Clark-Wolf et al., 2025; Holt et al., 2024; Horswill et al., 2025)[e.g., 40,41,42].
In practice, population assessment of migrating fish, both over- and underestimations would be possible;
hence, their estimations, given a degree of uncertainty, would be helpful in applications such as fisheries
science.

In this study, using the framework of Hansen and Sargent (2001)[25], we formulate a pair of
optimization problems to obtain upper- and lower-bound estimations of the population, given the size of
ambiguity aversion or relative entropy, which models the difference between the benchmark and
misspecified models. Each optimization problem is reduced to finding an appropriate solution to an
optimality equation, which is a nonlinear degenerate parabolic partial differential equation with exploding
coefficients. Fortunately, we can guess and verify their solutions by using a fixed-point technique combined
with a regularization argument. We then show that ambiguity aversion to misspecifications should not be
extremely large for the well-posedness of the optimization problems, at which point the existence of
misspecified models is lost. Similar phenomena have been reported in previous studies of SDEs that are
not bridges (Han et al., 2021; Yoshioka and Yoshioka, 2023)[43,44]. The proposed mathematical analysis
scheme is technically difficult because it involves analyzing a nonlinear ODE with an exploding coefficient
and a possibly unbounded solution. In this work, we focus on the CIR bridge (1); however, the theory
developed here can be applied to other diffusion bridges with modifications.

A remarkable property of our formulation is that the worst-case misspecified bridges obtained
from the corresponding pair of optimization problems explained above also have the form of (1) with

different coefficient shapes of 7 in their drift term. This implies that the proposed method does not break

down the useful properties (well-posedness, numerical computability, and analytical tractability) of CIR
bridges. Finally, we apply misspecified CIR bridges to the estimation of daily fish counts from 10-min high-
resolution fish count data for the well-studied model fish species Plecoglossus altivelis (P. altivelis) in Japan,
which is a major inland fishery resource in the country, and its population dynamics have therefore received
attention (e.g., Azuma, 2010; Ha et al., 2024; Miyazono et al., 2024; Suzuki and Kitahara, 1996; Yoshioka
et al., 2019)[e.g., 45,46,47,48,49]. We will discuss how the model performance depends on the degree of

misspecification.

1.3 Structure of this paper

Section 2 presents the diffusion bridge considered in this study and its basic properties. Section 3
formulates and theoretically examines a pair of optimization problems to estimate the cumulative average
value of the solution to the diffusion bridge, which is a problem that arises in resource management. Section
4 applies the diffusion bridge with possible misspecifications to a high-resolution fish count dataset in
fisheries science. Section 5 presents the summary and perspectives of this study. The Appendix presents

technical proofs.

2. Diffusion bridge and its misspecification



2.1 Formulation

Throughout this paper, we work on a complete probability space (Q, F ,IP’), where Q is the set of all
possible realizations, and _# is a collection of realizations in Q, P is a probability measure. The
expectation on P is denoted as [, , and the same presentation rule is applied to the other probability

measures.

The CIR bridge considered in this study is the following nonlinear SDE (reprint of (1)):

X, =| q —%X, dt+o, /ILX dB, , 0<t<l @)
- —t

Increment Source N~ — — —— Noise increment
Reversion Noise intensity
Drift Diffusion

under the homogeneous initial and terminal conditions X, = X, =1.Here, B=(B,)_, isa 1-D standard

Brownian motion, the diffusion term is defined in the Itd’s sense, and the coefficients a,r,o are time-
dependent, continuous, positive, and bounded in the time interval [0,1] . Despite having exploding

coefficients, the CIR bridge (2) admits a unique path-wise solution that is continuous and nonnegative
(Proposition 1 in Yoshioka (2025-2)[50]), and hence, is a well-posed mathematical model. This is owing to
the specific speed of the explosion in the drift and diffusion terms, where the explosion of the solution itself
is prevented, and the terminal condition is continuously reached. Moreover, moments of the solution can
be found in closed forms and are obtained explicitly in simple cases, such as the case where all coefficients

a,r,o are positive constants (Appendix in Yoshioka (2025)[34]).

The CIR bridge (2) and its mean-field counterpart have been applied to modeling diurnal fish
migration, where the solution X represents the unit-time fish count observed at a fixed point in the river,
and the normalized times O and 1 are identified as sunrise and sunset, respectively (Yoshioka, 2025;
Yoshioka, 2025-2)[50]. In these studies, it was assumed that the bridge can be obtained from observation
data without any errors, which is an idealized condition because real observation projects are usually
constrained by monetary and labor costs; hence, the quality and quantity of data collected are limited
(Yoshioka, 2025-3)[51]. This motivated us to study the misspecified version of (2). Note that studies on

the misspecified versions of diffusion bridges are limited so far.

Remark 1. Diffusion bridges with time-dependent diffusion coefficients also appear in machine learning,
where the explosion of variance is efficiently managed (Dasgupta et al., 2025; Yang et al., 2024)[52,53]. In
contrast, our bridge has an exploding diffusion coefficient but bounded variance, where the exploding drift
and diffusion coefficient come from the consideration of a biological clock such that migration occurs
during sunrise and sunset. Therefore, an unbounded diffusion coefficient does not necessarily lead to

unbounded variance. In our case, the unbounded reversion prevents the explosion of variance of X .

2.2 Modeling uncertainties

Hansen and Sargent (2001)[25] assumes that model uncertainty is represented by an added drift term in an
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SDE. Their framework adapted for our formulation is explained in the following section. The explanation
below is based on Baltas and Yannacopoulos (2016)[33] with an adaptation to our setting.

First, consider a real scalar process u :(ut) that is adapted to a natural filtration _#

0<r<1
(such a process is called an adapted process hereafter) generated by the Brownian motion B such that the

following Novikov condition is satisfied (see also Section 2 in Hess (2019)[54]):

E, {exp(%.ﬁ ufdsﬂ <400, 3)

This condition means that the process u is sufficiently regular in the sense that its quadratic integration
is small. Under the Novikov condition (3), given one u , we can define a probability measure Q(u) that

is equivalent to P, where the Radon—Nikodym derivative between them is given as follows:

dQ(u)

dp

0

:exp(J.;uSdBy—%J.tufdsj, 0<t<l, (4)

t

which is a martingale. We find that the following process W :(VK) is a 1-D standard Brownian

0<t<1

motion on the new probability measure Q(u) (i.e., Girsanov transformation):
W, =B, — [ uds
t — P IO uds. (5)

With (5) in mind, our CIR bridge on Q(u) is given by

dx, = at—er’tXt+0'tut /1%)( dt+o, /er’tXtth, 0<t<l, (6)
A

Added drift coefficient

where the added drift coefficient is proportional to the u, . The initial and terminal conditions remain
unchanged. Finally, the relative entropy R(u) between the two probability measures P and Q(u) in

our formulation is obtained as follows:

R(u) :E{d%u)Il ln(d%u)Il H ~Eq, {m(%@]ﬂ :%EQ(”) Uolufds}, O<t<l. (7

Note that the expectation is evaluated on Q(u) in the right-most side. This is a quadratic functional of

u that often appears in control problems, which is the reason that the framework of Hansen and Sargent
(2001)[25] harmonizes well with stochastic control formalism. We have R(u) =0 when u=0 (ie,
when there is no misspecification).

We close this section with a discussion about the meaning and implications of the model of

uncertainties presented above. In the present framework, the probability measure P represents a
benchmark model, e.g., a model identified from data. The other probability measure Q(u) given a

suitable u represents a distorted model where the difference between the two probability measures is

defined through the Radon—Nikodym derivative (4) and is quantified by the relative entropy (7). In the



context of SDEs, the distorted model (6) has an added drift coefficient whose influence becomes larger as

u becomes larger in the sense that the relative entropy (7) becomes larger. Because we assume the
existence of a Radon—Nikodym derivative between equivalent probability measures P and Q(u) , their

difference is constrained at least quantitatively. For example, the satisfaction or violation of the Feller
condition (i.e., whether the solution to an SDE of the CIR type hits 0 or not) should be preserved between
equivalent probability measures (Guo et al., 2008)[55]. In this view, the functional form of wu , which
possibly depends implicitly on X, is not completely arbitrary. In some tractable SDEs, the condition of
the existence of the equivalence between benchmark and distorted models can be theoretically characterized
(Bafios et al., 2024)[56]. We will also obtain such a condition in the next section.

Note that the distorted model (6) may be fundamentally different from the benchmark model

(2) owing to the added drift coefficient, which is apparently nonlinear with respect to X, , hence, the well-
posedness of (6) on Q(u) is not trivial at this stage. In the next section, we show that, in our case, this

issue can be effectively resolved by measuring model uncertainties through relative entropy.

Remark 2. Misspecifications in the context of Hansen and Sargent (2001)[25] that we employ in this paper
does not change the Feller condition between benchmark and misspecified models. Indeed, this condition
depends on the diffusion term and the source a (e.g., Yoshioka (2025)[34]), but the misspecified we will

derive in the next section turns out to affect only the reversion term in the drift coefficient.

3. Upper- and lower-bounding models
3.1 Overview

We consider the worst-case under- and overestimation problems of the following integral quantity £ :
F=E, [ ) Xsds} , ®)

which, in the context of the fish count problem, is the expectation of the daily total fish count because X

represents unit-time fish count and the time interval [0,1] is from sunrise to sunset, during which fish

migrate; they are assumed to be sleeping during night time. If the model used to evaluate F is distorted,

then the expectation must be redefined using ]EQ(M) with a suitable u . Both under- and overestimations

of F are theoretically possible. Therefore, we consider a pair of optimization problems to estimate them

under the constraint that the size of the uncertainties is constrained in terms of the relative entropy.

3.2 Lower-bounding case
We formulate a lower-bounding problem of the expectation F in (8) considering possible
misspecifications. For an adapted process u satisfying the Novikov condition (3), we set the following

minimization problem: find



. 1
G(1,x) =inf ]EQ(ll)Uthxds‘Xt:x]+EEQ(u)U:ufds‘Xt:x} L 0<¢<1, x>0 )

Target quantity Relative entropy

subject to the dynamics (6). Here, we assume that this SDE (6) admits a path-wise unique solution that
attains the terminal condition X, =0 continuously in time (i.e., ,1_i>rlr}0 X, =0 with probability 1). This is
a minimization problem of an objective function containing the target expectation and the relative entropy,
whose contribution is modulated by the ambiguity-aversion parameter y >0 that is playing a role of a
Lagrangian multiplier. A larger value of the (time-restricted) relative entropy (9) is allowed to become
larger as  increases, and the limit w — 0 reduces to the ambiguity-neutral case where the decision-
maker of the optimization problem, e.g., an observer of the fish count, ignores model uncertainties.

In view of the definition (8) of F, the quantity of interest in application is the special case
G(0,0), but considering the problem of the form (9) allows us to apply a dynamic programming argument
with which we can reduce the problem (9) to finding an appropriate solution to an optimality equation that
is solvable analytically. Finally, a minimizing u of (9) is denoted by u . We have G(0,0)<F by

substituting the (admissible) null control # =0 into the quantity to be minimized in (9).

3.3 Upper-bounding case
The upper-bounding case is formulated symmetrically by considering the corresponding lower-bounding

case as follows:

1 1 1
H(t,x):sgp ]EQ(u)“rXsds‘Xt:x}—EEO(L{)[J‘tufds‘Xt:x} , 0<£<1, x>0 (10)

Target quantity Relative entropy

subject to the dynamics (6). Here, we assume that this SDE (6) admits a path-wise unique solution that

attains the terminal condition X, =0 continuously in time. We have H (0,0) > F Dby substituting the

(admissible) null control u =0 into the quantity to be minimized in (10).

Remark 3. The optimization problems presented in this subsection are unconstrained optimization problems

that can be seen as relaxed versions of the constrained ones, where the ambiguity-aversion parameter

serves as a Lagrangian multiplier (e.g., Melo et al. (2025)[57]). For the lower-bounding case, we can rewrite
(9) as follows:

G(t,x):itzf[]EQ(u)I:J':Xyds‘Xt:le;R(u):%EQ(H)U:ufds‘Xt:x}gkj, 0<r<1, x>0, (11)

where x>0 is a parameter that gives the size of the model uncertainties. We can formally consider

as a function of «, thatis, y =y (k). From this perspective, by assuming that y (x) is invertible, the



unconstrained problem (9) becomes equivalent to (11). The same reasoning applies to the upper-bounding
case. The optimization problems (9) and (10) therefore give the worst-case lower and upper bounds of
F under a given uncertainty size x . We exploit these relationships in the application study described in

Section 4.

Remark 4. We have the following inequality, which is the reason of naming “lower-bounding” and “upper-

bounding” cases:

G(0,0)< F < H(0,0), v >0. (12)

3.4 Mathematical analysis

In this subsection, we study the upper-bounding case (10) exclusively because the lower-bounding case
(9) is much easier in theory (Remark 4). More specifically, solving the upper-bounding case involves
dealing with a nonlinear ODE with an exploding coefficient, whose solution possibly blows up in finite
time. By contrast, this difficulty is not encountered in the lower-bounding case. Moreover, we focus on the

case where the reversion parameter is a constant 7 =7 >0 because this is the situation that we consider

in Section 4.

The following proposition (Propesition 1) is our main theoretical result, which states that the

optimization problem (10) can be solved if y >0 is sufficiently small. We set & = max|cr,| >0.

0=t<I1

Proposition 1

Assume that

Fy<l. (13)
2
Then, it follows that
H(t,x)=Ax+B,, 0<t<l, x>0, (14)
where
1
B =[ aAds (15)

and A= (A7 )OStSl is the unique continuously differentiable solution to the following time-backward ODE:

dA 2
—d—t’:ﬁ[—At+%Af]+l, 0<t<l, 4 =0, (16)

Moreover, it follows that the maximizer in (10) is given by

u = Aoy 1th, 0<t<l (17)
—t

and the controlled process X is governed by



dx, :(at —%(1_@2(,/4)&)(1”0, /%Xtth, 0<t<l (18)

with X, =X, =0.

The main implication of Proposition 1 is that we can find u, in a closed form and that the

controlled process is again a CIR bridge of the form (2). This implies that, under the assumed model
uncertainties, the form of the target system dynamics does not formally change. From a practical standpoint,
this means that analytical and computational methodologies to deal with bridge (2) carry over to (18),
thereby facilitating the application of a misspecified model. The most technical part of Proposition 1 is the

ODE (16). Indeed, this ODE may have a solution only locally in time, whereas for the well-posedness of

the optimization problem, we need the solution to be globally defined in the time interval [0,1] . The

assumption (13), which means that the ambiguity-aversion parameter needs to be sufficiently small (i.e.,
model uncertainties should not be assumed to be too large), guarantees this condition. The assumption (13)
is a sufficient condition, but not a necessary and sufficient condition, implying that it is not sharp.

Nevertheless, it is suggested that the ambiguity-aversion parameter y must be sufficiently small and is

computationally supported in our application study in Section 4.

Remark 5. The lower-bounding case can be solved in the same way as in Proposition 1 with the following

modifications:

dA 2
—d—t’=:[—4—a’2y/42j+1’ 0<t<l, 4=0 (19)

U =—Adoy /1_er' , 0<r<l, (20)

and the controlled process satisfies the SDE

dXt:(at—£(1+aft//At)X[jdt+o; /%X,dW,, 0<t<l. @21)

r

and

4. Application
4.1 Target data
We apply the proposed lower- and upper-bounding cases using the CIR bridge under the misspecifications

studied in Section 3 to 10-min, Al-based high-resolution fish count data! of juvenile P. altivelis in spring

! Japan Water Agency, Ibi River and Nagara River General Management Office

https://www.water.go.jp/chubu/nagara/l15_sojou/chousahouhou.html (Last accessed on October 18, 2025)
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collected at the Nagara River Barrage near the mouth of the Nagara River (Class-A River in the Tokai
Region) in Japan. The Nagara River is a major river to which P. altivelis migrates every year. We have the
latest dataset of the 10-min fish count from around the end of February to the end of June in 2023, 2024,
and 2025 courtesy of the Japan Water Agency, Ibi River, and Nagara River General Management Office.
Counting the migrating population of juvenile P. altivelis has been considered an important task for
assessing its stock in inland waters in Japan. However, high-resolution data like that collected at the Nagara
River are still not common, and in most cases are counted manually with coarser quality and quantity, as
pointed out by Yoshioka (2025-3)[51].

In a previous study, we identified the CIR bridge (2) by assuming constant parameters
a,r,o >0 based on a least-squares procedure using empirical and theoretical time-dependent averages
and standard deviations (Yoshioka, 2025-2)[50]. The time interval between sunrise to sunset each day was

normalized to the unit interval (0, 1) because juvenile P, altivelis migrates during daytime as discussed in

Yoshioka (2025)[34], and the unit-time fish count X was normalized using daily fish count and data
resolution (10 min). Detailed descriptions of the data and model identification methods have been presented
in previous studies (Yoshioka, 2025; Yoshioka, 2025-2)[34,50] and are not repeated here. One important
finding was that the trajectories of the identified CIR bridge were nonnegative and intermittent, and the
latter property may result in the loss of modeling accuracy if the fish are counted manually with a low time
resolution (Yoshioka, 2025-3)[51]. The identified parameter values for the constant-parameter case were as
follows (the right-most column of Table B.1 in Yoshioka (2025-2)[50]): a =0.03673, »=0.7100, and
o =0.7252, which are used in this paper. A more complex model can also be employed when necessary,
but here we focus on the simplest case for demonstration purposes.

Under the present setting, the only remaining parameter is the ambiguity-aversion parameter y ,

which appears in the optimization problems. Therefore, we investigate these problems for different values

of y and the performance of the benchmark and misspecified (i.e., lower- and upper-bounding) models.

4.2 Results and discussion

We first discuss the performance of the misspecified models using the expected total daily counts predicted

for the lower- and upper-bounding cases. We assume that G(0,0) and F(0,0) exist by solving their

corresponding optimality equations. For the lower-bounding case, we have
1 1 1/ «\2
G(0.0) =B, UO XsdsJ * 5 Bl UO () ds} , (22)
where the left-hand side of (22) is now available and the first term on the right-hand side of (22) is obtained
by solving the ODE (see Remark 3):

d

o Bop X =a (10t By [x], o<es<t, 23)

starting from the initial condition 0. We then obtain the corresponding relative entropy as follows:
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K(p)= %EQ(M*) [ () dsJ - W(G(O,O)—EQ(M*) U(: Xﬁ_dsD , 4)

considering Remark 3 and the fact that the right-most side is now available. The ODE is linear and can be

numerically discretized. We apply a naive one-step method with a time increment 107, which implicitly

discretizes the term multiplied by the exploding coefficient lL . Essentially, the same theoretical and

computational reasoning applies to the upper-bounding case, where the ODE to be solved is given by
d

—E [XJ:a—ﬁ(l—O'zl//At)]E

. X, |, O0<r<l 25
M) ] 0 )

o)
and the relative entropy by
) =3B [ ) & ] =v By [ 05 ]-110.0)). 29
An advantage of the proposed method in this application is that we do not need to simulate sample paths of
the CIR bridges, which may be time consuming and introduce unnecessary statistical errors in the analysis.
The expectation of total daily fish count for the benchmark case is F =0.01074 with the
prescribed parameter values (Appendix of Yoshioka (2025)[34]). Based on the methodology explained
above, Figure 1 shows the expected total daily counts as a function of the ambiguity-aversion parameter
w for the lower-bounding, benchmark, and upper-bounding cases. We find that the benchmark case is
bounded by misspecified cases and that the overestimation case provides a rapidly increasing prediction of
the total daily count. Figure 2 shows the computed 4 from the ODEs (16) and (19). In the present
setting, we encountered the divergence toward +oo of numerical solutions to the ODE (16) near

w =15.8 for the upper-bounding case, while this problem did not occur for the lower-bounding case. This
computationally supports the assumption (13) in Propesition 1 that the ambiguity-aversion parameter

must be chosen sufficiently small so that the upper-bounding problem is well-posed. The upper bound of

w obtained from (13) is 2r >=0.68<15.8, and is therefore conservative due to the fact that it is a
o

sufficient condition but not a necessary and sufficient condition.

Figure 3 shows the relative entropy size x = K(W) as a function of the ambiguity-aversion
parameter  for misspecified cases. The increase of & for the upper-bounding case is sharper than that
of the underestimation case, reflecting the explosion of the worst-case total daily fish count in the former
case reported in Figure 1. For both cases, the curves of x = K(l//) are increasing, convex, and vanishing
at y =0, supporting its invertibility.

Figures 4 and 5 show the expected total daily counts as functions of the relative entropy size for
the lower- and upper-bounding cases, respectively. Thus, these figures visualize the expected under- and
overestimations of the total daily fish counts as functions of the size of uncertainties, which correspond to

solving constrained optimization problems that bound the benchmark case (Remark 3). In both cases, the

misspecified models yield more extreme results as the relative entropy increases. A practical interest here

12



is the possible size of the uncertainties, namely, the values of x , in applications. Yoshioka (2025-3)[51]
evaluated the juvenile migration of P. altivelis and found that conventional manual observations would

under- and over-estimated the total daily fish count with relative errors of the same order as the true values.

These evaluation results imply that the quantity E@(u‘)[.[; Xl‘,ds}/ F in the order of 10" to 10' is

possible. In the present case, Figures 4 and 5 suggest that the possible maximum values of x for the
lower- and upper-bounding cases are about 0.2 to 0.5 and 1 to 3 (Tables 1 and 2), respectively which are
one order different from each other. We consider that these order estimates would apply to the migration of
P. altivelis at other study sites if datasets become available, while their applicability to other fish species is
unclear because the migration patterns are highly dependent on the species. Nevertheless, as demonstrated
in this subsection, we can explicitly link the relative entropy and performance of the misspecified models

owing to the tractability of the CIR bridge and the pair of optimization problems.
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Figure 1. Expected total daily count (“Count”) as function of ambiguity-aversion parameter i : lower-

bounding case (red), benchmark case (black), and upper-bounding case (blue).
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Figure 2. Computed 4 for (a) w=5.0 and(b) y =15.5: lower-bounding case (red), benchmark case

(black), and upper-bounding case (blue). Note the difference in vertical scales between (a) and (b).
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Figure 3. Relative entropy size «, i.e., size of uncertainties, as function of ambiguity-aversion parameter

v : lower-bounding case (red) and upper-bounding case (blue).
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Figure 4. Total count in the lower-bounding case as function of relative entropy size x . Grey line for the

benchmark case.

0.65

Count

0.00

0 8.8
K

Figure 5. Total count in the upper-bounding case as function of relative entropy size x . Grey line for the

benchmark case.
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Table 1. Values of the count ratio E@(u‘) |:J.; X de} / F for different values of  and «x in the lower-

bounding case.

v K Count ratio
5 491.E-03 7.98.E-01
10 1.45E-02 6.76.E-01
50 9.64.E-02 3.61.E-01
100 1.73.E-01 2.60.E-01
400 4.51.E-01 1.32.E-01

Table 2. Values of the count ratio E@(u*) U{; X sds} / F for different values of y and x in the upper-

bounding case.

v K Count ratio
5 1.22E-02 1.40.E+00
10 1.13.E-01 2.57.E+00
13 4.84.E-01 5.48.E+00
14 9.62.E-01 8.75.E+00
15 2.83.E+00 2.06.E+01
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5. Conclusion

We studied the lower- and upper-bounding misspecifications of the integral of the solutions to a CIR bridge
with exploding drift and diffusion coefficients. The worst-case misspecifications introduced using the
measure transformation and relative entropy were preserved with the well-posed and analytical tractability
of the original CIR bridge while handling a wide range of uncertainty sizes. A fishery case study based on
the proposed framework for misspecifications suggested how the ambiguity-aversion parameter can be
prescribed in applications. Consequently, this study contributes to the formulation, analysis, and
applications of diffusion bridges.

We consider that the proposed framework also applies to diffusion bridges studied in other
research areas (Li et al., 2025; Luo et al., 2024)[58,59], although their misspecified versions need to be
investigated computationally if the corresponding optimality equations do not have analytical solutions
and/or if the underlying stochastic processes are more complex than those studied in this paper. In this view,
the contribution of this study will have a spillover effect on research fields other than fishery science. A
theoretical issue that was not addressed in this study is the study of other uncertainty forms, such as those
modeled using generalized divergences (Maenhout et al., 2025)[60] that generalize relative entropy. A
practical drawback in this case is the increase in the number of parameters for modeling uncertainties,
although problems with generalized divergences would be a theoretically interesting research topic.
Application of the proposed framework to multi-dimensional and non-Markovian SDEs and diffusion

bridges is also an interesting topic.
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Appendix

Before proceeding to Proof of Proposition 1, we prepare Lemma 1 that plays a role in the proof. The right-

hand side of inequality (27) actually has redundancy but is presented in that form for tractability in the

Proof of Lemma 1. We note that g is the smallest in the right-hand side of (27).

Lemma 1

Assume that (reprint of (13))

2 2
5%y <min r+1’(r+l) ’2(r+l) ’(r+l)(r+4)’£ ' 27)
2r r 2(r+2) 2
Then, it is possible to choose a constant Y >0 such that the following four conditions are satisfied:
r — (=
— Y+1)<1, 28
(r+1)(r+z)”’( +)< ¥
r — (= =
_ Y+1) <Y, 29
2(r+1)(r+2)o-l//( " ) < (29)
1 . =
mazy/(Y+l)<1, (30)
and
Fo s (5 2
——oy(Y+1) <1. (31)
2(r+1y’ v(T+1)
Proof of Lemma 1
For later use, set
r >
= 0. 32
)Y 32
Then, we have
1
— 33
Q<2 (33)
due to (27):
2
r > r (r+1) r+l1 1
= = —. 34
O+ 12 2 2(r+2) "2 G4
By (32), the first condition (28) is rewritten as
= = 1
Q(Y+l)<1<—>Y<§—l. (35)

The right-hand side of (35) is positive because of (33): similarly, the third condition (30) is rewritten as

”ZQ(?+1)<1<—>Y< r 1. (:F—H—I]. (36)
r r+20
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The right-hand side of the second inequality in (36) is positive because of (27). The second condition (29)

can be rewritten as
0/= 2
=(Y+1) <Y, 37
(7 +1) 37
which is a quadratic inequality of ¥ solvable as follows (recall (33)):

0<é—1—V1_QzQ 7ol o N1220 (38)

<Y<—-1+
0

Note that the left-most inequality in (38) is true because of

G {EE oo o

The fourth condition (31) is rewritten as

r+2 S \2
Y +1 1, 40
2(r+1)Q( " ) < (40)
which can be solved for ¥ as
2
7 2(r+1)l_1 _ 2(r+1) _12_1 . (41
r+2 Q r oy

The right side of (41) is positive by (27):
We can choose Y >0 such that both the first condition (28) and third condition (29) are
satisfied because of (35) and (38):

——1- <Y <—-1. (42)
0 0 0
Due to (36), the second condition is further satisfied if

J-20 -
1 Q g 1. (43)

(0] (0] r+20

This inequality makes sense because of

r 1 l_\/l—zQ _\/1—2Q_ 2 l_l( —= 2)
[ J_ 230°0 J1-20 5 (44)

and
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> (2 Y 4
(i-20) ‘(sz :1_2Q_(r+2)2
_(r+2)2—4_ 2 =
T ey (reD(r+2)” 7
_r(r+4) 2r _

ey e’ *

3 2r (r+1)(r+4)_o__2
‘(r+1)(r+z)[ 2(r+2) ""]
>0

where we used (27). The remaining task is to demonstrate that we can choose ¥ >0 such that (41) and

(43) are satisfied. To show this, it is sufficient to prove the following inequality:

1y dm20 /2(F+1)l—1<Ll—1. (46)
0 0 r+2 0 r+2Q

The right inequality of (46) follows from

(Lljz_ Mlzz r’ L_2(r+l)
F420 r+2 0] (r2) @ (r+2)0

r (1 2(r+l)(r+2)lj

(r+2)2 0’ r 0
1 _2(r+l)(r+2) r —
‘E(l ) ) “n
_L(l_ggz j
ol 7Y
_%L(l_gz j
A
>0
where we used (27). The left inequality in (46) follows from
20r+1) 1 (1 1220 P(r+) 1 1-1-20
42 0 (0 0 )\ r+2 0 0
_ 2(r+1)l_ 20
r+2 Q Q(1+1/1—2Q). @)
2(r+1)l_ 2
N r+2 0 141220
20+ 1
r+2 Q

Here, we have the following inequality by (27), and the proof is complete:
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2040 1) 2001,
r+2 Q 2 Q
2(r+1)(r+1)(r+2)
r+2 réy (49)
_ (r+1)2 1 1
B 2r Gy
>0
O

Now, we prove Proposition 1 stated in the main text.

Proof of Proposition 1
The proof is based on the dynamic programming argument (e.g., Section 5 in Baltas and Yannacopoulos
(2016)[33]). Care is needed regarding the Novikov condition (3) and the global existence of H (more

specifically, A, ) over time, as shown below. The proof is divided into four steps.

Step 1. Guess a solution
Because the problem (10) falls within classical stochastic control problems (e.g., Chapter 5 in @ksendal

and Sulem (2019)[1]), its optimality equation reads

2
—a—H—sup a, —Lx+0'v,/ x a£+lLGfxan+x—Lv2 , 0<t<1, x>0 (50)
Ot wer 1-¢ ox 21—t Ox 2y

subject to the terminal condition H(1,x)=0, x>0.We can rewrite (50) as

oH r YoH 1 r 2 0’H aH 1
-—— =4 ——X | —t-—0, X +x+sup| oV -_—
ot -t Jox 21—t ox veR s 2y

( r j@H 1 r ,0H 1, r (8H)2
= at—— —t——O0 X—+-oy—Xx|— | +x
1- Ox

zj
, 0<r<1, x>0,(51)

ox 21—t 2 1-¢ \ ox
where
- H 1 H
v (t,x):argmax O'V/—xa———v2 =oy an—, 0<tr<l, x20. (52)
veR ox 2y 1-¢t ox
Guessing a solution of the form (14) in (51) yields
d4, dB, r 1 , r 5
—x———=|a,——Xx|A +—ocy—x4 +x, 53
dr dt (’ 1-t jA‘ 27V (53)

leading to the following ODEs:

da,
—3261[14” 0<r<l1 (54)

and
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dA 2
_d_;:ﬁ(_At+%A72J+1, 0<r<l1 (339

r

with terminal conditions 4, =0 and B, =0.The ODE (55) is identical to (16) and the relationship (15)

follows by integrating (54) considering the terminal condition.

Consequently, we obtain a smooth solution to the optimality equation (50) if three conditions

are met: 1) it exists globally in time for the time interval [0,1]_(Step 2), 2) the sign of 1-o,y 4, _is

positive (Step 3), and 3) the Novikov condition (3) is satisfied (Step 4). By temporally assuming the

underlined parts, we can apply the verification result (e.g., Theorem 3.5.2 Pham (2009)[26]), showing that
the controlled SDE is given by (18) and the optimal control by (17), where the unique existence of the
path-wise solution and its nonnegativity is guaranteed by Proposition 1 in Yoshioka (2025-2)[50] due to the

specific form of (18). Consequently, what remains to be done is to analyze the three underlined parts 1)-

3) indicated above, which are addressed in the rest of the proof.

Step 2. On the nonlinear ODE
We show that the ODE (55) with the terminal condition 4, =0 admits a unique solution that is continuous
in [0,1] and continuously differentiable in (0,1] . To demonstrate this, we first apply the time

transformation s =1—¢, because dealing with an initial value problem may be more common than dealing

with terminal ones. By applying this transformation and setting U, =4,_,, (55) becomes:

du :
s I —US+MU: +1, 0<s<l1 (56)
ds s 2

with the initial condition U, =0. Any smooth solution to the initial value problem of the ODE (56) is
continuous at the initial time of s =0, at which the coefficient on the right-hand side of (56) explodes.
Indeed, assuming an asymptotic expansion U, ~U Ws for a small s>0 (considering the initial

condition U, =0) and substituting it into (56) yields
2 2
si(U(l)s) ~r| U5+ Y (U(l)s) +5s~—UVs+s. 67
ds 2
Hence, we obtain a first-order expansion of U, that is valid for a sufficiently small s>0:
U
U ~UVs=—-z5. (58)

1+r
With this result in mind, we apply the following transformation of variables to (56):
Uszs(lJrYr), 0<s<l. (59)
o1+ )

This leads to

dy, r+l1 r ) 2
t=——Y Y +1 0<s<l1 60
dS s s+2(r+l)a)sl//( x+ ) > <S ( )
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with the initial condition Y, =0 . Unlike (56), the transformed ODE does not have an exploding
coefficient in the nonlinear term. Moreover, if a unique global solution to the initial value problem of
transformed ODE (60), then the same applies to (56) due to the asymptotic estimate (58). Therefore, we
analyze the ODE (60) in Step 2.

Applying a classical variation of the constant formula to (60) along with the initial condition

Y, =0 yields the following fixed-point problem:

A A T

e

(=6(r.s))

We want to show that this fixed-point problem admits a unique solution in the Banach space C([O,l])

equipped with the maximum norm max|{=||_, but the quadratic nonlinearity (Y, +1)2 in ® hinders

0<s<I
us from directly constructing a contraction mapping because it requires that the target operator, in our case,

the integrand of (61), grows at most linearly with respect to Y, . Therefore, we temporarily consider the

following relaxed problem and show that it admits a unique nonnegative solution and that the solution is
actually the desired solution of (61):

Y, =2(7:1)s}“f mol (Y, +1) dm (=6(7,s)), 0<s<1 (62)

with the notation I}m :max{O,min{}7 , Ym}} for a constant Y >0 . We choose ¥ so that the four

conditions (28), (29), (30),and (31) are satisfied, which is possible by Lemma 1.

We demonstrate that the right side of (62) is a strict contraction mapping from C([O,l]) to

C([O,l]) . Indeed, forany Zz",7% e C([O,l]), we obtain:

‘@(Z(l)’ )w = e 2(’:/11) sr1+1 fymon(2) “)2 dm
Sz(rr+1)0 v(71) i s’+lj m’”dm‘
“apey” ) g )
= 2(r+1;(r+2)52y/(}7+1)2

< 400

and
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>

(20.)-6(z%.)

© 0<s<1

2( '// ) 'Anl""lwz {( Z(l) I) ( 3(2) ) }dn’l
b4 +1 S
de

S

2

(ZA;') +1)2 —(ZA,(,f) +1)

r _ 1 s
<—— G wmax —I m™!
2(r + 1) ossst | g™+ Jo

’ 5zwmax(i [Lmr2(F )20 - 20

[ —
T 2(r+1) oss<t | g7
r - (7 Lops 5() _ 5(2)
S—r+10' W(Y+1)Iorslfls)f(s’+l Iom Z' -Z; dm) . (64)
(T Lot 200 Z 70
<6 W(Y+1)r()1351<>l{s,,ﬂj‘om VAR Ay ‘dm}

<Gy (7+1)|2" - 2%

1 s |
max J. m™
w 0<s<1 | g™ Jo

We have

r (= 2
S—Z(r+1)(r+2)o- l,z/(Y+1) Ky R (65)
-0 (s>0)

and the continuity of ©® for 0<s<1 follows from its form (62).

According to (64), © s a strict contraction mapping because of the first condition (28) in
Lemma 1. Then, the Banach fixed-point theorem (Theorem 5.7 in Brezis (2011)[61]) shows that the relaxed

problem (62) admits a unique solution that is bounded, nonnegative, and continuous in [0,1] . This

solution is referred to as Z . Note that the nonnegativity directly follows from the form of O:

_ A _ Lo o a5 2
Z‘_®(Z’S)"2(r+1)s"+l [(m'a} (2, +1) dn=0, 0<s<1. (66)

The upper bound of the solution Z to the relaxed problem is obtained from (62) as done in

(63):

r = 2

where we used the second condition (29) in Lemma 1. Consequently, taking “ max {O, min {}7 , }} ” in the

relaxed problem is never activated and is hence innocuous. Then, the solution Z to the relaxed problem
also solves the original problem (61); hence, we can find a nonnegative and continuous solution to this
problem satisfying bound (67). This solution is unique because of the local Lipschitz continuity on the

right side of (62). The solution Z is continuously differentiable for 0 <s<1 because of
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%(Srlﬂ J: me, (Zm +1)2 dmj =] (ZAS +1)2 —(r+1)sr%J‘;m"“a)fn (2m +1)2 dm (68)

whose right-hand side is continuous in (0,1] . This Z is therefore the desired unique solution.

Step 3. On the sign of 1—-c/y 4,
This step is based on Step 2. Considering the transformation of variables (59), by the third condition (30)

in Lemma 1, we have

max

0<t<1

2 —_—
o, 1//A,| =max

0<s<l1

oyU,|

< &y max

0<s<1

1
—s(1+Z
1+rs( *Z)

I _
<— 0'21// max
1+r 0<s<1

(1+2, )| , (69)

1 _ _
<mazz//(1+Y)
<1

and hence

max

0<t<l1

oy A|<1. (70)

From this inequality, the sign of 1-oc7y 4, is entirely positive in [0,1].

Step 4. On the Novikov condition

Finally, we verify the Novikov condition (3). The condition to be checked in the present case is

B, o 31 ) <. an

which is further rewritten using (17) as follows:

lo_2 ZAZ
Ep{expuo%ﬁ)(sdsﬂ<+oo. (72)
We set
M (t,x,k) =By [exp(K, )| X, =x.K, =y], 0<¢<1, xk>0 (73)

subject to a system of SDEs containing the following auxiliary SDE and the (benchmark) bridge (2):

2.2 42
dK,:%ﬁXtdt, 0<t<1 (74)

using the initial conditions of K, >0 . Note that the coefficient ﬁAf is bounded in [0,1] and

vanishes at =1 owing to the asymptotic expansion (58) alongwith 4 =U, . and ¢t=1-s.
We show that M (O, 0, 0) < +oo and that the Novikov condition is satisfied under the assumption

of Proposition 1. The Kolmogorov’s backward equation associated with (73) is given as follows (note that
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this equation is seen as an optimality equation without any controls):
M M 1 M oly’4] M
_a_:(at_ija_ _L t2xa 3 +MLx6_
ot 1-t Jox 21—t Ox 2 1-t oy

, 0<t<1, x,k=0 (75)

subject to the terminal condition
M(l,x,y):exp(y), x,y20. (76)
We assume a solution of the following exponential form with smooth time-dependent coefficients D, E, [ :
M(t,x,y):exp(Dtx+Ety+1t), 0<t<1, x,y>0. 77)
Substituting (77) into (75) yields

d 1 2.2 42
_E(DRH‘EIJH'[,):(% —ijD, +51L012x(D, ) +%1LxEl , 0<t<l1, x,y20. (78)
—t

We have the following terminal conditions by comparing (76) and (77):
D =0, E =1, I,=0. (79)

We obtain the following system of ODEs from the equality (78):

2.2 42
e L S ) A AL L S PYPSY (80)
dr 1—t 21—t 21—t
dE
——t=0, 0<t<I, @81
dr
dr
——t=aD, 0<t<l. (82)
dr

From (79) and (81), weobtain E =1 (0<¢<1). From (79) and (82), we obtain:
1,=['ands, 0<i<1. (83)
Because the verification argument is similar to that used in Step 1, if 133a<)1<|Dt| <+o0, then we have

I, =M (0,0,0) < +o0. We show max|D,| <+ in the rest of this proof.

0<t<1

Because E, =1 (0<t<1),the ODE (80) reduces to

dD

t

2.2 42
9D p L ey YA T g, (84)
de 1—¢ 21—¢ 21—t

Applying the transformation of variables s=1-¢ and D,_, =wL_to (84) yields

d(wL,
v °):f —y/L?+la)f;z/2L§+lwft//2Uf , 0<s<1, (85)
ds s 2 2

and hence
dL

S

ds

“ | N

S2 ’ s2 '
, 0<s<1 (86)

= 5[—4 oL @y (1+Y.)'s

i
sUT2 2(1+7)
with the initial condition L, =0, where we used (59). The fourth condition (31) in Lemma 1 shows
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;za)fl//(l+l/s)2s<;2a)f(//(l+}7)2sSsS1, 0<s<I. 87)
2(1+r) 2(1+r)
Any smooth solutions to (85) satisfy s =0 due to U, ~L1 for small s>0, and hence
§—>+0 r+

L, ~cs® with ceR forsmall s>0.Considering this estimate, applying the transformation of variables
L=—W, 0<s<l (88)
o1+

with the initial condition W, =0 to (86) yields the following transformed ODE:

dWsz_r+1W€+ r DY +
ds st 2(r1) 0T

7

2(l+r)

@y (1+7), 0<s<l. (89)

From (89), we can consider the fixed-point problem

_ vy | T ry | T 2 =
W“‘_z(r+1)s’“ [ m a)medm+2(l+r)sr+l [ e (1+7,) dm (=E(W.s)), 0<s5<1,(90)

where the second term in the right-hand side of (90) is nonnegative and independent of W . Clearly, we

have the following a priori estimate of any continuous solutions to (90):

minW, >0. (CY)

0<s<1

We then consider the following auxiliary fixed-point problem

W, =E(W,s)(=E(.5)), 0<s<I 92)
with the notation ¥, = max {O, min{W, w, }} for some W >0 chosen later.

Consider any W, w® e C([O,l]) . Then, as done in Step 2, with (87), we have

maxé(W(]),') < Z(L }H J; m’“&zl/f/’fdm + (l + r)sr%jos m™ ;5'21//(1 + }7)2 dm

2

o rl)s 2(1+7)
: 2(:+1)&2"’W2 gy er+1 Jymtdm + (14 7) max S,lﬂ X m"”dm‘ (93)
: 2(r+1;(r+2)52WW2 " :;
and
min®(W".)>0. (94)

Moreover, again as done in Step 2, we have the strict contraction property

E(w0)-E(W® ) <| ——&W W —w® 95
() -&(w..), )Y | . ©3)
for a sufficiently small W > 0. We can choose W >0 such that
r o =, T+l = r =
_ w W and ——— W<l1. 96
2(r+1)(r+2)al// +r+2< an (r+1)(r+2)o-w < (56)
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In fact, the solution to this inequality system is given by

5[1— 1—2r+1Q]<VI7<é,where 0=

— 1
<-—. 97
r+2 )O-W 2 ©7)

_r
(r + 1) (r +2
The second inequality in (97) comes from Lemma 1. In the sequel, we fix one W >0 such that (97).

Under (96), again by the Banach fixed-point theorem (Theorem 5.7 in Brezis (2011)[61]) , the

auxiliary fixed-point problem (92) admits a unique solution in C ([0,1]) , and moreover the solution

satisfies
0<W <W, 0<s<lI, (98)

showing that the truncation taken in (92) is only surficial. Then, the function P=W —1 solves the ODE

dpP r+1 r . 2 r+l r 2
o ITp w(P+1) ——l———— o’y (1+7Y , 0<s<1 99
dS s s+2(r+1)a).s(//( +) s { 2(1+r)2ws‘//( + A) S} <s ( )

with the initial condition P, =—1, where we used the notation P, =max {—1, min{max {17 , W} ,P }} . The

quantity inside {-} in (99) is nonnegative due to (87).
Now, the solution Z to (62) also solves the following ODE:

dz r+1 r 2 (5 2
o Ty Z +1), 0<s<1 100
1 s v+2(r+1)a)vl//( .v+ ) <s ( )

since
~1<0<Z <Y <max{Y, 7}, 0<s<I. (101)
We show that P <Z (ie, W, <Z +1) for 0<s<1, from which we obtain that /;, is bounded,

yielding that the Novikov condition is satisfied. Indeed, if P <Z_ (i.e., W, <Z +1), then

1, —J‘OlaSDxds
=J‘1alfsl//Lsds
1 N
:l// Oalﬁv 1+ VI/Y
1 s
=1//J.0al_xm(l+PS)ds . (102)
1 s
_l//joal_sm(1+28)ds
1
gl
< 400

By (99) and (100), we have

MﬁQA)SJ%RR_AMQOZUdW«R”Y%Z+Uﬁ

1 _ _
S—%(PS —ZS)+ﬁazt//(max{Y,W}+l)

, 0<s<I. (103)




Assume that there exists some 5 >0 suchthat P >Z for 0<s <5 .Then, from (103) we obtain

d(P-z o
( = s)S(_”:1+ﬁgzw(max{Y,W}+l))(Px—ZX), 0<s<5,

which can be solved for P —Z_ to yield the following contradiction:

P-Z <(PR, —Zo)exp[J;[_r_ﬂ+%621/1(max{)7,w_/}+1)jdmj
m r

=(B—2,)s """ exp(LcT'zl//(max{)?,Vl_/} +l)sj

r+1 , O<s<s

—s exp(# 'y (max {17, VI_/'} + l)sj

<0

(104)

(105)

due to B, =-1 and Z, =0. This implies that such an s does not exist, meaning that P <Z_ for

0<s<l1.

Consequently, we have completed the proof because the three underlying parts 1)-3) mentioned

in Step 1 have been resolved.
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