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Abstract The authors aim to develop numerical schemes of the two representative
quadratic hedging strategies: locally risk-minimizing and mean-variance hedging
strategies, for models whose asset price process is given by the exponential of
a normal inverse Gaussian process, using the results of Arai et al. (Int J Theor
Appl Financ 19:1650008, 2016) and Arai and Imai (A closed-form representation
of mean-variance hedging for additive processes via Malliavin calculus, preprint.
Available at https://arxiv.org/abs/1702.07556). Here normal inverse Gaussian pro-
cess is a framework of Lévy processes that frequently appeared in financial
literature. In addition, some numerical results are also introduced.
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2 T. Arai et al.
1 Introduction

Locally risk-minimizing (LRM) and mean-variance hedging (MVH) strategies
are well-known quadratic hedging strategies for contingent claims in incomplete
markets. In fact, their theoretical aspects have been studied very well for about three
decades. On the other hand, numerical methods to compute them have yet to be
thoroughly developed. As limited literature, Arai et al. [2] developed a numerical
scheme of LRM strategies for call options for two exponential Lévy models: Merton
jump-diffusion models and variance gamma (VG) models. Here VG models mean
models in which the asset price process is given as the exponential of a VG process.
In [2], they made use of a representation for LRM strategies provided by Arai and
Suzuki [3] and the so-called Carr-Madan method suggested by [8]: a computational
method for option prices using the fast Fourier transforms (FFT). Note that [3]
obtained their representation for LRM strategies by means of Malliavin calculus for
Lévy processes. As for MVH strategies, Arai and Imai [1] obtained a new closed-
form representation for exponential additive models and suggested a numerical
scheme for VG models.

Our aim in this paper is to extend the results of [2] and [1] to normal inverse
Gaussian (NIG) models. Note that an NIG process is a pure jump Lévy process
described as a time-changed Brownian motion as well as a VG process is. Here a
process X = {X;};>0 is called a time-changed Brownian motion, if X is described as

X; = uY: + o By,

forany r > 0, where © € R, 0 > 0, and B = {B;};>0 is a one-dimensional standard
Brownian motion and ¥ = {Y;};>0 is a subordinator, that is, a nondecreasing
Lévy process. A time-changed Brownian motion X is called an NIG process, if
the corresponding subordinator Y is an inverse Gaussian (IG) process. On the other
hand, a VG process is described as a time-changed Brownian motion with Gamma
subordinator. NIG process, which has been introduced by Barndorff-Nielsen [4], is
frequently appeared in financial literature, e.g., [5-7, 11, 12], and so forth.

Next, we introduce quadratic hedging strategies. Consider a financial market
composed of one risk-free asset and one risky asset with finite maturity 7 > 0.
For simplicity, we assume that market’s interest rate is zero, that is, the price of the
risk-free asset is 1 at all times. Let S = {S;};¢[0,7] be the risky asset price process.
Here we prepare some terminologies.

Definition 1.1

1. A strategy is defined as a pair ¢ = (&, ), where & = {&};¢[0,7] is a predictable
process and n = {n:};c0,7] 15 an adapted process. Note that & (resp. n;)
represents the amount of units of the risky asset (resp. the risk-free asset) an
investor holds at time . The wealth of the strategy ¢ = (&€, n) at time ¢ € [0, T']
is given as V;(¢) := & S; + n;. In particular, V() gives the initial cost of ¢.
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2. A strategy ¢ is said to be self-financing, if it satisfies V;(¢) = Vo(¢) + G, (&) for
any t € [0, T], where G(§) = {G;(£)}:¢[0,7] denotes the gain process induced
by &, that is, G, (&) = fé £,dS, fort € [0, T]. If a strategy ¢ is self-financing,
then 7 is automatically determined by & and the initial cost Vp(¢). Thus, a self-
financing strategy ¢ can be described by a pair (£, Vo(@)).

3. For a strategy ¢, a process C(¢) = {C;(¢)}ie[0,1] defined by C;(¢) := Vi (¢) —
G (&) for t € [0, T] is called the cost process of ¢. When ¢ is self-financing, its
cost process C(g) is a constant.

4. Let F be a square-integrable random variable, which represents the payoff of a
contingent claim at the maturity 7. A strategy ¢ is said to replicate claim F, if it
satisfies Vr(p) = F.

Roughly speaking, a strategy ¢’ = (&F,nf), which is not necessarily self-
financing, is called the LRM strategy for claim F, if it is the replicating strategy
minimizing a risk caused by C(¢*") in the L2-sense among all replicating strategies.
Note that it is sufficient to get a representation of £f in order to obtain the LRM
strategy ¢, since n¥ is automatically determined by £. On the other hand, the
MVH strategy for claim F is defined as the self-financing strategy minimizing the
corresponding L2-hedging error, that is, the solution (97, ¢f) to the minimization
problem

min [(F —c— Gr(ﬂ))z] .

Remark that ¢/ gives the initial cost, which is regarded as the corresponding price
of F.

In this paper, we propose numerical methods of LRM strategies £ and MVH
strategies 9 I for call options when the asset price process is given by an exponential
NIG process, by extending results of [2] and [1]. Our main contributions are as
follows:

1. To ensure the existence of LRM and MVH strategies, we need to impose
some integrability conditions (Assumption 1.1 of [2]) with respect to the Lévy
measure of the logarithm of the asset price process. Thus, we shall give a
sufficient condition in terms of the parameters of NIG processes as our standing
assumptions, which enables us to check if a parameter set estimated by financial
market data satisfies Assumption 1.1 of [2].

2. The so-called minimal martingale measure (MMM) is indispensable to discuss
the LRM problem. In particular, the characteristic function of the asset price
process under the MMM is needed in the numerical method developed by [2].
Thus, we provide its explicit representation for NIG models.

3. In general, a Fourier transform is given as an integration on [0, co). In fact,
we represent LRM strategies by such an improper integration and truncate its
integration interval in order to use FFTs. Thus, we shall estimate a sufficient
length of the integration interval to reduce the associated truncation error within
given allowable extent.
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Actually, we need to overcome some complicated calculations in order to achieve
the three objects above, since the Lévy measure of an NIG process includes a
modified Bessel function of the second kind with parameter 1.

An outline of this paper is as follows: A precise model description is given in
Sect. 2. Main results will be stated in Sect. 3. Our standing assumption described
in terms of the parameters of NIG models is introduced in Sect.3.1, which is
followed by subsections discussing the characteristic function under the MMM, a
representation of LRM strategies, an estimation of the integration interval, and a
representation of MVH strategies. Note that proofs are postponed until Appendix.
Sect. 4 is devoted to numerical results.

2 Model Description

We consider throughout a financial market composed of one risk-free asset and
one risky asset with finite time horizon 7 > 0. For simplicity, we assume that
market’s interest rate is zero, that is, the price of the risk-free asset is 1 at all times.
(2, #, P) denotes the canonical Lévy space, which is given as the product space
of spaces of compound Poisson processes on [0, T]. Denote by F = {.%;};c[0,1]
the canonical filtration completed for P. For more details on the canonical Lévy
space, see Section 4 of Solé et al. [16] or Section 3 of Delong and Imkeller [10].
Let L = {L;}:¢[0,7) be a pure jump Lévy process with Lévy measure v defined on
(2, #,P). We define the jump measure of L as

(10,11, A) = ) 1a(ALy)
O<u<t

forany A € Z(Ryp) and any ¢ € [0, T], where AL, := L; — L;—, Rg := R\ {0},
and Z(Ry) denotes the Borel o -algebra on Ro. In addition, its compensated version
N is defined as

N[0, 1], A) := N([0, ], A) — tv(A).

In this paper, we study the case where L is given as a normal inverse Gaussian
(NIG) process. Here a pure jump Lévy process L is called an NIG process with
parameters o« > 0, —o < B < «, and § > 0, if its characteristic function is given as

Ele*!] = exp {—5 (\/"‘2 —(B+in)? - \/az B ﬂ2>}

for any z € C and any ¢ € [0, T]. Note that the corresponding Lévy measure v is
given as

Sa e Ky (alx])
— " dx

v(dx) =
|x]
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for x € Rgy, where K is the modified Bessel function of the second kind with
parameter 1. When we need to emphasize the model parameters, v is denoted by
v[e, B, §]. In addition, the process L can also be described as the following time-
changed Brownian motion with IG subordinator:

L, = B8*I, + 8By,

where B = {B;}:c[0,7] is a one-dimensional standard Brownian motion and / =
{I:}t€10,17 1s an IG process with parameter (1, 8y/a? — B2). For more details on
NIG processes, see Section 4.4 of Cont and Tankov [9] and Subsection 5.3.8 of
Schoutens [13]. In this paper, the risky asset price process S = {S;}s¢[0,7] 1S given
as the exponential of the NIG process L:

S[ = S()eLt s

where Sy > 0.
Now, we prepare some additional notation. For v € [0, 00) and a € (%, 2], we
define

2 2 _ 2 2
el @A 2P pay = 2OV

Mi(v,a) = 32 o2 "

and

W, a) = % <i\/,/M12+b2 - M —\/\/M%+b2+M1 +\/272>, (1)

where M1 (v, a) and b(v, a) are abbreviated to My and b, respectively. Note that
we can define W(0,1) and W(v,a + 1) for v € [0,00) and a € (%,2] as
well. Moreover, when it is desirable to emphasize the parameters «, 8, and 8, we
denote the above four functions as M (v, a; o, B), Ma(«, ), b(v, a; o, B), and
W, a; a, B, 8), respectively.

3 Main Results

3.1 Standing Assumption

We introduce our standing assumption in terms of model parameters.

Assumption 3.1

3 1
o> -, —§<,3§—§, and 8+4 <a.
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Now, we show that Assumption 3.1 is a sufficient condition for Assumption 1.1 of
[2], which ensures the existence of LRM and MVH strategies.

Proposition 3.1 Under Assumption 3.1, we have

L. [g, (€ = D*v(dx) < oo,

2.0 [p (€ = Du(dx) > — [p (" — D2v(dx).

We postpone the proof of Proposition 3.1 until Appendix. Remark that Condition 2
in Proposition 3.1 is the same as the second condition of Assumption 1.1 of [2]. On

the other hand, Condition 1 is a modification of the first condition of Assumption 1.1
of [2], which is given as follows:

(x| v x2)v(dx) < oo and (e — D"v(dx) < ooforn =2,4.
Ro Ro

Firstly, fRo x2v(dx) < oo and fRo (e* — 1)?v(dx) < oo are redundant, since
fJRo (x% A Dv(dx) < oo holds. Next, NIG processes do not have the finiteness of
fJRo |x|v(dx), different from VG processes. Actually, S is described by a stochastic

integration with respect to N in [2]. Thus, the condition fRo |x|v(dx) < oo is
needed. On the other hand, describing S as

t
S, = Spel = S exp {/ / xN(du, dx) —}—t/ xv(dx)} ,
0 JRy Ry

we do not need to assume it.

3.2 The Minimal Martingale Measure

In this subsection, we focus on the minimal martingale measure (MMM): an
equivalent martingale measure under which any square-integrable P-martingale
orthogonal to the martingale part of S remains a martingale. Remark that the MMM
plays a vital role in quadratic hedging problems. Denote 115 := fRo (e* — Dv(dx),

Cy = [, (€ — D?v(dx), h := u5/Cy, and

_ 1t -1

Oy :
X Cv

for x € Ry. As discussed in [2], the MMM P* exists under Assumption 1.1 of [2],

and its Radon-Nikodym density is given as

dpP*
dP

= exp {f log(1 — ex)ﬁ([o, T],dx) + T/ (log(1 —6y) + 6y) v(dx)} .
Ro Ro
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Note that 8, < 1 holds for any x € R under Assumption 3.1 by Proposition 3.1.
Furthermore, P* is not only the MMM but also the variance-optimal martingale
measure (VOMM) in our setting as discussed in [1]. Note that the VOMM is an
equivalent martingale measure whose density minimizes the L?(P)-norm among
all equivalent martingale measures. Since MVH strategies are described using the
VOMM, we use P* to express MVH strategies as well as LRM strategies.

Here we prepare some additional notation. From the view of the Girsanov
theorem,

NP ([0, 11, dx) := N ([0, t], dx) + 6, v(dx)t

is the compensated jump measure of L under P*. This means that the Lévy measure
under P*, denoted by v®", is given as

WP (dx) = (1 — 6)v(dx). )

L is then rewritten as

L,:/ *N¥' ([0, 11, dx) + p*t, (3)
Ro

where pu* := fRo (x—e*+ 1)vp* (dx) and the stochastic differential equation for §

under P* is given as dS; = S,_ fle (e* — 1)N¥"(dt, dx).
In order to develop FFT-based numerical schemes, we need an explicit represen-
tation of the characteristic function of L under P*:

¢7—1(2) i= Epe[e’*FT1]

for z € C. Before stating it, we calculate e (dx) the Lévy measure of L under
P*. Recall that v[e, 8, (1 + h)8§](dx) represents the Lévy measure of an NIG
process with parameters «, 8, and (1 + #)8. We provide the proof of the following
proposition in Appendix.

Proposition 3.2 We have
UP*(dx) =vla, B, (1 + h)8)(dx) + v[e, 1 + B, —hd](dx).
Now, we provide a representation of ¢ using the function W (v, a) defined in (1).

Remark that W (v, a; o, 1 + B, 8) is also well-defined, since M> (e, B + 1) > 0 by
Assumption 3.1. The proof of the following proposition is given in Appendix.
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Proposition 3.3 For any v € [0, 00) and any a € (%, 2], we have

(0 ia) — exp {(T o ia) (u* (1+h)sp hs(1+ B) )}

I N R (RO
X exp {(T - r)(W(v, aro B (1+1)8) + W, aia, 1+ B, —hS))}

where u* = fRo (x —e* + D (dx).

3.3 Local Risk Minimization

In this subsection, we introduce how to compute LRM strategies for call options
(S7 — K)* with strike price K > 0. First of all, we give a precise definition of
the LRM strategy for claim F € L*(P). The following is based on Theorem 1.6 of
Schweizer [15].

Definition 3.1

1. A strategy ¢ = (£,n) is said to be an LZ2-strategy, if & satisfies
E [fOT S,f_él%du] < oo and V (@) is a right continuous process with IE[VI‘2 (p)] <
oo forevery t € [0, T].

2. An L’-strategy ¢ is called the LRM strategy for claim F, if V7 (¢f) = F and
[C ((pF ), M] is a uniformly integrable martingale, where M = {M;};c[0,7] is the
martingale part of S.

Note that all the conditions of Theorem 1.6 of [15] hold under Assumption 1.1
of [2] as seen in Example 2.8 of [3]. The above definition of LRM strategies is
a simplified version, since the original one, introduced in [14] and [15], is rather
complicated. Now, an F € LZ(IF’) admits a Follmer-Schweizer decomposition, if it
can be described by

F=F+GrE"™)+17%,
where Fp € R, &FS = (£FS}cor) is a predictable process satisfying
E[fOT S,f_(SMFS)Zdu] < o0, and LFS = {LfS},E[o,T] is a square-integrable
martingale orthogonal to M with Lg $ = 0. In addition, Proposition 5.2 of [15]
provides that, under Assumption 1.1 of [2], the LRM strategy ¢ = (¢, »¥) for

F € L*(P) exists if and only if F admits a Follmer-Schweizer decomposition; and
its relationship is given by

gf =S, nfF =R+ G+ LFS —¢fs,.

As aresult, it suffices to obtain a representation of £ in order to get ¢*". Henceforth,
we identify £7 with ¢ .
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We consider call options (S7 — K)™* with strike price K > 0 as claims to hedge.
Now, we denote F(K) = (St — K)* for K > 0 and define a function

I(s,t,K) := / Ep[(Sre* — K)T — (St — K)T|S;— = s](e* — Dv(dx)
Ry

fors > 0,7 € [0,T],and K > 0. [3] gave an explicit representation of E,F(K) for
any ¢t € [0, T] and any K > 0 using Malliavin calculus for Lévy processes.

Proposition 3.4 (Proposition 4.6 of [3]) Forany K > Oandanyt € [0, T],

F(K) _ I1(S;—,t, K)

4
' S C, “4)

In addition, [2] introduced an integral representation for 7 (S;_, ¢, K) as

)

1 00 ) ) _ o Siv+a
1(S,_, 1, K):_f K—tv—a+1 (e(lv+a)x_1)(ex_l)v(dx)(b.T (v .la) —
7 Jo Ry (ivta)(iv+a—1)

where a € (1, 2] and the right-hand side is independent of the choice of a. Remark
that we narrow the range of a to (%, 2] for technical reasons, but this does not
restrict our development of numerical schemes, since we take 1.75 as the value of
a in our numerical experiments. To compute [ (S;_, ¢, K), we need to calculate the
integration f]Ro (e@F9* _ 1)(e* — 1)v(dx). Now, Lemma A.1 implies that

/ e(iv+a)x(ex — Dv(dx) :/ e(iv+a)x(ex — Dv(dx)
Ro Ro

— A (e(iv+a+1)x _e(iv+u)x)v(dx)
0

— | (T — Du(dx)
Ro

=Ww,a+1)—-W(,a),
from which we have

1(S,_.1.K) = %/OOO K‘i”_“+1(W(v, a+1)— W, a)— WO, 1))

¢ (v —ia)S;UH
(iv+a)@iv+a—1)

&)

Thus, we can compute [ (S;_, ¢, K) using the FFT as mentioned in [2].



10 T. Arai et al.

3.4 Integration Interval

To compute the integral (5) with the FFT, we discretize I (S;—, ¢, K) as

N-—1
1 ..
I(Si 1, K) ~ — > :e“"f“*‘)“’gK(W(nj, a+1)—Wj,a)— W, 1))
Jj=0

br—(nj —ia)s,V )
(inj+a)inj+a—1"

where N represents the number of grid points and > 0 is the distance between
adjacent grid points. This approximation corresponds to the integral (5) over the

interval [0, N 7], so we need to specify N and 7 to satisfy

l/ K—fv—““(W(u,a+1)—W(v,a)—W(o, 1))
T Nn

or—i(v —ia)Si*Te
(iv+a)@iv+a—1)

v <e

(6)

for a given sufficiently small value ¢ > 0, which represents the allowable error.
Thus, we shall estimate a sufficient length for the integration interval of (5) for a
given allowable error ¢ > 0 in the sense of (6). The following proposition is shown

in Appendix.

Proposition 3.5 Fore > 0andt € [0,T), ifw > 1 satisfies

V2K 4TS C(1r)
n(T —t)e

we have

1

o0} s ivta
—/ K*"”*““(W(u,aﬂ)—W(v,a)—W(o, 1)) or-1(v — [0S,

(iv+a)(iv+a—1)

T

where C(t) is defined as

c() IZCXp{(T—l‘)a (M*_ (1 +h)ép 4 hé(1+ B) )}

Va2 — g2 a2 —(1+p)?
X exp {(T ~ Déa ((1 + )/ Ma(a, B) — h/Ma(a, 1 + ﬂ))}

foranyt € [0, 7).

<2 +ya?—@+p)?+2a+1+ /3)2> < eT=Dow

(7

vl < e,

®)

Remark 3.1 In Proposition 3.5, the case of + = T is excluded, but this does not
restrict our numerical method, since we do not need to compute the value of LRM

strategies when the time to maturity 7 — ¢ is O.
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3.5 Mean-Variance Hedging

As introduced in Sect. 1, the MVH strategy for claim F € L%(P) is defined as the
solution (#¥, ¢ to the minimization problem

. 2
min E[(F—c—~Gr@)’].

where © is the set of all admissible strategies, mathematically the set of R-valued

S-integrable predictable processes ¢ satisfying E [ fOT 922 du] < 00. Arai and

u-u—

Imai [1] gave an explicit closed-form representation of 9 for exponential additive
models and developed a numerical scheme for call options (S; — K)™ with strike
price K > 0 for exponential Lévy models. Different from LRM strategies, the value
of 9#F is depending on not only S,_ but also the whole trajectory of S from 0 to
t—. However it is impossible to observe the trajectory of S continuously. Thus,
[1] developed a numerical scheme to compute ﬁtF approximately using discrete
observational data S, S, ..., S;,, where n > 1 and #; := n]%

We need some preparations before introducing the representation of 9/ obtained
by [1]. Firstly, we consider the VOMM, which is an equivalent martingale
measure whose density minimizes the L?(P)-norm among all equivalent martingale
measures. Indeed, the MMM P* coincides with the VOMM in our setting as
mentioned in Sect. 3.2. Next, we define a process & = {&;};¢[0,7] as a solution to
the stochastic differential equation & = 1 — h ]Ot Su—dSy, and HF = {HI }c10.11
as H,F := Ep«[F|S,_]. Moreover, remark that Assumption 2.1 of [1] is satisfied
under Assumption 3.1.

From the view of [1], the MVH strategy ¢, ®) for call option F(K) = (S; —
K)T is represented in closed-form as

- pgFK& F(K

9 F &) F(K) hé&— (! dHu( )_";:u( )dSu

t i Si 0 &, ’
N u

Now, the process HtF(K) = Ep«[F(K)|S;—] is represented as

s

HFE) _ 1 foo g —iv—artl br_1(v —ia)SI'H
! T Jo (iv+a—DGv+a)

which is computable with the FFT. As a result, using discrete observational data

. F(K
Sto> Stys -+ - St,, We can approximate v, ) as

F(K) F(K)
FK) _ F(K) . h&, ~~ AH, =& AS,
0, ~ & + < Z

, 9
z, €))



12 T. Arai et al.

where H,f(K) = Ep«[F(K)|Sy] and 1 := n’% for k = 0,1,...,n; t is
corresponding to #,41; and, for k = 1,...,n, we denote AX; = X, — X;_,
for a process X and

hAS,
é(;kJrl ngk {1 - ¢}

Ik

with &, = 1.

4 Numerical Results

We consider European call options on the S&P 500 Index (SPX) matured on 19 May
2017 and set the initial date of our hedging to 20 May 2016. We fix T to 1. There
are 250 business days on and after 20 May 2016 until and including 19 May 2017.
For example, 20 May 2016 and 23 May 2016 are corresponding to time 0 and Tlg,
respectively, since 20 May 2016 is Friday. Note that we shall use 250 dairy closing
prices of the SPX on and after 20 May 2016 until and including 19 May 2017 as
discrete observational data. Figure 1 illustrates the fluctuation of the SPX.

Next, we set model parameters as

a = 25.61598030765035,
B = —1.2668546614155765,
8 = 0.40532772478162127,

which are calibrated by the data set of European call options on the SPX at 20 April
2016. Note that the above parameter set satisfies Assumption 3.1. Moreover, we
choose

N=2'% =025 anda =1.75

as parameters related to the FFT, that is, Nn = 214 which satisfies (7) for any
t < % when we take & = 0.01 as our allowable error.

As contingent claims to hedge, we consider call options with strike price
K =2300, 2350, and 2400 and compute the values of LRM strategies S,F(K) and

MVH strategies z?,F(K) fort = 241t_9’ %, ..., 1 by using (4), (5), and (9). Remark

that, for k = 1,...,249, EF,((K) and z‘/‘F,((K) are constructed on time % using
249 249

observational data Sy, S NI S% . Figures 2, 3, and 4 show the values of S,F(K)

and ﬁtF(K) versus times ¢t = %, %, ..., 1 for the case where K = 2300, 2350,

and 2400, respectively.
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SPX

2450
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13
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Fig. 1 SPX dairy closing prices
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K = 2300
1

MVH
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0.
0.
0.
0.
0.
0.
0.
0.
O . 1 L Il I
20-May-16 15-Nov-16

F(K)
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Fig. 2 Values of LRM strategies & and MVH strategies 19,F ) for K = 2300. The dotted

and the solid lines represent the values of E,F(K) and ﬁtF(K), respectively. The two lines are almost
overlapping when ¢ is small and separate gradually as drawing near to the maturity
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K = 2350

20-May-16 15-Nov-16 18-May-17

Fig. 3 Values of LRM strategies E,F(K) and MVH strategies ﬁtF(K) for K = 2350

0.05
20-May-16 15-Nov-16 18-May-17

K = 2400

F(K)

Fig. 4 Values of LRM strategies &, and MVH strategies z?tF(K) for K = 2400
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Appendix

Proof of Proposition 3.1

In order to see Condition 1, it suffices to show floo(ex — D*v(dx) < oo and
f_olo(ex — D*v(dx) < .

Firstly, we see floo (e — D*(dx) < oo. Noting that the Sommerfeld integral
representation for the function K (see, e.g., Appendix A of [9]):

z [® 2] L,
K](Z)=Z/O exp{—s—a}s ds (10)

for z > 0, we have

[e'e) 0 bx

o

50( o0 z 4 {
=— (ex—1)"exp
b4
B

S_
4 J,

8 ™ . 72/00 z 1 < 4+,3>2
= e ’s expy—— | z—2s dz
47 0 a N2m2s p 4s o

2
X exp!<4+'3) s, V2 2sds

Sa [ {4—|—
exp

o

§ [ _. 4 4 2
e ST ZSL'B - exp { <Lﬂ> s} V2m2sdt
o o

< —
V% 0

=%4:ﬂfoms—éexp{((4Zﬂ>2—1>s}ds

=54+ p) (2~ @4+p7) T <00

D=

Remark that the above first inequality is given from (ei - D* < e% for any 7 €
[er, 00).

Next, we show f:olo (e = D*v(dx) < oo by a similar argument to the above.
Noting that (e§ — 1)4 < 1 for any z € (—oo, —«], we have
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—1 $ —a 00
/ (" — D*u(dx) < —“/ (ea—1)4exp{éz}/
o 4 J_ o o 0 o
S ©° ) z 1 B 2
< — e s 2/ exp{—— (z—2s—> dz
4 Jo —oco A/ 2725 p{ 4s a

2
X exp {'B—zs} V2r2sds < o0.
o

| 2
¢
>
go)
r— —
:,l,
|
-th
0o
——
lo5)
0o
QU
lo2)
QU
N

Thus, Condition 1 holds true.
To confirm Condition 2, we need some preparations. The following lemma is
proven later.

Lemma A.1 For any v € [0, 00) and any a € (%, 2], we have

/ (4% — 1) v(dx) = W, @), (1)
Ro

In addition, (11) still holds for the case where (v, a) = (0, 1) and (v, a + 1).
We have fRo(e" — v(dx) = W, 1) =da(v/ Mz — /M (0, 1)). Assumption 3.1

implies

1 14+2
M= Mi0.1) = — (@ = B — @ = (1 + p)) = ;5 <0,

from which the inequality 0 > fRo (e® — 1)v(dx) holds true. To see the second
inequality, since we have

—/ (ex—l)zv(dx):—/ ((ez"—l)—Z(ex—l)) (dx)=—W (0, 2)+2W (0, 1),
Ro Ro

it suffices to show W (0, 2) — W (0, 1) > 0. Firstly, we have

W(0,2) — W, 1>=% ((—v2M10.2)+v2M3) = (—V2M10, D +/2M3 ) )

g (—\/Ml 0,2) + /M, 0, 1)) .
On the other hand, it holds that

o —(1+p> -+ @2+p)? 3+28 .

M0, 1) — M;(0,2) = -

0

Ol2 o

by Assumption 3.1. As a result, the inequality fRo (e — v(dx) > — fRo (e —
1)2v(dx) holds under Assumption 3.1. [l
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Proof of Lemma A.1

We begin with the following lemma:

Lemma A.2 Foranyy > 0and any M > 0, we have

Yy oo | 1
(iu—M)s ,—~ _ 2 2
e s”2dsdu = 271( M>+y-—-M
I (Y
+i(,/,/M2+y2+M—\/2M>>.

Proof Remark that the characteristic function of the Gamma distribution with
parameters 6 > 0 and k > 0 is given as

k
/oo eiux ek xk—le—Qxdx — 0 :
0 I'(k) 0 —iu

for any u € R, where I'(-) is the Gamma function. We have then

| M r <l)
/OO e(iu—M)ss—%ds — 2 — ﬁ
0 M—iu M vM —iu

for any M > 0 and any u € R. Thus, we obtain

s L T (VM2 +uP+ M VMP+ur - M
e(’” )SS 2dt = E +1 .
0

VM? + u? v M? 4+ u?
Putting x = ~/M? 4 u?, we have

/ VM u? +M vazﬂ Ji+M o] s
dx =2/ _
VME ¥ u2 Ny v

x
and
v «/MZ -M,
/ + v ,/ M24+y24 M —2V2M
This completes the proof of Lemma A.2. (]

Now, let us go back to the proof of Lemma A.l. For any v € [0, co) and any
ae (%, 2], the same sort of argument as in the proof of Proposition 3.1 implies that
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(ivta); _
/ <e(iv+a)x _ 1) v(dx) = S Ooe_ss_% / elivta 1
RO Zﬁ 0 ]R() v27‘[2s

1 B\ B
xXexpy——(z—2s— dzexp{—sds. (12)
4s o a?
Since we have

) z 1 ,3)2 dz
(iv+a)
e aexpy—— (72— 25—
A‘Qo p{ 4s ( o } A 27 2s

we obtain

-5 ool (E- )

X (exp{z—z(vﬂ+va)——2(v —a —Zaﬁ)}—l)ds
o o

S [ 3/ _
5 (ezbs Mis —e Mzs) ds

“ovm )y
oo b . M2
= 5_01 s’% (ieM”/ e“”du—i—/ ”Xdu> ds
27 Jo 0

Sa_, 7 [ st = pusgt
= i tu=Ms = 2dsdu+— e " s72dsdu.
27 Jo Jo 0

13)

On the other hand, we have

M, oo o \/_
/ / e s 2dsdu = Y _du =2 (/ My — /M)
M 0 M, f

by M, M> > 0. As aresult, using Lemma A.2, we obtain

(13) = sz{,/\/m—MlJri( \/WJFMI— 2M1)}
+—2«/_<F—F>

Sa | .
=7 {l\/,/Merzﬂ - M —\/,/Mlz+b2+M1 +,/2M2],

from which (11) follows for any v € [0, 00) and any a € (3, 2].
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For v > 0, we see that (11) still holds for a 4 1. To this end, it is enough to make
sure that M (v, a + 1) and b(v, a + 1) remain nonnegative. In fact, we have

o —(a+1+p)?

>0
o

Mi(v,a+1) =

and

2(a+1+ﬂ)v20

b(v,a+1) = =

by Assumption 3.1. Similarly, (11) follows for the case of (v, a) = (0, 1), since

2 2
o= (1+p)? _

6
M0, 1) = = > 5 >0

and (0, 1) = 0. O

Proof of Proposition 3.2

Noting that 0 > & > —1 by Assumption 3.1 and Proposition 3.1, we have

W (dx) = (1 = 6x)v(dx) = (1 — h(e® — 1))v(dx) = (1 + h)v(dx) — he*v(dx)
=vla, B, (1 + h)8](dx) + v[a, 1 + B, —hé](dx)
by (2). This completes the proof of Proposition 3.2. U

Proof of Proposition 3.3

To show Proposition 3.3, we start with the following lemma:

Lemma A.3 We have

/ xv(dx) = L
Sy e

Proof The Sommerfeld integral representation (10) implies that

8 B o 2
xv(dx) = — zexp{—z expy—s — — s “dsdz
Ro 4 JRr, o 0 4s
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R
= — ex —— |3 — 45— < YA
4 Jo Ry V2728 P 4s o

2

X eXp {%s} s72e7ds

= o /ooexp{—(l—'B—2>s}séds:L
Vra Jo o? JaZ— B2
O

Note that we do not need Assumption 3.1 in the above proof. Now, we show
Proposition 3.3. By Lemma A.3 and Proposition 3.2, we have

(,.Ha)wi(dx):(iv+a)<(1+h)aﬁ hs(1+ B) )
Ro

=B o2~ (1+B)
Remark that W(v, a; o, 1 + B, —hé) is well-defined and satisfies (11), since we

have M1 (v,a;a, B+1) =M (v,a+1;a,8) >0and b(v,a;a, B+1) = b(v,a+
1; o, B) = 0. (3) implies that

¢r—1 (v — ia) = Epx [e(iu+a)LT,t]

= Ep~ [exp {(T — v +a)u*

+ | Gv+a)xN"(q0,T —1], dx)”
Ro

=exp {(T —1) ((iv +a)u*

+/ (e(i”+“)x —1—(Gv+ a)x) e (dx))}
Ro

L+ m3p hs(1+ B)
Va2 —p2 Ja2 —(1+B)?

= exp {(T —)(v+a) <M*
X exp {(T - t)(W(v, a;a, B, (1+h)s)

+Ww,a;a, 1+ 8, —hé)) }

from which Proposition 3.3 follows. O
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Proof of Proposition 3.5

To see Proposition 3.5, we prepare one proposition and one lemma. In order to
emphasize the parameters «, 8, and 8, we write M(v,a), M>, and b(v,a) as
Mi(v,a; o, B), Ma(a, B), and b(v, a; «, B), respectively.

Proposition A.1 Forany v € [0, 00) and any t € [0, T), we have
pr— (v —ia)| < C()e” T,

where C(t) is given in (8).
Proof Proposition 3.3 implies that

|71 (v —ia)]

eXP{(T—t)(iv+a) <ll«*— (L+msp _ h3(d+p) )}

Va2 =2 a2 —(1+B)?2

X exp {(T — t)(W(v, a,a,B,1+h)s)+W,a;a, 1+ 8, —hS))} ‘

= C(t)exp !—(T —t)(1 t/};sa\/\/Ml(v,a;a, B2+ b, a;a, B+ M (v,a;«a, ﬂ)}

(—h)sat
V2

< C(t)exp {—(T — (1 + hYda /My (v, @, , ﬂ)} exp {—(T — ) (=h)say/M (v, a; a, 1 + ﬁ)}
— C(t)exp {—(T Y ((1 +h) v +a? — (a+ B>+ (—h)\/vz fa?—(a+1+ ﬁ)Z)}

< C(t)exp{—(T —t)dv}.

xexp{—(T—t) \/\/Ml(v,a;a,1+ﬁ)2+b(v,a;oz,1+ﬁ)2+M1(v,a;a,l+ﬁ)>

Note that the last inequality follows from the fact that «®> — (@ + B)> > 0 and
a® — (a + 1+ B)? > 0 hold by Assumption 3.1. O

Lemma A.4 For any v € [0, 00) and any a € (%, 2],

(W, a+1)— W, a)| <28 (v+\/oz2 —(a+ B2 +2a+1 +,B)2>

holds.

Proof Denoting M| := Mi(v,a + 1), b’ := b(v,a + 1), My := M;(v,a), and
b := b(v, a), for short, we have

[Ww,a+1) — W(v, a)|
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So \/

=—|i ,/M’2+b’2—M’—\/,/M2+b2—M
ﬁ ( 1 1 1 1
—\/,/M{2+b/2+M{ +\/,/M12+b2+M1

séa\/\/M{Z—l—b’z—i-\/Mlz—l—bz. (14)

Since a + B > 0, we have

1
Ml—M;=07((a+1+ﬁ)2—(a+ﬁ)2)>o
and
) 2 4p? 2 2
P2-p =20 (@+ 1+ P =@+ p?) >0,
o

which imply that

(14) = 80y [2,/ M2 + 57 = V25,0 + @2 — (@ + B)?)? + 4v2(a + 1 + p)?

- ﬁé{‘/v“ + 2022 — (@ +B)2+2(a+ B+ 1) + (@2 — (a + p)?)>2.

(15)
Setting
{p =a’ —(a+B) +2a+p+1)7%
q:=p°— (@ —(@+p>7
we have p > 0and g > O forany a € (%, 2] by Assumption 3.1 and
(15) = V28] (V2 + p)2 — q < V28\Jv2 + p < V28(v + /D).
This completes the proof of Lemma A.4. U

Proof of Proposition 3.5. Firstly, Lemma A.4 implies that

l/oo K—fv—““(W(v a+1)— W, a)— W0 1)) v
T Jw ’ ’ v+ a)ivda—1)

¢r—i(iv —a)S;*H ‘

< %/oo )K—i”—““’ (|W(v,a F1) = W, a)| + WO, 1)|)

w
b7 (iv —a)$;"*
(iv+a)(iv+a-—1)
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¢ (iv — a) ;2
(iv+a)(iv+a—1)

—a+1 00
< SKn / («/E(v + P+ ﬁ) dv, (16)

where p is defined in the proof of Lemma A .4. Remark that the last inequality in (16)
holds since

1 2
|W<o,1>|=6a(m—m)=aa( My - - ﬂ @)

2
§8a—+ﬂ V25

C(

by Assumption 3.1. Now, note that

[iv+a—1(v+a)l = V@ —a—12)2+ 2a — )22

= Vvt + 2a2 —2a + Dv2 + (a2 — a)? > v2.

Thus, Proposition A.1 implies that

dr—(iv — a)SiVHe ‘ ZSECWO s

(v+a)iv+a—1) v2
As aresult, noting that w > 1, we obtain
SK—tlsa C(r) [ 1
(16 < 220 / (\/E(v +vp) + «/E) —e =00 gy
T w v

SK™atISE C(t) [°
— ()/ (2ﬁ+@) o~ (T=00v g
4

K= SE C0 VI VD) 1w
T T —t

This completes the proof of Proposition 3.5. (]
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Second-Order Evolution Problems with m)
Time-Dependent Maximal Monotone oo
Operator and Applications

C. Castaing, M. D. P. Monteiro Marques, and P. Raynaud de Fitte

Abstract We consider at first the existence and uniqueness of solution for a general
second-order evolution inclusion in a separable Hilbert space of the form

0eii(t)+A@u(t) + f(t,u)), t €0, T]

where A(t) is a time dependent with Lipschitz variation maximal monotone
operator and the perturbation f (¢, .) is boundedly Lipschitz. Several new results are
presented in the sense that these second-order evolution inclusions deal with time-
dependent maximal monotone operators by contrast with the classical case dealing
with some special fixed operators. In particular, the existence and uniqueness of
solution to

0=1ii(t) + A®u) + Vo(u)), t €0, T]

where A(t) is a time dependent with Lipschitz variation single-valued maximal
monotone operator and Vg is the gradient of a smooth Lipschitz function ¢ are
stated. Some more general inclusion of the form

0 €ii(t) + A@®)i(t) + 0P (), t € [0, T]
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where 0@ (u(r)) denotes the subdifferential of a proper lower semicontinuous
convex function & at the point u(#) is provided via a variational approach. Further
results in second-order problems involving both absolutely continuous in variation
maximal monotone operator and bounded in variation maximal monotone operator,
A(t), with perturbation f : [0, T] x H x H are stated. Second- order evolution
inclusion with perturbation f and Young measure control v,

{ 0e ﬁx,y,v(t) + A(t)’/.lx,y,v(t) + f(, Mx,y,v(t)) + bar(v,), t € [0, T]
ux,y,v(o) =X, "'fx,y,v(o) =y € D(A(0))

where bar(v;) denotes the barycenter of the Young measure v; is considered, and
applications to optimal control are presented. Some variational limit theorems
related to convex sweeping process are provided.

Keywords Bolza control problem - Lipschitz mapping - Maximal monotone
operators - Pseudo-distance - Subdifferential - Viscosity - Young measures

Article type: Research Article
Received: March 15, 2018
Revised: March 30, 2018

1 Introduction

Let H be a separable Hilbert space. In this paper, we are mainly interested in the
study of the perturbed evolution problem

O0ecii(t) + A@Wu(t) +0Pw()), t € [0,T]

where 0@ (u(r)) denotes the subdifferential of a proper lower semicontinuous
convex function ® at the point u(r), A(t) : D(A(t)) — 2 is a maximal monotone
operator in the Hilbert space H for every ¢t € [0, T'], and the dependence ¢ = A(z)
has Lipschitz variation, in the sense that there exists & > 0 such that

dis(A(t), A(s)) < a(t —s), ¥s,t €[0,T] (s <1)

dis(., .) being the pseudo-distance between maximal monotone operators (m.m.o.)
defined by A. A. Vladimirov [53] as

(y_j\/’-f_x)

dis(A, B) = sup{ ———
4.5 p{1+||y||+||y||

:x € D(A),ye Ax,x € D(B),y € B)?}
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for m.m.o. A and B with domains D(A) and D(B), respectively; the dependence
t — A(t) has absolutely continuous variation, in the sense that there exists g €
W10, T1) such that

dis(A(r), A(s)) = |[B(t) — B(s)], Vi,5 € [0, T],

the dependence ¢ +— A(t) has bounded variation in the sense that there exists a
function r : [0, T] — [0, +oo[ which is continuous on [0, T'[ and nondecreasing
with r(T) < 400 such that

dis(A(t), A(s)) < dr(ls,t]) = r(t) —r(s) for 0<s<t<T

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 contains some definitions, notation
and preliminary results. In Sect.3, we recall and summarize (Theorem 3.2) the
existence and uniqueness of solution for a general second-order evolution inclusion
in a separable Hilbert space of the form

Oecii(t) + A@u@) + f(t,u®)), t €[0,T]

where A(?) is a time dependent with Lipschitz variation maximal monotone operator
and the perturbation f(¢,.) is dt-boundedly Lipschitz (short for dt-integrably
Lipschitz on bounded sets). At this point, Theorem 3.2 and its corollaries are
new results in the sense that these second-order evolution inclusions deal with
time-dependent maximal monotone operators by contrast with the classical case
dealing with some special fixed operators; cf. Attouch et al. [4], Paoli [43], and
Schatzman [48]. In particular, the existence and uniqueness of solution, based on
Corollary 3.2, to

0=ii(t) + A@®u(t) + Vo(u(t)), t €0, T]

where A(?) is a time dependent with Lipschitz variation single-valued maximal
monotone operator and V¢ is the gradient of a smooth Lipschitz function ¢, have
some importance in mechanics [40], which may require a more general evolution
inclusion of the form

O0ecii(t) + A@Wu(t) +0Pw()), t € [0,T]

where 0®(u(¢)) denotes the subdifferential of a proper lower semicontinuous
convex function @ at the point u(z).

We provide (Proposition 3.1) the existence of a generalized Wllg’&([O, T], H)
solution to the second-order inclusion 0 € ii(¢) + A(t)u(t) + 0P (u(¢)) which enjoys
several regularity properties. The result is similar to that of Attouch et al. [4], Paoli
[43], and Schatzman [48] with different hypotheses and a different method that
is essentially based on Corollary 3.2 and the tools given in [22, 23, 27] involving
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the Young measures and biting convergence [9, 22, 32]. By Wfl;’é([o, T, H), we
denote the space of all absolutely continuous mappings y : [0, T] — H such that
y are BV. Further results on second-order problems involving both the absolutely
continuous in variation maximal monotone operators and the bounded in variation
maximal monotone operator A(#) with perturbation f : [0, T] x H x H are stated.

Finally, in Sect.4, we present several applications in optimal control in a new
setting such as Bolza relaxation problem, dynamic programming principle, viscosity
in evolution inclusion driven by a Lipschitz variation maximal monotone operator
A(t) with Lipschitz perturbation f, and Young measure control v,

{ 0e ﬁx,y,v(t) + A(t)’/.lx,y,u(t) + f(, Mx,y,v(t)) + bar(v;), t € [0, T]
ux,y,v(o) =X, "'fx,y,v(o) =y € D(A(0))

where bar(v;) denotes the barycenter of the Young measure v; in the same vein as in
Castaing-Marques-Raynaud de Fitte [25] dealing with the sweeping process. At this
point, the above second-order evolution inclusion contains the evolution problem
associated with the sweeping process by a closed convex Lipschitzian mapping C :
[0, T] = cc(H)

{O €ii(t) + Ncwy(u()) + f(t,u(t)) +bar(y), t € [0, T]
u(0) = up, u(0) =g € C(0)

(where cc(H) denotes the set of closed convex subsets of H) by taking A(t) =
dW¥c() and noting that if C(7) is a closed convex moving set in H, then the
subdifferential of its indicator function is A(t) = 0Wcy) = Nc(), the outward
normal cone operator. Since for all s, ¢ € [0, T]

dis (A(t), A(s)) = A (C(1), C(s)),

where .7# denotes the Hausdorff distance; it follows that our study of these time-
dependent maximal monotone operators includes as special cases some related
results for evolution problems governed by sweeping process of the form

0€ii(t) + Ncoy(m@)) + f(t,u@)), t €[0,T].

Since now sweeping process has found applications in several fields in particular to
economics [29, 31, 35], we present also some variational limit theorems related to
convex sweeping process; see [1, 3, 34] and the references therein.

There is a vast literature on evolution inclusions driven by the sweeping process
and the subdifferential operators. See [2, 5, 6, 10, 17, 18, 20, 21, 25, 26, 28, 30, 37,
39-41, 45, 47, 49-52] and the references therein. We refer to [9, 12, 13, 54] for the
study of maximal monotone operators.
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2 Notation and Preliminaries

In the whole paper, I := [0, T] (T > 0) is an interval of R, and H is a real Hilbert

space whose scalar product will be denoted by (-, -) and the associated norm by || - ||.

Z([0, T]) is the Lebesgue o-algebra on [0, T'], and Z(H) is the o -algebra of Borel

subsets of H. We will denote by By (xo, r) the closed ball of H of center xy and

radius r > 0 and by By, its closed unit ball. C(I, H) denotes the Banach space of all

continuous mappings u : I — H equipped with the norm ||ul||c = r?a]x [[u(®)]|. For
S

q € [1, +o0l, LC,@([O, T1, dt) is the space of (classes of) measurable u : [0, T] —

H, with the norm |lu(-)|l; = (fOT ||u(t)||th)fll, and LY ([0, T], dt) is the space of
(classes of) measurable essentially bounded u : [0, T] — H equipped with ||.|| -

If E is a Banach space and E* its topological dual, we denote by o (E, E*)
the weak topology on E and by o (E*, E) the weak star topology on E*. For any
C C E, we denote by §*(., C) the support function of C, i.e.

§*(x*, C) = sup{x™, x),Vx* € E*.

xeC

A set-valued map A : D(A) ¢ H — 2 is monotone if (y; — y2,x] — x2) > 0
whenever x; € D(A) and y; € A(x;), i = 1,2. A monotone operator A is maximal
if A is not contained properly in any other monotone operator, that is, for all A > 0,
R(Ig + AA) = H, with R(A) = |J{Ax, x € D(A)} the range of A and Iy the
identity mapping of H. In the whole paper, I := [0, T] (T > 0) is an interval of R,
and H is a real Hilbert space whose scalar product will be denoted by (-, -) and the
associated norm by || - ||. Let A : D(A) € H — 2% be a set-valued map. We say
that A is monotone, if (y; — y2, x| — x3) > 0 whenever x; € Z(A) and y; € A(x;),
i =1,2.If (y1 — y2, x1 — x2) = 0 implies that x| = xp, we say that A is strictly
monotone. A monotone operator A is said to be maximal if A could not be contained
properly in any other monotone operator.

If A is a maximal monotone operator, then, for every x € D(A), A(x) is
nonempty closed and convex. So the set A(x) contains an element of minimum
norm (the projection of the origin on the set A(x)). This unique element is denoted
by A®(x). Therefore A%(x) € A(x) and |A°(x)| = infye(x) [l yll. Moreover the set
D(A) is convex.

For A > 0, we define the following well-known operators:

J{‘ =+ )\A)*] (the resolvent of A),
1
Ay = X(I — Jf)(the Yosida approximation of A).

The operators J. )‘:‘ and A, are defined on all of H. For the terminology of maximal
monotone operators and more details, we refer the reader to [9, 13], and [54].

Let A: D(A) c H —» 2% and B : D(B) ¢ H — 2% be two maximal
monotone operators, and then we denote by dis(A, B) the pseudo-distance between
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A and B defined by A. A. Vladimirov [53] as

. (y—=y.x' —x) / / ’
dis(A,B) =supy —————  : x € D(A), y € Ax, x' € D(B), ¥y € Bx'.

Lyl =+ 1yl

Our main results are established under the following hypotheses on the opera-
tor A:

(H1) The mapping t — A(t) has Lipschitz variation, in the sense that there exists
o > 0 such that

dis(A(t), A(s)) < a(t —s), Vs, 1 €[0,T] (s <1).

(H?2) There exists a nonnegative real number ¢ such that
1A%, )| < c(1 4 ||x||) for ¢ € [0,T], x € D(A(®)).

We recall some elementary lemmas, and we refer to [38] for the proofs.
Lemma 2.1 Let A and B be maximal monotone operators. Then

(1) dis(A, B) € [0, +o00], dis(A, B) = dis(B, A) and dis(A, B) =0 iff A = B.
(2) |lx = Proj(x, D(B)| <dis(A, B) for x € D(A).
(3) S (D(A), D(B)) < dis(A, B).

Lemma 2.2 Let A be a maximal monotone operator. If x, y € H are such that
(A°2) — y,z—x) 2 0 Vz € D(A),

then x € D(A) and y € A(x).

Lemma 2.3 Let A, (n € N) and A be maximal monotone operators such that
dis(A,, A) — 0. Suppose also that x,, € D(A,) with x, — x and y, € An(x,)
with y, — y weakly for some x,y € H. Then x € D(A) and y € A(x).

Lemma 2.4 Let A and B be maximal monotone operators. Then

(1) for x» > 0and x € D(A)

lx — JE )| < A A%(x0) || + dis(A, B) + \/k(l + [IA%(x) 1) dis(A, B).
2) For » >0andx,x' €¢ H
TAG) = TEG)I2 < flx — X124 24(1 + A2 + 1B, (<)) dis(A, B).

(3) Forx>0andx,x' € H

N2 1 2 2 I .
[Ax(x) = Br(x)II” = ﬁllx—x l +X(1 + AL ()| + | Bo(x") ) dis(A, B).
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3 Second-Order Evolution Problems Involving
Time-Dependent Maximal Monotone Operators

In the sequel, H is a separable Hilbert space. For the sake of completeness, we
summarize and state the following result. We say that a function f = f(t, x) is dt-
boundedly Lipschitz (short for dt-integrably Lipschitz on bounded sets) if, for every
R > 0, there is a nonnegative d¢-integrable function Ap € Ll([O, T1, R; dt) such
that, for all r € [0, T]

If(t,x) = f@&, DI < Ar(@D]lx = ylI, Vx, y € B(O, R).

Theorem 3.1 Let for everyt € [0,T], A(t) : D(A(t)) C H — 21 be a maximal
monotone operator satisfying

(H1) there exists a real constant o > O such that

dis(A(1), A(s)) <a(t—s) for 0 <s <t <T.
(H?2) there exists a nonnegative real number c such that

1A%, )1 < (1 +[|x[]). t € [0, T], x € D(A())

Let f : [0, T] x H — H satisfying the linear growth condition
(H3) there exists a nonnegative real number M such that

If@ )l =M1+ |lx]) for 1 €[0,T], x € H.
and assume that f (., x) is dt-integrable for every x € H. Assume also that

f is dt-boundedly Lipschitz, as above.
Then for all ug € D(A(0)), the problem

d
—d—”t‘(z) € AWu(t) + F(t, u()) di —ae.t €[0,T], u(0)=ug
has a unique Lipschitz solution with the property: ||u(t) —u(7)|| < K max{1, a}|t —
t| forallt, T € [0, T] for some constant K €]0, ool.

Proof See [7, Theorem 3.1 and Theorem 3.3].

Theorem 3.2 Let for every t € [0, T], A(t) : D(A(t)) C H — 2" be a maximal
monotone operator satisfying

(H1) there exists a real constant a > 0 such that

dis(A(t), A(s)) <a(t—s) for 0 <s <t <T.
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(H?2) there exists a nonnegative real number ¢ such that
1A%, )|l < e(1 +IIxID). € [0, T], x € D(A())

Let f : [0, T] x H — H satisfying the linear growth condition:
(H3) there exists a nonnegative real number M such that

If@& )l <MA+|x]) for t €[0,T], x € H.
and assume that f (., x) is dt-integrable for every x € H. Assume also that
f is dt-boundedly Lipschitz.
Then the second-order evolution inclusion

0 €ii(r) + A@u@) + f(t,u@®), 1 €[0,T]

D {u(0> = u. i1(0) = iip € D(A(0))

admits a unique solution u € lei’oo([O, T, dt).
Proof The proof is a careful application of Theorem 3.1. In the new variables X =
(x,x),letussetforallr € 1

B()X = {0} x A(D)x, g(t, X) = (=X, f(t,x)).

For any u € W2%(I, H; dt), define X(t) = (u(t), 4(t)) and X (1) = X ().
Then the evolution inclusion (%) can be written as a first-order evolution inclusion
associated with the Lipschitz maximal monotone operator B(¢) and the locally
Lipschitz perturbation g:

{0 € X(1) + B()X(t) + g(t, X(1)), t € [0, T]
X (0) = (ug, ig) € H x D(A(0)).

So the existence and uniqueness solution to the second-order evolution inclusion
under consideration follows from Theorem 3.1.

There are some useful corollaries to Theorem 3.2.

Corollary 3.1 Assume that for everyt € [0, T], A(t) : H — H is a single-valued
maximal monotone operator satisfying (H1) and (H2). Let f : [0,T] x H - H
be as in Theorem 3.2. Then the second-order evolution equation

{o =ii(t) + AOa(t) + f(t,u()), t € [0, T]
u(0) = ug, 1(0) = itg

admits a unique solution u € WIZ{’OO([O, T).
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Corollary 3.2 Assume that for every t € [0, T], A(t) : H — H is a single-valued
maximal monotone operator satisfying (H1) and (H2). Assume further that A(t)
satisfies

(1) (t,x) — A(t)x is a Caratheodory mapping, that is, t + A(t)x is Lebesgue
measurable on [0, T] for each fixed x € H, and x + A(t)x is continuous on
H for each fixed t € [0, T,

(i) (A(t)x,x) > yl|x||? forall (t,x) € [0, T x H, for some y > 0.

Let ¢ € C'(H,R) be Lipschitz and such that Vg is locally Lipschitz. Then the
evolution equation

0=ii(t) + A@®)u(t) + Vo(u(t)), t €0, T]

(72) { u(0) = o, it (0) = i

admits a unique solution u € W2*°°([O, T1, H; dt); moreover, u satisfies the energy
estimate

1 . 2 1 . 2 ! . 2
pu(r) — §||M(l)|| <o) — §||M(f)|| - )//(; lla(s)l|“ds, t € [0, T].

Proof Existence and uniqueness of solution follows from Theorem 3.2 or Corol-
lary 3.1. The energy estimate is quite standard. Multiplying the equation by u(z)
and applying the usual chain rule formula gives for all # € [0, T']

d Lo - i i
E(w(u(t)) + Sl ) = —(A@(), ().

By (i) and (ii) and by integrating on [0, ¢], we get the required inequality
L. 2 L. 2 ! . .
¢u®) + Sla®II” = @) + Sl O] - A (A)i(s), i(s))ds

1 t
< O + 1O - y/o ()] 2ds. t € [0, T,

which completes the proof.

It is worth mentioning that the uniqueness of the solution to the equation (.#7) is
quite important in applications, such as models in mechanics, since it contains the
classical inclusion of the form

0 €ii(t) +aP@(r)) + Vgu(r))
where 0 ® is the subdifferential of the proper lower semicontinuous convex function

® and g is of class C! and Vg is Lipschitz continuous on bounded sets. We also
note that the uniqueness of the solution to the equation (%3) and its energy estimate
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allow to recover a classical result in the literature dealing with finite dimensional
space H and A(t) = yIy, t € [0, T], where Iy is the identity mapping in H. See
Attouch et al. [4]. The energy estimate for the solution of

{o = ii(t) + yu(t) + Vo)), t € I
u(0) = ug, i(0) = itg

is then
1 . 2 1 . 2 ! . 2
w(u(t))+§IIu(t)II =<P(uo)+§|luoll —Vfo [lu(s)||"ds.

Actually the dynamical system (.#]) given in Theorem 3.2 has been intensively
studied by many authors in particular cases. See Attouch et al. [4] dealing with the
inclusion

0eii(t) +yu) + 0pu(t))

and Paoli [43] and Schatzman [48] dealing with the second-order dynamical
systems of the form

0€iui(t)+dpu(t))
and
0€eii(t)+ Au(t) + dp(u(t))

where A is a positive autoadjoint operator. The existence and uniqueness of
solutions in (.%) are of some importance since they allow to obtain the existence of
at leasta Wé’\} ([0, T], H) solution with conservation of energy (see Proposition 3.1
below) for a second-order evolution inclusion of the form

Ocii(t) + A@Wu@) + 0P u(t), t €1

(73) {M(O) = up € dom ®, i1(0) = ity € D(A(0))

where 0® is the subdifferential of a proper convex lower semicontinuous function;
the energy estimate is given by

1 1 !
D (u(r) + 5||u(t>||2 = O (u(0)) + 5||a<0>||2 - /0 (A(s)it(s), i (s))ds.

Taking into account these considerations, we will provide the existence of a
generalized solution to the second-order inclusion of the form

0ecii(t)y + A@Wu(t) + 0p (u(t))
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which enjoy several regular properties. The result is similar to that of Attouch et al.
[4], Paoli [43], and Schatzman [48] with different hypotheses and a different
method that is essentially based on Corollary 3.2 and the tools given in [22, 23, 27]
involving the Young measures [9, 32] and biting convergence.

Let us recall a useful Gronwall-type lemma [21].

Lemma 3.5 (A Gronwall-like inequality.) Let p,q,r : [0, T] — [0, oo[ be three
nonnegative Lebesgue integrable functions such that for almost all t € [0, T]

t
r(t) < p() +q(t)/ r(s)ds.
0

Then

t t
r(r)sp(r>+q<r>/0 [p@)exp(f q(r)dr)} ds

forallt € [0, T].

Proposition 3.1 Assume that H = RY and that, foreveryt € [0,T], A(t) : H —
H is single-valued maximal monotone satisfying

(H1) there exists o > 0 such that

dis(A(t), A(s)) <a(t—s) for 0 <s <t <T,
(H?2) there exists a nonnegative real number ¢ such that

[A@ 0|l < c(A+x])) for t €[0,T], x € H.

Assume further that A(t) satisfies

A-1. (t,x) = A(t)x is a Caratheodory mapping, that is, t — A(t)x is Lebesgue-
measurable on [0, T for each fixed x € H, and x — A(t)x is continuous on
H for each fixedt € [0, T],

A-2. (A()x, x) > y|lx||% forall (t, x) € [0, T] x H, for some y > 0.

Letn € Nand ¢, : H — RT be a C', convex, Lipschitz function and such that Vg,
is locally Lipschitz, and let oo be a nonnegative l.s.c proper function defined on H
with ¢, (x) < ¢eo(x),Vx € H. For eachn € N, let u" be the unique WH’OO([O, T1)
solution to the problem

0=u"(t)+ A)u"(t) + Vou (u" (1)), 1 € [0, T]
W' (0) = ufl, " (0) = if

Assume that

(1) @n epiconverges to @Yoo,
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(i) u"(0) = ug® € dom goo and limy, @y (u"(0)) = oo (ug®),

T = . .
(iii) SuPUEEL%O([O,TJ) fo Qoo (V(2))dt < 400, where BLc;{o([O,T]) is the closed unit ball

(a)

(b)

(©)

(d)

in L([0, T1).

Then up to extracted subsequences, (u) converges uniformly to a
Wé"}([O, T1, RY)-function u™® with u™(0) € dom ¢, and (") pointwisely
converges to a BV function v*™° with v™° = u°, and (ii") biting converges to
a function ¢ € Lﬁw([o, T1) so that the limit function u®, u® and the biting
limit £ satisfy the variational inclusion

—AQu>® —* € 3y, (u™)

where 01, denotes the subdifferential of the convex lower semicontinuous
integral functional I, defined on LI@([O, T

T
Iy (u) := [0 Yoo (u(t)) dt, Yu € LI‘?RO(,,([O, T)).

(U") weakly converges to a vector measure m € M };([O, T)) so that the
limit functions u®(.) and the limit measure m satisfy the following variational
inequality:

T T T
/ Poo(v(1)) dt 2/ Poo (U (1)) dt +/ (=A@ (1), v(t) —u™()) dt
0 0 0
+{=m v —uZ) g 0.1, (0.7

Furthermore lim, fOT e, ()dt = fOT oo W™ (1))dt. Subsequently the
energy estimate

1 1 !
%o(uc’o(t))+§llit°°(t)ll2 = %o(u8°)+§||ﬂ8°||2+/0 (—A()u™(s), u™(s))ds

holds a.e.
There is a filter % finer than the Fréchet filter | € LE@ ([0, TY) such that

U —lim[—AQ" —ii") =1 € L3 (10, TDyeu

where LI‘@ ([0, T1)}ycqx 18 the second dual ofLIIRd ([0, T']) endowed with the topology
o (L5510, TDY', Loy ([0, TD), and 0 € Ga([0, T}y Such that

lim{—~A()i" — "] = n € Cga ([0, T)),

weak
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where 6Ra([0,T1), denotes the space 6Ra([0, T]) endowed with the weak

weak

topology o (6ra([0, T1), €ra([0, T1)). Let 1, be the density of the absolutely
continuous part I, of | in the decomposition | = 1, + l; in absolutely continuous
part l, and singular part l5. Then

T
la(f) = /0 (f(t), —A@u™ (@) — ¢ (t))dt
forall f € LI‘@([O, T so that
I;oo(l) = Ipx (—AQ)> = ¢>) + 8% (ly, dom I ;)

where @7 is the conjugate of 9o, 14z, the integral functional defined on L%&d (o, 7n
associated with ¢}, I;OO the conjugate of the integral functional Iy, dom Iy, =
{u e LI?Kf’d([O, 1) : Iy, (u) < o0}, and

T
n, f) = /0 (CAWE (@) — £20), fO)t + s, [), Y € Gaa ([0, T]).

with (ng, f) = [;(f), Vf € Gra([0, T]). Further n belongs to the subdifferential
0 Jgo (u™) of the convex lower semicontinuous integral functional J, defined on

CRra (10, T])
T
Jooe () 1= / Yoo (u(t))dt, Yu € Gra([0, T]).
0
Consequently the density —A()u™> — ¢ of the absolutely continuous part n,

T
no(f) = /0 (=A@ () = 220, fO)dt, Vf € Gpa((0, T])

satisfies the inclusion
—ADET () — ¢7(1) € dpoo U™ (1)),  ace.

and for any nonnegative measure 0 on [0, T'| with respect to which ng is absolutely

continuous
dlls 00 dns
/ o (—(I)) do@) = / <u ®, —(l)>d9(t)

. ) "
where ryx denotes the recession function of ¢,,.
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Proof The proof is long and based on the existence and uniqueness of lefo (AE))
solution to the approximating equation (cf. Corollary 3.2)

0 = ii"(t) + A(t)i" (t) + Vo (" (1)), t € [0, T]
u(0) = ufl, @"(0) = il

and the techniques developed in [22, 23, 27]. Nevertheless we will produce the proof

with full details, since the techniques employed can be applied to further related
results.

Step 1. Multiplying scalarly the equation
—A@u" (1) —ii" (1) = Vo (u" (1))
by u"(t) and applying the chain rule theorem [42, Theorem 2] yields
GO, AW ©) {0, 70) = T

that is,
—" @), A" (@) = — (7)) u" (¢ +—1 u"(t 2

By integrating on [0, #] this equality and using the condition (ii), we get

1 1 d
on(u" (1) + EIW(I)II2 = on(u"(0)) + zllb't"(o)ll2 - /0 (" (s), A(s)i" (s))ds

1 .1 ! N/
swAM®D+?m%WF+VAHW@WM-

Then, from our assumption, @,(u"(0)) < positive constant < 400 and
%||L't”(0)||2 < positive constant < +00 so that

1 *n ! *n
%WWM+EW(MVSP+VAHuGWwJEWJW

where p is a generic positive constant. So by the preceding estimate and the
Gronwall inequality [21, Lemma 3.1], it is immediate that

sup sup |[["*()]| < +oo and sup sup @,u"(t)) < +oo. €))
n>11t€[0,T] n>11t€[0,T]
Step 2. Estimation of ||ii" (.)||. For simplicity, let us set z"(t) = —A(t)u"(t) —

i"(t),Vt € [0, T]. As

(1) == =AD" (1) — i () = Vo (u" (1))
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by the subdifferential inequality for convex lower semicontinuous functions, we
have

Pn(x) = @n (" (1)) + (x —u" (1), 2" (D))

for all x € R. Now let v € ELDC:]([O,T]), the closed unit ball of LI?KS,[O, T]). By
R
taking x = v(#) in the preceding inequality, we get
on(V(®) = (" (1)) + (v (@) — u" (1), 2" (1)).
Integrating the preceding inequality gives
T

T T
/0 (v(t)—u"(t),zn(t))dtifo (pn(v(t))dt_/o on(u" (1))d1.

Whence follows
T
/ (v(®), 2" (1))dt
0

T T 1
< /0 on (D)t — /0 on (W (1))d1 + /0 W, oy @)

We compute the last integral in the preceding inequality. By integration and taking
account of (1), we have

T
/(u”(t),z”(t»dt
0
T
= / (" (1), —A@u" (t) —i" (t))dt
0

T T
=—[(u"(t),b't"(t)]ng/O (Ii”(t),it"(t))a’t—/0 (u" (1), A(u" (1))dt
=— W"(T),a"(T)) + (u"(0), " (0))
T T
+/0 ||b't"(t)||2a’t—/0 " (1), A" (t))dt. (3)
As ||A@u" ()] < c(1 + i, (1)]]) by (H3), so that by (1) it is immediate that

fOT (u"(t), A(t)u" (t))dt is uniformly bounded so that by (1), (2), and (3), we get

T T
f (), 2Ot < / G ((D)di + L
0 0

T
< sup f Yoo (V(t))dt + L < 00 (@Y)

veBL (o) 0
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forallv e ELood (0, 77)- Here L is a generic positive constant independent of n € N.
R

By (4), we conclude that (z* = —A(.)u" — ii") is bounded in Lﬁ{d([o, T1), and then
so is (#"). It turns out that the sequence (#") of absolutely continuous functions
is uniformly bounded by (1) and bounded in variation and by Helly’s theorem; we
may assume that (i7"*) pointwisely converges to a BV function v™® : [0, T] — R?
and the sequence (u") converges uniformly to an absolutely continuous function u*°
with #1°° = v™> a.e. At this point, it is clear that A(#)u"(r) — A(r)v™>(z) so that
A" (t) - A()u(t) a.e. and A(.)u"(.) converges in Lﬁw([O, T to A()u(.),
using (1) and the dominated convergence theorem.

Step 3. Young measure limit and biting limit of ii,. As (ii,) is bounded in
LI]Rd([O’ T1), we may assume that (ii") stably converges to a Young measure
v e Z([0,T]); RY) with bar(v) : ¢ + bar(v;) € Ly, ([0,T]) (here bar(v)
denotes the barycenter of v;). Further, we may assume that (") biting converges to a
function ¢*° : ¢ — bar(v;), that is, there exists a decreasing sequence of Lebesgue-
measurable sets (B,) with lim, A(B,) = 0 such that the restriction of (ii,) on
each Bj, converges weakly in L]}Q‘,([O, T1]) to ¢°. Noting that (A(.)&") converges
in L%d([o, T]) to A()u°. It follows that the restriction of 7" = —A()u" — i"
to each B; weakly converges in Lﬁw([O, T)) to z%° := —A()u*> — >, because
(—A()u") converges in LIIRd([O, T1) to A(.)u° and (ii") biting converges to {*° €
L]}Qd([o, T1). It follows that

lim/ (—AQE" — i, w(t) — u" (1)) = / (—A ()™ — bar(vy), w(t) — u(t))dt
n B B

)
for every B € B; N Z([0, T]) and for every w € Lﬁ'{ﬁ,([O, T1). Indeed, we note that
(w(t) — u"(¢)) is a bounded sequence in L]%‘f,([o, T]) which pointwisely converges
to w(t) — u®(¢), so it converges uniformly on every uniformly integrable subset
of LIIRd([O, T1]) by virtue of a Grothendieck Lemma [33], recalling here that the
restriction of —A(.)u" — " on each By, is uniformly integrable. Now, since ¢,
lower epiconverges to ¢, for every Lebesgue-measurable set A in [0, T'], by virtue
of [23, Corollary 4.7], we have

+ 00 > liminf/ o W' (1))dt > / Voo™ (1))dt. (6)
n A A
Combining (1), (2), (3), (4), (5), and (6) and using the subdifferential inequality
en(w(t)) > @ (" (1)) + (=AQ)E" —ii" (1), w(t) —u" (1)),

we get

/(poo(w(t))dt Z/<poo(u°°(t))dt+/(—A(~)'2°°—bar(w),w(t)—uoo(t»dt-
B B B
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This shows that r — —A(.)u® — bar(v;) is a subgradient at the point u*° of the
convex integral functional [, restricted to LI‘[@(B;), consequently,

—A()u®> —bar(v;) € 0o (U™ (1)), a.e. on B,
As this inclusion is true on each B[C, and B;, 1 [0, T'], we conclude that
—A()u®™ —bar(v;) € 9o (m™(2)), a.e. on [0, T].

Step 4. Measure limit in =///Hgd([O, T1) of ii". As (ii,) is bounded in L]{Qd([O, T, we
may assume that (i) weakly converges to a vector measure m € ///]Igd([O, ThH
so that the limit functions #°°(.) and the limit measure m satisfy the following
variational inequality:

T T T
/ Poo(v(2)) dt Zf Poo(u™ (1)) dt +f (—A@®I® (@), v(t) —u™(1)) dt
0 0 0

o0
=MV = U 810,71, %0 (10.71))

In other words, the vector measure —m — A (1)1°°(¢)dt belongs to the subdifferential
0Jy, (u™) of the convex functional integral J,  defined on %Ra ([0, T]) by

Joo (V) = fOT Yoo (V(1)) dt, Vv € GRa([0, T]). Indeed, let w € GRa([0, T]).
Integrating the subdifferential inequality

on(w(®) = @u " (1)) + (=AD" (1) — " (1), w(t) — u" (1))

and noting that e (w(t)) > ¢, (w(t)) gives immediately
T T
/ Poow(t))dt > f on(w(D))dr
0 0

T
z/ Oa (" ())dt + (—A@u" (1) — i" (1), w(t) — u" (t))dt.
0

We note that

T

T
lim/ (—A(t)b't”(t),w(t)—u"(t))dt=/ (A@®u> (), w(t) — u®>(t))dt
nJo 0

because (—A(.)u") is uniformly integrable and converges in L}_I([O, T to A(Hu™>
and the sequence in (w — u™) converges uniformly to w — u®°. Whence follows

T T T
/ Poo(w(1))dt Z/ Yoo (u™ (1))dt +/ (—A®E® (@), w(t) — u™(t))dt
0 0 0

o
+=mow —u™) 10,11 % (0.7
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which shows that the vector measure —m — A(.)u®°dt is a subgradient at the
point #* of the of the convex integral functional J,, defined on €. ([0, T1)) by

Joo V) = [ goo(u(t))dt, Vv € €a ([0, T1).
Step 5. Claim limy, ¢, (u" (t)) = @00 (t)) < 00 a.e. and lim, fOT @, (" ())dt =

fOT Voo (U™ (1))dt < o0, and subsequently, the energy estimate holds for a.e. €
[0, T]:

I L. ! . ,
$oo (™ (D) + S 1 (O]* = Poo @) + 1 I> = f (A() @ (s), () ds.
0
With the above stated results and notations, applying the subdifferential inequality

on(w() = @aW" () + (—A@OI" (1) — i (1), w(t) —u" (1))

with w = u®, integrating on B € B;, N ([0, T]), and passing to the limit when n
goes to 0o, gives the inequality

/ Goo (U (1))dt > liminf / on (" (1))dt
B n B

> / 050U (1))d1 > limsup / on (W (1))t
B B

n

so that
lim/ @n(u" (1))dt =/ Poo (U™ (2))dt (7N
n Jp B

on B € B; N Z([0, T]). Now, from the chain rule theorem given in Step 1, recall
that

o o N d
=@, A@u" (1)) — @ (1), u" @) = E[‘pn (un (1)1,
that is,
- n n d
(" @), z" @) = E[‘pn(”n(t))]-

By the estimate (1) and the boundedness in L]i@ ([0, T)) of (z™), it is immediate that
(%[(pn (u, (t))]) is bounded in L]ﬁ([o, T1) so that (¢, (u,(.)) is bounded in variation.
By Helly’s theorem, we may assume that (¢, (1, (.)) pointwisely converges to a BV

function ¥ . By (1), (¢, (1, (.)) converges in LIIR([O, T]) to ¥ . In particular, for every
k € L ([0, T]), we have

T T
lim / k() pn (i (1)) dt = / k()Y (d. ®)
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Combining with (7) and (8) yields

flﬁ(ﬂdt: lim /wn(u”(t))dt=/<poo(u°°(t))dt
B n—o0 B B

for all € B; N Z([0, T1). As this inclusion is true on each B; and B; 1[0, T], we
conclude that

V(@) = lim @, (un (1) = goo (U™ (1)) ace.

Subsequently, using (iii), the passage to the limit when n goes to oo in the equation

1 1 !
on(u" (1) + Ellit"(f)ll2 = ¢n (" (0)) + Ellb't"(())ll2 - /0 (A(s)i™ (s), u" (s))ds

yields for a.e. r € [0, T']

1 1 !
Poo (™ (1)) + Ellb't(’o(t)ll2 = oo (g”) + 5|Ib't8°)||2 - /0 (A(9)i™(s), u™(s))ds.

Step 6. Localization of further limits and final step.

As (7' = —A()u"™ — ii") is bounded in LIIR,,([O, T]) in view of Step 3, it is
relatively compact in the second dual LI‘?KS,([O, T of L%M([O, T1]) endowed with
the weak topology U(L]?;d([o, T, L%ﬁ,([o, T1)). Furthermore, (z*) can be viewed
as a bounded sequence in %a ([0, T1)'. Hence there is a filter % finer than the
Fréchet filter [ € L7 ([0, T1) and n € 6Ra ([0, T1)" such that

% —limz" =1 € Ly ([0, T eux )
n
and
hr{n Zn =nec %Rd([o, T]);veak (10)

where Lﬁ’@([o, T]);Veak is the second dual of L;&d([O, T]) endowed with the
topology o(L]%f,([O, T, L]‘I@([O, T]) and GRa([0, T]);,., denotes the space
@Rra ([0, T])' endowed with the weak topology o (%Ra ([0, T1), €Ra([0, T1)),
because ¢Ra ([0, T']) is a separable Banach space for the norm sup, so that we may
assume by extracting subsequences that (") weakly converges to n € Ga ([0, T1) .
Let [, be the density of the absolutely continuous part /, of [ in the decomposition
I = 1, + I; in absolutely continuous part /, and singular part I, in the sense
there is a decreasing sequence (A,) of Lebesgue-measurable sets in [0, 7] with
A, | ¥ suchthat [(f) = [(14,f) forall h € L]@([O, T)) and forall n > 1. As
(" = —A()u" — ii") biting converges to z*° = —A(.)u®>° — ¢*> in Step 4, it is
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already known [22] that

T
la(f) =/0 (f®), =A™ () — ¢ (®))dt

forall f € LE{L’,([O, T1]), shortly z°° = —A()u®°(¢) — ¢°°(¢) coincides a.e. with the
density of the absolutely continuous part /,. By [19, 46], we have

Iy (D) = lpz (=A™ = ¢%) + 8%(ls, dom Iy, )
where @3, is the conjugate of ¢, Iz is the integral functional defined on
Lﬂ{{d (10, T']) associated with @3, I;  is the conjugate of the integral functional I,
and
dom /= {u € LE{L’,([O, T)) : Iy (u) < 00}
Using the inclusion
20 =—A0u>® — % € 8l (u™),
that is,
Loz (AQU™ = %) = (=A™ = ¢=,u>) — Iy, (u™),
we see that
I;‘w(l) = (—AQOU> =%, u>) — I (™) + 8%, dom I,,.).
Coming back to z" (1) = Vg, (u" (1)), we have
@n(x) = @u(u" (1)) + (x —u" (1), 2" (1))

for all x € R?. Substituting x by /(t) in this inequality, where i € €ga ([0, T]), and
integrating, we get

T T T
/ @ (h(1)) dt z/ gon(u"(t))dt+f (h(t) —u" (1), 2" (1)) dt.
0 0 0

Arguing as in Step 4 by passing to the limit in the preceding inequality, involving
the epiliminf property for integral functionals (cf. (6)), it is easy to see that

T T
/ Poo(h(1)) dt 2/ oo (U™ (1)) dt + (h — u®, m).
0 0
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Whence n belongs to the subdifferential 8J, (1) of the convex lower semicon-
tinuous integral functional J, defined on G« ([0, T']) by

T
Jooo () :=/ Yoo (u(t))dt, Yu € 6ra([0, T]).
0

Now let B : 6Ra([0,T]) — L[‘@([O, T1) be the continuous injection, and let
B* : Lg@([o, T1) — %Ra([0, T]) be the adjoint of B given by

(B, f) =, Bf) =, f), ¥l eLg(0,T), Vfe%r(0,T.

Then we have B*[ = B*l, + B*l;,l € L]%ff,([o, T1) being the limit of z, under the
filter 7 given in Sect.4 and [ = I, + I; being the decomposition of / in absolutely
continuous part [, and singular part ;. It follows that

(B*L, f) = (B*la, f) + (B*ls, f) = {la> )+ (s, [)
for all f € 6Ra([0, T]). But it is already seen that
(la, f) = (=AQE>® =%, f)
T
- /0 (—AQE® @) — ¢, fO)dr, Y € L0, T)

so that the measure B*[, is absolutely continuous

(B*la, h) = /OT<—A(-)L2°°(I) —¢®M, fM)dt, Vf € Cra([0,T])
and its density —A(.)u® — ¢° satisfies the inclusion
—Au> () — @) € Apoo(u™ (1)), a.e.
and the singular part B*[ satisfies the equation
(B*ls, f) = (s, h), Vf €Gpa((0,T]).

As B*l = n, using (9) and (10), it turns out that n is the sum of the absolutely
continuous measure n, with

T
(ng, f) :/o (=AU (t) — ¢, f()dt, Yf € Cpa((0,T])
and the singular part ny given by

(g, f) =ls, f), V[ €%Gra([0,T)).
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which satisfies the property: for any nonnegative measure 6 on [0, 7] with respect
to which ny is absolutely continuous

T dng r
/ Fox <—(z)> d@(t):/ <u @), (t)>d6’(t)
o \do 0

where rx denotes the recession function of ¢, . Indeed, as n belongs to 9J,, (u*°)
by applying [46, Theorem 5], we have

dna T dlls
Jo (n) = Iz, < o ) +/0 rex, (%(z)) do(r), (11)
with
T
Iz (v) :=/0 9% ((1)dt,Yv € Ly, ([0, T1).
Recall that
d
R A = £ € D, (1™,
dt
that is,

dng .
7 ( dr ) = (=A™ -, uoo>(L];Qd([O,T]),LD@([O,T])) - I%o(uoo)‘ (12)

From (12), we deduce

oo (1) =, 1) (1 (10,71, (10.T1) — oo 1)

= (U, 0) (% (10.7). %0 (10.71) — Lo (™)

T
:/o @ (0), —AQOu™ — ¢>()dt

T
+ /O <°°(r) (t)>d9(t) Lo (™)

() [ o o)
B2 dt 0
Coming back to (11), we get the equality
T dns T
/0 Tox (%(t)> de(t) :/(; < >d9(t))

The proof is complete.
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Comments Some comments are in order. In Proposition 3.1, using the existence
and uniqueness of W,21’°°(]0, T1) of the approximating second-order equation

0=i"@)+ A@®u" () + Ve (u" (1)), 1 € [0, T]
u"(0) = ug, u"(0) = uy,

we state the existence of a generalized solution u*° to the second-order evolution
inclusion

Ocii(t)+ A@Wu(t) + 0poo(u(t)), t € [0, T]
u(0) = ug € dom @0, 1(0) = ug

via an epiconvergence approach involving the structure of bounded sequences
in LIH([O, T] space [22] and describe various properties of such a generalized

solution. In particular, we show that such a generalized solution u*° is Wllg"} ([0, T
and satisfies the energy conservation and there exists a Young measure v; with
barycenter bar(v,) € L}{([O, T1) such that —A(r)u°(t) — bar(v;) € dpso(uoco(t))
a.e. In this vein, compare with Attouch et al. [4, 27], Paoli [43], and Schatzman
[48].

Now we deal at first with Wé’é ([0, T, H) solution for a second-order evolution
problem.

Theorem 3.3 Let for everyt € [0, T], A(t) : D(A(t)) C H — 27 be a maximal
monotone operator with D(A(t)) ball compact for every t € [0, T] satisfying

(H1) there exists a function r : [0, T] — [0, +00[ which is continuous on [0, T[
and nondecreasing with r(T) < +o00o such that
dis(A(2), A(s)) <dr(s,t]) =r() —r(s) for 0<s <t <T
(H?2) there exists a nonnegative real number ¢ such that

1A, )l < c(1+|IxIl) for t €10, T], x € D(A®))

Let f : [0,T] x H x H — H be such that for every x,y € H x H the
mapping f (., x, y) is Borel-measurable on [0, T] and for everyt € [0, T], f(t, ., .)
is continuous on H x H and satisfying

@ [f@x, Il < MA+lx]]), V2, x,y €[0,T]x H x H.
(i) 11f (¢t x,2) = ft, y. DI < Mllx —yll, Y&, x,y,2€[0,T1 x Hx H x H.

Then for ug € D(A(0))andyo € H, there are a BVC mapping u : [0, T]1 — H and
a Wy ([0, T1, H) mapping y : [0, T] — H satisfying

t
Y(l)=YO+/ u(s)ds, 1 €0, T],
0
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—Z—M(I) e Au(t) + f(t,u(), y(t)) dr-a.e. t €[0,T],
’
u(0) = up
with the property: lu(t) — u(t)| < K|r(t) —r(z)| for all t,t € [0, T] for some
constant K €]0, ool.

Proof By [8, Theorem 3.1] and the assumptions on f, for any continuous mapping
h:[0,T] — H, there is a unique BVC solution v to the inclusion

v (0) = up € D(A(0))
- %’10) € A@vn (1) + f(t,va(1), h(1)) dr-ace.

with [lop(D)]| < K, t € [0, T]and |[vp(t) —vp (D] < K(r(®)—r(7)), t,T €[0,T]
so that

dvy,
dvy, = —d
vy m r

with % € KBy, consequently ‘%” € LCI’{O([O, T1,dr). Let consider the closed
convex subset 2~ in the Banach space € ([0, T]) defined by

t
2 ={u:[0,T]—> H :u) = u0+f i(s)ds, e S tel0,T])
0

KBy’

where S 11<§ denotes the set of all integrable selections of the convex weakly
H

compact valued constant multifunction K By Now foreach i € 2, let us consider
the mapping

t
D)) :=ug +/ vu(s)ds, t € [0, T].
0

Then it is clear that ®(h) € 2 . Our aim is to prove the existence theorem by
applying some ideas developed in Castaing et al. [24] via a generalized fixed point
theorem [36, 44]. Nevertheless this needs a careful look using the estimation of the
BVC solution given above. For this purpose, we first claim that ® : 2~ — 2 is
continuous and for any 2 € 2 and for any ¢ € [0, T] the inclusion holds

t
dh)(1) € uo +/ 2ol D(A(s)) N K Bylds.
0

Since s > co[D(A(s))NK By]is a convex compact valued and integrably bounded
multifunction using the ball-compactness assumption, the second member is convex
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compact valued [14] so that ®(.Z") is equicontinuous and relatively compact in the
Banach space % ([0, T]). Now we check that @ is continuous. It is sufficient to
show that, if (h,) converges uniformly to / in 2", then BVC solution vy, associated
with &,

v, (0) = up € D(A(0))

dvy,

Codr

pointwisely converges to the BVC solution vy, associated with A

(t) € A(t)vp, (t) + f(t, v, (), hy (1)) dr-ace.

un(0) = uo € D(A(0))
- %(Z) € AWvp (@) + f(&, va(®), h(1)) dr-ae.

As D(A(t)) is ball compact, (vp,) is uniformly bounded, and bounded in variation
since ||vp, (t) —vp, (T)|| < K@ () —r(7)), t, T € [0, T], we may assume that (vp,)
pointwisely converges to a BVC mapping v. As v, = v +f]0 f ds%dr, tel0,T]

and d;%(s) € KBy, s € [0, T], we may assume that (%) converges weakly in

L} ([0, T1,dr)tow € LY, ([0, T1, dr) with w(t) € KBy, t € [0, T]so that
weak— lim vy, = ug +/ wdr == z(t), t € [0, T].
n 10,7]

By identifying the limits, we get

v(t) = z(t) = ug +/ wdr

10,7]

with Z—g = w so that lim, f(t, vy, (), hy(t)) = f(, v(),h()), t € [0,T]
Consequently we may assume that (% + f(, v, (), hy(.))) Komlos converges

to % — f(,v(.), h(.)). For simplicity, set g,(¢t) = f(t, vp,(t), h,(¢)) and g(t) =
f(t,v(t), h(t)). There is a dr-negligible set N such that for ¢t € I \ N and

. 1 " dvh,’ dv
lim — Zl (Tr'(’) +gj<t)) = () +g().

n—o0 p 4
J:

Letn € D(A(t)). From

dvy,
<d—"(t) + 8, (1), v(1) — ?7>
,

d d
- <%(t) + g (1), vp, (1) — n> + <ﬂ(r) + gn(), v(r) — vp, (;)>,
r dr
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let us write

dvhj
d

r

2|
-

so that

@) +gj®),v) — n>

1 /dvp,
(1) + g (), vp; (1) — 77>+; <d—J(I) + 8 (1), v(t) — vp; (t)>,

r

dvhj
d

-
Jj=1

dvhj
d

@) +gj®),v@) — n>

r

1 n
2
n

< rll Z(AO(t, m). 0 — v, ())+ (Constant)% > ) = va; ).

J=1 j=1

Passing to the limit when n — 00, this last inequality gives immediately
dv 0
O +80, v —n) = [(A@ M0 —v®)ae.

As a consequence, by Lemma 2.2, —j—f(t) e Av(t) + gt) = A@)v(@) +
f(t,v(), h(t)) ae. with v(0) = ug € D(A(0)) so that by uniqueness v = vy,.
Now let us check that ® : 2" — 2 is continuous. Let s,, — h. We have

t t t
D(hy)(t) — P(R)(@) =/0 vh,l(S)ds—/O vp(s)ds =/0 [vp, () — va(s)]ds

As [||vg, () =i ()]] = 0 pointwisely and is uniformly bounded : ||vp, (.) — v, ()| <
2K, by we conclude that

t
sup |[®(h,) (1) — P(R)(D]| = sup / lvn, () —va()llds — 0
1€[0,T7] ref0,71J0

so that ®(h,) — ®(h) — 0 in €y ([0, T]). Here one may invoke a general fact
that on bounded subsets of L, the topology of convergence in measure coincides
with the topology of uniform convergence on uniformly integrable sets, i.e., on
relatively weakly compact subsets, alias the Mackey topology. This is a lemma due
to Grothendieck [33, Ch.5 §4 no 1 Prop. 1 and exercice] (see also [15] for a more
general result concerning the Mackey topology for bounded sequences in L%).
Since @ : 2 — £ is continuous and ®(2") is relatively compact in Gy ([0, T]),
by [36, 44] ® has a fixed point, say h = ®(h) € 27, that means
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t

h(t) = D)D) =u0+/ wn(s)ds, 1 € [0, T1,
0
0h(0) = uo € D(A0))

- [%(t) € A@vn(0) + f (1, va(1), h(1)) dr-ace.

The proof is complete.
The following results are sharp variants of Theorem 3.3.

Theorem 3.4 Let for everyt € [0, T], A(t) : D(A(t)) C H — 2H pe g maximal
monotone operator with D(A(t) ball compact for every t € [0, T] satisfying (H2)
and

(H1) there exists a function B € wLi(0, T1, R; dt) which is nonnegative on
[0, T'] and non-decreasing with B(T) < oo such that

dis(A(1), A(s)) < |B(t) — B(s)|, Vs, € [0, T].
(H1)* Foranyt € [0, T] and for any x € D(A(t)), A(t)x is cone-valued.

Let f : [0,T] x H x H — H be such that for every x,y € H x H the mapping
f(.,x,y) is Lebesgue-measurable on [0, T] and for every t € [0, T], f(¢,.,.) is
continuous on H x H and satisfying

@ Nf@x, I =MA+|lx]]), Vt,x,y €[0,T] x H x H.
(11) ||f(f7X,Z)_f(f,y,Z)|| EM“X_)’“v Vt’xvyrze [O’ T] X HXHXH°

Then, for all uy € D(A(0)), yo € H, there are an absolutely continuous mapping
u : [0, T] - H and an absolutely continuous mapping y : [0, T] — H satisfying

t
y(@) = yo+/ u(s)ds, tel[0,T],
0

_fl—l:(t) € AWu() + F(t ut), (1)) di —ac. t € [0, T1, u(0) = o,
with
Il < (K + M1+ K)B@O + 1)+ M1+ K)

fora.e.t € [0, T], for some positive constant K.

Proof By [7, Theorem 3.4] and the assumptions on f, for any continuous mapping
h:[0,T] — H, there is a unique AC solution vy, to the inclusion

v (0) = up € D(A(0))
—op(t) € AWvp(t) + f(t, vp(2), k(1)) dt-ae.
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with [|o()]] < y (1) == (K+MA+K)BEO+1)+MA+K)ae.t €[0,T]so
that y € Lﬁ%([O, T]) and ||vs(2)|] < L = Constant, t € [0, T]. Let us consider the
closed convex subset 2 in the Banach space €y ([0, T']) defined by

t
%::{u:[O,T]—)H:u(t)=uo+/ u(s)ds, LleSzﬁ , t€[0,T]}
0 H

where SiE denotes the set of all integrable selections of the convex weakly
H

compact valued constant multifunction LBpy. Now foreach i € &, let us consider
the mapping

t
D (h)(t) :=ug +/ vp(s)ds, t €[0,T].
0

Then it is clear that ®(h) € 2 . Our aim is to prove the existence theorem by
applying some ideas developed in Castaing et al. [24] via a generalized fixed point
theorem [36, 44]. Nevertheless this needs a careful look using the estimation of the
AC solution given above. For this purpose, we first claim that ® : 2~ — % is
continuous for any 2 € 2 and for any ¢ € [0, T'], the inclusion holds

t
D)) € ug + f co[D(A(s)) N LBylds.
0

Since s — co[D(A(s)) NLBy]is a convex compact valued and integrably bounded
multifunction, the second member is convex compact valued [14] so that ®(Z") is
equicontinuous and relatively compact in the Banach space % ([0, T]). Now we
check that @ is continuous. It is sufficient to show that, if &, converges uniformly
to h in 2, then the AC solution vy, associated with £,

v, (0) = ug € D(A(0))
— Op, (1) € A@t)vp, (t) + f(t, vp, (1), hn()) dt-ae.

converges uniformly to the AC solution v, associated with A

vy (0) = up € D(A(0))
—vp(t) € A()vy(t) + f(t, vp(t), h(t)) dt-ae.

We have
—vp, (t) € A(Dvp, () + f(t, v, (), hy(1)), ae.t €[0,T],

with the estimation |[|vg, (1)]] < y() and y € Lﬁg([O, T] for all n €
N. As D(A(t)) is ball compact and (vp,) is relatively weakly compact in
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L},{([O, T1), we may assume that (vp,) converges uniformly to an absolutely
continuous mapping v such that v(r) = wup + fot v(s)ds, t € [0,T],
@Il < y@),t € [0,T], and (vp,) (T(L}_[, L) converges to ¥ so that
lim, f(t, v, (), hy(t)) = f(t,v(t),h(t)), t € [0,T]. Consequently we may
assume that (v, + (., vs, (1), h,(.))) Komlos converges to v — f (., v(.), h(.)). Let
us set g, (t) = f(t,vp,(t), h,y(t)) and g(t) = f(t, v(t), h(¢)). There is a negligible
set N such that for ¢ € [0, T]\ N and

n

1
Jim = > (0n; (1) + g5(1) = b(1) + g(0).
j=1

Letn € D(A(¢t)). From

(0, (1) + gn (1), V(1) = )
= (0n, (1) + gn (1), VR, (1) — 1) + (Vn, (1) + gn (), V() — V1, (1))

let us write
1 .
- > (o, () + g (), v(t) — )

j=1

n

S| =

1 n
= > (on, 0 + g, v, (1) — 1) +
j= e

(0n; (1) + (), v(@) = vp; (1)),

so that

|
= (o, () + g (@), v(0) — )
n i

n

1 1 <&
=- > (A% ). —vn )+ (Y + Constant) -~ > o) = vi, @)

j=1 j=1

Passing to the limit when n — 00, this last inequality gives immediately
(0@ + g(0), v(@®) = n) < (A%, m), n —v(D)) ae.

As a consequence, —v(t) € A(t)v(t) + g(t) = A()v() + f(t, v(t), h(t)) a.e. with
v(0) = ugp € D(A(0)) so that by uniqueness v = vy. Since ® : Z° — 2 is
continuous and ®(Z") is relatively compact in €y ([0, T]), by [36, 44] ® has a
fixed point, say h = ®(h) € 4, that means
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t

h(t) = D) (1) =uo+/ wn(s)ds, 1 € [0, T],
0

vp(0) = up € D(A(0))
—op(t) € AWvn(t) + f(t, vp(2), k(1)) dt-ae.

The proof is complete.

Comments The use of a generalized fixed point theorem is initiated in [24] dealing
with some second-order sweeping process associated with a closed moving set
C(t, u). Actually it is possible to obtain a variant of Theorem 3.4 by assuming that
A(t) : D(A(t)) € H — 2" is a maximal monotone operator with D(A(t) ball
compact for every ¢ € [0, T'] satisfying (H2) and

(H 1) there exists a function 8 € W'2([0, T, R; dt) which is nonnegative on I and
non-decreasing with 8(7") < oo such that

dis(A(2), A(s)) < |[B(t) — B(s)|, Vs, t € [0, T].

Here using fixed point theorem provides a short proof with new approach involving
the continuous dependance of the trajectory v, associated with the control h € 2~
and also the compactness of the integral of convex compact integrably bounded
multifunctions [14].

4 Evolution Problems with Lipschitz Variation Maximal
Monotone Operator and Application to Viscosity and
Control

Now, based on the existence and uniqueness of Wfl’oo( [0, T']) solution to evolution
inclusion

0€ii(r) + A@u@) + f(t,u@), 1 €[0,T]

D {u((» = ug. i(0) = iip € D(A(0))

we will present some problems in optimal control in a second-order evolution
inclusion driven by a Lipschitz variation maximal monotone operator A(¢) in the
same vein as in Castaing-Marques-Raynaud de Fitte [25] dealing with the sweeping
process. Before going further, we note that (.7) contains the evolution problem
associated with the sweeping process by a closed convex Lipschitzian mapping
C:[0,T] — cc(H)

{0 €ii(t) + Ne () + f(t,u()), t €0, T]
u(0) = ug, u(0) = g € C(0)

by taking A(¢) = dWc¢() in ().
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We need some notations and background on Young measures in this special
context. For the sake of completeness, we summarize some useful facts concerning
Young measures. Let (2, .%, P) be a complete probability space. Let X be a Polish
space, and let €?(X) be the space of all bounded continuous functions defined on
X. Let ///}r(X ) be the set of all Borel probability measures on X equipped with
the narrow topology. A Young measure A : Q@ — 4 _}_(X) is, by definition, a
scalarly measurable mapping from 2 into ///+1 (X), that is, for every f € €7 (X),
the mapping w — (f, Ay) = f x S (X)) dAry(x) is % -measurable. A sequence (")
in the space of Young measures % (2, %, P; 4 i (X)) stably converges to a Young
measure A € ¥ (2, F, P, //l}r (X)) if the following holds:

lim |:/ f(x)d)uz)(x)] dP(w) =/ |:/ f(x)d)»w(x)i| dP(w)
n—oJja L/x A LJX

for every A € .% and for every f € €”(X). We recall and summarize some results
for Young measures.

Theorem 4.5 ( [22, Theorem 3.3.1]) Assume that S and T are Polish spaces.
Let (u") be a sequence in % (2, %, P; ///_}_(S)), and let (V') be a sequence in
(R, F, P, ///_}_(T)). Assume that

(1) (u") converges in probability to un*° € % (2, #, P, ///_t (S)),
(i1) (V") stably converges to v>® € ¥ (2, F, P; ,///+1(T)).

Then (u" @ v™) stably converges to u®° ® v>° in % (2, #, P, ///J_(S x T)).

Theorem 4.6 ( [22, Theorem 6.3.5]) Assume that X and Z are Polish spaces.
Let (u™) be sequence of F-measurable mappings from Q into X such that (u")
converges in probability to a .F-measurable mapping u® from Q into X, and
let (V") be a sequence of .F -measurable mappings from Q into Z such that (v")
stably converges to v™° € % (Q, F, P; t//lJlr(Z)). Leth : Qx X xZ — R be
a Carathéodory integrand such that the sequence (h(.,u,(.), v,(.)) is uniformly
integrable. Then the following holds:

lim h(w, u" (w), vV (w)) dP(w) = / |:/ h(w, u™(w), 2) dvgo(z)] dP(w).
n—0o0 Q Q Z

In the remainder, Z is a compact metric space, and ///Jr(Z) is the space of all
probability Radon measures on Z. We will endow . i (Z) with the narrow topology
so that ///_,1_ (Z) is a compact metrizable space. Let us denote by %/ ([0, T]; ///_IF(Z))
the space of all Young measures (alias relaxed controls) defined on [0, T'] endowed
with the stable topology so that 2/ ([0, T]; ///i(Z)) is a compact metrizable space
with respect to this topology. By the Portmanteau Theorem for Young measures
[22, Theorem 2.1.3], a sequence (V") in #Z ([0, T, ///JIF(Z)) stably converges to
veZ(0,T]; #L(2)) if

T T
Jim [ / ht(z)dvf(z)} it = / [ f hz(z)dw(Z)} 1
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forall h € L}m)([o, T1), where € (Z) denotes the space of all continuous real-
valued functions defined on Z endowed with the norm of uniform convergence.
Finally let us denote by Z the set of all Lebesgue-measurable mappings (alias
original controls) z : [0,T] — Z and Z = % ([0, T]; ///i(Z)) the set of all
relaxed controls (alias Young measures) associated with Z. In the remainder, we
assume that H = R? and Z is a compact subset in H.

For simplicity, let us consider a mapping f : [0, T] x H — H satisfying

(i) foreveryx € H x Z, f(., x) is Lebesgue-measurable on [0, T],
(i) there is M > 0 such that

f@ ) <MQA+]x|])
for all (¢, x)in [0, T] x H, and
@, x) — f& I < Mllx — yl|

forall (#,x,y) €[0,T] x H x H.

We consider the lefo([O, T]) solution set of the two following control problems

(Zp) {0 € lx,y,c (1) + AW)iy,y,c () + [, ux,y @) +5(), 1 €[0,T]
ux,y,c(0) =x € H, ity y(0) =y € D(A(0))
and
(y%) {O € i'ix,y,)\(t) + A(I)ux,y',k(t)) + f(t, ux,y,)n(t)) + bar()»z), te [O, T]
ux,yx(0) =x € H, ity y,,(0) =y € D(A(0))

where ¢ belongs to the set 2 of all Lebesgue-measurable mappings (alias original
controls) ¢ : [0,T] — Z original and A belongs to the set % of all relaxed
controls. Taking (.#]) into account, for each (x, y, ¢) € H x D(A(0)) x Z (resp.
(x,y,A) € HxD(A(0)) xZ, there exists a unique lei’oo(]O, T]) solutions, solution
Ux,y,c (T€SP. Uy y 1), t0 (L) (resp. (F)). We aim to present some problems in the
framework of optimal control theory for the above inclusions. In particular, we state
a viscosity property of the value function associated with these evolution inclusions.
Similar problems driven by evolution inclusion with perturbation containing Young
measures are initiated by [22, 23]. However, the present study deals with a new
setting in the sense that it concerns a second-order evolution inclusion involving
time-dependent maximal monotone operator.
Now we present a lemma which is useful for our purpose.

Lemma 4.6 Let for all t € [0, T], A(t) : D(A(t)) € H — 2% be a maximal
monotone operator satisfying (H1) and (H2). Let f : [0,T] x H — H be a
mapping satisfying
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(1) foreveryx € H x Z, f(., x) is Lebesgue-measurable on [0, T],
(ii) there is M > 0 such that

f@ ) <MA+]x|])
forall (t,x)in[0,T] x H, and

f(, x) = f@E I < Mllx =yl
forall (t,x,y) €[0,T] x Hx H.

Let h,,,h € L‘;{O([O, T1,dt) with ||hy(®)|| < 1 forallt € [0,T], foralln € N
and [|h(t)|| < 1 forallt € [0, T). Let us consider the two following second-order
evolution inclusions:

0e ﬁx,y,h,, @)+ A(t)’:lx,y,hn @)+ f(@, Ux,y,hy @) +hu(t), t €[0,T]

y(A, f, hn, x, y) { Uz y 0) = x, ﬂx,y,hn 0) = y € D(A(0))

SA, f.h,x, ) 0 €iiy yn() +.A([)’;’x,y,h(t) + [ ux,y,n (1) +h@), t €[0,T]
”x,y,h(o) =X, ”x,y,h(o) =y € D(A(0))
where uy yp, (resp. uxyp) is the unique W?I’OO([O, T]) solution to
(LA, fihn,x,¥) (resp. (L(A, f,hn,x,y))). Assume that (hy) o (L', L>)
converges to h. Then (ux y p,) converges pointwisely to uy y p.

Proof We note that iiy y p, is uniformly bounded, so there is u € W121’°°([0, T
such that

Uy, y.h, —> u pointwisely with u(0) = x,

Uy yh, — U pointwisely with #(0) =y,

iix,y.n, — ii with respect to o (L', L>°).
Using Lemma 2.3, it is not difficult to see that u(r) € D(A(t)) for every ¢t €
[0, T]. As f(t,uxyn, () — f(t,u(t)) pointwisely so that f(.,uxyn,(.)) —
f(..,u(.)) with respect to o(L', L*). Since (h,) o (L', L>) converges to h, so
that f(., ux y.n,()) +hy — f(.,u()) + h with respect to o (L', L°). And so
Gy yn, () + O e yn, (D)) + hy() a(Ll, L>) converges to ut + f(..,u(.)) + h.
As a consequence, we may also assume that iy y p, () + f(, ux yn, () + By ()
Komlos converges to i+ f (.., u(.)) +h. Coming back to the inclusion —iiy y , (t) —
ft ux yn, @) — hy(t) € A(t)iix y p, (), we have by the monotonicity of A(t)

(’;ix,y,hn )+ f(t’ Ux,y,h, @) + h,(2), ux,y,hn ) —n) < <A0(ta n),n— ’/‘lx,y,hn (1))

for any n € D(A(t)). For notational convenience, set

v, (1) Zﬁx,y,hn @) + f(, Ux,y,hy, @) + hu(2),Vt €[0,T],
v(t) =ii(t) + f(t,u(t)) +h(), vVt €[0,T].
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There is a negligible set N such that
12
lim ~ ; vi (1) = v(?)
fort ¢ N. Let us write
(V (0), () — ) = (Va(0), thx,y, 1, (1) = 1) + (Va(0), (1) — T,y 1, (1))
so that

n n

1 & 1 1
- ;m (0, @O =m)== 3 (Vi) the,y o (D=1 3 (03 (1), (D) =it 1 (1)

i=1 i=1

1o, o . (R
< ;m (6, =ty (D) FL— D () =ty (O]

i=1

where L is a positive generic constant. Passing to the limit when n goes to co in this
inequality gives immediately

(), i(t) — n) < (A%(t, ), n — (1))
so that by Lemma 2.2 we get

—ii(t) — f(t,uxyn(t)) —h(t) € A()u(t) ae.
with u(0) = x and #(0) = y. Due to the uniqueness of solution, we get u(t) =
uy yn(t) forall ¢ € [0, T]. The proof is complete.

The following shows the continuous dependence of the solution with respect to the
control.

Theorem 4.7 Let for all t € [0, T], A(t) : D(A(t)) € H — 28 be a maximal
monotone operator satisfying (H1) and (H2). Let f : [0,T] x H — H be a

mapping satisfying

(1) foreveryx € H x Z, f(., x) is Lebesgue-measurable on [0, T],
(ii) there is M > 0 such that

f@ )l <MA+]x|])
forall (t,x)in[0,T] x H, and
1@, x1) — f x| < Mllxp — x|

forall (t,x1,(t,x2,) €[0,T] x H x H.
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Let Z be a compact subset of H. Let us consider the control problem

{ 0e I;t'x,yyv(l‘) + A(l)l;lx,y,v(t) + f(t, Mx,y,v(l‘)) + bar(vy), t € [0, T]
ux,y,v(o) =X, "'fx,y,v(o) =y € D(A(0))

where bar(v;) denotes the barycenter of the measure v; € //4 (Z) and uy y., is the
unique lei’oo([O, T1) solution associated with to bar(v;). Then, for each t € [0, T],
the mapping v +— uy ., is continuous from Z to Cy ([0, T, where Z is endowed
with the stable topology and Cy ([0, T] is endowed with the topology of pointwise
convergence.

Proof (a) Let v € & and let bar(v) : t > bar(v;), t € [0, T]. It is easy to check
that v — bar(v) from Z to L‘;{O([O, T1]) is continuous with respect to the stable
topology and the o (L}, L%}), respectively. Note that % is compact metrizable for
the stable topology. Now let (V") be a sequence in &% which stably converges to
v € %. Then bar(v") o (L}, L%}) converges to bar(v). By Lemma 4.6, we see that
Uy, y,yn pointwisely converges to uy,y. . The proof is complete.

We are now able to relate the Bolza type problems associated with the maximal
monotone operator A(t) as follows:

Theorem 4.8 With the hypotheses and notations of Theorem 4.7, assume that J :
[0,T] x H x Z — R is a Carathéodory integrand, that is, J(t, ., .) is continuous
on H x Z foreveryt € [0, T] and J (., x, 2) is Lebesgue-measurable on [0, T] for
every (x,z) € H x Z, which satisfies the condition (€): for every sequence ({,) in
Z, the sequence (J (., ux,y cn(.), £"(.)) is uniformly integrable in Lﬁ%([O, T], dt),
where uy y ¢ denotes the unique WZI’OO([O, T1) solution associated with {" to the
evolution inclusion

{ 0 € iy, y,cn (1) + AWy, y,en (1) + £ttty y,en (1)) + (0, 1 € [0, T
tyy,cn(0) = X, itz cn(0) = y € D(A(0))

Let us consider the control problems

T
inf(Py) = inf/ J(t ux,y,e (1), £())dt
teZ Jo

and
T
inf(Py) = inf/ |:/ J(l,ux,y,x(t),z))»;(dz):| dt
reZ Jo z

where uy y ¢ (resp. uy y ;) is the unique lei’oo([O, T1) solution associated with ¢ (
resp. A) to

{ 0¢e ﬁx,y,;(t) + A(t)’;lx,y,g(t) + f(h ux,y,{(t)) + é‘(t)a re [07 T]
U,y (0) =X,y y,:(0) = y € D(A(0))
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and

{0 € ’;ix,y,)»(t) + A(t)ﬂx,)',u(t) + f(@, ux,y,v(t)) + bar(A;), t € [0, T]
ux,y,)»(o) =X, ".tx,y,)u(o) =y € D(A(0))

respectively. Then one has
inf(Ps) = inf(Pgy).

Proof Take a control A € Z%. By virtue of the denseness with respect to the
stable topology of Z in %, there is a sequence ({"),en in 2 such that the
sequence (§;n),en of Young measures associated with (£"),en stably converges to

A. By Theorem 4.7, the sequence (uy,y,¢n) of W,zfo([O, T1]) solutions associated

with ¢ pointwisely converges to the unique Wf,’oo([O, T]) solution uy y ;. As
(J(t, ux,y,en(t), £"(¢))) is uniformly integrable by assumption (%), using Theo-
rem 4.6 (or [22, Theorem 6.3.5]), we get

T T
im [ (e (1), £ (1)) dit = / [ / J(r,ux,y,x,z)dxt(z)} dr.
0 0 zZ

n—oo

T
/ Tttty on(1), €' (1)) dit = inf(Py)
0

foralln € N, so is

T
f [ f s z)d/\t(z)} dt = inf(Py);
0 Z

by taking the infimum on Z in this inequality, we get
inf(Pg) = inf(Pg)

As inf(Pg) > inf(Pg), the proof is complete.

In the framework of optimal control, the above considerations lead to the study
of the value function associated with the evolution inclusion

{0 € ﬁr,x,y,v(t) + A(t)ﬂr,x,y,v(t) + f(, Ur,x,y,v(t)) + bar(v;),
ur,x,y,v(f) =X, ’/.tr,x,y,v(f) =y € D(A(7)).

The following shows that the value function satisfies the dynamic programming
principle (DPP).
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Theorem 4.9 (of dynamic programming principle). Assume the hypothesis and
notations of Theorem 4.7, and let x € E, T < T and o > QO suchthatt +o < T.
Assume that J : [0, T] x H x Z — R is bounded and continuous. Let us consider
the value function

VJ(T, X, y) = SUp,cxn f.L.T [fz J(t, ut,x,y,v(t)v Z)Vt (dZ)] dl,
(t,x,y) €[0,T] x H x D(A(7))

where u; x y,, is the lei’oo([O, T1) solution to the evolution inclusion defined on
[z, T] associated with the control v € X starting from x, y at time T

{0 € ﬁr,x,y,v(t) + A(t)'/'ir,x,y,v(t) + f(, ur,x,y,v(t)) + bar(vy),
ut,x,y,v(f) =X, "‘tt,x,y,v(":) =y € D(A(7))

Then the following holds:
T+0o
Vi(t,x,y) = sup { / [/ J(t ug xy0(), z)v,(dz):| dt
veR T VA

+ Vi +o, ur,x,y,v('f +0), "'tr,x,y,v(f + 0)}
with
Vit +o0,urxv(t +0), 06 (T +0))

T
= Sup/ |:/ J(t1 UT"FO',Mr,x,v.v(f+0'),".‘r,x,)',v(T"I‘U)’H(t)’Z)Ml(dz)] dt
ne# Jrt+o LJZ '

Where Veqou, ., (t40)iinayn(t+o) IS the Wzl’oo(r + o, T) solution defined on
[t +0, T1associated with the control . € Z starting from u x , (T +0), thr x v(T+
o)attimet + o

0e Ut+d,uf,x,yvv(r+a),1)tx,y,u(t+a),/},(t) + A(t)vr+(r,u1,x,yv(r+a),tk,_x,y,\,(r+d),u(t)a
+ f (@, Ur+o,ur_xy),,\,(r+a),ﬂ,1x_y,u(r+(r),u.(t)) + bar(u,),
Ur+0,u1,x,y,v(r+a),dr.x,y,u(r+a),u(7f +0)= ”r,x,y,v(l' +0),

V40,1t yo (140 tig oy (T40), (T +0) = liz x y v (T +0) € D(A(T + 0)).
(13)

't is necessary to write completely the expression of the trajectory Vrt0,ttr gy (THO ) dizor.yo (TH0) 1
that depends on (v, n) € Z x Z in order to get the continuous dependence with respect to v € #
of Vy(t + 0, urxyv(t +0)).
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Proof Let

T+0o
Wy(t,x,y) := sup {/ |:/ J(t,ur,x,y,v(t),z)vl(dz)] dt
veZA T VA

+V;(t +o, ur,x,y,v(f + U))}

For any v € %, we have

T T+o
/ |:/ J(t»ur,x,y,v(t)»Z)Vt(dz)] dl:/ [/ ](t,ur,x,y,v(t)’z)vt(dz)} dt
T VA T VA

T
+/ |:/ J(t, u,,x,y,v(t),z)v,(dz):| drt.
T+o Z

By the definition of V(T + 0, Uz x,y,v (T + 0), iz x y,v (T + ), we have

a

Vy(t+o, ur,x,}’,v(T+U)s ur,x,}*,v(f'i‘U) > / [/ J(t, Mr,x,y,v(t), )V (dZ):| dt.
Z

T+o

It follows that

T T+0o
f [ / J(r,uf,x,y,v(r),z)v,(dz)] di< / [ / J(r,ur,x,y,vm,z)vf(dz)} dr
T zZ T V4

+ V(T +o, ur,x,y,v(T +0), ’;‘f,x,y,v(t +0)).

By taking the supremum on v € Z in this inequality, we get

T+o
V), x, y) < sup { f [ / Tttty (), z)vt(dz)} dr
ve# T VA

+ Vi@ +o,urxyv(t +0), l;tr,x,y,v(f + U))}
=Wz, x,y).
Let us prove the converse inequality.

Main fact: v Vj(t + 0, ur x v(t + 0), iz x,» (T + 0)) is continuous on Z.
Let us focus on the expression of Vi (t + o, ur x (T +0), 7 x0(T + 0)):

Vit 4o, Mr,x,v(f +0), l:tr,x,v(f +0))

T
= sup / [/ J(, vt-‘,—a,u,.x,u(r+a),ﬂ,,x,v(t+o),u(t)» Z)U«t(dz):| dt
WEXR JT+0 Z
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Where Viio u,,, (t+0),ticx0(r+0),u denotes the trajectory solution on [t + o, T']
associated with the control u € % starting from u; (T + 0), lrx (Tt + 0),
at time T 4+ o in (13). Using the continuous dependence of the solution with
respect to the state and the control, it is readily seen that the mapping (v, u) —
Veto,utrp (t+0 ) iizyn(r+0),u () 18 continuous on #Z x % for each t € [r,T],
namely, if V" stably converges to v € % and u" stably converges to 1 € %, then
Vrt0,uy ¢ yn (T40) itz 1 o (T+0), . POINtWISELY CONVEIZES t0 Ve tou, , \ (r+0),1ir o (T+0), -
By using the fiber product of Young measure (see Theorem 4.5 or [22, Theorem
3.3.1]), we deduce that

T
v, u) = / |:/ J(t, Ur+a,u1_x_v(r+0),zkf,x,l,(T+U);,L(t), Z)Mt(dZ):| dt
T+o VA

is continuous on % x Z. Consequently v = V(1 40, tr x v(T+0), lir x v(T+0))
is continuous on %. Hence the mapping v frpra ([, It e x0(0), 2)vi(d2))dE+
Vit +0,urxv(t+0),tir (T +0)) is continuous on Z. By compactness of Z,
there is a maximum point v! € % such that

T+o
Wj(t, x, y):/ |:/J(t, Ur x oyt (1), z)vt1 (dZ)]dt+V](T+G, Ur x yo! (TF0)).
T zZ
Similarly there is u?> € % such that

Vit +o,u, (T +0), i, 1(T+0))

T
2
= / I:‘/; J(t, vt-i—a,uz . (t+g)’ufx o (‘[+O‘),/L2(t)’ Z)/J«t (dZ):|dl
. X,

+o

where

Vitou (tto)i, i (t+o).u2 (D)

T,X,V T,X,V

denotes the trajectory solution associated with the control u?> € Z starting from
Uy 1 (T +0), 1, 1 (T +0)attime t + o defined on [t + 0, T]

Oev

o, torin, @to) 2 OTAOVe 0 tori o) (O:
*‘f(t’vr+aan%Umr+axunL»vuz+axu2U))4'barULf%
Ur+0,u1_x1yyu| (T+0)’ur,x,y,v1 (t40),u? (T + O) = ur,x,y,vl (T + U)’
betou, ., prrori ., (et (T+0) =ity y (T +0) € DA +0)).

(14)
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Let us set

V= g0V + lrto.mit%

ThenV € Z. Let w4,y v be the trajectory solution on [z, T'] associated withV € Z,
that is,
0e wt,x,y',i(t)+A(t)wr,x,y,V(t)‘l‘f(tv wt,x,y,i(t))+ bar(v;) wt,x,y,?(f) =X
W,y (1) =y € D(A(1))

By uniqueness of the solution, we have

Wex,yv(1) =gy, 1 (1), VI €T, T+ 0],

wt,x,y,i([) =Vi4o,u | (t40),0 2(t), Vt €[t +o0,T].

T,X,),V

1(t+o),p

T,X,y,V

Coming back to the expression of V; and W, we have
T+o |
Wi(t,x,y) =/ |:/ J(t, ug ey 1 (1), 2V (dz):| dt
T V4

T
2
+ / |:/ J @, UH—G,MT 1 (t+0),u 1 (t+0),u2 @), Z)Ml (dz)] dt
40 7 LX,V T,x,V

T
=/ [/ J(, wr,x,y,v(t)az)vt(dz)} dt
T Z

T
< sup {/ [/ J(, ur,x,y,v(t)’z)vt(dz)il dt} =Vy(r,x,y).
veZ T VA

The proof is complete.

In the above evolution problem, we deal with second-order inclusion of the form

{ 0 € dix.y s (t) + AWty y 2 (1) + f(t, iy y (1)) +bar(,), 1 € [0, T]
uy,y(0) = x, 1, (0) =y € D(A(0))

with perturbed term f and bar(};). Now we focus to the evolution inclusion of the
form

{ 0 € iy 5 (1) + AOux 3 (1) + f(t, ux (1)) + bar(ry), 1 € [0, T]
uy,,(0) =x € D(A(0))

By Theorem 3.1, there is a unique Lipschitz solution u, j to this inclusion. Using
the above techniques and Theorem 3.1, we have a result of dynamic principle that
is similar to Theorem 4.9.
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Theorem 4.10 (of dynamic programming principle) Assume the hypothesis and
notations of Theorem 3.1, and let x € E, T < T and o > QO suchthatt +o < T.
Assume that J : [0, T] x H x Z — R is bounded and continuous. Let us consider
the value function

T
Vi(t,x, y)= Sup/ [/ J(, Mf,x,v(t)vz)vt(dz):| dt, (z,x) € [0, T]xD(A(7))
veZ Jt Z

where u+,, is the Lipschitz solution to the evolution inclusion defined on [, T]
associated with the control v € X starting from x, at time t

0e ﬁr,x,v(t) + A(t)ur,x,v(t) + f(, ur,x,u(t)) + bar(v;),
ur,x,v(f) =x € D(A(7)).

Then the following holds:

T+o
Vy(r,x) = sup { / [/ J(@, ug (1), Z)Vt(dz)] dt+V,(t+o, ur,x,v(r'i‘o'))}
ve# T V4

with

T
Vit +0,urxv(t+0)) = sup / [f J(, UrJra,uz,x,v(TJrJ)»M(t)’ Z)'u’f(dz):| dt
ue# Jt+o z

where Vi1 ou, . ,(t+0), ,f is the Lipschitz solution defined on [t + o, T associated
with the control . € X starting from u, x ,(t + o) at time t + o

0e 1.)r+0,ur_x,,,(r+a),u(t) + A(t)vt+0,ur"\-,,,(r+a)),u(t)

+ f(, Ur+a,urvxyyyu(r+o),u(t)) + bar(u;),

Ur-‘,—a,um,u(r—&-a),u(f +0) =urx (T +0) € D(A(T +0)).

Let us mention a useful lemma. See also [16, 22, 23] for related results.

Lemma 4.7 Assume the hypothesis and notations of Theorem 3.1. Let Z be a
compact subset in H, and t//l}r(Z) is endowed with the narrow topology and X%
the space of relaxed controls associated with Z. Let A : [0, T1 x H X ./ 1l(Z) - R
be an upper semicontinuous function such that the restriction of A to [0, T] x B X
///j_ (Z) is bounded on any bounded subset B of H. Let (to, xo) € [0, T] x E. If

21t is necessary to write completely the expression of the trajectory v, i, Uexv(t+0),u that depends
on (v, u) € Z x # in order to get the continuous dependence with respect to v € Z of Vy(t +
o, unxm(f +0)).
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maxue//{i(z)A(IvaO’M) < —n < 0 for some n > 0, then there exist o > 0
such that

fo+o on
sup/ A(I’uto,xo,v(t)v Vt)dt < -7
veZ# i) 2

where uy, x,,v is the trajectory solution associated with the control v € % and
starting from xq at time t

: 0 € tigy,x,0 (1) + A usy,x0,0 () + [, sy xo,0 () + bar(vy), t € [to, T1,
Uty xo,v (T0) = X0 € D(A(10)).

Proof By our assumption max, . 41z A(tg, xg, 4) < —n < 0 for some n > 0. As
the function (¢, x, ) — A(t, x, u) is upper semicontinuous, so is the function

(t,x) > max A, x, w).
nel(2)

Hence there exists ¢ > 0 such that

max A(t,x,u) < _X
net (z) 2

for0 <t — 19 < ¢ and [|x — xg|| < ¢. Thus, for small values of o, we have

||uto,xo,v(t) - uto,xo,v(t0)|| <<

for all ¢ € [tg, to + o] and for all v € & because |, x,,v(t)|| < K = Constant
for all v € & and for all t € [0, T] so that ||usy x,,»(t)|| < L = Constant for
all v € #Z and for all t € [0, T] Hence t — A(t, Uz x,v(t), v;) is bounded and
Lebesgue-measurable on [#g, fo 4+ o ]. Then by integrating

to+o to+o on
/ A, gy, x9,0 (1), V) dt < / [ max  A(t, Ugy,xo,0 (1), u)} dt < ——.
to to /LE./%i(Z) 2

The proof is complete.

Now to finish the paper, we provide a direct application to the viscosity solution
to the evolution inclusion of the form

0 €ty (t) + AWuy (1) + f(&, ux () +bar(r,), t € [0, T]
uy 3 (0) = x € D(A(0))

where A(?) is a convex weakly compact valued H — cwk(H) maximal monotone
operator.
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Theorem 4.11 Let for everyt € [0, T], A(t) : H — cwk(H) be a convex weakly
compact valued maximal monotone operator satisfying

(H1) there exists a real constant o > O such that
dis(A(t), A(s)) <a(t—s) for 0 <s <t <T.
(H?2) there exists a nonnegative real number c such that
1A%, ) < c(1+ |IxID). t € [0.T]. x € H

(H3) (t,x) — A(t)x is scalarly upper semicontinuous on [0, T]1 x H.

Let Z be a compact subset in H, and let % be the space of relaxed controls
associated with Z. Let f : [0, T]1 x H — H be a continuous mapping satisfying

(1) thereis M > O such that || f (¢, x)|| < M(1+||x]|]|) forall (t,x)in[0,T] x H,
i) 1f @ x) = fE I = Mllx =yl forall (t,x,y) € [0,T] x H x H.

Assume that J : [0, T] x H x Z — R is bounded and continuous. Let us consider
the value function

T
Vi, x) = SUP/ [/ J(t,ur,x,u(t),z)w(dz)] dt, (1,x) € [0, T] x H
veZ JT VA

where uz x y is the trajectory solution on [z, T'] of the evolution inclusion associated
with A(t) and the control v € & and starting from x € H at time T

{ 0e ’/'tr,x,v(t) + A, ugx (1)) + f@, Uz xv(t)) + bar(v;), t € [t, T]

urxv(t)=xe€H

and the Hamiltonian

H(t, x, p)

= sup [—(p,bar(u))Jr/ J(t,x,z)u(dz)] +8%(p, —f(t, x) — A(t, x))
neM(Z) z

where (t,x, p) € [0, T] x H x H. Then, Vj is a viscosity subsolution of the HJB
equation

10
< O+ Hx, VU 2)) =0, 3

3Where VU is the gradient of U with respect to the second variable.
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that is, for any ¢ € C'([0, T1) x H) for which V; — ¢ reaches a local maximum
at (to, xg) € [0, T] x H, we have

0
H (ty, xo, Vo (to, x0)) + B—(f(to, x0) > 0.

Proof Assume by contradiction that there exists a ¢ € C 1[0, T] x H) and a point
(tg, x0) € [0, T] x H for which

d
a—(f(lo, x0) + H (to, x0, Vo(ty, x0)) < —n <0 for n > 0.

Applying Lemma 3.5 by taking
A, x, u) = —(Vo(t, x), bar(u)) +/ J(, x, )u(dz)
z

8 (Velt, x), — (1, x) — Alt, 1)) + 2—‘;’@, »)

yields some ¢ > 0 such that

to+o to+o
sup [/ [/ZJ(t,uto‘xo,u(t),z)w(dz)} dt—/ (Volt, urg,xo,v (1), bar(vy)) dt
1 1

VEXR 0 0

to+o
+ / 8*(Vo(t, g xg,v (1)), = f (1, ugy,xg.0m (1)) — A(t, gy, xo,0 (1)) dt
fo

to+o 9
+ / %, uro,xo,ua))dr] (15)

on
2

<_
where u, x,,, is the trajectory solution associated with the control v € & starting
from x( at time g
0 € gy xgv () + A, Uy 500 () + [t Ugy x0,0 (1)) +bar(vy), t € [to, T]
{ Uy, xg,v (f0) = X0.
Applying the dynamic programming principle (Theorem 4.10) gives

to+o
Vitto.xo) = sup | | [ / J(t,u,o,xo,v(n,z)w(dz)}dr+vj(ro
veZ# to Z

+o, ut(),xo,v(to + U))] .
(16)
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Since Vj — ¢ has a local maximum at (¢, xg), for small enough o

Vj(to, x0) — @(to, x0) = Vy(to 4 0, tsg,xo,v(to + 0)) — @(to + 0, sy x50 (to +0))
(17)
for all v € Z. By (16), for each n € N, there exists v" € Z such that

th+o

Vi(to, x0) < /

fo

[/z J([»uto,xo,v"(t))’Z)th(dz):| di

1
+Vilio + 0, ttyy g to +0)) + - (18)

From (17) and (18), we deduce that

Vi(to + 0, gy xo,on (fo + 7)) — @(to + 0, Ugy xy,0n (f0 + 7))

to+o 1
Sf [/ J(t,uto,xo,v”(t)),Z)V[n(dz)]dt+ =
o V4 n

— @(to, x0) + V(to + 0, usy,xy,0n (fo + 0)).
Therefore we have

to+o
0=< / |:/ J(, Uy, xp,0" 1)), Z)])tn(dz)i| dt
1 Z

0

1
+ @(to + 0, Ugy,xo,vn (fo + 0)) — @(to, X0) + . (19)

As ¢ € C([0, T] x H), we have

©(to + 0, Uz, xo,0m (0 + 0)) — @(t0, X0)

0
a—f(t, gy xy o (1)) dit.

(20)

ty+o tot+o
= / (Vgﬂ([, ut(),xo,v” ([))7 ’/.tt(),xo,vn (t)> dt + /
1

0 fo

Since uy,, x,, v 18 the trajectory solution starting from xo at time #g
0e l'.tt(),xo,v" (t) + A(t’ Utg,xp, 0" (t)) + f(t’ Uty,xp,0" (t)) + bar(vl”), re [t()v T]
Utg,xg,0" (to) = X0

so that (20) yields the estimate
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@(to + 0, Ugy,x,vn (To + 0)) — @(to, X0)

to+o

fo+o
/ (V‘P(t’ Uty,xp, 0" (t))v l'.tto‘xo,v" (t)> dt + / E(Iv Uty,x,0" (t)) dt
I

0 fo

IA

to+o
—/’ (Yt 1y, 2000 (1)), DAV (2.t xgour (0))
fo
th+o
41/ 55 (Ve (1, ttgyxg 0 (1)), — Al gy g0 (1)) dt
fo

to+o )
—(t, n (1)) dt.
+A 1t 00 (1)
(21)

Inserting the estimate (21) into (19), we get

fo+o
0 5/ [/ J(t,u,o,xo,vn(t)),z)vf(dz)}dt (22)
1 z

0

to+o
- / (Vo(t, ugy xo,om (1)), bar(vy’) + f(t, tgy xo,0n (1)) dt
1

0

to+o
+ / 5*(V(P(t1 Utg,xg,v" (t))v —A(t, Utg,xp,v" (t)) dt
0]

th+o aqj 1
+[ g ()

0

Then (15) and (22) yield 0 < — % + % for all n € N. By passing to the limit when n
goes to oo in this inequality, we get a contradiction: 0 < — % The proof is therefore
complete.

Existence results for evolution inclusion driven by time-dependent maximal
monotone operators A(f) with single-valued perturbation f or convex weakly
compact valued perturbation F of the form

—u(t) € A(u(t) + f(t, u(r))
or
—u(t) € A(u(t) + F(t,u(t))

are developed in [7, 8], while existence results for convex or nonconvex sweeping
process in the form

—u(t) € Neqy(u(@®) + f (@, u(t))
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or
—u(t) € Ne@ (u(t)) + F (2, u(1))

where C(¢) is a closed convex (or nonconvex) moving set and N¢ () (u(t)) is the
normal cone of C(¢) at the point u(¢) is much studied so that our tools developed
above allow to treat some further variants on the viscosity solution dealing with
some specific maximal monotone operators A(#) or convex or nonconvex sweeping
process such as

0 € tirg,x0,0 (1) + Ny ey, x0,0 (1)) + [, tr 0 (1)) + bar(vy), 1 € [10, T]
uto,xo,v(to) = X0

using the subdifferential of the distance function dc)x.

We end the paper with some variational limit results which can be applied
to further convergence problems in state-dependent convex sweeping process or
second-order state-dependent convex sweeping process. See [1, 3, 34] and the
references therein.

Theorem 4.12 Let C,, : [0, T] — H and C : [0, T] — H be a sequence of convex
weakly compact valued scalarly measurable bounded mappings satisfying

(i) sup, sup;cpo.77 ¢ (Ca(1), C(1)) < M < o0,
(i) lim, # (Cy(1), C(1)) =0, for eacht € [0, T].

Let (v,) be a uniformly integrable sequence in L}i([O, T1) such that v, converges
for o (LL ([0, T1), L([0,T1) to v € L}, ([0, T1), and let (uy) be a uniformly
bounded sequence L% ([0, T1) which pointwisely converges to u € L% ([0, T]).
Assume that —v, (t) € Nc, ) (un(t)) a.e., then

u) e C@t)a.e and —v(t) € Ncp)(u(t)) a.e.
Proof For simplicity, let p,(t) = # (Cy(t), C(1)) for each ¢ € [0, T]. Firstly it
is clear that the mappings p,, t > 8*(—v,(t), C, (1)), t — §*(—v,(¢), C(¢)), and

t — 8*(—v(t), C(t)) are measurable on [0, 7] and integrable by boundedness. By
the Hormander formula for convex weakly compact set (see [19]), we have

18 (= va (1), Cp (1)) — 8" (=0, (1), C1)| < [|vp(®)]] (1)
so that
85 (=, (1), Cu(1)) — 8% (—vp (1), C (1)) = —|va(t)]| o (2).

By —vn(?) € Nc, ) (un(?)), we have §*(—v, (1), Cy(t)) + (vn(?), un(2)) < 050 we
get the estimation

—va @[] pn(t) + 8" (—va (1), C (1)) + (Va(t, un(r)) <0
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or

8 (—vn (@), C(1)) + (v (@), un(®)) < [[va (@)1 on ().

Note that the mappings ¢t +— §*(—v, (), C(#)) + (v, (t),u,(t)), and t >
[lv, ()| pn (¢) are integrable on [0, T']. Let B a measurable set in [0, 7] and then by
integrating

/8*(_vn(t)vc(t))dt+f<vn(t)’”n(t))dtf/ lvn (Dl pn (t)dt.
B B B

We note that the convex integrand H (¢, ¢) = §*(e, C(t)) defined on [0, T] x H is
normal because t — H (¢, e) is continuous on [0, 7] and e +—> H(t, e) is convex
continuous on H, with H (¢, ¢) > (e, u(t)) for all (¢, ¢) € [0, T] x H. Consequently
H(t,—v,()) = §*(—v, (), C(t)) > (—v,(t), u(t)). But ((—vy,, u)) is uniformly
integrable in L]}Q([O, T1], dt), so that by virtue of the lower semicontinuity of the
integral convex functional [22, Theorem 8.1.16], we have

liminf/ 8§ (—vp (1), C(1))dt > / §*(—v(r), C(t))dt. (23)
B B

n—oo

Note that the sequence (un ) — u(.)) is uniformly bounded and pointwisely
converges to 0, so that it converges to O uniformly on any uniformly integrable
subset of L }{ ([0, T, dt); in other terms, it converges to 0 with respect to the Mackey
topology (L5 ([0, T1, dt), L1, ([0, T1, dt)) (see [15]),* so that

lim (Ve (@), upy(t) —u(t))dt =0
B

n—oo

because (v,) is uniformly integrable. Consequently

lim /(vn(t),un(t))dtz lim /(vn(t),un(t)—u(t))dt—i- lim /(vn(t),u(t))dt
n—oo B n—oo B n—oo B
= lim /(vn(t),u(t))dt=/(i1(t),u(t))dt. 24)
n—>0oo B B

By our assumptions, p,(¢) is bounded measurable and pointwisely converges to 0
and ||v, (?)|| is uniformly integrable; then similarly we have

lim f a0 ()t = . 25)
n JB

4If H = R?, one may invoke a classical fact that on bounded subsets of L%} the topology
of convergence in measure coincides with the topology of uniform convergence on uniformly
integrable sets, i.e. on relatively weakly compact subsets, alias the Mackey topology. This is a
lemma due to Grothendieck [33, Ch.5 §4 no 1 Prop. 1 and exercice].
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Finally by passing to the limit when n goes to oo in

/ 5% (—un (1), C(1))d1 + / (o (1), un ()1 < / w10 (1)t
B B B

and taking into account the above convergence limits (23), (24), and (25), we get

/ 8 (—v(r), C(t))dt + / (v(t), u(t))dt <O0.
B B

As the function ¢t — §*(—v(t), C(¢)) + (v(¢), u(t) is integrable on [0, T'] and this
holds for every B measurable set in [0, T'], we get

8 (=v(®), C()) + (v(@®), u(®)) < Oae.

Furthermore, it is not difficult to check that u(¢) € C(¢) a.e. using (ii) and the fact
that u,(t) € C,(¢t) for all n € N and a.e. ¢t € [0, T]; therefore, we conclude that
—v(t) € Nc)(u(t)) a.e. The proof is complete.

Our tools allow to treat the variational limits for further evolution variational
inequalities such as

Proposition4.2 Let C, : [0,T] — H and C : [0,T] = H be a sequence of
convex weakly valued scalarly measurable bounded mappings satisfying

() sup, sup;cio.7) (C,, ), C(t)) <M < o0,
(i) lim, 7 (Cn(t), C(t)) =0, foreacht € [0, T].

Let B : H — H be a linear continuous operator such that (Bx,x) > 0
for all x € H \ {0}. Let (vy) be a uniformly bounded sequence in L% ([0, T])
such that v, o (L% ([0, T)), L}L,([O, T]) converges to v € L%([0,T]), and let
(1) be a uniformly bounded sequence L7 ([0, T]) which pointwisely converges
tou € LY ([0, T1). Assume that —v, (t) € Nc, ), (t) + By (1)) foralln € N and
fora.e.t € [0, T). Then

u(t)+ Bu(t) € C(t) a.e.and —v(t) € Nc)(u(t) + Bu(t)) a.e.
Proof Apply the notations of the proof of Theorem 4.12. Let p,() =
%(Cn(t),C(t)) for each ¢+ € [0,T]. It is clear that the mappings p,,
t = 8*(—v, (1), C,(@), t > 8*(—v,(t),C(t)), and t +— &*(—v(t), C(¢)) are

measurable and integrable on [0, T']. By the Hormander formula for convex weakly
compact sets (see [19]), we have

18 (—vn (1), Cu (1)) = 8" (= v (1), C)| = [va(®)]lpn(?)

so that

8 (—va (@), Cu (1)) — 8" (—va (1), C(®)) = —llva ()]l o ().
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By —v,(t) € Nc, (1) (un(t) + Bv,(t)), we have
85 (=, (1), Cu (1)) + (Va (1), uy (1) + Bu, (1)) < 0.
Whence

8 (=vn (1), C(1)) + (vn (1), un (1) + Ba (1)) < [lva ()]l pn(t)

Note that the mappings ¢ — §*(—v, (t), C(t)) + (v, (¢), u,(t) + Bv,(¢)), and t —
[lv, ()| on(¢) are integrable on [0, T'] so that by integrating on any measurable set
L C[0,T]

/5*(_Un(t)’C(t))dt+/(Un(t)vun(t»dt“f‘/(vn(t)van(t))dt
L L L

< [ In@lpa 0.
L
Since (v,) o (L% ([0, T]),LL([O, T]) converges to v € L$([0, T]), it is not
difficult to check that (Bv,) converges for o (L% ([0, T]), L}L,([O, T]) to Bv €
L}I([O, T]), arguing as in [11, Theorem 4.1]. As a consequence, the sequence

(un + Buy) converges for o (L ([0, T1), LlH([O, T)]) tou+ Bv € LY ([0, T]).
From u,,(t) + Bv,(t) € C,(t), we deduce

/ (e, n (1) + Bon(1))dt < / 5% (e, Ca(1))dt
L L

for every e € H and for every measurable set L C [0, T']. By passing to the limit in
this inequality, we get

/(e,u(t)+Bv(t))dt < limsup/ 8*(e, Cp(1))dt < / 8*(e, C(1))dt.
L n L L
It follows that

(e, u(t) + Bv(t)) < §*(e, C(1)) ae.

By [19, Proposition II1.35], we deduce that u(¢z) + Bv(t) € C(t) ae. As in
Theorem 3.1, we have already stated that for every measurable set L C [0, T],

lim/(un(t),vn(t))dl =/(u(t),v(t))dt, (26)
mJL L
1im/ [vn ()1 pn (t)dt = 0, 27)
mJL

liminf/ 8*(—v(t),Cn(t))dtz/8*(—v(t),Cn(t))dt. (28)
n B B
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Now set ¢(x) = (x, Bx) for all x € H. Then ¢(x) is a nonnegative lower
semicontinuous and convex function defined on H. So we have

/(vn(t),an(t))dt=/</)(vn(t))dt-
L L

By lower semicontinuity of convex integral functional [19, 22, 23], we get

liminf/(vn(t), Buv,(t))dt
n L
=liminf/ o, (t)dt > / e(v(t))dt =/(v(t),Bv(t))dt.
n L L L

Taking into consideration the above stated limits (26), (27), (28) and passing to the
limit when n goes to oo in the inequality

/5*(_Un(t)’C(t))dt+/(Un(t)vun(t»dt“f‘/(vn(t)van(t))dt
L L L

- / w01 110n (D)1,
L

we get
/8*(—v(t), C(t))dt +/(U(t),u(t) + Bu(t))dt <0
L L

for every measurable set L C [0, T]. Since the mapping ¢t — §*(—v(t), C(¢)) +
(v(?), u(t) + Bv(r)) is integrable on [0, T'], we have

§*(—v(t), C()) + (v(t), u(?) + Bv(®)) <0 ae.

Asu(t)+ Bv(t) € C(t) a.e., this yields —v(¢) € Nc)(u(t)+ Bv(?)) a.e. The proof
is complete.

References

1. Adly S, Haddad T (2018) An implicit sweeping process approach to quasistatic evolution
variational inequalities. Siam J Math Anal 50(1):761-778

2. Adly S, Haddad T, Thibault L (2014) Convex sweeping process in the framework of measure
differential inclusions and evolution variational inequalities. Math Program 148(1-2, Ser. B):5—
47

3. Aliouane F, Azzam-Laouir D, Castaing C, Monteiro Marques MDP (2018, Preprint) Second
order time and state dependent sweeping process in Hilbert space



76

4.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

217.

28.

C. Castaing et al.

Attouch H, Cabot A, Redont P (2002) The dynamics of elastic shocks via epigraphical
regularization of a differential inclusion. Barrier and penalty approximations. Adv Math Sci
Appl 12(1):273-306. Gakkotosho, Tokyo

. Azzam-Laouir D, Izza S, Thibault L (2014) Mixed semicontinuous perturbation of nonconvex

state-dependent sweeping process. Set Valued Var Anal 22:271-283

. Azzam-Laouir D, Makhlouf M, Thibault L (2016) On perturbed sweeping process. Appl Anal

95(2):303-322

. Azzam-Laouir D, Castaing C, Monteiro Marques MDP (2017) Perturbed evolution problems

with continuous bounded variation in time and applications. Set-Valued Var Anal. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s11228-017-0432-9

. Azzam-Laouir D, Castaing C, Belhoula W, Monteiro Marques MDP (2017, Preprint) Perturbed

evolution problems with absolutely continuous variation in time and applications

. Barbu (1976) Nonlinear semigroups and differential equations in Banach spaces. Noordhoff

International Publisher, Leyden

Benabdellah H, Castaing C (1995) BV solutions of multivalued differential equations on closed
moving sets in Banach spaces. Banach center publications, vol 32. Institute of Mathematics,
Polish Academy of Sciences, Warszawa

Benabdellah H, Castaing C, Salvadori A (1997) Compactness and discretization methods for
differential inclusions and evolution problems. Atti Sem Mat Fis Univ Modena XLV:9-51
Brezis H (1972) Opérateurs maximaux monotones dans les espaces de Hilbert et equations
dévolution. Lectures notes 5. North Holland Publishing Co, Amsterdam

Brezis H (1979) Opérateurs maximaux monotones et semi-groupes de contraction dans un
espace de Hilbert. North Holland Publishing Co, Amsterdam

Castaing C (1970) Quelques résultats de compacité liés a 1’ intégration. C R Acd Sci Paris
270:1732-1735; et Bulletin Soc Math France 31:73-81 (1972)

Castaing C (1980) Topologie de la convergence uniforme sur les parties uniformément
intégrables de L}E et théoremes de compacité faible dans certains espaces du type Kothe-Orlicz.
Travaux Sém Anal Convexe 10(1):27. exp. no. 5

Castaing C, Marcellin S (2007) Evolution inclusions with pln functions and application to
viscosity and control. INCA 8(2):227-255

Castaing C, Monteiro Marques MDP (1996) Evolution problems associated with nonconvex
closed moving sets with bounded variation. Portugaliae Mathematica 53(1):73-87; Fasc

. Castaing C, Monteiro Marques MDP (1995) BV Periodic solutions of an evolution problem

associated with continuous convex sets. Set Valued Anal 3:381-399

Castaing C, Valadier M (1977) Convex analysis and measurable multifunctions. Lectures notes
in mathematics. Springer, Berlin, p 580

Castaing C, Duc Ha TX, Valadier M (1993) Evolution equations governed by the sweeping
process. Set-Valued Anal 1:109-139

Castaing C, Salvadori A, Thibault L (2001) Functional evolution equations governed by
nonconvex sweeeping process. J Nonlinear Convex Anal 2(2):217-241

Castaing C, Raynaud de Fitte P, Valadier M (2004) Young measures on topological spaces with
applications in control theory and probability theory. Kluwer Academic Publishers, Dordrecht
Castaing C, Raynaud de Fitte P, Salvadori A (2006) Some variational convergence results with
application to evolution inclusions. Adv Math Econ 8:33-73

Castaing C, Ibrahim AG, Yarou M (2009) Some contributions to nonconvex sweeping process.
J Nonlinear Convex Anal 10(1):1-20

Castaing C, Monteiro Marques MDP, Raynaud de Fitte P (2014) Some problems in optimal
control governed by the sweeping process. J Nonlinear Convex Anal 15(5):1043-1070
Castaing C, Monteiro Marques MDP, Raynaud de Fitte P (2016) A Skorohod problem governed
by a closed convex moving set. J Convex Anal 23(2):387-423

Castaing C, Le Xuan T, Raynaud de Fitte P, Salvadori A (2017) Some problems in second order
evolution inclusions with boundary condition: a variational approach. Adv Math Econ 21:1-46
Colombo G, Goncharov VV (1999) The sweeping processes without convexity. Set Valued
Anal 7:357-374


https://doi.org/10.1007/s11228-017-0432-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11228-017-0432-9

Second-Order Evolution Problems with Time-Dependent Maximal Monotone. . . 77

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.
37.

38.

39.

40.

41.
42.
43,
44,
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.

50.
51.

52.

53.

54.

Cornet B (1983) Existence of slow solutions for a class of differential inclusions. J Math Anal
Appl 96:130-147

Edmond JF, Thibault L (2005) Relaxation and optimal control problem involving a perturbed
sweeping process. Math Program Ser B 104:347-373

Flam S, Hiriart-Urruty J-B, Jourani A (2009) Feasibility in finite time. J Dyn Control Syst
15:537-555

Florescu LC, Godet-Thobie C (2012) Young measures and compactness in measure spaces. De
Gruyter, Berlin

Grothendieck A (1964) Espaces vectoriels topologiques Mat, 3rd edn. Sociedade de matemat-
ica, Sad Paulo

Haddad T, Noel J, Thibault L (2016) Perturbed Sweeping process with subsmooth set
depending on the state. Linear Nonlinear Anal 2(1):155-174

Henry C (1973) An existence theorem for a class of differential equations with multivalued
right-hand side. ] Math Anal Appl 41:179-186

Idzik A (1988) Almost fixed points theorems. Proc Am Math Soc 104:779-784

Kenmochi N (1981) Solvability of nonlinear evolution equations with time-dependent con-
straints and applications. Bull Fac Educ Chiba Univ 30:1-87

Kunze M, Monteiro Marques MDP (1997) BV solutions to evolution problems with time-
dependent domains. Set Valued Anal 5:57-72

Monteiro Marques MDP (1984) Perturbations convexes semi-continues supérieurement de
probléemes d’évolution dans les espaces de Hilbert, vol 14. Séminaire d’Analyse Convexe,
Montpellier, exposé n 2

Monteiro Marques MDP (1993) Differential inclusions nonsmooth mechanical problems,
shocks and dry friction. Progress in nonlinear differential equations and their applications,
vol 9. Birkhauser, Basel

Moreau JJ (1977) Evolution problem associated with a moving convex set in a Hilbert Space.
J Differ Equ 26:347-374

Moreau JJ, Valadier M (1987) A chain rule involving vector functions of bounded variations. J
Funct Anal 74(2):333-345

Paoli L (2005) An existence result for non-smooth vibro-impact problem. J Differ Equ
211(2):247-281

Park S (2006) Fixed points of approximable or Kakutani maps. J Nonlinear Convex Anal
7(1):1-17

Recupero V (2016) Sweeping processes and rate independence. J Convex Anal 23:921-946
Rockafellar RT (1971) Integrals which are convex functionals, II. Pac J Math 39(2):439-369
Saidi S, Thibault L, Yarou M (2013) Relaxation of optimal control problems involving time
dependent subdifferential operators. Numer Funct Anal Optim 34(10):1156-1186

Schatzman M (1979) Problemes unilatéraux d’ évolution du second ordre en temps. These de
Doctorat d’ Etates Sciences Mathématiques, Université Pierre et Marie Curie, Paris 6
Thibault L (1976) Propriétés des sous-différentiels de fonctions localement Lipschitziennes
définies sur un espace de Banach séparable. Applications. These, Université Montpellier 11
Thibault L (2003) Sweeping process with regular and nonregular sets. J Differ Equ 193:1-26
Valadier M (1988) Quelques résultats de base concernant le processus de la rafle. Sém. Anal.
Convexe, Montpellier, vol 3

Valadier M (1990) Lipschitz approximations of the sweeping process (or Moreau) process. J
Differ Equ 88(2):248-264

Vladimirov AA (1991) Nonstationary dissipative evolution equation in Hilbert space. Nonlin-
ear Anal 17:499-518

Vrabie IL (1987) Compactness methods for Nonlinear evolutions equations. Pitman mono-
graphs and surveys in pure and applied mathematics, vol 32. Longman Scientific and Technical,
Wiley/New York



Plausible Equilibria and Backward m)
Payoff-Keeping Behavior e

Yuhki Hosoya

Abstract This paper addresses Selten’s chain store paradox. We view this paradox
as the phenomenon whereby the subgame perfect equilibria (SPEs) of some games
are not credible. To solve this problem, we construct a refinement of Nash equilibria
(NEs) called plausible equilibria. If an NE is included in this refinement, then the
chain store paradox phenomenon does not occur and this equilibrium is credible.
This paper analyzes the properties of this refinement and presents two results. First,
every SPE of a zero-sum game with perfect information is plausible. Second, the
notion of plausibility removes a bad equilibrium of the coordination game.
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1 Introduction

This paper describes a solution to Selten’s [8] chain store paradox. Our approach
differs from the standard approach. We view this paradox as the phenomena
whereby the subgame perfect equilibria (SPEs) of some games are not credible,
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and some Nash equilibria (NEs) are credible even though they are not SPE. This
situation can be solved using a refinement of NE that avoids this paradox. In this
paper, we define such a refinement and demonstrate some of its properties.

We stress that the problem of the chain store paradox still remains, though many
people say that it was solved by Kreps and Wilson [2]. Their study connects this
paradox to the problem of reputation,' and solves this problem using the notion of
sequential equilibria.> Most articles and books referring to this paradox mention this
paper, and thus this paradox is treated as the problem of reputation.’

However, the interpretation of the paradox by Kreps and Wilson [2] is different
from that by Selten [8]. More precisely, Kreps and Wilson [2] interpret this paradox
as the inconsistency between the actual behavior of firms reported in Scherer [7]
and the SPE of long-term repetitions of the entry deterrence game. This problem
is different from the problem considered by Selten [8]. Selten stated that this
problem is “an inconsistency between game theoretical reasoning and plausible
human behavior,” and “plausible human behavior” is not the same as the “actual
behavior of firms” in Kreps-Wilson, because Selten’s “behavior” is behavior of a
human that is confronted with an abstract game. Selten’s motivation is devoted
to the abstract game itself, and thus he cannot change the analyzed game from the
simple entry deterrence game to some other game. In contrast, in Kreps-Wilson,
the “actual behavior of firms” means behavior of firms in the real world, and thus
they can modify the game to introduce some imperfect information structure for
explaining this phenomenon.*

We now try to explain the original chain store paradox of Selten [8]. Selten first
constructs two games and demonstrates that most people probably opt against the
strategy of unique SPE in these games. The reason why this strategy is denied is
because there is an alternative strategy that seems to gain a larger payoff. Although

In the same year, Milgrom and Roberts [5] and Kreps et al. [4] also treated the problem of
reputation.

2See Kreps and Wilson [3] for a detailed argument.
3For example, see Fudenberg and Tirole [1] or Osborne and Rubinstein [6].

“In section 2 of Selten [8], he wrote the following arguments. “As we shall see in section 8, only
the induction theory is game theoretically correct. Logically, the induction argument cannot be
restricted to the last periods of the game. There is no way to avoid the conclusion that it applies
to all periods of the game. Nevertheless the deterrence theory is much more convincing. If I had
to play the game in the role of player A, I would follow the deterrence theory. I would be very
surprised if it failed to work. From my discussions with friends and colleagues, I get the impression
that most people share this inclination. In fact, up to now I met nobody who said that he would
behave according to the induction theory. My experience suggests that mathematically trained
persons recognize the logical validity of the induction argument, but they refuse to accept it as
a guide to practical behavior.” The ground for our claim that Selten’s view of this paradox is a
conflict between theory and experiments is the above paragraphs. Therefore, Selten cannot solve
this paradox by modifying the game. However, Kreps and Wilson introduce a (potential) existence
of tough player and solve this problem. The existence of tough player means that they modify the
game from Selten’s chain store game, and thus this approach is not the solution of the original
chain store paradox considered by Selten. In contrast, the notion of DIP (we will define this term
later) can reflect Selten’s original idea to some extent.
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this alternative strategy is not the best response for the strategy profile of unique
SPE, it seems to be more profitable than the strategy of SPE, since if he/she chooses
this strategy, then other players will probably change their strategy in response.

It is useful to consider the first type of chain store game of Selten [8]. This game
has 21 players and consists of 20 stages. In the i-th stage, player i chooses either E
or N. If player i chooses N, then he/she gains payoff 1 and player O gains payoff 5.
Otherwise, player 0 chooses either A or C. If he/she chooses A, then both players i
and 0 gain payoff 0. If he/she chooses C, then both players i and 0 gain payoff 2.

The unique SPE of this game is as follows: player 0 always chooses C , and
every other player chooses E. Selten [8] calls this strategy the inductive theory.
Meanwhile, Selten [8] introduces another strategy, called the deterrence theory. In
deterrence theory, player O chooses A until stage 17 and chooses C in stages 18, 19,
and 20.

If SPE arises, then player O gains 40. Suppose that player 0 chooses to follow the
deterrence theory. If no other player deviates from the SPE strategy, then the payoff
of player O is only 6. However, this scenario is not realistic, since late players can
predict that player 0 will choose A, and if so, N is more profitable than E. If more
than seven people change their choice, then the payoff for player O is more than 41.
Hence, the deterrence theory seems to be more profitable than the inductive theory.
This is the original chain store paradox.

We simplify this paradox as follows:

—_—

. Suppose that some NE s* tends to be realized.

2. Player i intentionally changes his/her action to something different from that
in s*,

3. Other players observe this action and change their action according to “some
criterion.”

4. Player i gains a payoff more than that in s*. Thus, player i rejects strategy s;".

5. s* is not realized.

Thus, we want to define a refinement of NE in which these phenomena do not
occur. To do this, we must clarify the notion of “some criterion” above. In the chain
store paradox, players 1-20 mispredict the choice of player O and therefore change
their action to a more sound choice. This “sound choice” seems to be the maximin
behavior. Therefore, we assume that this criterion is the maximin criterion
and thus define a refinement called the plausible equilibrium. Roughly speaking,
plausible equilibria are NEs where no player can gain when he/she changes his/her
action to control other players’ actions.

Together with the above notion, we define the degree of implausibility (DIP) of
NE. In our definition, an NE is plausible if and only if the DIP of this NE is zero.
The reason why we consider DIP is that the plausibility is too strict and there might
be no plausible equilibrium in many games. For example, Selten’s chain store game
has no plausible equilibrium. In contrast, there is an NE whose DIP is 1 in Selten’s
game, which seems to correspond with the deterrence theory. The DIP of the unique
SPE in Selten’s game is 12, which is much higher than in the above NE. We think
that this is an explanation for Selten’s original chain store paradox.
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Using the notion of plausible equilibria, we can interpret likely behavior in an
ordinal coordination game. That is, the good equilibrium is a unique plausible
equilibrium of a long-term repeated game. We can interpret this result as follows:
if the bad equilibrium tends to occur, player 1 denies this action and chooses the
strategy of the good equilibrium. Then, after the next period, player 2 changes his
action to the same strategy. Although player 1 loses his/her payoff in the first period,
he/she eventually gains if the game is sufficiently long. Hence, the bad equilibrium
is not plausible. Meanwhile, player 1 can change his/her action even when the good
equilibrium tends to occur. However, this change cannot improve his/her long-run
payoff. Therefore, the good equilibrium remains plausible.

In Sect.2, we provide a rigorous definition of plausible equilibria and analyze
some properties of this solution. In Sect. 3, we introduce several applications where
plausible equilibria have interesting features. Section 4 presents our conclusions.

2 Main Result

2.1 The Backward Payoff-Keeping Behavior

Although our purpose is to define plausible equilibria, we need some preparation.
The maximin criteria are usually defined in a strategic form game, and thus we need
to modify them for an extensive form game. Hence, we initially define the criteria
of actions in the extensive form game corresponding to the maximin criteria, named
the backward payoff-keeping behavior.’

Definition 2.1 Consider a finite game.® The kept value for player i at a history
h, denoted by x; (h), is defined recursively. (The function P (%) denotes the player
function and ¢ denotes the nature.)

If & is terminal, then x; (k) is simply the payoff of player i at h.

Next, suppose that & is not terminal and P(h) # i. Let V (h) be the set of all
histories i’ = (h, a), where a € A(h), and suppose that for any A’ € V (h), the kept
value x; (1) has already been defined.

If P(h) = c, then x; (h) is the expectation of x; (k') over V (h).

If P(h) = jandi # j # c, then

x;(h) = min x;(h).
h'eV(h)

5 Although there are many definitions of the extensive game, we basically follow Ch.11 of Osborne
and Rubinstein [6].

SIn this paper, the terminology “finite game” means a game that has the following two properties:
(1) the length of the history & € H is bounded by some finite number, and (2) for every history
h € H, the set A(h) of possible choices is finite.
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Finally, suppose that P(h) = i and [ is the information set with 2 € I. Suppose
also that for any 2’ € I and any a € A(h), the kept value x; ((h’, a)) has already
been defined.” Then,

xi(h) = max minx; (%, a)),
acA(h) el

and let V?(h) be the set of all actions @ € A(h) such that the following equality
holds:

minx; ((h, a)) = x; (h).
hel

We call an element of V”(h) the backward payoff-keeping behavior at /.

Note that, the above definitions are not well-defined if several assumptions of the
game do not hold. Clearly, in any game with an infinite time horizon, we cannot
define the kept value. Additionally, in the class of imperfect recall games, there are
many games in which the kept value cannot be defined at several nodes. Figure 1
shows such an example.

In Fig. 1, there are two information sets such that each one is an ancestor of
another one. However, there exists a game in which kept value cannot be defined
even if the above phenomenon is prohibited. For example, suppose that N = {1, 2},
and at time 1, player 1 chooses A, B, or C. At times 2 and 3, player 2 chooses N or
S, and the information partition of player 2 is

{{A, BN, BS},{B,CN,CS}, {C, AN, AS}}.

Fig. 1 A game in which the
kept value cannot be defined

"Note that, because h, h’ € I, we must have A(h) = A(h').
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Then, the kept value of player 2 cannot be defined in this case. Actually, to
define x3(A), the value x2(AN) is needed. Because AN is included in the same
information set as C, to define x2 (AN), the value x (C N) is needed. Again, because
CN is included in the same information set as B, to define xp(CN), the value
x2(BN) is needed, which is the same as x>(A). Therefore, we have that to define
x2(A), the value x,(A) itself is needed, which is impossible.

To avoid such a case, we should define a notion to ensure the well-definedness
of the kept value. For any two information sets I, J of player i, we write I >; J if
there exists & € J and (h, h') € 1.8 We say that a game has a no-cycle information
structure if >; is acyclic for every i.

Clearly, every perfect information game has a no-cycle information structure.
Actually, the following proposition holds.

Proposition 2.1 Every perfect recall game has a no-cycle information structure.

Proof First, remember the definition of the perfect recall game. Let h =
(ay,...,ar) be a history and for k = 0,...,%, (a1,...,ar) € I, where I}
is an information set. We assume that P(h) = i. Let {ki,...,kp,} denotes
the set of all £ such that I; is an information set of i. We define X;(h) =
{Ikys k41, -+ Ix,—1, ak,—1, Ikp}. This function X; is called the record function
for player i, and the game is perfect recall if h, A’ € I and P(h) = i, then
Xi(h) = X; ().

Suppose the game does not have a no-cycle information structure. Then, there
exists a finite sequence of information sets Iy, ..., Iy of player i such that i; €
Ij and

Iy =i I > ...>; Iy >; I.

fe ; 1 42 3 1 2 3
By definition, there exist hj, hj € Ij and hj such that hj = (hj+1, hj) for every

j=1,...,k, where h% 41 means h% If the game is perfect recall, the value of the
record function X; (h}) coincides with X; (h?). Therefore, we have that there exist

h% € I3 and h;r such that h% = (h%, hz+ ), and consequently, there exists a finite
sequence hy, hj, ..., h{, th and h7, ..., h,j such that hj elj, hj = (h;erl, h;‘)
for j = 1,...,k, and A} € I;. This implies that X;(h]) # Xi(hzﬂ), a

T k+1
contradiction. l
The next proposition ensures that our definition of the kept value is meaningful.

Proposition 2.2 The kept value x;(h) is well-defined at any history h € H if and
only if the game has a no-cycle information structure.

Proof Suppose that the game has a no-cycle information structure. First, choose
any history & with P(h) = i, and let / be the information set of i that includes #.
We will show that the kept value x; (h) can be defined if x; ((%’, ")) can be defined

8Ifh = (ay, ..., ay)and b’ = (apyq, ..., ay), then (h, h') is an abbreviation of (ay, ..., ap).
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for any history (i’, h”) such that »’ € I and P((h', k")) = i. It suffices to show
that x; (A, k")) can be defined for every history (A’, ") such that A’ € I and the
length of A" is greater than 0. We use mathematical induction on k with the length
n — k of h” such that (h',h”) € H and h’ € I, where n is the maximal length of
such 1”2 If k = 0, then (A', k") is terminal, and thus x; ((h’, h”’)) can be defined.
Suppose that x; (7', h”)) can be defined for any (h’, h”") € H such that i’ € I
and the length of 4" is greater than n — k. Choose any h” such that (h', h"") € H,
k' € I and the length of 4" is equal to n — k. If (h’, h”") is terminal, then x; (1, h"))
can be defined. If P((h’, h")) = i, then x; ((h’, k")) can be defined by our initial
assumption. Otherwise, either P((h', h")) = cori # P((h', h")) # c.If the former
holds, then x; ((h’, k")) is the expectation of x; ((h’, h”, a)) over A((h', h")). If the
latter holds, then x; ((4’, 1”")) is the minimum of x; ((4’, h”, a)) with respect to a €
A((1', h")). In both cases, because the length of (1", a) isn —k+ 1, x; (W', h”, a))
is defined by the assumption of the mathematical induction, and thus x; ((h’, h"))
can be defined. Hence, our claim holds.

Now, suppose that x; (k) cannot be defined for some 7 € H. Let .#* be the set of
all information set of player i such that x; (k) is undefined for & € I. Because .#* is
finite and >; is acyclic, there exists a maximal element /* € .#™* with respect to >;.
If h € I* and (h, h’) € I for some information set I of player i, then I >; I* and
thus I ¢ .#*. Therefore, the kept value x;((%, 1)) can be defined. As we argued
above, we can define x; (h) for & € I'*, a contradiction. Therefore, if the game has a
no-cycle information structure, then the kept value is well-defined.

Next, suppose that >; has a cycle: that is,

I =i b > ...>; I, >=; 1.

Choose any h; € I;. Then, to define x;(h;), we need the value x;(h;—1), where
j — 1 =mif j = 1. Thus, to define x; (h1), the value x; (k1) itself is needed, which
is impossible. This completes the proof. B

In the rest of this paper, we assume unless otherwise stated that the game is finite
and has a no-cycle information structure.

2.2 The Plausible Equilibria

We can now define our refinement of NE.

Consider an extensive form game I'. Let u;(s) denote the payoff of player i
when the strategy profile s = (s1,...,s$,) is realized. Suppose that s* is an NE
of I'. Define Tf,: as the set of all strategy profiles t = (¢, ...,1,) that satisfies
the following property. Let J be an information set owned by j # i. For each

9Note that n > 0 because 4 is not terminal.
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h = (ay,...,a4) € J,let g(h) be the number of B < « such that if J’ is the
information set including (ar, ..., ag—1) owned by j’ with j # j' # ¢, then ag is
different from the choice of s;?,. In other words, g (k) is the number of past actions
of other players than j that is inconsistent with the given strategy profile s*. Define
p(J) = mingey q(h). If p(J) < k, then ¢; must choose the same action as that
chosen by s}'f. If p(J) > k, then t; must choose some backward payoff-keeping
behavior at J. #; is an arbitrary strategy of i.

Definition 2.2 The degree of implausibility(DIP) of an NE s* is K if and only if
K is the maximal number of k such that u;(s*) > u;(¢t) for any i € N and any
t e Tf,t An NE s* is plausible if the DIP of this NE is zero.

We interpret the chain store paradox as the possible existence of doubtful SPEs.
The notion of plausible equilibria solves this problem: if an NE is plausible, then
this NE is credible, and thus we can avoid the chain store paradox.

Note that the unique SPE of Selten’s chain store game is not plausible. Here, we
confirm this result. Let s* be the unique SPE of this game. Then player O chooses
C at every node, and the other players choose E at every node. Now, let #; be the
following:

(1) tpis “always A.”
(i) t1,...,1t11 is “always E,” and for i > 11, #; is “choose E if A or N is chosen
less than twelve times, and choose N otherwise.”

Thent = (ty, ..., o) € T(i*“. We can easily compute
uop(t) =45 > 40 = ug(s™),

and thus the DIP of s* is greater than 11. In fact, we can easily show that the DIP of
this s* is exactly 12.

In contrast, there is an NE sT of Selten’s game for which the DIP is 1. In this
NE, s(‘)" is “always A,” and si+ is “always N.” Note that in this NE, player 0 gains
the highest payoff in this game. Therefore, uo(s*) > uo(t) for all t € ng. Next,
for player i > O, either u; (f) = 1 or u;(t) = 0 whenever t € Tf;r, and u; (sT) = 1.

Meanwhile, u; (t) =2 fort € Tf; , where 1; is “always E.” Therefore, the DIP of st
is 1.

Note that s is very similar to the “deterrence theory” in Selten’s explanation.
Thus, we consider the notion of DIP to resolve Selten’s chain store paradox. In
Selten’s game, the DIP of the unique SPE is too higher than an NE, and thus it is
implausible.

In Selten’s game, there is no plausible equilibrium. Therefore, plausible equilib-
ria may be absent even if the game has perfect information. If there is no plausible
equilibrium, then an NE with a least DIP may be substituted for the plausible
equilibrium. In Selten’s game, the above s satisfies this requirement.

By definition, plausible equilibria tend to be absent when Tl‘(*) grows. Since TZVS
is larger when the information partition is finer, games with perfect information
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seem to rarely ensure the existence of plausible equilibria. Additionally, plausible
equilibria tend to be absent when the interests of players conflict. In fact, the
following proposition holds.

Proposition 2.3 For an NE s*, if u;(s*) > u;(s) for any i and any strategy profile
s, then s* is plausible.

Proof By assumption,
ui(s*) > u; (1)

* . .
for every t € Tl.so, and thus our claim is correct. B

Therefore, one might consider that plausible equilibria to usually be absent for
games with perfect information or when the players’ interests conflict deeply.
However, the following theorem completely contradicts the above intuition.

Theorem 2.1 Let I be any two-person finite perfect information zero-sum game,°

and let s* be any SPE of T. Then, s* is plausible.
Proof First, we introduce a lemma that helps to prove the theorem.

b , .

Lemma 2.1 Lets; be a strategy of player i that consists solely of backward payoff-
keeping behaviors. Then sf is a maximin strategy of player i. Moreover, the kept
value of player i at any h is the maximin value of player i in the subgame whose
root is h.

Proof We will prove this lemma by mathematical induction with respect to the
maximum length of histories n.

Suppose n = 0. Then, the set H of all histories is {}}, and every player has the
strategy set {{}. Thus, sf’ = ) and it is clearly the maximin strategy. Moreover, the
kept value of the root is simply the payoff of player i, which is clearly the maximin
value.

Next, assume that the lemma is correct when n < m — 1 and that I" is any game
where n = m. For history & # J, the induction hypothesis implies that x; (%) is the
maximin value of the subgame whose root is 4. Therefore, it suffices to show that
sf’ is a maximin strategy of player i and x; () is the maximin value of player i.

Now, let A(0) = {ay,...,an}, % be the subgame whose root is ag, s{‘ (resp.
s;’ ’k) be the restriction of s; (resp. sf’ ) to I'*, and uf be the payoff function of player

i at 'K, By the induction hypothesis, sf”k is the maximin strategy of I'* and x; (ay)
is the maximin value of I'*. Therefore,
xi(ay) = m%x m]i(n U; (s{‘, sl?) = m]i(n u; (s.b’k, sl?> .

s K / s ' /
i J j

10T hat is, the sum of the payoff at any terminal node is always zero.
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First, suppose that P () = i. Then, sf’ chooses an element of the argmax of x; (ax)
at ¢J, which is denoted by ay+. Then,

. . b.k*  k*
min u; (s;’, sj) = minu; (si’ ,slS )
Sj K* J

J Sj

xi(ar)

= maxx; (ar)

= max max min u; (slk s]?)
koogk gk /
i J

max minu; (s, §j),
Si Sj

and thus, sf’ is the maximin strategy of I". Moreover,
xi (@) = m]?xxi (ax) = maxminu;(s;, §;).
Si Sj
Therefore, the lemma is correct in this case.

Second, suppose that P() = j, where i # j # c. Then, for any strategy s; of
player i,

. b . . bk k

mimu; \s;, 8, ) = MmMinmin; Si , 8

S ’ k k J
J s;

v

min min u; (sf,s]?>
ko gk J
J
= minu;(s;, 5;),
Sj

and thus s;’ is the maximin strategy of I'. Moreover,

xi (D) = mkinxl-(ak) = mkinmin u; (sib‘k, sf) = min u; (s;’, sj> .
sk Sj
J

Hence, x; (#) is the maximin value, as claimed.
Finally, suppose that P(#) = ¢ and p; denotes the probability of choosing ay.
Then, for any strategy s; of player i,

inu; (sih, sj) = Zpk min u; (sf”k, sf)
Sj % s’;
Zpk minu,- (slk sf)
k 5

= rr;inui(Si,sj),
]

v
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and thus, sf’ is also the maximin strategy. Moreover,

xi(0) =Y prxi(vi)

k

sk bk k
Zpkmllcnui (si ,sj)
k 5j

= minuy; (sib, sj)
Sj

= maxminu;(s;, §;),
i S

which completes the proof of the lemma.

We now prove the theorem. Choose any SPE s* of the game and take any t =
(t,t)) € Tf(*) For any history & € H, let I'* denote the subgame starting from /, t,ﬁ'

(resp. s;: ’h) be the restriction of # (resp. s;) to I’ and "‘2 be the payoff function of
' wherek =iork = j.

First, choose any 4 € H and suppose that the realized play by ¢ is indistinguish-
able from that by s* for player j on I'”". Then the choice of tj}.‘ at any realized history

is identical to that of s;’h . Hence,

hifh b\ _ b xh h (. %h _xh
() = (s <l (57557,

since 57" is a best response of 5.

Second, suppose that u; () > u;(s*). There exists a history 4 that is realized by
both s* and ¢ with positive probability and such that uf.l(th) > uf.’(s""h).ll Let V be
the set of such histories and 4* be a member of V with maximal length. Note that
h* is not terminal. By definition of #*, there exists an action a € A(h*) such that for
w = (h*,a), u (") > u}(s*") and a is realized by ¢ with positive probability.
Then, w ¢ V by definition of 4*, and thus a is not realized by s*. Because ¢ € Tlf;,
this implies that P(h*) = i. By the previous lemma, the strategy t}” of player j in
I'* is the maximin strategy, and thus satisfies

minu® (s, t¥) = maxminu? (s;*, s?).
L J W w0 J
i J i

Since the game is zero-sum,

: W w Wy we w LW
—Irsll}}nuj (s; o1 ) _rr;gxui (s; o1

i i

For example, ) satisfies this condition.
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and

— max min u'/’.’(siw, s}”) = min max u; (s;", s}”).
s : T

Therefore, we have

max u} (s, t¥) = minmax u’ (s*, s¥).
i °J i

Clearly,

max ul (s, tjl-“) >ul (@, t}).

i

Since s* is SPE and the game is zero-sum two-person, we also have

. w w o wy _ w *w o kW
nyl;]nnslgxui (Si ’sj)_ui (Si ,Sj )
85 i

Hence,

w kW kW w wow
U; <si ) S )2”1‘ (t,-,tj>,

which contradicts the definition of w. This completes the proof. B

3 Applications

3.1 The Coordination Game

Consider the 2-repeated game with the following stage game.

C D
A (3,3) (0,0)
B (0,00 (1,1)

Y. Hosoya

Then, both ((A, always A), (C, always C)) and ((B, always B), (D, always D))
are SPE. Proposition 2.3 says that the former is plausible. Meanwhile, it can easily

be shown that the latter is not plausible.
More generally, consider the following game where a, b > 0.
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C D
A |(a,a) |(0,0)
B (0,00 (b,b)

Then both (A, C) and (B, D) are NE of this game. Now, we say an NE (X, Y) is
steady-state plausible if, for any N, (always take X, always take Y) is plausible in
an N-repeated game with this stage game. Then it can easily be verified that (A, C)
is steady-state plausible if and only if a > b.

Hence, the notion of steady-state plausibility removes the bad equilibrium. The
interpretation of this feature is the following. Suppose that a bad equilibrium tends
to become the steady state. If player 1 despises this equilibrium, then he/she can
change his/her choice. If he/she changes his/her choice, the payoff of this stage is
0. However, in the following stage, player 2 can adapt his/her choice to player 1.
Thus, the payoff increases. If N is sufficiently large, then their long-run payoffs can
be improved. Therefore, this equilibrium is not plausible.

In contrast, the good equilibrium remains steady-state plausible, since no change
of a player’s choice improves his/her payoffs.

3.2 The Battle of Sexes

Consider the following game:

C D
A [ (2,1) (0,0)
B (0,00 (1,2)

Then it can easily be verified neither (A, C) nor (B, D) are steady-state plausible.
This feature indicates that in this situation, conflict tends to occur and no equilibrium
seems to be the steady state.

3.3 Cournot Oligopoly

Consider a simple linear Cournot game. Suppose that the inverse demand is p(y) =
1500 — y and the cost of i is ¢;(y;) = 300y;. The unique NE of this game is
(400, 400). Next, consider 2-repeated game with this stage game. Define

s* = ((400, always 400), (400, always 400)),

t = ((401, always 600), (400, always 0 except player 1 takes 400 in stage 1)).

Then we can verify that ¢ € Tft) and u(¢) > ui(s*). Hence s™* is not plausible.
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This seems to be strange, since 7 is a very strange strategy profile. In first stage,
player 1 changes his choice very small. Then player 2 follows the maximin behavior
in second stage, which is 0. This does not seem to be persuasive.

This example shows that if the strategy space is very wide, then the notion of
plausible equilibria might be too strict. Even if an SPE is not plausible, the reason
why it is not plausible might be absurd.

‘We should mention that this argument does not reduce the conviction of plausible
equilibria. This argument only tells us that some non-plausible SPEs might be
credible enough.

4 Conclusion

In this paper, we have proposed a refinement of SPE in which the phenomenon
similar to the chain store paradox does not occur. Further, we have verified that
two-person zero-sum games must have this refinement.

Future tasks include finding a broader class of games than zero-sum games in
which this refinement is not absent and to construct a computation method for this
refinement.
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measures. There had already been fragmentary study on nonadditive measures and
nonlinear integrals, but its importance was reaffirmed by a series of experiments
in 1961, known as the “Ellsberg Paradox” in decision theory in which people’s
choices violate the postulates of subjective expected utility [6]. After that, by using
the Choquet and Sugeno integrals with respect to nonadditive measures, expected
utility theory has been reformulated and applied to various problems in decision-
making [9, 10] and economics of pessimism and optimism [27].

The starting point for a systematic study of nonadditive measures and nonlinear
integrals is a work on fuzzy measures by Sugeno [36] in 1974 in terms of appli-
cations to engineering and a work on submeasures by Dobrakov [5] interestingly
in the same year in terms of purely mathematical interest. After that, a wide range
of studies, both theory and application, has been made by many mathematicians,
engineers, and economists, and now it turns out that various important theorems in
ordinary measure theory can be established under practical and weaker additivity
and continuity of measures. Early in the 1990s, those studies were summarized
in the textbooks by Wang and Klir [41, 42], Denneberg [4], and Pap [28]. In
this way, the study of nonadditive measures and nonlinear integrals is based on
steady demands from researchers in the field of engineering and social sciences and
considered as a new theory in which “additivity” is removed from measure theory
and “linearity” is removed from integration theory.

Nonlinear integrals are important in terms of expected utility theory, subjective
evaluation problem, and the refinement of measure and integration theory, in
which the Lebesgue integral may not be a reasonable integral due to the lack
of the additivity of measures. Moreover, in mathematical theory, addition and
multiplication are basic binary operations, but from the engineering aspect, in
addition to those, lattice operations such as supremum and infimum are often used.
Therefore, depending on each specific problem in application fields, an appropriate
integral is selected from among the Choquet integral defined by addition and
multiplication, the Sugeno integral defined by supremum and infimum, and the
Shilkret integral defined by supremum and multiplication.

In order to put those nonlinear integrals into practical use and aim for application
to various fields, it is indispensable to establish convergence theorems assuring that
the limit of the integrals of a sequence of functions is the integral of the limit
function. In fact, in the engineering field those convergence theorems are considered
to imply the robustness, the stability, and the non-chaotic state of aggregation
processes. However, they have individually been discussed for each of the nonlinear
integrals up to the present, so that the formulations of theorems and their proof
methods deeply depend on the definition and properties peculiar to each integral.

In this article, a unified approach to convergence theorems of nonlinear integrals
is introduced based on a series of papers [12-15, 17-20]. In Sect. 2 notation and
terminologies are prepared, and in Sect.3 typical nonlinear integrals such as the
Choquet, Sipog, Sugeno, and Shilkret integrals are introduced. In Sect. 4 nonlinear
integrals are considered as nonlinear integral functionals defined on an appropriate
domain, and several properties common to those integrals are described in terms
of the integral functionals. Among them, the perturbation of integral functionals
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plays an essential role in our unified approach to convergence theorems. In Sect. 5,
by using the properties of integral functionals given in Sect.4, in particular, the
perturbation of integral functionals, some of the important convergence theorems
of nonlinear integrals, such as the monotone convergence theorem, the bounded
convergence theorem, and the Vitali convergence theorem, are formulated in a
unified way regardless of the types of integrals. Section 6 contains concluding
remarks on the significance of the study of the Sipo§ integral and a future task.

2 Preliminaries

Let X be a nonempty set and .27 a field of subsets of X. Let R = (—o0, 00) and N
denote the set of all real numbers and the set of all natural numbers, respectively.
LetR := [—o0, o0] be the set of all extended real numbers with usual total order
and algebraic structure. It is explicitly assumed that

(££00) -0 =0 (£o00) = 0,

since this proves to be convenient in measure and integration theory. In order that
every nonempty subset A of R always has the supremum and the infimum in R, let
sup A := oo if A is not bounded from above in R and inf A := —oo if A is not
bounded from below in R. In addition, let inf ¥ := oo.

For any a,b € R, letavb = max{a, b} and a A b := min{a, b}. For any
family { fy}aer of functions f,: X — R, the supremum function sup, - fo and
the infimum function inf,cr f, are defined pointwise by

(U fo)(x) 1= 5up fo(x) and (inf o)) i= inf fu(x)

ael’ ael’

for each x € X. In particular, for any f,g: X — R, their supremum and infimum
functions are denoted by f Vv g and f A g, that is, foreach x € X,

(fVve)) = fx)vegh) and (f Ag)x):= f(x)Ag).

A function f: X — R is called .o7-measurable if {f > t},{f > t} € o for
every 1 € R and the set of all such functions is denoted by .% (X). Let .Fo(X) :=
{f € Z(X): fis finite valued}, F T (X) := {f € F(X): f > 0}, and ﬁJ(X) =
(f € Zo(X): f > 0L1If f,g: X - R are «/-measurable and ¢ € R, then the
functions fT:= f VO, f~ == VO, |fl:=FfV(=f.cf, f+c,(f—0)T,
fVvg,and f A g are all «/-measurable, and

f=frc+(f-of
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holds. Every function taking only a finite number of real numbers is called simple
and . (X) denotes the set of all «/-measurable, simple functions on X. Let
ITX):={f e SX): f>0}

For a sequence {f;}neny C % (X) and f € % (X), the symbol f, — f denotes
pointwise convergence, that is, f,(x) — f(x) for every x € X. It is written as
fo 1t fif {fulnen is increasing and as f,, | f if { f,}nen is decreasing. For a net
{fa}aer of functions, f, — f, fu 1+ f,and fy | f are similarly defined. Even in
the case where <7 is a field, for any f € . (X), there is an increasing sequence
{hn}nen C T (X) of simple functions such that h,, 1 f.If f is bounded, then £,
uniformly converges to f.

In this article, the extended real numbers are handled. Therefore, in order to avoid
ambiguity of expression, when a positive number ¢ can take the positive infinity, it is
clearly represented as ¢ € (0, oo]. In other words, ¢ > 0 always means ¢ € (0, 00).
The same notation is also used in other cases.

The definition of a nonadditive measure is mathematically quite simple.

Definition 2.1 A set function u: &/ — [0, oo] is called a nonadditive measure on
X if it satisfies

(i) u@) =0 (boundedness from below),
(i) w(A) < u(B) whenever A, B € & and A C B (monotonicity).

A nonadditive measure is also referred to as a monotone measure, a fuzzy
measure, and a capacity in the literature.
Instead of the monotonicity of Definition 2.1, if condition

(iii) whenever A, B € &/ and AN B = {J,
(AU B) = 1(A) + w(B) (finite additivity)

is assumed, then w is called a finitely additive measure and if condition

(iv) whenever A, € & n=1,2,...),UpejAn € &, and A; NA; =0 (i # ),

w (U A,,) = Z w(Ay)  (o-additivity)
n=1

n=1

is assumed, then u is called a o -additive measure. Every finitely additive measure
and every o -additive measure are nonadditive measures since they are monotone.
In what follows, .#Z (X) denotes the set of all nonadditive measures on X.
If w(X) < oo, then w is called finite and .#),(X) denotes the set of all finite
nonadditive measures on X. For u € 4 (X), itsdual i: o/ — [0, 00) is defined by

m(A) = pn(X) — (X \A), Aecd.

It is obvious that /2 = p. If y is finitely additive, then i = .
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For a sequence {A,},eny C &/ and A € 7, the symbol A, 1 A denotes that
{A;}nen is increasing and A = Usozl A,, and the symbol A, | A denotes that
{A;}nen 1s decreasing and A = ﬂ;’;l A,. Let x4 be the characteristic function of
aset A.

The continuity of nonadditive measures can be defined in the same way as
ordinary measures. A nonadditive measure p: &/ — [0, oo] is called continuous
from above if w(A;) — w(A) whenever {A,},en C &/, A € &7, and A,, | A and
called conditionally continuous from above if (A,) — ©n(A) whenever A, | A
and (A1) < oo. Itis called continuous from below if u(A,) — n(A) whenever
{Aplheny C &, A € & and A, 1 A. Furthermore, u is called continuous if it
is continuous from above and below and called conditionally continuous if it is
conditionally continuous from above and continuous from below. It is obvious that
the continuity from above and the conditional continuity from above coincide if
n(X) < oo.

The o-additivity implies not the continuity from above but the conditional
continuity from above. For instance, the Lebesgue measure m on R is not continuous
from above since A, := U,‘Zin[k, o0) | 0B, m(A,) = oo for all n € N, but
m(¥) = 0. Therefore, the concept of continuity from above is believed to be too
strong, so that there is a tendency to avoid its use in ordinary measure theory.
However, in nonadditive measure theory, where the additivity of measures is not a
prerequisite, the unconditionally continuous infinite nonadditive measure . = 6 o p
on R is simply obtained by distorting a probability measure p on R by the function
6: 10, 1] — [0, oo] defined as

tan (n_t) ift € [0, 1)
o) := 2

00 ift=1,

where 6 o p(A) := 6(p(A)) for every Borel measurable subset A of R. Therefore,
the concept of continuity as well as that of conditional continuity is often a subject
of study in nonadditive measure theory.

In general, if w is not additive, then u(N) = 0 is not always equivalent to (X \
N) = pu(X). Therefore, the concept of “almost everywhere” is defined in two ways
depending on whether w(N) = O or u(X\N) = p(X) is adopted as the definition of
null sets. In this article, standard definitions in ordinary measure theory are adopted
when defining the notion of null sets, almost everywhere, almost everywhere
convergence, convergence in measure, and so on; see textbooks [2, 11, 29]. For
terminology and basic properties of nonadditive measures and nonlinear integrals,
see [4, 28,41, 42].
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3 Nonlinear Integrals

Various types of nonlinear integrals are proposed in connection with a variety of
concrete applications. Among them, the following four types of nonlinear integrals
are important and of wide application. They are determined by the p-decreasing
distribution function of f defined by

Guyr@=pn{f=1h), teR
and special cases of nonlinear integrals called distribution-based integrals.
Definition 3.2 Let (u, f) € #(X) x ZT(X).
(1) The Choquet integral [3, 31] is defined by

Chi. f) = /O w(f = 1,

where the right-hand side is the Lebesgue integral or the improper Riemann
integral.
(2) The .§'ip0§ integral [33] is defined by

Si(u, f):= lim 3 (@i —ai-Dn(f = i),
i=1

where AT is the directed set of all partitions of [0, co] of the form P =
{ai,ap,...,a,} O=ap <a; < -+ < a, <0).
(3) The Sugeno integral [30, 36] is defined by

Su(u, f) == sup [t Ap({f =1h].

te[0,00]

(4) The Shilkret integral [32,44] is defined by

Sh(w, f) = sup [t-u({f = 1D].

tel0,00]

Remark 3.1 The equality Ch(u, f) = Si(u, f) holds for any (u, f) € #(X) x
Z1T(X) and both integrals are equal to the abstract Lebesgue integral if u is o-
additive [33, 34]. Therefore, there is no difference between the Choquet and §ipo§
integrals. In fact, the Sipo§ integral is nothing but the improper Riemann integral
of the decreasing nonnegative function pu({f > ¢}) written via a more elementary
definition. Nevertheless, it is meaningful to consider the Sipo¥ integral in addition
to the Choquet integral. Indeed, by exploring the Sipo§ integral, it is simultaneously
possible to construct both theories of the Lebesgue and Choquet integrals since
the Sipos integral can be defined and studied without knowledge of the Lebesgue
integral.
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Besides the abovementioned four distribution-based integrals, there are other
important nonlinear integrals such as the pan integral by Yang [43] and the concave
integral by Lehrer and Teper [21, 22].

Definition 3.3 Let (u, f) € #(X) x ZT(X).

(1) The pan integral [43] with respect to the usual sum + and multiplication - is
defined by

Pan(u, f) := sup{Zr,-u(A,-): Zr,-XA,. <f,neN, A e,

i=1 i=1

ri >0, AiﬂAjZQ(i;ﬁj), U?:lAiZX}

(2) The concave integral [22] is defined by

n

Cav(u, f) :=sup {ZriM(Ai)3 ZriXA[ <f,neN r >0 A; e ﬁf}

i=1 i=1
Remark 3.2

(1) The pan integral is introduced in [43] and in fact defined by using the pair
(6, ®) of pan-addition & and pan-multiplication ® on [0, oo]. It coincides with
the Sugeno integral when (@, ®) = (V, A) and with the Shilkret integral when
(@, ® = (v,-) [42,43].

(2) In general, Ch(u, f) < Cav(u, f) and the equality holds if and only if u is
supermodular [22], while Pan(u, f) < Cav(u, f) and the equality holds if u
is subadditive. Therefore, Ch(u, f) = Pan(u, f) = Cav(u, f) if n is additive
and they coincide with the abstract Lebesgue integral if p is o-additive. In
addition, Pan(u, f) > Ch(u, f) if u is subadditive and Pan(u, f) < Ch(u, f)
if wu is superadditive [42].

The pan integral is determined by the collection of all finite measurable
decompositions of X and contains the Sugeno, Shilkret, and Lebesgue integrals.
On the other hand, the concave integral is determined by the collection of all finite
families of measurable subsets of X and has the concavity, which means that the
inequality

Cav(u, Af + (1 —=21)g) = ACav(u, f) + (1 — H)Cav(u, g)

holds for any f, g € Z*(X) and A € [0, 1]. This concavity might be interpreted as
uncertainty aversion in the context of decision under uncertainty.
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The pan and concave integrals are special cases of nonlinear integrals called
decomposition-based integrals [7], but their discussions are saved for another time
due to limitations of space.

4 Nonlinear Integral Functionals

In this chapter, several properties common to the Choquet, Sipog, Sugeno, and
Shilkret integrals are described together with related concepts. The main content in
this and all subsequent chapters is a summary of the author’s work [12-15, 17—
20], so the citation of the individual papers is not specified from now on. The
abovementioned papers and their references are of help for the readers.

LetI: .4 (X)x.Z1(X) — [0, co] be an integral functional, that is, it satisfies

(1) I(u,0) =0 forevery u € .4 (X),
(i) I(u, f) < I(u,g) whenever u € #(X), f,g € ZT(X),and f < g.

Definition 4.4 Let I: .#(X) x F7(X) — [0, oo] be an integral functional.
(1) I is called upper marginal continuous if for every (u, f) € 4 (X) x FT(X),

I(w, f) =supl(u, f AF).

r>0

(2) I is called lower marginal continuous if for every (i, ) € 4 (X) x F1T(X),

I(w, f) =supI(u, (f —=r)).

r>0

(3) I is called measure-truncated if for every (i, f) € A4 (X) x FH(X),

I(p, f) =supl(s Ap, f),

s>0

where (s A u)(A) :=s A n(A) forevery A € &/ and s > 0.
(4) I is called horizontally subadditive if for every (i, f) € .#(X) x F1(X) and
every ¢ > 0,

I, f) < Ty f A+ 1 (1, (f —0)F)

and called horizontally additive if the equality holds.
(5) I is called inner regular if for every (u, f) € A (X) x FT(X),

I, f)y=sup{I(u,h): h e ST(X), h =< f}.
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By definition, the restriction of I onto the set .# (X) x .Z, ; (X) is always upper
marginal continuous, while that of I onto the set .#,(X) x FT(X) is always
measure-truncated.

For the Choquet integral

(M%ﬂ:A W(f = Ddi, (. f) € AMX) x FHX),

each of the above characteristics has the following form:

» Upper marginal continuity:

/0 uw({f =thdt = sup/O w{ f = thdt

r>0
¢ Lower marginal continuity:

A Mvzﬂwhﬂwf w(f = thd

r>0
e Measure-truncation:

A mvzﬂwnnw/‘sAMUzﬂwr

s>0J0
* Horizontal additivity:

(£;Mfzmm=ALMfzmm+/ w(lf = i

&
* Inner regularity:

/oo/t({fZt})dt=sup{/oou({hzt})dt: thJr(X),th}
0 0

Proposition 4.1 The integral functionals Ch, Si, Su, and Sh are upper marginal
continuous, lower marginal continuous, measure-truncated, and inner regular. In
addition, Ch and Si are horizontally additive, while Su and Sh are horizontally
subadditive.

The concepts of pseudo-addition and pseudo-difference are useful for represent-
ing the integral values of simple functions in a unified way regardless of various
types of nonlinear integrals [1, 37].

Definition 4.5 A binary operation &: [0, 002 — [0, c0] is called a pseudo-
addition if for any a, b, a’, b’, ag, and by in [0, oo], the following five conditions
are satisfied:

(Al) a®b=b®da (commutative law)

(A2) (a®b)dc=a® (bdc) (associative law)

(A3) a®b <da ®D whenevera <a’andb < b’ (monotonicity)

(Ad4) a®0=0®a=a (neutral element)

(A5) It is continuous on [0, co]?, that is, lime py—@g,pe)@ ® b = ag ® by
(continuity).



102 J. Kawabe

The binary operation &: [0, 00]? = [0, co] defined by
a©b:=inf{x € [0,00]: b B x > a}
for every a, b € [0, oo] is called the pseudo-difference determined by a pseudo-
addition .
Example 4.1
(1) Let g: [0,00] — [0, 0] be an increasing bijection. The binary operation
®: [0, 00]* — [0, co] defined by
a®b:=g '(g(a) +g(b)

for every a,b € [0, 00] is a pseudo-addition and its pseudo-difference is
given by

g Ngla) — g(b)) ifa > b,
a®b:=
0 ifa <b.

In particular, a ® b := a + b is a pseudo-additionanda ©b =a — bifa > b.
(2) The binary operation &: [0, 00]? = [0, co] defined by

a®db:=avb

for every a,b € [0, 00] is a pseudo-addition and its pseudo-difference is
given by

a ifa > b,

a®b:.=
0 ifa<b.

For any pseudo-addition @, every simple function z € .7 (X) with 2(X)\{0} =
{r1,r2, ..., ry} has a unique standard @-step representation

n

h= @(ri © ri—1) X{h=r:}

i=1

wheren e Nand0 =rg <r; < --- < r, < 0o. In particular, if & = +, Vv, then &
is expressed by

n

n
h = Z(ri — ri—1) Xth=r;}y = \/riX{th,'}~
i=1

i=1
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The following concepts of nonlinear functionals are necessary to calculate the
integral values of simple functions.

Definition 4.6 Let I: .#(X) x Z(X) — [0, oo] be an integral functional.

(1) 1 is called generative if there is a function 6 : [0, 00]? = [0, co] such that

I(p, rxa) = 0(r, n(A))

for every u € A (X), r € [0,00], and A € . In this case, 0 is called a
generator of 1.

(2) 1 is called elementary if it is generative with generator 6 and there is a pseudo-
addition @: [0, c0]®> — [0, oo] such that

n

n

I(M, PDeier XA,-> =@ o(ri ©rim1, n(A))
i=1 i=1

forevery u € A4 (X),n € N,ry,...,r, € (0,00),and Ay, ..., A, € & with

O=rpg<ri<---<rp<oocand A} D---D A,.

Proposition 4.2 The integral functionals Ch, Si, Su, and Sh have the following
properties:

(1) Ch and Si are generative and elementary with generator 6(a, b) = a - b, and
their pseudo-addition isa ® b = a + b.

(2) Suis generative and elementary with generator 6(a, b) = a Ab, and its pseudo-
additionisa ®b =a Vv b.

(3) Shis generative and elementary with generator 6(a, b) = a - b, and its pseudo-
additionisa ®b =a Vv b.

The regulators of generative and elementary integral functionals usually have the
following reasonable properties.

Definition 4.7 Let 8: [0, 00]?> — [0, oo] be a function of two variables.

(1) 6 is called of finite type if 6 (a, b) < oo whenever a, b € [0, 00).

(2) 6 is called of continuous type if it is continuous on the set D := [0, co]? \
{(0, 00), (00, 0)}.

(3) 6 is called limit preserving if for any sequence {b,},en C [0,00] and b €
[0, o], b, — b whenever 0(r, b,) — 6(r, b) for every r € (0, 00).

Proposition 4.3 The functions 6(a, b) := a - b, a A b are of finite and continuous
type and limit preserving.

The following order relation among the pairs (i, f) of set functions p and
functions f is already known as stochastic dominance, that is, stochastic ordering
of random variables.
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Definition 4.8 Let u,v: o/ — [0, oo] be set functions and f, g € .%(X). The
pair (u, f) is called dominated by the pair (v, g) and written as (u, f) < (v, g) if

pdf =zth =v(g =1}
forevery ¢t € R.

Remark 4.3 The dominance (i, ) < (i, g) is also called the first-order stochastic
dominance and widely used in economics and finance together with the second-
order and the third-order stochastic dominance; see a survey in [24].

In what follows, denote by @ the set of all functions ¢: [0, 00) — [0, 00)
satisfying

0(0) = lim ¢(r) = 0.
t—+0

A function belonging to & is called a control function.
The p-essential boundedness constant | f |, of a function f € F(X) is the
infimum of the set of all » € (0, co) satisfying

w{f=rp =0 and pu({f = -1} = uX).

If || fll, < oo, then f is called u-essentially bounded. Every bounded f € . (X)
is p-essentially bounded and

[l < I1FN == sup |f Ol

Itis obvious that the 11-essential boundedness constant || f]|, is equal to the ordinary
u-essential supremum if f is nonnegative or p is additive.

The perturbation of integral functionals introduced below plays an essential role
in our unified approach to convergence theorems of nonlinear integrals. In fact, it
successfully controls the change in the functional value 7 (i, f) when the integrand
is slightly shifted from f to f + ¢ and its pu-decreasing distribution function is also
slightly shifted from u({ f > t}) to u({f > ¢t}) + 6.

Definition 4.9 Let I: .Z(X) x .7 (X) — [0, oo] be an integral functional.

(1) I is called strongly monotone (for short, s-monotone) if

I(, f) <I(u, g

whenever u € .# (X), f,g € F(X),and (u, ) < (i, g).

(2) 1 is called perturbative if there are families {¢)},~0 C ® and {4 }4>0 C ® of
control functions satisfying the following perturbation (P): For any u € .# (X),
free FT(X),e>0,8>0,p>0,and g > 0, the inequality

I(, ) < I(, 8) +¢p(8) + vy (e)

holds whenever || f|l, < p, w(X) < g, and (i, f) < (L +3, g+ e).
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Proposition 4.4 The integral functionals Ch, Si, Su, and Sh are s-monotone and
perturbative. Their control functions can be chosen as

@p(t) = pt, pt, pAt, pt and Y,(t) =qt, qt, q At gt,

respectively.

Let I: . #(X) x FT(X) — [0, 0] be an integral functional. For each u €
A (X), the functional I,,: .#1(X) — [0, co] defined by

L(f) =1, f), feFrX),

satisfies

(i) 1,(0) =0,
(i) 1,(f) < I,(g) whenever f,g € FT(X)and f < g

and called the p-integral functional determined by I. Given u € #(X), the
p-integral functional 1, is called upper marginal continuous, lower marginal
continuous, measure-truncated, horizontally subadditive, horizontally additive, and
inner regular if the corresponding properties in Definition 4.4 hold for the fixed u.
For instance, 1, is called upper marginal continuous if

I,(f) = sugl(u, fnr)

for every f € .#1(X) and called measure-truncated if

1y (f) =supI(s A, f)

s>0

forevery f € .Z1(X). Similarly, given u € .#(X), I, is called generative, elemen-
tary, s-monotone, and perturbative if the corresponding properties in Definitions 4.6
and 4.9 hold for the fixed . For instance, I, is called generative if there is a function
6: [0, oo]2 — [0, oo], which may depend on u, such that

L (rxa) = 0(r, u(A))
for every r € [0,00] and A € o7, and called perturbative if there are families
{optp>0 C ® and {Y4}4>0 C P, which may depend on u, satisfying the following
perturbation (P),: For any f, g € FrX),e >0,8 >0, p > 0,and g > O, the
inequality

L () = 1u(8) + 9p(8) + Y (e)

holds whenever || f|l, < p, u(X) < g,and (i, f) < (u+46, g +é€).
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Proposition 4.5 Let I: .#Z(X) x Z+(X) — [0, co] be an integral functional and
u € A (X). Then, if I is upper marginal continuous, lower marginal continuous,
measure-truncated, horizontally subadditive, horizontally additive, inner regular,
and s-monotone, so is I, respectively. Moreover, If I is generative, elementary,
and perturbative, so is I, with respect to the same regulator 6, pseudo-addition &,
and families {¢,} >0 and {1, },4>0 of control functions as those of I, respectively.

5 Some Convergence Theorems of Nonlinear Integrals

The convergence theorems of nonlinear integrals, such as the monotone convergence
theorem and the bounded convergence theorem, have individually been discussed
for each of the integrals up to the present. Therefore, formulations of theorems
and their proof methods deeply depend on the definition and properties peculiar
to each integral. In this section, a unified approach to convergence theorems of
nonlinear integrals is introduced from a functional analytic view by formulat-
ing those convergence theorems for integral functionals satisfying some of the
properties in Sect.4. Before going into details, we summarize below in tabular
form the monotone increasing and decreasing convergence theorems and the Vitali
convergence theorem, which are already known for each of the integrals.

In the rest of the article, let (X, /) be a measurable space, I: .#(X) x
F1T(X) — [0, co] an integral functional, and & € .# (X). The symbol Le denotes
the integral functional defined by the abstract Lebesgue integral

Le(u, f) == / fdu
X

of a function f € .#*(X) with respect to a ¢ -additive measure  on (X, .27).

(I) The monotone increasing convergence theorem: Let { f;},en C ZFT(X), f €
F1(X),and f, 1 f.Then I,(fy) — I,(f)if f, and p satisfy the conditions in
the table below. Here, “continuous 1 is short for “continuous from below.”

1 fa n References

Le | No condition | o-additive Levi [23]

Ch | No condition | Continuous 1 | Song and Li [35], Wang [40]

Si | No condition | Continuous 4} gip0§ [33]

Su | No condition | Continuous 1 | Ralescu and Adams [30], Wang [39]
Sh | No condition | Continuous 1 | Zhao [44]

(II) The monotone decreasing convergence theorem: Let {f,},en C F1(X),
feZFT(X),and f, | f.Then I,(f,) = I,(f) if f, and w satisfy the conditions
in the table below. Here, “cond. continuous | is short for “conditionally continuous
from above.”
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1 fn % References
Le |Le(u, f1) < oo o-additive Levi [23]

Ch | Ch(u, f1) < oo Cond. continuous | | Wang [40]
Si | Si(u, fi) < oo Cond. continuous |, gipoé [33]
Su | n({f1 > Su(u, f)}) <oo Cond. continuous | | Wang [39]

Sh | n({fi >0}) <ooand fis -
essentially bounded

Cond. continuous | | Zhao [45] Kawabe [17]

Recall that a sequence {f,}nen C Fo(X) converges to f € Fp(X) in u-

measure, which is written as f, N f,if
lim p({|fn— fl>¢e})=0
n—oo

for every ¢ > 0.
(IIT) The Vitali convergence theorem: Let {f,},en C ﬁ; (X), f € f(f (X),

and f, i f. Then I,(f,) — I,(f) if f, and p satisfy the conditions in
the table below. Here, the autocontinuity of nonadditive measures is defined in
Definition 5.11 below. Moreover, “unif. integrable for /,,” is short for “uniformly
integrable for 1, and defined in Definition 5.12 below.

1 fn " References
Le | Unif. integrable for Le, | Finite and o -additive Vitali [38]
Ch | Unif. integrable for Ch,, | Finite and autocontinuous | Kawabe [19]
Si | Unif. integrable for Su,, | Finite and autocontinuous | Kawabe [20]
Su | No condition Autocontinuous Wang [39]

Finite and autocontinuous

Kawabe [20]

Sh | Unif. integrable for Shy,

Remark 5.4 The conditions imposed on f, and p in tables (I) to (III) above cannot
be removed.

As can be predicted by looking at the results in tables above, in order to
study convergence theorems of nonlinear integrals in a unified way, it is better
to separately consider the case where { f;;},en converges to f pointwise and the
case where { f,},en converges to f in measure. In addition, unlike the case of the
Lebesgue integral, the monotone decreasing convergence theorem cannot directly
be deduced from the monotone increasing convergence theorem because of the
nonlinearity of integrals.

In the case of pointwise convergence the following functional forms of the
monotone convergence theorem are fundamental and of wide application.
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Theorem 5.1 (The monotone increasing convergence theorem) Ler[: # (X)X
FT(X) — [0,00] be an integral functional and uw € .#(X). Consider the
following two conditions:

(1) w is continuous from below.
(ii) The monotone increasing convergence theorem holds for 1, that is, for any

{fulnen C FT(X) and f € FHX), if fa ? f, then L, (fn) — 1.(f).

(1) If 1, is upper marginal continuous, measure-truncated, elementary, and pertur-
bative with generator of continuous type, then (i) implies (ii).
(2) If 1, is generative with limit preserving generator, then (ii) implies (i).

An alternative form of the monotone increasing convergence theorem can be
obtained by using the inner regularity of integral functionals.

Theorem 5.2 (An alternative form) Let I: .#(X) x ZT(X) — [0, oo] be an
integral functional and p € # (X). Consider the following two conditions:

(1) w is continuous from below and 1, is inner regular.
(ii) The monotone increasing convergence theorem holds for 1, that is, for any
{fulnen C 3‘\+(X) and f € gz-‘r(X)’ if fu * f, then I/l.(fl’l) g Iu(f)-

(1) If 1, is elementary with generator of continuous type and pseudo-difference ©
is continuous on the triangular domain T = {(a, b) € [0, 00]?: a > b}, then
(i) implies (ii).
(2) If 1, is generative with limit preserving generator, then (ii) implies (i).
The concept of uniform truncation of a family of functions is necessary to
consider the monotone decreasing convergence theorem regardless of the types of
nonlinear integrals.

Definition 5.10 Let /: .Z(X) x #+(X) — [0, co] be an integral functional and
w € #(X). A nonempty family .# C .Z(X) is called uniformly truncated for I,
if for every ¢ > 0, there is a constant ¢ > 0 such that

I;L(f) = Iu(f/\c)+8

for every f € .Z. A function f € .Z1(X) is called truncated for I,, if the family
F = {f} containing only f is uniformly truncated for I,,.

Theorem 5.3 (The monotone decreasing convergence theorem) Let[: .# (X)X
FT(X) — [0,00] be an integral functional and uw € .#(X). Consider the
following two conditions:

(1) w is conditionally continuous from above.

(ii) The monotone decreasing convergence theorem holds for I,,, that is, for any
{fulnen C 9‘*‘(){) and f € 9‘*‘(){), iffal f, Iu(fl) < 00, and { fu}nen is
uniformly truncated for 1, then 1,(f,) — 1,,(f).
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(1) If w is finite and 1,, is elementary and perturbative with generator of continuous
type, then (i) implies (ii).

(2) If 1, is upper marginal continuous and generative with limit preserving
generator of finite type, then (ii) implies (i).

Remark 5.5 The uniform truncation of { f,,},en for I, in (ii) of Theorem 5.3 cannot
be removed for the validity of monotone decreasing convergence theorems. In fact,
if I,, is upper marginal continuous, then for any decreasing sequence { f,},en C
FT(X) and f € FH(X),if I,(f1) < oo and I, (fu) — 1,(f), then {fu}nen is
always uniformly truncated for 1,.

Remark 5.6 In general, if u € .#(X) is null-additive, that is, u(A U B) = u(A)
whenever A, B € &/ and u(B) = 0 and /,, is s-monotone, then almost everywhere
consistency holds for I, that is, 1,(f) = 1,(g) whenever f,g € Z(X) and
f = g p-a.e. Therefore, if the null-additivity of x and the s-monotonicity of 1, are
additionally assumed in Theorems 5.1, 5.2, and 5.3, then pointwise convergence of
fn to f may be replaced with almost everywhere convergence.

By Propositions 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4, and 4.5, the integral functionals I =
Ch, Si, Su, Sh are upper marginal continuous, measure-truncated, generative, ele-
mentary, and perturbative. In addition, their generators 6(a,b) = a - b,a AN b
are limit preserving and of finite and continuous type. Therefore, the following
corollaries follow from Theorems 5.1 and 5.3. In fact, assumptions on f,, and u
in Corollaries 5.1 and 5.2 below are used for assuring conditions (i) and (ii) in
Theorems 5.1 and 5.3 and reducing proofs to the case where w is finite.

Corollary 5.1 (The monotone increasing convergence theorem) Ler I = Ch,
Si, Su, Sh. Let u € A (X), {fulneny C FT(X), and f € FT(X). Assume that u
is continuous from below and f, 1 f. Then I,,(f,) — I1,(f).

Corollary 5.2 (The monotone decreasing convergence theorem) Ler u €
M(X), {fulneny C FT(X), and f € FT(X). Assume that u is conditionally
continuous from above and f, | f.

(1) Let I = Ch, Si. If 1,,(f1) < oo, then I,,(fn) — 1,(f).

(2) If n({fi > Su(u, f)}) < oo (in particular, u is finite), then Su,(f,) —
Suy, (f).

(3) If,tl/f({fl > 0}) < oo (in particular, i is finite ) and f is u-essentially bounded,
then Shy, (fn) — Shy,(f).

As is the case of ordinary measure theory, the monotone increasing and decreas-
ing convergence theorems imply the Fatou lemma and the dominated convergence
theorem.

Corollary 5.3 (The Fatou lemma) Let I = Ch, Si, Su, Sh. Let u € .#(X) and
let {fulnen C FT(X) and f € FH(X). Assume that . is continuous from below
and f,, — f. Then I,(f) < liminf,_ o0 1,,(fn).
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Corollary 5.4 (The dominated convergence theorem) Ler u € #(X) and let
{falnen C FT(X) and f € FT(X). Assume that u is conditionally continuous
and f, — f.

(1) Let I = Ch, Si. If there is g € F1(X) such that 1,(g) < oo and f, < g for all
n €N, then I, (fn) — 1.(f).

(2) If n({sup,cn fn > Sulu, f)}) < oo (in particular, p is finite), then Su, (f,) —
Suy, (f).

(3) If u({sup,en fn > 0} < oo and sup,cy fn is p-essentially bounded (in
particular, there is a -essentially bounded g € F7(X) such that u({g >
0}) < ocoand f, < g foralln € N), then Sh, (f,) — Sh,(f).

Remark 5.7 Since I = Ch, Si, Su, Sh are s-monotone, if the null-additivity of u is
additionally assumed, then pointwise convergence of f, to f may be replaced with
almost everywhere convergence and condition f,, < g may be replaced with f,, < g
u-a.e. in Corollaries 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, and 5.4; see Remark 5.6.

The autocontinuity of nonadditive measures is required to establish convergence
theorems for a sequence of measurable functions converging in measure.

Definition 5.11 (Wang [39]) Let u € .Z(X).

(1) wis called autocontinuous from above if u(AUB,) — u(A) whenever A € o7,
{By}nen C </, and w(B,) — 0.

(2) wis called autocontinuous from below if w(A\ B,) — w(A) whenever A € o7,
{Bn}nen C &, and u(By) — 0.

(3) w is called autocontinuous if it is autocontinuous from above and below.

Example 5.2 The following nonadditive measures are autocontinuous.

(1) Every subadditive nonadditive measure and every nonadditive measure satisfy-
ing inf{u(A): A € &7, A # (J} > 0 are autocontinuous, but are not condition-
ally continuous in general.

(2) Let m: o — [0, 00] be a finitely additive measure. Let 6: [0, m(X)] —
[0, oc] be an increasing function with 6(0) = 0. Then the distorted measure

n(A) :=0(m(A), Aedd,

determined by m and 6 is autocontinuous if 6 is continuous on [0, m(X)]
and strictly increasing on a neighborhood of the origin. In addition, w is
conditionally continuous if m is o-additive and 6(co0) = oo. In particular, the
distorted measure u(A) := m(A)> + /m(A) is autocontinuous, but neither
subadditive nor superadditive. It is conditionally continuous if m is o -additive.

Theorem 5.4 (A prototype of the Vitali convergence theorem) Ler I: .#(X) X
FT(X) — [0,00] be an integral functional and uw € .#(X). Consider the
following two conditions:

(1) W is autocontinuous.
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(i) For any { fulnen C F¢(X) and f € FF X, if fu = f and {fu, finen is
uniformly truncated for 1, then 1,,(f,,) — 1,,(f).
(1) If w is finite and 1, is perturbative, then (i) implies (ii).
(2) If 1, is generative with limit preserving generator, then (ii) implies (i).
As a matter of fact, Theorem 5.4 follows from the Fatou lemma and the reverse
Fatou lemma below.

Theorem 5.5 (The Fatou lemma) Let I: .#(X) x 1T (X) — [0, 00] be an
integral functional and p € # (X). Consider the following two conditions:

(1) w is autocontinuous from below.
(ii) The Fatou lemma holds for 1, that is, for any { fulnen C ﬁg‘ (X) and f €
90+(X), if fu SN f and f is truncated for 1, then

I,u(f) = lilrgiogflu(fn)-

(1) If w is finite and 1, is perturbative, then (i) implies (ii).
(2) If 1, is generative with limit preserving generator, then (ii) implies (i).

Theorem 5.6 (The reverse Fatou lemma) Let I: .#(X) x FT(X) — [0, oo] be
an integral functional and . € A (X). Consider the following two conditions:

(1) w is autocontinuous from above.
(ii) The reverse Fatou lemma holds for I,,, that is, for any { fy}nen C f(;L (X) and

fe y(f (X), if fu SN f and { fu}nen is uniformly truncated for I,,, then

limsup 7, (f) < 1.(f).

(1) If wis finite and 1, is perturbative, then (i) implies (ii).
(2) If 1, is generative with limit preserving generator, then (ii) implies (i).

The assumption w being finite and f being truncated in the Fatou lemma
(Theorem 5.5) can be removed by imparting the perturbation of not 7, but I and
further adding the upper marginal continuity and the measure-truncation of /.

Corollary 5.5 (The Fatou lemma) Let I: .#(X) x FT(X) — [0, 0] be an
integral functional and n € A (X). If u is autocontinuous from below and I is
upper marginal continuous, measure-truncated, and perturbative, then the Fatou
lemma holds for 1, that is, for any { fy}nen C fOJr (X)and f € ﬂ(;r(X), if fu A,
[, then I,(f) < liminf,_, oo 1, (fn).

In order to formulate the Vitali convergence theorem and the bounded con-

vergence theorem, the notions of uniform integrability and uniformly essential
boundedness of measurable functions are required.
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Definition 5.12 Let I: .Z(X) x .Z+(X) — [0, co] be an integral functional and
w e A (X). Let # C Z(X) be nonempty.

(1) & is called uniformly integrable for I,, if

lim sup I, (x(if1=c) f1) = 0.
cF

Cc—>00
f

(2) % is called uniformly p-essentially bounded if there is a constant ¢ > 0
such that

pdf =zch =0 and pu({f = —c}) = u(X)

for every f € Z#.

The Vitali convergence theorem and the bounded convergence theorem can
be obtained as corollaries to the prototype of the Vitali convergence theorem
(Theorem 5.4).

Corollary 5.6 (The Vitali convergence theorem) Let [: .#(X) x F1(X) —
[0, co] be an integral functional and u € #(X). Consider the following two
conditions:

(1) W is autocontinuous.
(ii) The Vitali convergence theorem holds for 1,,, that is, for any { f; }nen C 9‘04' (X)

and f € fdr (X)), if { fulnen is uniformly integrable for I, and f, N f, then
I,(f) < ooand I,,(fn) = 1.(f).

(1) If w is finite and 1, is upper marginal continuous, horizontally subadditive,
perturbative, and I1,,(r) < oo for every r > 0, then (i) implies (ii).
(2) If 1, is generative with limit preserving generator, then (ii) implies (i).

Corollary 5.7 (The bounded convergence theorem) Letl: .#(X)x . FT(X) —
[0, oo] be an integral functional and € #(X). Consider the following two
conditions:

(1) w is autocontinuous.
(i) The bounded convergence theorem holds for 1,, that is, for any {fy}nen C
ﬁd"(X) and f € ﬁ(f (X), if {fulnen is uniformly w-essentially bounded and

fa N [, then f is p-essentially bounded and 1,(f,) — 1,(f).

(1) If w is finite and 1, is perturbative, then (i) implies (ii).
(2) If 1, is generative with limit preserving generator, then (ii) implies (i).

By Propositions 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4, and 4.5, the integral functionals I =
Ch, Si, Su, Sh are upper marginal continuous, horizontally subadditive, generative,
and perturbative with limit preserving generator. In addition, Su,, (r) < oo for every
r > 0, and if p is finite, then /,,(r) < oo for every r > 0 even in the case of
I = Ch, Si, Sh. Therefore, the following convergence theorems can be obtained.
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Once again, assumptions on f,, f and u in Corollaries 5.8, 5.9, and 5.10 below are
used for assuring conditions (i) and (ii) in the prototype of the Vitali convergence
theorem (Theorem 5.4) and Corollaries 5.6 and 5.7 and reducing proofs to the case
where w is finite.

Corollary 5.8 (The Vitali convergence theorem for I = Ch, Si, Sh) Let [ =
Ch, Si, Sh. Let u € A (X), {fulnen C ﬁJ(X), and f € fJ(X). Assume that |

is finite and autocontinuous. If { fu }neN is uniformly integrable for 1, and f, R I
then 1,(f) < ooand I,(f,) = 1.(f).

Corollary 5.9 (The Vitali convergence theorem for I = Su) Let u € #(X),
{fulnen C 55& (X), and f € ﬂJ(X). Assume that | is autocontinuous. If f; N
[, then Su,, (f) = Su,(f).

Remark 5.8 Neither the finiteness of p nor the uniform integrability of { f;,},eN
is necessary in Corollary 5.9. This fact is due to a close relationship between the
Sugeno integral and the Ky Fan metric [8] defined by

K(f, g) :=inf{e €[0,00]: n({lf — gl > ¢}) <&}, [ g€ Fo(X).

Since the Ky Fan metric characterizes convergence in p-measure of measurable
functions when u is a o-additive finite measure, the convergence theorems of the
Sugeno integral have good compatibility with convergence in measure. In fact, for
any u € A (X), {fulnen C Fo(X), and f € Fy(X), we have

K(fu: ) >0 & fo = f & Suu(fa— f)) = 0.

However, Su, (f,) — Su,(f) cannot be derived from Su, (| f, — f1) — 0 unless
W is autocontinuous since the inequality

|Suu(fn) - Suu(f)l = Suu(|fn i)

does not always hold because of the nonlinearity of the Sugeno integral.

The following bounded convergence theorem has already been discussed in [26]
for the Choquet integral.

Corollary 5.10 (The bounded convergence theorem) Let I = Ch, Si, Sh. Let
uw € (X)), {fulneny C zﬁzg(X), and f € 90+(X). Assume that  is finite and

autocontinuous. If { fu}nen is uniformly w-essentially bounded and f, AN f, then
[ is p-essentially bounded and 1,(f,) — 1,(f).

Remark 5.9 Recall that u € #(X) is strongly order continuous if u(A,) — 0
whenever {A,},ey C &, A € &, A, | A, and u(A) = 0. This con-
dition was discovered in [25] as a necessary and sufficient condition for the
validity of the Lebesgue theorem which states that every w-almost everywhere
convergent sequence of measurable functions converges in p-measure. Since
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I = Ch, Si, Su, Sh are s-monotone and every autocontinuous nonadditive measure
is null-additive, if the strong order continuity of p is additionally assumed in
Corollaries 5.8, 5.9, and 5.10, then by the Lebesgue theorem above and Remark 5.6,
convergence of f, to f in u-measure may be replaced with p-almost everywhere
convergence.

Every integral functional I : .Z (X) x .Z 7 (X) — [0, co] can be extended in the
following two ways

P, /=1, fH~ I, ), (u f)eH#X) xFX),
I, ) =1, fH =1, £, (1, f) € AMp(X) x F(X)

in order to consider the integrals of not necessarily nonnegative functions. The
functional I° is called the symmetric extension of I or the symmetric integral
determined by I, while 7 is called the asymmetric extension of I or the asymmetric
integral determined by /. They are not defined if the right-hand side is of the form
0o — 0o. The symmetric integral /* is symmetric in the sense that

IX(/"L’ _f) = _IS(/’Lv f)

and the asymmetric integral /¢ is asymmetric in the sense that

I*(w, = f) = =1, ).

Although details are omitted, all results in this section hold for the symmetric
integral I* and the asymmetric integral /¢ with appropriate modifications.

6 Concluding Remarks

In this article, some of the distribution-based integrals, such as the Choquet, gipoé,
Sugeno, and Shilkret integrals, are introduced. Then, by considering a nonlinear
integral as a nonlinear functional defined on an appropriate domain, the properties
common to those integrals are summarized from a functional analytic viewpoint
(Sects. 3 and 4). Among those properties, the perturbation of nonlinear functionals
plays an essential role in our unified approach to convergence theorems of nonlinear
integrals. In fact, it allows us to discuss in a unified way the previous and best results
known as the convergence theorems of nonlinear integrals (Sect. 5). This approach
also has sufficient applicability to the studies of monotone convergence theorems
for a net of semicontinuous functions [18] and weak convergence of nonadditive
measures (for instance, nonadditive portmanteau theorem and the uniformity of
weak convergence) [15].
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Unlike the Choquet integral, the Sipos integral can be defined independently of
the Lebesgue integral. Moreover, it coincides with the abstract Lebesgue integral
for any o -additive measure, so that the convergence theorems introduced in Sect. 5
also hold for the abstract Lebesgue integral. These advantages suggest that the
theory of the present Lebesgue integral, at least the theory leading to convergence
theorems, can simultaneously be developed for both the abstract Lebesgue and
Choquet integrals if it will be reconstructed by using the Sipos integral.

In addition to distribution-based integrals, there are also decomposition-based
integrals such as the pan integral and the concave integral. The investigation of the
convergence of those nonlinear integrals is a future task.

If you are interested in the theory of nonadditive measures and nonlinear
integrals, the author would appreciate it if you could see another expository
article [16].
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1 Introduction

We investigate the local dynamics in the neighborhood of a steady state in an
economy where agents face financial constraints and goods are produced in two
sectors with sector-specific production externalities.

There are earlier works that investigate the local dynamics in an economy with
financial constraints. Among others, Kiyotaki and Moore [16] and Cordoba and
Ripoll [13, 14] demonstrate that equilibrium is unique and dampening cycles can
occur in a collateral-constrained economy. In the model by Cordoba and Ripoll
[14], a unique steady state is a saddle point under plausible parameter conditions.
Woodford [24] and Barinci and Chéron [5] focus on an economy where capitalists
and workers coexist and show that indeterminacy can occur because workers face
financial constraints.! Benhabib and Wang [9] and Liu and Wang [18] create a
mechanism where financial constraints are the potential source of indeterminacy. In
their models, the presence of a fixed cost directly or indirectly affecting financial
constraints is a crucial factor for indeterminacy to occur. All the abovementioned
studies assume that an economy is endowed with an aggregate production sector in
which only one final good is produced. In the current study, we consider an economy
with two production sectors. We analyze how the interaction between the extent
of financial constraints and the sector-specific production externalities affects the
characterization of equilibria in a two-sector economy.”

Over the past 20 years, many researchers have investigated multiple equilibria
or indeterminacy of equilibria in dynamic general equilibrium models.? It is well
known that indeterminacy causes self-fulfilling sunspot business fluctuations (Shell
[22]; Azariadis [4]; Cass and Shell [12]; Woodford [23]). In this literature,
production externalities have been an important feature of the model because they
are a source of inefficiency that causes indeterminacy of equilibria. Among others,
Benhabib and Nishimura [8] demonstrate that indeterminacy can easily occur in a
model with two production sectors even though production externalities are small,
provided that capital goods are labor intensive from the private perspective and
capital intensive from the social perspective. In the current paper, a financial market
is explicitly introduced in the two-production-sector model. In particular, agents
face financial constraints and can borrow only up to a certain proportion of their
own funds in our model. In each period, they receive an idiosyncratic productivity
shock. Agents who draw higher productivity become borrowers (capital producers),
and agents who draw lower productivity become lenders. In other words, borrowers
and lenders endogenously appear in equilibrium.

'In contrast to Woodford [24], Barinci and Chéron [5] consider an economy with increasing
return-to-scale production externalities.

2We do not assume any fixed cost that affects financial constraints.

3See, for instance, Benhabib and Farmer [6, 7], Benhabib and Nishimura [8], Borldrin and
Rustichini [11], Benhabib et al. [10], Nishimura and Shimomura [19], Nishimura and Venditti
[20, 21], and Dufourt et al. [15].
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Our main finding is that under the moderate parameter conditions, if financial
constraints are severe, equilibrium is uniquely determined, with the steady state
being a saddle point, whereas if the financial constraints are relaxed, equilibrium
is indeterminate, with the steady state being totally stable.

The remainder of this paper proceeds as follows. In the next section, the model
is presented in which the two production sectors exhibit sector-specific production
externalities and agents face financial constraints. In Sect. 3, we derive equilibrium
and the dynamical system. In Sect. 4, we characterize the dynamic property around
the steady state and obtain the condition for the extent of financial constraints to
produce multiple equilibria. Section 5 concludes the current study.

2 Model

A closed economy continues from time O to +oo in discrete time and consists of
an infinitely lived representative firm and infinitely lived agents, whose population
is equal to 1. In each period, the representative firm produces both consumption
and intermediate goods. The intermediate goods are numeraire throughout the
current analysis. The infinitely lived agents have potential investment opportunities
to produce capital from the intermediate goods but receive uninsured idiosyncratic
productivity shocks in each period that affect the productivity in capital production.

2.1 Agents
2.1.1 Timing of Events

Figure 1 illustrates the timing of the events at time ¢. At the beginning of time ¢
when the idiosyncratic productivity shock has not yet been realized, an agent earns
the following incomes: a wage income, returns to her saving, and a lump-sum profit
from the representative firm. The consumption good market at time ¢ is opened at
the beginning of the period and is closed before the idiosyncratic productivity shock
is realized. Therefore, she must make a decision about consumption and saving at
the beginning of time # without knowing her productivity in order to produce capital
used at time # 4+ 1. At the end of time ¢, the idiosyncratic productivity shock is
realized. There are two saving methods: one is lending her savings in the financial
market and the other is initiating an investment project. She optimally chooses one
of the saving methods with knowing her productivity. Lending one unit of savings
in the financial market at time ¢ yields a claim to ;1 units of intermediate goods
at time ¢ + 1, where r;41 is the gross real interest rate. Purchasing one unit of
intermediate goods at time ¢ for capital production creates @, units of capital used
at time ¢ + 1, which are sold at price, g;11, to the production sectors at time ¢ + 1.
Although she can borrow in the financial market when she starts to produce capital,
she faces a financial constraint and can borrow up to a certain proportion of her own
funds.
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Time t
Beginning End
I I
* Earning incomes. * Productivity
shock @, realized.
* Repayment for
borrowing if any. * Choose one of the
two saving methods
* Decision about with knowing
consumption and saving productivity shocks:
without knowing Initiating a project
productivity shocks. with borrowing, or
lending in the

financial market.

Fig. 1 Timing of events and an agent’s behavior

Productivity ®; is a random variable on a probability space (2, .%, P), where
Q is a sample space (for which one can assume Q = [0, 1]), % is a o-algebra on
2, and P is the probability measure. ®; is a function of w; € €2, and its support
is [0, n], where n € (0, o). The cumulative distribution function of ®, is denoted
by G(®) := P({w; € Q2| ®;(w;) < ®}), which is time-invariant and continuously
differentiable on the support, where {w;, € Q | ®,(wy) < P} € F. Dy, Dy,...,
are independent and identically distributed across both agents and time (the i.i.d.
assumption). There is no insurance market for the productivity shocks, and thus,
no one can insure against low productivity. Denote the history of w, by o'~ =
{wo, w1, ..., w;—1}. Then, we can define a probability space (!, .Z', P') that is
a Cartesian product of ¢ copies of (2,.%, P), where o'~! is an element of .
Because the measure of the agent population is equal to one and because of the i.i.d.
assumption, o' ~! can denote an individual who experiences the history, o' ~! =

{wo, w1, ..., w1}

2.1.2 Maximization Problem

An agent solves a maximization problem for her lifetime utility given in the
following:

wt—l

o
max E Z BT er (0™
=t

subject to

prcr(a)ril) + 57 (a)ril) =
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qr q)r—l(wr—l)xr—l(wr_l) + rrbr—l(wr_l) + wy + 7o (D
b (@) > —Asg (@™ 1) 2
xr(0") =0, 3

for T > ¢, where § € (0,1) is the subjective discount factor, cr(a)”l) is
consumption, and E[.|w'~!] is an expectation operator given the history, »'~!. In
what follows, by using (2) and (3), we transform Eq. (1) into one budget constraint
given by Eq. (6) below.

In (1), wy and 7w, are a wage income and a profit that is given from the
representative firm in a lump-sum manner, respectively, and p. is the price of
consumption goods. s;(w™ 1) := x;(w?) 4 b (w?) is the agent’s saving at time
7, where x;(w") is intermediate goods used for capital production and b;(w?)
is lending if b;(w") > O and borrowing if b, (w®) < 0. A linear technology
with respect to intermediate goods is assumed for capital production such as
D (Wr—1)Xr—1 (a)f’l), which is capital produced at time 7. Equation (1) implies
that when the agent makes a decision at time ¢ about consumption, c¢;(w’ ’1),
and saving, s; (w”l), she does not know her productivity, ®;(w;), as previously
discussed. However, as noted from the expression s; @Y = x/ (o ) + bi(a"),
she knows @, (w;) when she makes a portfolio decision about investing in a capital
production project, lending, and/or borrowing at time ¢. Equation (1) is the flow
budget constraint effective for t > 1. At time O, the flow budget constraint is
assumed to be given by poco + so = qoKo + wo + mp, where Ko is the initial
capital endowment that is common across agents.

Inequality (2) is the financial constraint the agent faces at time 7.* Even though
an agent is willing to borrow in the financial market, she can do so only up to a
partial proportion of her savings, which is her own fund. In (2), A € (0, 00) is
the extent of financial constraints: the smaller A is, the more severe the financial
constraint is. Inequality (2) can be rewritten as b; (w") > —ux;(w"), where p =
A/(1 +X) € (0, 1). Because this constraint is more convenient than inequality (2),
we use it henceforth. As p goes to 1, the financial market approaches perfection, and
as u goes to zero, agents are unable to borrow in the financial market. The purchase
of intermediate goods should be nonnegative, and thus, inequality (3) is imposed.

2.1.3 Optimal Portfolio Decision Within a Period

We define ¢; := ri11/q:+1. With knowing the productivity in capital production,
agents who draw ®; > ¢, optimally borrow up to the limit of the financial constraint
and purchase intermediate goods for capital production, whereas agents who draw
®,; < ¢ lend all their savings in the financial market to acquire the gross interest,

4This type of financial constraints is employed by many researchers such as Aghion et al. [2],
Aghion and Banerjee [1], and Aghion et al. [3].
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ri+1.> Hence, ¢, is the cutoff for the productivity shocks that divide agents into
lenders and borrowers (capital producers) at time ¢, and an agent’s portfolio program
is given by

" 0 if ®;(w;) < ¢y
xt(a) ) = {W if dD,(a)[) - ¢t7 (4)
and
i s ™ i @(wr) < @y
b= { _ﬁst(a)til) if ®;(wr) > ¢r. ©)

2.14 Euler Equation

The portfolio program given by (4) and (5) rewrites the flow budget constraint (1) as
se(@ ) + prec(@Y) = Re(@r-1)se-1(07 ) + we + 77, (©6)

where R, (w;—_1) := max{ry, (qg: Pr—1(wr—1) —ryu)/(1 — w)}. The maximization
of the agent’s lifetime utility subject to (6) yields the Euler equation as follows:

prit = BE [Resi @)™ p. (7)

The necessary and sufficient optimality conditions for the lifetime utility maximiza-
tion problem consist of the Euler equation (7) as well as the transversality condition
lim;— o0 B° E[st4+ (CUH—T_I )/ P+ |(1)t_1] =0.

2.2 Production

The representative firm produces both intermediate and consumption goods, being
endowed with Cobb-Douglas technologies:

— — - 1 1 = 1 = 1
Fl(ll, ktl, l[l’ ktl) — A(ltl)otL(ktl)DtK (ltl)aL(ktl)uK
for intermediate goods, and

F2(12, K2, 2, B2) = BUD)®L (kD)*F (1)L (k2)k

>The derivation of an optimal portfolio allocation of savings follows Kunieda and Shibata [17].
Although agents who draw ®; = ¢, are indifferent between initiating a capital production project
and lending in the financial market, it is assumed that they lend their savings in the financial market.
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for consumption goods, where ai, a% e (0, 1), ai + oe% + ai + ak = 1 for
i=1,2,and A := aia%( — a%a}( # 0. A and B are the productivity parameters. In
the production functions, /} and k; are labor and capital used for the production of
each good, respectively, and l_ " and Izi are the components of production externalities
with respect to labor and cap1tal respectlvely In equilibrium, it holds that I! = l‘
and ki = k’ although l’ and k’ are exogenous when the firm solves the proﬁt
maximization problem. The firm solves the following maximization problem:

 max Tl = FYat el I kD 4 p P22 K2 2 k) + (1= 8k — qik — wily,
lt ’lt’kt’kt
3

where § € (0, 1) is the capital depreciation rate and k; = kt1 + k,2 is the total capital
in the economy. It is assumed that the remaining capital, (1 — 8)k;, after production
at time ¢ can be used as intermediate goods, and thus, the total intermediate goods,
Flal, k!, l_,l, 12,1) + (1 — &)k, are sold to capital producers. The total labor supply
is given by lt1 + 1,2 = I;, which is equal to the population of agents, i.e., [; = 1. The
first-order conditions for the profit maximization problem are given by

(K 1-6, K2 1-6,
Aaj (E) —ptBozL<lt2) = wy. )]
and
K K2\ "
Aak (j) = piBak (?) =q +8—1, (10)
where 6; := ozi + ai for i = 1, 2. Note that we have used equilibrium conditions,

Il =1 and ki = k!, to obtain (9) and (10). Assumption 2.1 below is imposed so that
the law of demand for each input is satisfied.

Assumption 2.1 6; € (0, 1) fori =1, 2.
Equations (9) and (10) yield

1 2
I %W gl 2_ kw0
K o= it and & = ek (11)

Equations (9) and (10) also yield

1-6; -0,

w, = lIJp,BTG cw(py) and ¢, +8—1= 92 “

= v(p)), (12)

where

W= (Al @) ™2 (B (@) 7))
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and
A= [(Al) (@) )2 (Blag)™ (ag) 727110,

As in Benhabib and Nishimura [8], itis said that if A = o} 0% —a?a) > (<)0,
the intermediate goods are labor (capital) intensive from the private perspective and
if 61 > (<)0,, the intermediate goods are labor (capital) intensive from the social
perspective.

3 Equilibrium

A competitive equilibrium is expressed by sequences of prices {wy, gz, pr, Fr+1}
for all + > 0 and allocation {k;,k} k?,1;,1},1?} for all t+ > 0 and
{cr(@ 1), 51 (@'Y, x: (@), by(w?)} for all t > 0, ', and w' ', so that (i) for each
o' and '™!, the consumer maximizes her lifetime utility from time ¢ onward; (ii)
the representative firm maximizes its profits in each period; and (iii) consumption
and intermediate goods markets, a financial market, a capital market, and a labor
market are clear.’

3.1 Market-Clearing Conditions

Because in each time, the total consumption is equal to the production of consump-
tion goods, the consumption goods market-clearing condition is given by

C, ::/ ci(@~HdP ('Y = F2(k2, 1%, (13)
Qt

where Fz(ktz,ltz) = Fz(ltz,ktz,ltz,ktz). As seen in (4), the intermediate goods
are purchased by agents who draw higher productivity, such that ®;(w;) > ¢;.
Therefore, the intermediate goods market-clearing condition is given by

/ K (@)dP (@) = F UL 1) + (1= )k, (14)
QX (Q\E))

where B; = {w; € Q|P;(w;) < ¢} and Fl(kl,ltl) = Fl(ll,k},l},k}). Because,
in the financial market, all lending and borrowing are canceled out, it follows that

/Qm by (@)dP (0" =0, (15)

which is the financial market-clearing condition. From (15), we obtain the following
lemma.

5To be accurate, ¢y is not subject to any history of the stochastic events and w™! is empty.
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Lemma 3.1 The financial market-clearing condition (15) is satisfied if and only if

/ st(wlfl)dpl:‘r](wt): L s,(a)til)dPtJrl(a)t).
QI xE, 1

— L JQrx(Q\E))

Proof Inserting (5) into the financial market-clearing condition (15) yields the
desired equation. O

Capital is supplied by agents who draw higher productivity such that ®,(w;) >
¢, and is demanded by the representative firm. Hence, the capital market-clearing
condition is given by

klpy k2 = /Q e @, (wr)x, (@ )d P (o). (16)
=13

Finally, the labor market-clearing condition is given by

I+ =1=1. 17)

3.2 Production in Equilibrium

From (11), k! + k*> = k;, and I} + 1> = 1, the production functions become as
follows:

g u(pke — agw(py)

Flal, Kkl =
U, k) A

(18)

and

ajv(pke — ajpw(pr)

2072 12
PtF (l,kt): A

19)

From (18) and (19), the gross product, Y; = Fl(l,l, k,l) + p: F2(1, k,z), is obtained
as follows:

_ (ak - al%)v(pt)kt + (Ol%( - a}()w(pt)

Y; A

(20)

3.3 Cutoff

The financial market-clearing condition (15) yields a time-invariant cutoff, ¢, = ¢*,
in equilibrium that divides agents into lenders and borrowers.
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Proposition 3.1 The cutoff, ¢*, is given by
G(9") = . (21

Proof See the Appendix.

Because the cumulative distribution function is strictly increasing over the support,
¢* = G~(w) is uniquely determined. As j increases, ¢* increases. This means
that as the financial constraints are relaxed, the number of lenders increases and the
number of capital producers decreases. Although the number of capital producers
decreases, allocative inefficiency with respect to the use of intermediate goods is
corrected. This is because the intermediate goods are intensively used by more
highly productive agents.

3.4 Dynamical System

To aggregate the flow budget constraint (6) across all agents, we obtain Lemma 3.2
below, which follows from the financial market-clearing condition (15).

Lemma 3.2
f Ri(@r1)sr—1 (@ Dd P! (@) = giks 22)
Q[

Proof See the Appendix.

Lemma 3.2 implies that capital producers sell capital to the representative firm at
price ¢;. From the microeconomic perspective, the savings of agents who draw
lower productivity are lent out to agents who draw higher productivity, and the
lenders are repaid with interest. Therefore, although the returns to individual savings
vary depending upon the individual productivity, the total income from all agents’
savings is eventually equal to the value of total capital in the economy.

The use of Lemma 3.2 aggregates the flow budget constraint (6) across all agents
and obtains the relationship between the total demand for and the total supply
of intermediate goods. The total funds available for capital production consist of
capital producers’ savings and their borrowing from lenders through the financial
market, which is equal to the aggregate saving across all agents. The total funds are
used to purchase the intermediate goods. Lemma 3.3 below describes this situation.

Lemma 3.3
/ si(@ " HdP (' = FLa! kD + (1 = 8k, (23)
QI

Proof See the Appendix.



A Two-Sector Growth Model with Credit Market Imperfections and Production. . . 127

The left-hand side of (23) is the total demand for intermediate goods, and the right-
hand side is the total supply. As seen in (4), the intermediate goods are used by
the more highly productive agents who draw ®;(w;) > ¢* to produce capital.
Then, Lemmas 3.3 and (4) with the i.i.d. assumption regarding the idiosyncratic
productivity shocks yield capital k; 41, as in Proposition 3.2.

Proposition 3.2

_H@Y (g g
bt = (FIOL KD + (=908 4)

where H(¢*) = fdy* O, (wy)dG (D).
Proof See the Appendix.

Define M () := H(¢*)/(1 — w) in (24). Then, M (u) can be considered as the
aggregate productivity in the economy. By applying L’Hopital’s rule, one can prove
that as © — 1, i.e., as the financial market approaches perfection, it follows that
M(u) — n. This outcome means that only the agents who draw the highest
productivity become capital producers and the other agents become lenders when
the financial market is perfect. In this case, allocative inefficiency regarding the
intermediate goods is perfectly corrected, and the highest aggregate productivity
is achieved. In contrast, we obtain M(0) = H(0), which is equal to the mean of
@, (w;). When p = 0, there is no financial market, and no agent can be a lender or
a borrower. Instead, all agents become capital producers. The range of variation of
M (u) depends on the size of the support of the idiosyncratic productivity shocks.
Regarding M (1), Lemma 3.4 is formally obtained.

Lemma 3.4 As u increases from 0 to 1, the aggregate productivity, M (u), also
increases from M (0) to n, where M (0) is the mean of the idiosyncratic productivity
shocks.

Proof See the Appendix.

Inserting (18) into (24) yields a dynamic equation with respect to capital as follows:

2 2
ayv(pr) M ()
ki1 = M(p) (1—5— LA - )kﬂr A Kw(p). (25
G(¢*) = p and ¢* = ri41/q1+1 are used to compute the expected return in
Proposition 3.3 below.
Proposition 3.3
E[R1(@)|o'™"] = gre1 M (). (26)

Proof See the Appendix.
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Equations (12) and (26) rewrite (7) as follows:

— P = M, 27)

0)—0
Ap,j_ll +1-4

which is a dynamic equation with respect to the price of consumption goods.

3.5 Steady State
Assumption 3.2

1
0 I
=TT
Assumption 3.2 implies that (1 — §)M(u) < 1 for all u € [0, 1). Under
Assumption 3.2, (I — §)M(un) varies from (1 — §)H() to (1 — &)n as u
increases from O to 1. In the model with a perfect financial market, the aggregate
productivity in capital production is constant. In contrast, the current model allows
for the aggregate productivity, M (), to vary from H (0) to n, whose upper limit is
1/(1 =9).
Assumption 3.3 6, > 60 and A = aioz%( — a%ak > 0.

In Benhabib and Nishimura’s model, when the utility function is linear with
respect to consumption, indeterminacy of equilibrium always occurs if the inter-
mediate goods are capital intensive from the social perspective, i.e., 6> > 01, and
labor intensive from the private perspective, i.e., A > 0. Therefore, we exclusively
examine the case in which 6, > 61 and A > 0 to investigate whether indeterminacy
occurs when the financial market is imperfect.

Under Assumption 3.2, (27) provides the consumption goods price, p*, in the
steady state, as follows:

—01

]
BAM (1) 0
* . 28
P (1—(1—5)ﬁM(M)> (28)

Furthermore, under Assumption 3.2, (12), (25), and (28) yield the capital stock, k*,
in the steady state as follows:

-0, il
o — ap WA (BM (W)

(29)

1-61 °

(a7 + BA = (A+a?)B(1 —HM(w) (1 — (1 —8)BM ()
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To confirm that the economy produces both intermediate and consumption goods
in the steady state, we obtain Lemma 3.5 below.

Lemma 3.5 Under Assumptions 3.2 and 3.3, it holds that

arw(p®) . arw(p®)
alv(p®) a?v(p*)

Proof See the Appendix.

From (18) and (19), Lemma 3.5 implies that the economy imperfectly specializes
in production and consistently produces both intermediate and consumption goods
in the steady state. By continuity, both intermediate and consumption goods are
produced in the neighborhood of the steady state. Throughout the analysis, we
exclusively focus on the case in which the economy produces both intermediate
and consumption goods.

4 Local Dynamics

From (25) and (27), the dynamical system with respect to k; and p; is given by

kt+l = J(ks, Dt)
— L = BM () pr, (30)

=91
=0
Apt+1 +1-§

where

2 M 2
J(Yi. p) = M) (1 —5— “L”A(”f)) ke + (’Z)“K w(py).

Note that the second equation is expressed by the consumption price only, because
we assume that agents’ period-wise utility is linear with respect to consumption. The
linearization of the dynamical system (30) around the steady state is obtained as

2 _ _ 2
0 B G S el | (o
k)= N -p*)’
Pi+1 — P 0 0, —01(1-8)BM (1) pr=p
(31)

where J,(k, p) := 9J(k, p)/op. The eigenvalues, k1 and k7, of this dynamical
system are given by

(A +apDU =MW — o]
_ oA

K1 (32)
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and

B 62 — 1
=01 —-HBM (W)

K2 (33)

To focus on a typical interesting case, Assumption 4.4 below is imposed in what
follows.

Assumption4.4 1 < o?/(BA) < 1/(1 — ).

The value of « is crucial for the determination of the dynamic property around
the steady state, although it is easily shown that ko € (0, 1), as proven in Lemma A.1
in the Appendix. Figure 2 illustrates the relationship between M () and 1 under
Assumption 4.4. In Fig. 2, two critical values of M (u) are defined: M; := (a% —
BA)Y/[(A + a2)(1 —8)B] and My := a7 /[(A + a2)(1 — §)B]. We also define 11
and u, if any, such that M (u1) = M; and M (up) = M>. As noted in Fig. 2, M
gives k1 = —1 and M> gives k1 = 0. Note also that when M(u) = 1/(1 — §),
we have k1 = 1 — (1 — ﬂ)a%/(ﬂA), which is less than 1 and is greater than 0
from Assumption 4.4. The value of k; varies depending on the extent of financial
constraints.

Theorem 4.1 Consider the linearized dynamical system (31). Under Assump-
tions 2.1, 3.2, 3.3, and 4.4, suppose that the mean of the stochastic productivity
shocks, M (0), is smaller than M1 and that the maximum, 1, is greater than M.
Then, if the financial constraint is severe, the steady state is a saddle point, and if
the financial constraint is relaxed, the steady state is totally stable. More concretely,
the following hold.

Fig. 2 The relationship between M(u) and «j. Notes: From Assumption 4.4, it follows that
1—(1—pak/(BA) € (0, 1) and —af /(BA) € (—o0, —1) on K axis
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o Ifu € [0, uy), the steady state is a saddle point.
o Ifu € (u1, 1), the steady state is totally stable.

Proof See the Appendix.

In the dynamical system given by (30), k; is a state variable that is predetermined
at time ¢, and p; is a jump variable. In Theorem 4.1 when the steady state is a
saddle point, for any given initial capital, kg, there exists only an initial price of
consumption goods that yields a sequence {k;, p;}7°, in competitive equilibrium.
Accordingly, in this case, equilibrium is uniquely determined. In contrast, when
the steady state is totally stable, there exists a continuum of initial prices of con-
sumption goods, each one of which produces a sequence {k;, p;};°,, in competitive
equilibrium. In this case, equilibrium is indeterminate and multiple equilibria occur.

It is widely known that indeterminacy of equilibrium causes self-fulfilling
sunspot business fluctuations (Shell [22]; Azariadis [4]; Cass and Shell [12];
Woodford [23]). Extrinsic random variables that may have impacts on agents’
expectations without directly affecting economic fundamentals are called sunspots.
If the resource allocation in equilibrium depends on the realization of a sunspot
random variable, the equilibrium is called a sunspot equilibrium. When indeter-
minacy arises, extrinsic uncertainty randomizes multiple equilibria. Then, sunspot
business fluctuations can occur as a rational expectations equilibrium. Note from
Theorem 4.1 that when the financial constraint is severe, no self-fulfilling sunspot
business fluctuations occur, whereas when the financial constraint is relaxed, self-
fulfilling sunspot business fluctuations can occur.

5 Concluding Remarks

A two-sector dynamic general equilibrium model in which agents face financial
constraints and the production sectors exhibit externalities is presented. Whether
production externalities cause indeterminacy of equilibria depends on the extent of
financial constraints and the size of the support of the idiosyncratic productivity
shocks. Under the moderate parameter conditions for a labor income share and
sector-specific production externalities, if financial constraints are severe, equi-
librium is unique. However, as financial constraints are relaxed, equilibrium is
indeterminate, and thus, self-fulfilling sunspot business fluctuations can occur.

Recently, it has often been asserted that financial innovations that relax financial
constraints destabilize economies. The outcomes from our analysis are consistent
with this assertion. In our model, the relaxation of financial constraints magnifies
the destabilization effect of production externalities.
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Appendix
Proof of Proposition 3.1
It follows from Lemma 3.1 that
ﬁ /Q st(@ ™ Nd P (@' )d P (wr)
g

—L/ / si(@' ™ Hd P (0 ™Yd P (w;) = 0.
I —nJong, Jor
(34)

where E; = {w; € Q2|P;(w;) < ¢;}. (34) can be rewritten as

¢
/s;(w’_l)dP[(a)’_l)/ dG(®)
Q! 0

m

n
——" | s HdP'(' ™Y | dG@) =0,
1 — U JQt

¢

which is computed as
/ st(@ " Hd P (@) [G(@) - P - G(@))} = 0.
Q —u

Solving the last part, we obtain G(¢;) = .

Proof of Lemma 3.2

Because R;(w;—1) = max{r;, (q: Ps—1(w;—1) — r:pt)/(1 — )}, it follows that

f Ri(@—1)s1—1(0' "2)d P (0'™1) = /
QI

¢ P 1(wi—1) — 11 }
Q

1 —pu

x 5;_1(@ ") dP ('™ = I,

max {rt,
!

Define B/_| = {w;—1 € Q|D;—1(w;—1) < ¢;—1}, as in the proof of Proposition 3.1.
Because ¢;_1 = r;/q;, I; can be computed as follows:

L= / risi—1(@' " d P (')
Q-1x8;_;
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q> _ _ —
+/ Gt Pr—1(wi—1) rt“s,,l(a)t_z)dpt(w[_l)
QI (Q\E ) I—n

o, —
= / GO (a0, (35)
QIx@\E-) LM

where the second equality of (35) is obtained from Lemma 3.1. Agents who draw

(1) > ¢—1 invest x,—1 (@) = s5-1(@'"H/(1 — ), and thus, (35)
becomes

b, _
I = f @@ e (AP @
Q1 x (Q\E_1) 1—pu

=g / @11 (0 AP (@' ). (36)
QI (Q\E-1)
Because k; = [, c(@\&,_y) Pr-1Xi-1 (@' ~Hd P! (o' ™), (36) becomes

Iy = qik;. U

Proof of Lemma 3.3

By using Lemma 3.2 and because fQ, md P'(0'~1) = II,, the aggregation of (6)
across all agents is obtained as follows:

/ 5@ P () = / (R (@1 1)51—1 (@02 + wy + 11
Qt Qt

— prer(@™H1dP (@'
= grk; + wy + I1; — p;C;. 37

From (8), we have F' (I}, k') + p, F2(2, k?) + (1 — 8)k; = qrky + wy + T1,. Addi-
tionally, the consumption goods market-clearing condition leads to p; F>(I?, klz) =
p:C;. Therefore, (37) is transformed into

fs,(w’—l)dP’(w’—l)=F1(zl,k})+(1—5)k,. O (38)
Q
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Proof of Proposition 3.2

Because k;41 is produced by capital producers who draw an individual-specific
productivity, ®;(w;), that is greater than ¢;, Lemma 3.3 and the i.i.d. assumption
compute k;1 as follows:

kst = / By (w)xi (@)d P (@)
Q% (Q\Er)

r—1
_ f f &) g Pt )d P ()
Q\& Jor L—pn

Zf ql)tia)z)dG(q))f '_l)dP(a)t_l)

_ (¢’ )(F AL kD + (1= )k,

where H(¢*) = f(;]* D, (w;)d G (®) because ¢; = ¢* in equilibrium. [J.

Proof of Lemma 3.4

Obviously, M (w) is continuous in [0, 1). The inverse function theorem implies

IM(u) 9 <H(¢> )) —(1 = w)¢*G'(9*)(0¢*/0p) + H(¢™)

Caw o\ 1— (1 —w)?
[ 2(@)dG(®) = §7(1 = G(¢")
- (-2 g

Therefore, M(w) is an increasing function with respect to p in [0, 1). It is
straightforward to verify that M(0) = H(0) is the mean of the idiosyncratic
productivity shocks. By applying L'Hopital’s rule, we obtain lim, 1 M(u) =
lim;, ¢ G’l(M)G’l/(u)G’(q)*) = 7. For the last equality, we have used the inverse
function theorem again. []

Proof of Proposition 3.3

Because ¢; = ry+1/q(ps+1) and ¢, = ¢*, it follows that
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1]

T (wp) — P 1

Gr 1P (wr) — e
l—pu
D (wr) — et
I—p

E[R+1(w)0 N =E [max {ml,

= q[+1E |:max {¢l’

¢*
= qr+1 [ A ¢*dG(<I>)+/¢ dG(CD)]

= Gos1 [¢>*G(¢*) - i—i“ ~G@") +

H(¢*)}
I—pu

= g1 M(u).

To derive the last equality, Proposition 3.1 is applied. [

Proof of Lemma 3.5

From Assumption 3.2, it follows that (1 — §)M () < 1. Then, under Assump-
tion 3.3, from (12), (28), and (29), it follows that sign{k*—a L w(p*)/ (et} v(p*))} =
sign{l — (1 —=8)BM () —a}</3(1 —(1—=8)M(w))}. Because 1 — (1 —8)BM (n) —
ak Bl — (1 =8HMW) > (I —akB)d — (1 — 5M(r) > 0, it follows that
sign{k* —afw(p*)/(a} v(p*))} > 0. Additionally, it follows that sign{a% w(p*)/
(@Fv(p*) — k*} = sign{l — (1 =M ()} > 0.0

Proof of Theorem 4.1

To prove Theorem 4.1, two lemmata are prepared.
Lemma A.1 Under Assumptions 2.1, 3.2, and 3.3, it holds that 0 < k3 < 1.

Proof 1t follows from Assumption 3.2 that 0 < (1 — §)BM () < 1, which leads to
(62—061)/(62—01(1—-8)BM (1)) < 1 from Assumptions 2.1, 3.2, and 3.3. Addition-
ally, it follows from Assumption 3.3 that (6, — 61)/(62 — 61 (1 — 8)BM (un)) > 0

O

Lemma A.2 Under Assumptions 2.1, 3.2, 3.3, and 4.4, suppose that the mean of
the stochastic productivity shocks, M (0), is smaller than M| and that the maximum,
n, is greater than M3. Then, as the value of w increases from O to 1, the value of k|
increases in the ranges, as in the following.

— As uincreases in [0, 1), k1 increases in [k, —1).
— As [ increases in [y, w2), k1 increases in [—1, 0).
— As [ increases in [y, 1), k1 increases in [0, k),
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where & := [(A + a3)(1 — 8)BM(0) — a?1/(BA) € (—oo, —) and ik < 1 — (1 —
,B)ot%/(,BA) € (0, 1), which is given when M () = n.

Proof M () is an increasing function with respect to w. Then, Fig. 2 and (32) prove
the claims. o

Proof of Theorem 4.1 From Lemma A.l, we have |«3| < 1. From Lemma A.2, if
w € [0, ny), |x1| > 1, and if u € (u1, 1), |«1| < 1. Therefore, the steady state is a
saddle point if i € [0, 1), and the steady state is totally stable if © € (11, 1). O

References

1. Aghion P, Banerjee A (2005) Volatility and growth. Oxford University Press, New York
2. Aghion P, Banerjee A, Piketty T (1999) Dualism and macroeconomic volatility. Q J Econ
114(4):1359-1397
3. Aghion P, Howitt P, Mayer-Foulkes D (2005) The effect of financial development on
convergence: theory and evidence. Q J Econ 120(1):173-222
4. Azariadis C (1981) Self-fulfilling prophecies. J Econ Theory 25(3):380-396
5. Barinci J-P, Chéron A (2001) Sunspots and the business cycle in a finance constrained
economy. J Econ Theory 97(1):30-49
6. Benhabib J, Farmer REA (1994) Indeterminacy and increasing returns. J Econ Theory
63(1):19-41
7. Benhabib J, Farmer REA (1996) Indeterminacy and sector-specific externalities. ] Monet Econ
37(3):421-443
8. Benhabib J, Nishimura K (1998) Indeterminacy and sunspots with constant returns. J Econ
Theory 81(1):58-96
9. Benhabib J, Wang P (2013) Financial constraints, endogenous markups, and self-fulfilling
equilibria. J Monet Econ 60:789-805
10. Benhabib J, Meng Q, Nishimura K (2000) Indeterminacy under constant returns to scale in
multisector economies. Econometrica 68(6):1541-1548
11. Boldrin M, Rustichini A (1994) Growth and indeterminacy in dynamic models with externali-
ties. Econometrica 62(2):323-342
12. Cass D, Shell K (1983) Do sunspots matter? J Polit Econ 91(2):193-227
13. Cordoba J-C, Ripoll CM (2004) Collateral constraints in a monetary economy. J Eur Econ
Assoc 2(6):1172-1205
14. Cordoba J-C, Ripoll M (2004) Credit cycles redux. Int Econ Rev 45(4):1011-1046
15. Dufourt F, Nishimura K, Venditti A (2015) Indeterminacy and sunspots in two-sector RBC
models with generalized no-income-effect preferences. J Econ Theory 157:1056—-1080
16. Kiyotaki N, Moore J (1997) Credit cycles. J Polit Econ 105(2):211-248
17. Kunieda T, Shibata A (2016) Asset bubbles, economic growth, and a self-fulfilling financial
crisis. J Monet Econ 82:70-84
18. Liu Z, Wang P (2014) Credit constraints and self-fulfilling business cycles. Am Econ J
Macroecon 6(1):32-69
19. Nishimura K, Shimomura K (2002) Trade and indeterminacy in a dynamic general equilibrium
model. J Econ Theory 105(1):244-260
20. Nishimura K, Venditti A (2004) Indeterminacy and the role of factor substitutability. Macroe-
con Dyn 8(04):436-465
21. Nishimura K, Venditti A (2007) Indeterminacy in discrete-time infinite-horizon models with
non-linear utility and endogenous labor. J Math Econ 43(3—4):446-476



A Two-Sector Growth Model with Credit Market Imperfections and Production. . . 137

22. Shell K (1977) Monnaie et allocation intertemporelle. Mimeograph, CNRS Seminaire Roy-
Malinvaud (Paris), November 21, 1977

23. Woodford M (1986) Stationary sunspot equilibria: the case of small fluctuations around a
deterministic steady state. Mimeo, University of Chicago

24. Woodford M (1986) Stationary sunspot equilibria in a finance constrained economy. J Econ
Theory 40(1):128-137



Index

A

Absolutely continuous variation, 2628
Asymmetric integral, 114
Autocontinuous, 107, 110, 112-114
Autocontinuous from above, 110, 111
Autocontinuous from below, 110, 111

B

Backward payoft-keeping behavior, 79-92

Bounded convergence theorem, 95, 106,
111-114

Bounded variation, 26-28, 40, 42, 49

C

Capacity, 96

Chain store paradox, 79-81, 86, 92
Choquet integral, 94, 98, 100, 101, 113-115
Concave integral, 99, 100, 115

Control function, 104—106

D

Decomposition-based integrals, 100, 115

Decreasing distribution function, 98, 104

Degree of implausibility (DIP), 80, 81, 86

Distorted measure, 110

Distribution-based integrals, 98, 99,
114,115

E
Elementary, 30, 98, 103, 106, 108, 109
Essential boundedness constant, 104, 112

© Springer Nature Singapore Pte Ltd. 2018

Essentially bounded, 29
Euler equation, 122

F
Fast Fourier transforms (FFT), 2, 3, 9-12
Fatou lemma, 109, 111

the First-order stochastic dominance, 104
Fuzzy measure, 94, 96

G
Generative, 103, 105, 106, 108, 109, 111, 112
Generator, 103, 108, 109, 111, 112

H

Horizontally additive, 100, 101, 105, 106

Horizontally subadditive, 100, 101, 105, 106,
112

I

Inner regular, 100, 101, 105, 106, 108

Integral functional, 36, 37, 41, 42, 44, 45, 75,
94, 95, 100-106, 108-112, 114

K
Kept value, 82-85, 87
Ky Fan metric, 113

L
Limit preserving, 103, 108, 109, 111, 112
Lipschitz variation, 26-28, 30, 54-75

139

S. Kusuoka, T. Maruyama (eds.), Advances in Mathematical Economics, Advances
in Mathematical Economics 22, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-0605-1


https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-0605-1

140

Lipschitz variation maximal monotone
operator, 27, 28, 54-75

Locally risk minimizing (LRM), 24, 6-14

Lower marginal continuous, 100, 101, 105, 106

M

Market clearing conditions, 124126, 133

Maximal monotone operators, 25-75

Maximin behavior, 81, 92

Mean-variance hedging (MVH), 24, 6, 7,
11-14

Measure-truncated, 100, 101, 105, 106, 108,
109, 111

Minimal martingale measure (MMM), 3, 4,
6-8, 11

Monotone decreasing convergence theorem,
106-110

Monotone increasing convergence theorem,
106-109

Monotone measure, 96

MVH. See Mean-variance hedging (MVH)

N

Nonadditive measures, 93, 94, 96, 97, 107,
110,114, 115

Nonlinear integrals, 93-115

Normal inverse Gaussian, 1-23

(6}
Of continuous type, 103, 108, 109
Of finite type, 103, 109

P

Pan integral, 99, 100, 115

Perfect recall game, 84

Perturbative, 104-106, 109, 111, 112

Index

Plausible equilibrium, 79-92
Pseudo-addition, 101-103, 106
Pseudo-difference, 101, 102, 108

R
Reverse Fatou lemma, 111

S

Saddle point, 118, 119, 130, 131, 136

Shilkret integral, 94, 98-100, 114

§ip0§ integral, 94, 95, 98, 100, 114, 115
s-monotone, 104-106, 109, 110, 114

Stochastic dominance, 103, 104

Strongly monotone, 104

Subdifferential, 26-28, 33, 34, 36, 37, 3942,

45,71
Sugeno integral, 94, 98-100, 113, 114
Symmetric integral, 114

T

Totally stable, 119, 130, 131, 136
Transversality condition, 122
Truncated, 3, 111

U

Uniformly integrable, 8, 40, 41, 50, 55, 59, 60,
71,772,107, 112,113

Uniformly p-essentially bounded, 112, 113

Uniformly truncated, 108, 109, 111

Upper marginal continuous, 100, 101, 105,
106, 108, 109, 111, 112

A\
Vitali convergence theorem, 95, 106, 107,
110-113



	Contents
	Numerical Analysis on Quadratic Hedging Strategies for Normal Inverse Gaussian Models
	1 Introduction
	2 Model Description
	3 Main Results
	3.1 Standing Assumption
	3.2 The Minimal Martingale Measure
	3.3 Local Risk Minimization
	3.4 Integration Interval
	3.5 Mean-Variance Hedging

	4 Numerical Results
	Appendix
	Proof of Proposition 3.1
	Proof of Lemma A.1
	Proof of Proposition 3.2
	Proof of Proposition 3.3
	Proof of Proposition 3.5

	References

	Second-Order Evolution Problems with Time-Dependent Maximal Monotone Operator and Applications
	1 Introduction
	2 Notation and Preliminaries
	3 Second-Order Evolution Problems Involving Time-Dependent Maximal Monotone Operators
	4 Evolution Problems with Lipschitz Variation Maximal Monotone Operator and Application to Viscosity and Control
	References

	Plausible Equilibria and Backward Payoff-Keeping Behavior
	1 Introduction
	2 Main Result
	2.1 The Backward Payoff-Keeping Behavior
	2.2 The Plausible Equilibria

	3 Applications
	3.1 The Coordination Game
	3.2 The Battle of Sexes
	3.3 Cournot Oligopoly

	4 Conclusion
	References

	A Unified Approach to Convergence Theorems of Nonlinear Integrals
	1 Introduction
	2 Preliminaries
	3 Nonlinear Integrals
	4 Nonlinear Integral Functionals
	5 Some Convergence Theorems of Nonlinear Integrals
	6 Concluding Remarks
	References

	A Two-Sector Growth Model with Credit Market Imperfections and Production Externalities
	1 Introduction
	2 Model
	2.1 Agents
	2.1.1 Timing of Events
	2.1.2 Maximization Problem
	2.1.3 Optimal Portfolio Decision Within a Period
	2.1.4 Euler Equation

	2.2 Production

	3 Equilibrium
	3.1 Market-Clearing Conditions
	3.2 Production in Equilibrium
	3.3 Cutoff
	3.4 Dynamical System
	3.5 Steady State

	4 Local Dynamics
	5 Concluding Remarks
	Appendix
	Proof of Proposition 3.1
	Proof of Lemma 3.2
	Proof of Lemma 3.3
	Proof of Proposition 3.2
	Proof of Lemma 3.4
	Proof of Proposition 3.3
	Proof of Lemma 3.5
	Proof of Theorem 4.1

	References

	Index

