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Abstract This paper studies the backward-forward linear-quadratic-Gaussian
(LQG) games with major and minor agents (players). The state of major agent fol-
lows a linear backward stochastic differential equation (BSDE) and the states of
minor agents are governed by linear forward stochastic differential equations (SDEs).
The major agent is dominating as its state enters those of minor agents. On the other
hand, all minor agents are individually negligible but their state-average affects the
cost functional of major agent. The mean-field game in such backward-major and
forward-minor setup is formulated to analyze the decentralized strategies. We first
derive the consistency condition via an auxiliary mean-field SDEs and a 3 x 2 mixed
backward-forward stochastic differential equation (BFSDE) system. Next, we dis-
cuss the wellposedness of such BFSDE system by virtue of the monotonicity method.
Consequently, we obtain the decentralized strategies for major and minor agents
which are proved to satisfy the e-Nash equilibrium property.
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Introduction

Recently, the dynamic optimization of (linear) large-population system has attracted
extensive research attentions from academic communities. Its most significant fea-
ture is the existence of numerous insignificant agents, denoted by {AI-}IN= 1» whose
dynamics and (or) cost functionals are coupled via their state-average. To design low-
complexity strategies for large-population system, one efficient method is mean-field
game (MFG) which enables us to derive the decentralized strategies. Interested read-
ers may refer to Lasry and Lions (2007), Guéant et al. (2010) for the motivation and
methodology, and Andersson and Djehiche (2011), Bardi (2012), Bensoussan et al.
(2016), Buckdahn et al. (2009a, 2009b, 2010, 2011), Carmona and Delarue (2013),
Huang et al. (2006, 2007, 2012), Li and Zhang (2008) for recent progress of MFG
theory. Our work is to consider the following large-population system involving a
major agent Ay and minor agents {A[}fvzlz

dxo(t) =[Aoxo(t) + Bouo(t) + Cozo(t)]dt + zo(£)dWo(1),

major agent Ay : { (T) =¢
X0 =S,

and

. dx;(t)= [Ax,- ()4 Bu;(t) + Dx™V) (1) + ozxo(f)] dt+ adW;(t),
minor agent A; :

x; (0) =x;0,

N
where xM (1) = % > xi(¢) is state-average of all minor agents. Moreover, .4 and
i=1
{A;}1<i<n can be further coupled via their cost functionals Jo, J; as follows:

T
Jo %E {/O [Qo (xo(t) - x(N)(t)>2 + Ox3 (1) + Roug(t)] dt + Hoxg(O)} ,

1 T 2
Ji =3E {/O |:Q (xi (t) — x<N>(z)) + Ruiz(t):| dt + Hx,?(T)} :
Formal assumptions on coefficients of states and costs will be given later. As
addressed in (Carmona and Delarue 2013) and (Nourian and Caines 2013), the
standard procedure of MFG (without .Ag) mainly consists of the following steps:

(Step i) Fix the state-average limit: limy_, oo x™) by a frozen process X and
formulate an auxiliary stochastic control problem for 4; which is parameterized
by x.

(Step ii) Solve the above auxiliary stochastic control problem to obtain the decen-
tralized optimal state x; (which should depend on the undetermined process x, hence
denoted by x; (x)).

(Step iii) Determine x by the fixed-point argument: limy_ 4+ % Zf\’: 1 Xi
x)=x.

As to the MFG with major-minor agent (Ag, A;), Step (ii) can be further divided
into:
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(Step ii-a) First, solve the decentralized control problem for .A¢ by replacing x V)
using x. The related decentralized optimal state is denoted by xo(x) and optimal
control by u¢(x).

(Step ii-b) Second, given xo(x) and ig(x) of Ap, solve the auxiliary stochastic
control problem for A;. The related decentralized states x; for .A; should depend on
(x, Xo(x)), hence denoted by x; (x, xo(x)).

(Step iii) is thus revised to fixed-point argument: limy_, ;oo % ZlN: 1 Xi
(x, Xo(x)) = x.

The MFG with major-minor agent has been extensively studied: for exam-
ple, Huang (2010) discussed MFG with a major agent and heterogenous minor
agents parameterized by finite K classes; Nguyen and Huang (2012) further con-
sidered MFG with heterogenous minor agents parameterized by a continuum index
set; Nourian and Caines (2013) studied MFG for nonlinear large population sys-
tem involving major-minor agents; Buckdahn et al. (2014) discussed the MFG
with major-minor agents in weak formulation where the “feedback control against
feedback control” strategies are studied.

The modeling novelty of this paper, is to consider a major-minor agent system with
backward major, namely, the state of .4 satisfies a backward stochastic differential
equation (BSDE):

dxo(t) =[Aogxo(t) + Boug(t) + Cozo(t)]dt + zo(t)dWy(t).
xo(T) =§.

Unlike forward SDE with given initial condition xg, the terminal condition & is
pre-specified in BSDE as a priori and its solution becomes an adapted process pair
(x0, z0)- The linear BSDEs were first introduced by Bismut (1978) and the general
nonlinear BSDE was first studied in Pardoux and Peng (1990). The BSDE has been
applied broadly in many fields such as mathematical economics and finance, decision
making and management science. One example is the representation of stochastic
differential recursive utility by a class of BSDE (Duffie and Epstein (1992), El Karoui
et al. (1997), Wang and Wu (2009), etc.). A BSDE coupled with a SDE in their
terminal conditions formulates the forward-backward stochastic differential equation
(FBSDE). The FBSDE has also been well studied and the interested readers may refer
Antonelli (1993), Cvitani¢ and Ma (1996), Hu and Peng (1995), Ma et al. (1994,
2015), Ma and Yong (1999), Peng and Wu (1999), Wu (2013), Yong (1997, 2010),
Yong and Zhou (1999), Yu (2012) and the references therein for more details of
FBSDEs.

The modeling of major agent by BSDE and minor agents by forward SDE, is
well motivated and can be illustrated by the following example. In a natural resource
exploitation industry, there exist a large number of small exploitation firms {Ai}lN: 1
which are more aggressive in their business activities. Accordingly, their cost func-
tionals are based on forward SDEs with given initial conditions. Here, these initial
conditions can be interpreted as their initial investments or deposits for exploitation
licenses. On the other hand, the major agent .Ag acts as some dominating administra-
tion party such as local government or regulation bureau. As the administrator, A
is more conservative hence its state can be modeled by a linear BSDE for which the
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terminal condition is specified. Such terminal condition can be interpreted as a future
target or objective such as tax revenue from exploitation industry, or environmental
protection index related to natural resource.

The modeling of backward-major and forward-minors will yield a large-
population system with backward-forward stochastic differential equation (BFSDE),
which is structurally different to FBSDE in the following aspects. First, the forward
and backward equations will be coupled in their initial instead terminal conditions.
Second, unlike FBSDE, there is no feasible decoupling structure by the standard
Riccati equations, as addressed in Lim and Zhou (2001). This is mainly because some
implicit constraints in initial conditions should be satisfied in the possible decoupling.

The introduction of BFSDE also brings some technical differences to its MFG
studies. First, as addressed in (Step i), the state-average limit of minor agents will
be frozen. Then, by (ii-a), the optimal state of major agent should follow a BFSDE
system. This is because the major state follows some BSDE, thus its adjoint pro-
cess should be a forward SDE. These two equations will be further coupled in their
initial conditions. Therefore, we will get some BFSDE instead the classical FBSDE
from standard forward major-forward minor MFG. Next, as suggested by (ii-b), the
given minor agent will solve some optimal control problem with augmented state:
its own state, state-average limit, optimal state of major agent from (ii-a), which is a
BFSDE. The minor agent’s optimal control should involve some feedback of this aug-
mented state. In this way, the minor’s optimal state will be represented through some
coupled system of its own state, the major’s agent, the state-average limit as well
as one inhomogeneous equation (which is another BSDE because the state-average
limit depends on major’s agent, thus it should be a random process in general). Last,
as specified in (iii), taking summation of all individual minor agents’ states should
reduce to the state-average limit frozen in (i). Consequently, more complicated con-
sistency condition system should be derived in our current backward major-forward
minor setup.

Based on the above step scheme, the related mean-field LQG games for backward-
major and forward-minor system will be proceeded rather differently, comparing
to the standard MFG analysis for forward major-minor systems. In particular, the
decentralized strategies for major and minor agents will be based on a new consis-
tency condition (see our analysis in Section “The limiting optimal control and NCE
equation system”). Accordingly, a stochastic process which relates to state of major
player is introduced here to approximate the state-average. An auxiliary mean-field
SDE and a 3 x 2 FBSDE system are introduced and analyzed. Here, the 3 x 2
FBSDE, which is also called a triple FBSDE, comprises three forward and three
backward equations. Applying the monotonic method in Peng and Wu (1999) and
Yu (2012), we obtain the wellposedness of this FBSDE. In addition, the decoupling
of backward-forward SDE using Riccati equation is also different to that of standard
forward-backwards SDE. The e-Nash equilibrium property of decentralized control
strategy with € = O(1/+/N) is also derived.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section “Preliminaries and prob-
lem formulation” formulates the large population LQG games of backward-forward
systems. In Section “The limiting optimal control and NCE equation system”, the
limiting optimal controls of the track systems and consistency conditions are derived.
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Section “e-Nash equilibrium analysis” is devoted to the related e-Nash equilibrium
property. “Conclusion and future work section” serves as a conclusion to our study.

Preliminaries and problem formulation

Throughout this paper, we denote by R™ the m-dimensional Euclidean space. Con-
sider a finite time horizon [0, T'] for a fixed T > 0. Suppose (2, F, {F:}o<t<T, P)
is a complete filtered probability space on which a standard (d + m x N)-
dimensional Brownian motion {Wy(¢), W;(¢), 1 < i < N}o<i<r is defined. We
define 7} = o{Wp(s),0 < s < t}, 7" = o{Wi(s),0 < s < t}, Fl =
o {Wo(s), Wi(s);0 < s < t}. Here, {f,wO}OS,ET represents the information of
the major player, while {F," }o<,<7 the individual information of i’ minor player.
For a given filtration {G;}o<;<7, let Lét (0, T; R™) denote the space of all G;-

progressively measurable processes with values in R™ satisfying E fOT|x(t)|2dt <
+00; L?(0, T; R™) denote the space of all deterministic functions defined on [0, 7']
in R™ satisfying fOT |x(t)|?dt < 400; C(0, T; R™) denote the space of all continu-
ous functions defined on [0, 7] in R™. For simplicity, in what follows we focus on
the 1-dimensional processes, which means d = m = 1.

Consider a large population system with (1 + N) individual agents, denoted by
Ao and {A;}1<i<ny, where Ap stands for the major player, while A; stands for i th
minor player. For sake of illustration, we restate the states of major-minor agents as
follows, and give the necessary assumptions on coefficients. The dynamics of Ay is
given by a BSDE as follows:

ey

dxo(t) =[Aoxo(t) + Bouo(t) + Cozo()]dt + zo(1)dWo(2),
xo(T) =§,

where £ € }‘? 0 satisfies E|£|> < +oo. The state of minor player A; is a SDE
satisfying

dx;(t) = [Axl- (t) + Bui(t) + Dx™ (1) + axo(t)] dt + odW;(1), )

x; (0) =xjo,

N
where ™) (1) = % > x;(t) is the state-average of minor players; x;o is the initial
i=1
value of A;. Here, AE), By, Co, A, B, D, a, o are scalar constants. Assume that 7; is
the augmentation of o {Wy(s), W;(s), xi0; 0 < s < ¢,1 <i < N} by all the P-null
sets of F, which is the full information accessible to the large population system up
totimer. LetU;, i =0, 1,2,..., N be subsets of R. The admissible control strategy
ug € Up, u; € U;, where

Uy := {“o|“o(t) €U, 0 <1 =T; uo() € Lif“‘o(o’ T R)}’
t
and

Uy = {uilui) € U0 <t < T5 () e L O.T: R}, 1 =i < .
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Letu = (ug, u1, - - - , uy) denote the set of control strategies of all (1+ N) agents;
u_o = (ur, u2, --- , uy) the control strategies except Ao; u—; = (uo, u1,- - , Ui—1,
uj+1,--- ,uy) the control strategies except the ith agent A;, 1 < i < N. The cost

functional for Ay is given by

1 r 2
Joluo(), u=o()) =§1E{ /0 [Qo (xo) =™ ) +QX§(I)+ROM<2)(I)}
3
dﬁ+ﬂﬂamr

where Qg > 0, Q > 0, Ry > 0, Hy > 0. The individual cost functional for A;,
1<i<N,is

T
Ji i (). 1 ()) =%E { fo [Q (510 —x0)” + Ru%(r)} dt + Hx?(T)} ,

4)
where O >0,R >0, H > 0.

Remark 2.1 Unlike (Huang 2010, Nguyen and Huang 2012, Nourian and Caines
2013), the dynamics of the major agent in our work is a BSDE with a terminal con-
dition as a priori. The term Hoxg(O) is thus introduced in (3) to represent some
recursive evaluation. One of its practical implications is the initial hedging deposit
in the pension fund industry. For the sake of simplicity, behaviors of the major
agent (e.g., the government, as presented in the example above) affect the state of
minor agents (which can be understood as numerous individual and negligible firms
or producers). Moreover, the major and minor agents are further coupled via the
state-average.

Remark 2.2 The cost functional (3) takes some linear combination weighted by
Qo and Q. Regarding this point, (3) enables us to represent some trade-off between
the absolute quadratic cost xg (t) and relative quadratic deviation (xo ) — x@™ (t))z.
This functional combination can be interpreted as some balance between the min-
imization of its own cost and the benchmark index tracking to the minor agents’
average. Moreover, such tracking can be framed into the relative performance set-

ting. Similar work can be found in Espinosa and Touzi (2015), where the relative

performance is formulated by some convex combination A (x,- ) —xN (t))2+(1 —A)
xg (), 1 € [0, 11.

We introduce the following assumption:

(H1) {xio},N: | are independent and identically distributed (i.i.d) with Ex;o = x,
IEl|x,-o|2 < +o00, and also independent of {Wp, W;, 1 <i < N}.
It follows that (1) admits a unique solution for all #¢ € Uy, (see Pardoux and Peng
(1990)). It is also well known that under (H1), (2) admits a unique solution for all

u; € U;,1 <i < N.Now, we formulate the large population dynamic optimization
problem.
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Problem (I). Find a control strategies set i = (iq, U1, - - - , ) Which satisfies

Ji(@; (), ii—i()) = inf Ji(u;(-),i_;i()), 0<i <N,
u; €U;

where u_o represents (u1,uz,---,uy) and u_; represents (ug, Uy, -+, Ui—1,

Wiy, -+ ,uy),forl <i <N.

The limiting optimal control and NCE equation system

Combining the major’s state with forcing equation (BSDE with null terminal con-
dition), we naturally have the following formulation of limit representation. To
obtain the feedback control and the desired results, we assume U; = R for
i=0,1,2,...,N.

Suppose xM)(.) is approximated by x(-) as N — ~+oo. Introduce the follow-
ing auxiliary dynamics of major and minor players, still denoted by xo(-), x; (-),
respectively:

dxo(t) = [Aoxo(t) + Bouo(t) + Cozo()]dt + zo(1)dWo(2),

xo(T) =&,

dxi(t) = [A(OX () + B()xo(t) + C(Ok(®)] dt,

x(0) = x, )
dk(t) = [A(t)k(t) T B(OHE() + C(t)xo(t)] dt +0(t)dWo (1),
k(T)=0

and
dx; (1) = [Axi(t) + Bui (t) + Dx(t) + axo(t)]dt +cdW; (),
x; (0) =x;0.

(6)

Note that the coefficients (A(-), B(-), C(-), A(-), B(-), C(-)) € L*(0, T; R®) are
still to be determined. The associated limiting cost functionals become

J ! ’ 2 1 042 2 2
o) =3B [ [ Qo) 20 + Oxio) + Roug(o) | di + Hoxg 0
™

and
7 1 r =2 2 2
Jii) =3E Qi) =50 + Rud) [ di + HXT) . ®)
0
Thus, we formulate the limiting LQG game (II) as follows.
Problem (II). For ith agent A;,i =0,1,2,---, N, find it; € Y; satisfying
JiGi () = inf Jj(u;(")). ©)
u; €U;

u; satisfying (9) is called an optimal control for (II).
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Remark 3.1 Since x(t) is regarded as the approximated process of state average
x@™ @), we replace x@® (1) by x(t) in Problem (II). In what follows, (Il) is called
the limiting problem of (I) as N — 4o00. As referred to at the beginning of this
section, we are going to deal with this limiting problem first. Then, we will focus on
the e —Nash equilibrium between (I) and (II), which is the biggest difference with the
usual Nash equilibrium problem.

Remark 3.2 By noting that each minor player’s state x;(t) in (2) depends on the
major player’s state xo(t) explicitly, we claim that the limiting process x(t) also
depends on x((t) explicitly. In fact, the third process k(t) is also meaningful, which is
a stochastic process introduced in decoupling the Hamilton system. Hereinafter, we
will show it.

Remark 3.3 Since the state-average of minor players appears only in the cost
functional of the major player, the first equation in (5) has the same form as (1),
actually. However, for regularity, we still write it out.

To get the optimal control of Problem (II), we should obtain the optimal control
of Ay first. We have the following lemma.

Lemma 3.1 Corresponding to the forward-backward system (5) and (7), the
optimal control of Ag for (Il) is given by

ito(t) = —BoRy " po(1), (10)

where the adjoint process po(-) and the corresponding optimal trajectory
(X0(+), 20()) satisfy the following Hamilton system

dio(n) = [ Aoko(t) — BIRG ' po(t) + Cozo(n)] dr + 20()dWo (0,
dx(t) = [AMX @) + B(1)Fo(1) + C(Ok(@)] dt,
dk(r) = [ Ak + BOF0 + EDFo0)] di +01)aWo ),

dpo(t) = [ =Aopo(t) = Qolo(t) = £(1)) = Bio(®) — B()p(t) = C0)q(n) | dr
— Copo(t)dWo(0),

dp(t) = [~ AW p() + Qoo — £(1) = B)g®)] dr +B(NAWo(0),

dq ) = (~Awq ) = Cwp®) dr,

Xo(T) =&, x(0) =x, k(T) =0, po(0) = —Ho%o(0), p(T) =0, q(0) =0,
(11)

where 0(-),0(-) € L%, (0, T; R).
Proof For the variation of control dug(-) € L2}-w0 (0, T'; R), which is an arbitrary
control process such that ug(-) = ug(-) + § - dug(-) € L%_-wo (0, T; R), introduce the

following variational equations:
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déxo(t) = [Aodxo(t) + Boduo(t) + Codzo(t)]dt + 8zo(t)d Wy (t),
dsx(t) = [A(t)8x (1) + B(1)8xo(t) + C(1)sk(1)] dt,

dsk(r) = [A(r)ak(r) + B(1)8x(1) + C'(I)Sxo(t)] dt + 86 (t)dWo (1), (12
8x0(T) =0, 8x(0) =0, 8k(T) = 0.

Applying 1t6’s formula to po(#)dxo(t) + p(¢)dx(t) + q(¢)6k(¢) and noting the
associated first-order variation of cost functional:

_ d -
0 =8Jo(iio) = —=Jolito + 8 - Suo)|s=0
T
=E {/0 [QO (J?O(t) - )?(l‘)) (8x0(t) — 8% () + QRo(1)8x0(r) + Rob_io(l‘)&to(l)]

dt + Ho)?()(())(sxo(o)} s

we obtain the optimal control (10). Combining all state equations and adjoint
equations, and applying i (-) to Ag, we get the Hamilton system (11). [

After obtaining the optimal control of major player Ap, in what follows we aim to
get the optimal control #; of minor player .A;, with corresponding optimal trajectory
i ().

Lemma 3.2 Under (H1), the optimal control of A; for (II) is

@i (t) = —BR™' p; (1), (13)

where the adjoint process p;(-) and the corresponding optimal trajectory X; (-) satisfy
BSDE

dpi(t) =[—Api(t) — Q (X;(t) — X)) ] dt + 6o(t)dWo (1) + 6; (1)dW; (1), (14)
pi(T) =Hx;(T)
and SDE
dii (1) = [A)a (1) — B*R™ ' p;(t) + Di(t) + ow%o(r)] dt + o ()dW; (1), s

% (0) =x;0.

Here 0o(-), 6;(-) € L> (0, T; R); Xo(-), and x(-) are given by (11). The proof is
similar to that of Lemma 3.1 and omitted. For the coupled BFSDE (14) and (15),
we are going to decouple it and try to derive the Nash certainty equivalence (NCE)
system satisfied by the decentralized control policy. Then we have the following
lemma.

Lemma 3.3 Suppose P (-) is the unique solution of the following Riccati equation

P(t) +2AP(t) — B’R™'P2(t) + 0 =0,

P(T)=H, (16)
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then we obtain the following Hamilton system:
dio(n) = [ Aoso(t) — BERG po(t) + Cozo(0) | di + 201y Wo(w),
di (1) = [(A +D— B*R'P(1))x(t) — B*R k() + ou?()(t)] dt,

dk(t) = [(—A + BZR_IP(t)> k(t) + (Q — DP(1)) i(t) — ocP(t))?o(t)]

dt + 6y (t)d Wy (1),

dpo() = [~ Aopo(®) = Qolo(t) — (1)) — Bio(t) — ap(®) + aP(g(1)|di
— Copo(t)dWo (1),

dp(t) =[~(4+ D = B2R™'P() p(t) + Qolio(t) — £(1)) — (= DP(1)g (1) di
+ 0(1)dWy(1),

dqy=[ (A~ B*R7'P®) ) + B*R™' p(1) ],

Xo(T) =§, x(0) =x, k(T) =0, po(0) = —Ho%(0), p(T) =0, q(0) =0,
7)

whichisa?3 x 2 FBSDE.

Proof Suppose
pi(t) = Pi(%i (1) + fi(t), 1 <i <N,

where P;(-), fi(-) are to be determined. Here, P;(-) is differentiable and f;(-) is an
It6 process. The terminal condition p; (T) = Hx; (T) implies that

PAT) = H, f;(T)=0.
Applying It6’s formula to P;(t)x; (¢) + fi(¢), we have
dpi() = [Bi0) + A1) = B2R™ P20 | & (1)dr
+ [DP,- (OZ(t) — B2R™'Pi(1) fi(t) + « P, (r))eo(r)] dt

+dfi(t) + o Pi(t)dW;(t).
Comparing the coefficients with (14), we get 6; (t) = o P;(¢),

Pi(t) + 2AP;(t) — B> R™' P (1) + 0 =0, as)
P(Ty=H
and
dfi) =[(=A+ BRT'P©) fi0) + (0 = D) (1) — aPi(D)30(0) ] dr
+ Bo(1)dWo ),
fi(T) =0.
(19)

Noting that Riccati Eq. (18) is symmetric, it is well known that (18) admits a
unique nonnegative bounded solution P; (-) (see (Ma and Yong 1999)). Further we get
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that Pi(-) = Py(-) = --- = Pyn(-) := P(-). Thus, (18) coincides with (16). Besides,
for given x(-), Xo(-) € L%_-wo (0, T'; R), the linear BSDE (19) admits a unique solution
fi() € L%_—wo (0, T; R). We denote f;(-) := f(-),i =1,2,---, N.
Therefore, the decentralized feedback strategy for A;, 1 <i < N is written as
ui(t) = =BR™ (P0)xi(1) + (1)) (20)
where x;(-) is the state of minor player A;. Plugging (20) into (2) implies the
centralized closed-loop state:

dx; (1) = [(A—BZR_IP(t)> xi()—B2R™ f(t)+Dx™ (1) + axo(t)]dt—i- adWi (1),

X (0) =xjo.
21
Taking the summation, dividing by N, and letting N — 400, we get

dx () = [(A +D— B2R—1P(z)) () — B*R™\ F(1) + otxo(t)] dr,
7(0) =x.

(22)

Comparing the coefficients with the second equation of (5), we have
A()=A+D—-B*R7'P(), B()=a, C()=—B*R7", k() = f().

Then we obtain

dk(t) = [ (=A+ BR'P()) k1) + (0 = DP(1) (1) — aP()x0(1) |

dt + 0o (t)dWy(1),

k(T) =0.
Noting the third equation of (5), it follows that
A()=—A+B’R7'P(). B()=Q~DP(), C() = —aP(), () =600
Then (17) is obtained, which completes the proof. [
Remark 3.4 The proof of Lemma 3.3 implies that k(-) = f(-). Thus, k(-), which

is first introduced in (5), has some specific meaning that it is indeed a force function
when decoupling (14) and (15).

To get the wellposedness of (17), we give the following assumption.
(H2) Bo#0, Hy>0, O >0.
Theorem 3.1 Under (H2), FBSDE (17) is uniquely solvable.

Proof Uniqueness.

It is easily checked that (16) admits a unique nonnegative bounded solution (see
(Ma and Yong 1999)). For the sake of notational convenience, in (17) we denote
by b(¢), o (¢) the coefficients of drift and diffusion terms, respectively, for ¢ =
Po, X, q; denote by f () the generator for ¥ = X, p, k.
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Define A := (po, X, q, X0, p, k, 20, 0, 0p), similar to the notation in (Peng and Wu
1999), we denote by

At, A) == (= f(Ro), —f(p). —f(k), b(po). b(X), b(q), 5 (po), o (X), 0(q)),

which implies A (7, A) = (Aofo — B2R; ' po + CoZo. — (A+ D — B2R™'P(1))
p+ Qoo — %) — (Q—DP()q,(—A+B*R'P())k + (Q — DP(1)) i—
aP(t)xo, —Aopo — Qoo —X) — Q%o —ap +aP(t)g, (A+ D — B2R™'P(1)) i—

2R~k + afo, (A — B2R7'P(1)) g + B*R™'p, —Copo, 0, 0) .

Then for any A" = (pl), X', ¢", £, p', k', 20, 6", 6}),i = 1,2, we have

(A(r, AN — A(r, A?), Al — A?)
2 -
=~ ByRy ' (py — py)* — Qo [(i‘ — ) - G- 3] - 06 - )
< = BiRy (py — pp)* = 0 — %)

= — Bi(py — pD* — Ba(&) — 2D

In the following, we are flrst gomg to show that (17) admlts at most one adapted
solution. Suppose A and A (po, x',q, xo, p K, 20, O) are two solutions of
(17). Setting A = (ﬁo,)%,q,xo, .k, 20,6,60) = (po — po, X —X',q—4q', %0 —
. p—pk—k,Z0—1%0— 6', 60— 9(;) and applying Itd’s formula to (pg, Xo) +
(X, p) +(q. k), we have

T ’ A
~E(o(0).500) = E [ (G5, 2) — G, &), Byds
0

T T
<-BE fo (Po(s) — po(s)*ds — poE fo (Ro(s) — Xo(s))%ds.
It follows that

R 2
xo<0)\ <0.

T T
BIE / po(s)2ds + B / ;
0 0

By (H2), we get 81 > 0 and B, > 0. Then po(s) = 0, xo(s) = 0. Further
go(s) 0. Applymg the ba51c technique to x(s) and k(s) and using Gronwall’s
inequality, we obtalnx(s) =0, k(s) = (0 and 90(5) = 0. Similarly, we have g (s) = 0,
p(s) =0, and 0(s) = 0. Therefore, (17) admits at most one adapted solution.

Existence. In order to prove the existence of the solution, we first consider the

following family of FBSDEs parameterized by y € [0, 1]:
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dpy(0) = [=(1 = PR OB2 + b)) + ¢! | dt + [yo (P + 1] dWo(o),
di (1) = [~ =)y OB = 7 @) + x| di + 2 0aWo(o),

dF¥ (1) = [yb) + o} | dr,

dp? (1) = [=y £ (") + K} ] dt +87 (A Wo(w),

dq” (1) = [yb(@") + ¢} | dr.

Ak’ (1) = [—yF(k7) + K?] dt + 67 (HdWo (1),

Py ) = —(1 — )R} (0) — y Hok} (0) + a, £} (T) = y&, X7(0)= yx,p? (T)=0,
g7 (0) =0, kK(T) =0,

(23)
where (¢!, 0%, ¢* L.kl k% k%) € L%, 0. T:R"), a € LX(Q,F)°, P;R).
Clearly, when y = 1, the existence of (23) implies that of (17). When y = 0, it is
easy to obtain that (23) admits a unique solution (actually, the 2-dim FBSDE is very
similar to the Hamiltonian system of (Lim and Zhou 2001)).
If, a priori, for each ((pl, (p2, <p3, il k2, K3) € L%_-wo 0, T; R7) and a certain
number yp € [0, 1) there exists a unique tuple ( pgo, X0, g, )2(’)/0, pro, k",
250,670, 67°) of (23), then for each

ug = (po(s), X(s), q(s), Xo(s), p(s), k(s), Zo(s), 6(s), 00(s)) € L;}wo (O, T, R9> ,

there exists a unique tuple Uy = (Py(s), X (s), Q(s), Xo(s), P(s), K(s), Zo(s), O(s),
Op(s)) € L?__wo (0, T; R?) satisfying the following FBSDEs

dPo(t) = [ =1 = y0) Ro(0)B2 + 10b(Po) + 8(Ro(0)2 + b(po) + ¢/ | dr
+ [0 (Po) + A 1dWo(0),

d%o(t) = [~(1 = y0) PoB1 = 0/ (Ro) + 8(po ()1 = f o)) + ;|
dt + Zo(1)dWo(@).

dX (@) = [wb(X) + 86 + ¢F | dr,

dP@) = [~ f(P) = 8f (p) + 7 | di + BOAWo(0), @

40 = [wh(Q) +8b(g) + ¢ ] dr.

K@) = [~y f (K) = 8 &) + ] | di + ©o(0)dWo(0),

Py(0) = —(1 — ¥0)X0(0) — yoHoX0(0) 4+ 8(1 — Ho)%0(0) 4 a, Xo(T)
= ok + 8E,
X(0) = yox +8x, P(T) =0, Q(0) =0, K(T) =0.
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In the following, we aim to prove that the mapping defined by
s (u x £0(0)) = U x Xo(0) : L3 (0, T; R?) x L2(Q, Fy°, P) —
L%, (0, T; RY) x L*(Q, F)°, P)

is a contraction. )
Introduce/u’ = (py.%'.q". %y, p' k', 2,0, 0,) € L%:wo (0, T;R?), U’ x X{(0) =
Ly+s (' x )?0(0)) and set

:(po—po, x q—q,%x)— )?(/),p—p’,k—k/,io—26,9_—9_/,90—9(;)
= (P, X, 0. Xo. R, 20,6, 6y)
=(Po—Pp.X—X.0-0 . Xo—Xo. P~ P . K—K'.2Z0— 2,0

— 8,0 - 6y).

>>

Applying Itd’s formula to (Py, Xo) + (X, P) + (0, K), we have

N 2 r ~ 2 N 2
(%Ho + (1 = 1) E|Xo(0)| +Ef0 (B112o)* + B2l Xo()|) dis
5)

T . o 2
§8C1E/ (|zzs|2 i |US|2> ds +8C1E‘)€0(0)‘ .
0

On the other hand, since Py and P are solutions of SDEs with Itd’s type, applying
the usual technique, the estimate for the difference ﬁo = Py— P(; is obtained by

T T L2
B[ IRo)Pds < CiTsE [ lad f0(0)|
0 0

+Ci T]EfT (10 + X @OP + PP +06)2) ds
C 26)
Similarly, estimates for the difference X = X — X’ and Q = Q — Q’ are given by
sup E[X(s)|* < clsE/rmzds T clEfr (|12(s)|2 + |§o(s)|2) ds @7
0<s<r 0 0
and
sup E[Q(s)|" < claE/rmsts + clﬂzfr (ROP+1P®R)ds, @8
0<s<r 0 0
respectlvely, for VO < r < T. In the same way, for the difference of the solutions
(X0, Zo) = (Xo — XO,ZO — O) (P, @) (P— P,® — @) and (K, ) =
(K —K',®y — G);)), applying the usual technique to the BSDEs, we have

T ~ ~ T T
B[ (1Ro(o)? + 1Z00)R) ds < ok [ liuPds + CE [ 1Futs)Pds. 29)
0 0 0
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r N r
E/ (|P(s)|2+|®(s)|2)ds §C18]E/ I, |2ds
0 0

+CE[ (K0P +1X0)F +100)F) ds

(30)
and

B[ (RGP +1606)P) ds <Cisk [ 1aPds + CiE [ (1%o(o) +1X(5)7)ds
0 0

r
0
(3D
for VO < r < T. Here the constant C; depends on the coefficients of (1)—(2),
P()’ ﬂlv 1827 and T VOHO + (1 - VO) > M, U= min(lv HO) > 0.
Under (H2), combining (25), (27)—(28), (30)—(31), and applying Gronwall’s
inequality, we obtain

r, 2 2 T A
B[ 1025 + B[t < 2 (B[ 1inPas + B )
0 0

where C, depends on Cy, u, and T. Choosing §p = ﬁ, we get that for each fixed
8 € [0, dol, the mapping /,,,+5 is a contraction in the sense that

T ) 2 2 1 r . D 2 2
IE/ |U;]| ds—i—IE‘XO(O)‘ = (]E/ |its|*ds + E|%0(0)] )
0 0

Then it follows that there exists a unique fixed point

Uyts — (p(;’()”, Xnts grots j(())/o+5’ prots grts 2(3)/0+5’ @t @6/0+5)

b

which is the solution of (23) for y = yy + é. Since §p depends only on (Cy, u, T),
we can repeat this process N times with 1 < N§y < 1 + &p.

Then it follows that, in particular, as y = 1 corresponding to gof = 0,A =
0,k = 0,a =0 = 1,2,3), (23) admits a unique solution, which implies the
wellposedness of (17) (also (11)). The proof is complete. O]

Remark 3.5 In what follows, (17) is called the Nash certainty equivalence (NCE)
equation system (see (Huang 2010, Huang et al. 2007, 2012, Huang et al.
2006)). By Theorem 3.1, we know that there exists a unique 9-tuple solution
(po, %, q, X0, p, k, Zo, 0, 6o) which can be obtained off-line. Thus, it is equivalent
with the fixed-point principle. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first paper to
focus on the well-posedness of coupled FBSDE in large population problems.

€-Nash equilibrium analysis

In above sections, we obtained the optimal control #;(-),0 < i < N of Problem
(IX) through the consistency condition system. Now, we turn to verify the e-Nash
equilibrium of Problem (I). To start, we first present the definition of e-Nash

equilibrium.
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Definition 4.1 A set of controls uy, € Uy, 0 < k < N, for (N + 1) agents is called
to satisfy an e-Nash equilibrium with respect to the costs Ji, 0 < k < N, if there
exists € > 0 such that for any fixed 0 < i < N, we have

Ji(uisu_i) < Ji(ui,u_i) +e (32)
when any alternative control u; € U; is applied by A;.

If € = 0, then Definition 4.1 is reduced to the usual Nash equilibrium. Now, we
state the main result of this paper and its proof will be given later.

Theorem 4.1 Under (H1)-(H2), (g, i1, Uy, - - , iy) satisfies the e-Nash equi-
librium of (I1). Here, u is given by

fio(1) = —BoRy ' po(0). (33)
where po(-) is obtained off-line by (17); while for 1 <i < N, u; is
ii;(t) = —BR'P(")%(t) — BR™'k(1), (34)
where X; (-), the state trajectory for A;, satisfies (21).

The proof of above theorem needs several lemmas which are presented later.
Denote by (Xo(-), Zo(-)) the centralized state trajectory; (Xo(-), Zo(-)) the decentral-
ized one. Applying i1o(-) to A and using the notations above, it is easy to know that
(X0(-), Z0(-)) = (Xo(), Z0()). Further, (X(-), k(-))z, = (X(), k())z,. Hereafter, for
any h;(-) € L%_-(O, T;R), j =1,2,3; denote by (h1(:), h2(-))p, the stochastic pro-
cess pair (h1(-), h2(-)) which is determined by £3(-). The cost functionals for (I) and
(II) are given by

1 d 2
JoGGio(), i-0() =5E { f [Qo (Fo) =¥V ) + 0= (1) + Roﬂo(t)]
’ (35)
di + Hoxg(O)}

and

. 1 T ~
Jotiin()) =3E { | [0 o) = 015" + 050 + Roi(0 | s + o <0)} :

(36)
respectively. For A;, 1 <i < N, we have the following closed-loop system
A (1) = [(A — BR™'P(1))%; (1) — B2R k(1) + DFN (1) + aio(t)]
dt +odW; (1), (37

X (0) =x;0
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with the cost functional

T
Ji(@i (), i () —% {fo [Q (a@-(r)—x(m(r)) +Ru2(r>]dr+Hx2<T)}
(38)

N
where i) (1) = % Z (#). The auxiliary system (limiting problem) is given by

dRi (1) = [(A — B2R'P(0)#: () — B2 R k(1) + DE(1)z, + ow?o(t)]
dt +odW;(1), (39)
% (0) =x;0

with the cost functional
7= 1 r N - 2 -2 A2
Ty () =3E / [0 (50— 50" + R0 | di + HE (D). 40)
0

where (x(#)z,, k(t)g,) satisfies (17). We have

Lemma 4.1
1
E|F™M (1) — x(t 0(-) 41
sup B[ M0~ 50); =05 (1)
1
| oG, it-0) = Joio)| = 0 (ﬁ> “2)

Proof By (37), we have
dZ™ @) =[(A+ D= BRP0)FV ) - B2R k()5 + o)
N
dr + N ZGdWi(l),
™ 0) =V,

(N)

where x; 7 1= % x;o. Noting that

Ity

2
E‘xéN) —x’

t 1 N 2
NZUdWi(s)
i=1

by (17) and Gronwall’s inequality, we obtain (41).
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It is easy to get that sup E|)?o(t) — )E(t)20|2 < +oo. Applying the Cauchy—
0<t<T
Schwarz inequality, we have

sup E( %) — EM ()]* = [R0(1) — ()5, !2\
0<t<T

< sup E[fo(t) — 3™ () — () + ¥ ()3,
0<t<T

+2 sup B[ |00 = 505 [0 = 200 = fo(0) + 5015,

0<t<

< sup E[Fo() — fot) — (V) = %)z, ) [

0<t<T

1 1
2 2
+2< sup ]E\fo(z)—m);cof) (Osup E|)E0(t)—)?0(z)_(g(N)(t)—)E(t));o)|2)

O<t=<T <t<T
(%)
= 7N
(43)
In addition, by (10) and (33), we have i1y(-) = itg(-). Thus, (42) is obtained. [

For minor agents, we have

Lemma 4.2
- N 2 1

sup | sup E|%i(t) —%; (t)‘ =0 (N) , (44)

1<i<N | 0<t<T
2

sup sup Elu;(t) — ﬁi(t)‘ =0 (%) s (45)
1<i<N | 0<t<T
i) = T = 0 (J5). 1=i =N, (46)

Proof For V.1 < i < N, applying Gronwall’s inequality, we get (44) from
(41), (37) and (39). (45) follows from (44) and (34), obviously. Using the same

technique as (43) and noting sup IE|)€,- () — x(0)3, 2 < 400, sup E|ﬁ,-(t)|2 <
0<t<T 0<t<T

400, sup E|)?,-(t)|2 < +00, we obtain (46). O

0<t<T

Until now, we have studied some estimates of states and costs corresponding to
control i#; and u;, 0 < i < N. Next, we will focus on the e-Nash equilibrium for (I).
Consider a perturbed control ug € Uy for Ap and introduce the dynamics

dly(t) =[Aolo(t) + Bouo(t) + Cogo(t)]1dt + qo(t)dWy(1),

47
xo(T) =§, 7
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whereas minor players keep the control ;, 1 <i < N, i.e.,

dl; (1) = [(A — BER7'P(0)i(t) — B*R™k(t)y, + DIV (1) + alo(t)]

dt +odW;(t), (43)
1[;(0) =x;0,

N
where V) (1) = % Z I (t); k(1) associated with [y satisfies

dk(t), = [(—A + B2R™! P(t)) k(t), + (O — DP (1) (1)1, — aP(t)lo(t)] dt
+ 00 (t)1,dWo (1),
dx(1), = [(A + D — B*R™'P(1))x (1)1, — B*R™ k() + alo(z)] dt

k(T), =0, x(0), = x.
(49)
And for any fixed i, 1 < i < N, consider a perturbed control u; € U; for A;,
whereas the major and other minor players keep the control i7;,0 < j < N, j # i.
Introduce the dynamics

dm;i(t) = [Am,- (t) + Bui (t) + Dm™ (1) + wzo(t)] di+odWin., o
m;(0) =xio
andfor1 < j <N, j #i,
dm (1) = [(A — B2R'P())m (1) — B2R™'k(t)z, + D™ (1) + aio(t)]
dt +odW;(t),

m(0) =xjo,
(€29)

where m™ (1) = & Z mi(t); k(t)z, satisfies (17) due to %o (-) = £o(-).
Ifu;, 0<j< N is an €-Nash equilibrium with respect to cost J;, it holds that

J/(ﬁj,ft_j) > inf Jj(u/,ﬂ_/) > J/(ﬁj,ﬁ_,‘) — €.
: ’ ujel; ’ ’ ’ ’

Then, when making the perturbation, we just need to consider u; € U; such that
Jijuj,iu_;) < Jj(@u;,u_;), which implies

1 (7 3 L . 1
E]E/O Ruﬁ(z)drgJ,-(u,»,uj)ng(u,-,uj)=Jj(uj)+0<ﬁ).

In the limiting cost functional J j» by the optimality of (X}, i), we get that (x;, i)
is L2-bounded. Then we obtain the boundedness of J; (i), i.e.,

T
E[ Wi()dt < C3, 0< j < N, (52)
0
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where C3 is a positive constant and independent of N. Then we have the following
proposition.

Proposition 4.1 sup E‘lo(t)‘z, sup | sup E’lk(z)|2 , sup | sup E’mk(t)|2
0<t<T 1<k<N| 0<t<T 1<k<N| 0<t<T

are bounded.

Proof By (52), applying the usual technique of BSDE, we get the boundedness of

sup E|lo(t) |2. It follows from (48) that
0<t<T

N
E [Z I <t>|2} <G {E [z |xko|2] +Ef! [ S 1l ()2 + NIk 2 + Nuo(sﬂ

k=1 k=1

‘ 2
ade(s)‘ } .

From (50) and (51), it holds that

N

N N N
E[Zimkmﬁ} SCSHE[ZIMOIZ}+E/O [Zlmk<s>|2+|u,»<s>|2+ D k)P
k=1 k=1

k=1 k=1 ki
N t 2
+N|)E0(s)|2] ds + ZIE‘/ ade(s)‘ .
0
k=1

.. . 2.
Here, C4 and Cs are both positive constants. Since sup IE|lo(t)| is bounded, we
0<t<T

get the boundedness of sup E‘k(r)lo |2 by (49). It follows from (52) that I[<]|u,-(-)|2
0<t<T

is bounded. Besides, the optimal controls uy(-),k # i is L2-bounded. Then by
Gronwall’s inequality, it follows that

sup E[Z e (0)] } ~ sup E[Z mi(0)] } = O(N).
0<t<T 0<t<T
Thus, forany 1 < &k < N, sup E|l;(1)|? and sup E|m(t)|* are bounded.

0<t<T 0<t<T
Hence the result. O

Correspondingly, the dynamics for agent .4 under control uq for (I) is as follows

{ dif (1) =[Aolj(t) + Bouo(t) + Cogh(t)] dt + g (1)dWo(1),

x(T) =& o
and for agent A4;,1 <i < N,
dii (1) = [(A — B*R™'P(0))li(1) — B*R™ k(1) + DX(0)yy + az{)(t)]
dt + adWi (1), (54)

[ (0) =xio,
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where (k(t)l(/), )E(t)l(/)) associated with l(’) satisfy

dk(t) = [(—A + BZR*IP(z)) k() +(Q — DP() E(1)y; — aP(t)l()(t)] dt
+ 6o (2);y dWo(2),
di (1) = [(A +D-— B2R—1P(z)) 0y — B Rk + otl(’)(t)] dr,

k(T),(/) =0, )E(O)l(r) = Xx.
(55)
Then we have

Lemma 4.3

N) = 2 1
sup EM@) —x@),| =0(~). (56)
0<t<T 0 N

- 1
[ Jotuo. ii—0) = Jo(uo)| = 0 (ﬁ> . (57

Proof From (47) and (53), by the,: existence and uniqueness of BSDE, for the same
perturbed control uq(-), we have ({,,, q(’)) = (lo, qo)-. Further, noting FBSDE (49) and
(55), we get (k(t)l(/), x(@)y) = (k()ig, X(0)15)-

It follows from (48) that

AN () = [(A +D-— BzR_lP(t)) I™ (1) — B2R k(1) + azo(z)]

N
1
di + ZodW,-(t),

i=1

™) =xiV.

Noting (55) and

rp ? 1
/—ZadWi(s) =0(—>,
0o N &= N

and applying Gronwall’s inequality, we get (56). Using the same technique as
2 - +00, we obtain (57). O

2
E‘xéN) — xo‘ ~E

Lemma 4.1 and noting sup E|l/0(t) —x(),
T 0

0<t<

Now, we will focus on the difference of states and cost functionals for the per-
turbed control and optimal control of minor agents. Given the system of .A; under
control u; for (II)

dmi(t) =[Am[(t) + Bu;(t) + DX(t)z, + aXo(t)]dt + cd W (1),

mi(0) =xig o
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and foragent A;, 1 < j <N, j #1i,

dinj (1) = [(A — B2R7'P(0))i; (1) — B2 R™'k(t)z, + DE(0)z, + a;?o(t)]

dt +odW;(@),
1 j(0) =x o,
(59)
where (x(¢)z,, k(t)z,) satisfies (17).
In order to give necessary estimates in (I) and (IT), we need to introduce some
intermediate states as

0= 4 0+ ko)
dm;(t) =| Am;(t) + Bu;(t) + TDm ) +axo(t) |dt + odW;(t),
m;(0) =xjo

(60)
andforl < j <N, j #i,

dm;(t) = [(A ~ B*R™! P(t)) mj(t) — B*R™k(t)z, + NT_lDrh(N‘”(t) + ow?o(t)} dt

+odW; (),
mj(0) =xjo,
(61)
¥ (N—1 1 oo
where mV V(1) = 15 > ().
j=1j#i
o N—1) L ¥ (N—1) Y
Define m ) = 5y 2 mi), x, = y—1 2. Xjo. By (51)
j=Lj#i j=Lj#i
and (61), we get

dm™ V(1) = [(A — B R_lP(t)—FNT_lD) m ™D (1) = B*R™k(1)z, + ao(1)

D 1 al
+Nmi(t)j| dt + +— | Z .odwj(z),
J=Lj#

m(N—l)(O) zx(()N—l)
(62)
and

dmN V()= [(A —B*R7'P(t) + NA_IlD> MmNV (@)~ B2R k(15 + ow?o(t):| dt

N
1
el Z lade(t),
J=Lj#

m¥=D () :xéNfl)'
(63)
Then we have the following proposition.
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Proposition 4.2
2

sup E m(N—l)(t) _ ,,,V,l(N—l)(t)‘ =0 (#) , (64)

0<t<T
2

sup E m(N)(t) _ m(Nfl)(t)‘ =0 (%) , (65)

0<t<T
2
sup E[m™ D) — 2(t);| =0 (%) . (66)

0<t<T

Proof From (62)—(63), applying Proposition 4.1 and Gronwall’s inequality, the
assertion (64) holds. (65) follows from (H1) and the L2Z-boundness of con-
trols u;(-) and (), j # i. From (63) and (17), noting (x(#)z,, k(t)z,, X0) =
(X ()59 k()55 X0), We get

a (VD) ~ 705, ) = [NT_ID (A0 7)) - 7 (%] &

N

1

+ T Z odWj(0),
J=1j#

mN=D0) — 2(0)5, =x" " - x.

Therefore (66) is obtained. O
Based on Proposition 4.2, we obtain more direct estimates to prove Theorem 4.1.

Lemma 4.4 For fixedi,1 <i < N, we have

sup E|m™ () — ()3, | = 0 (%), (67)
0<t<T

sup El|m;(r) - m;.(t)‘z =0 (%) (68)
0<t<T

Jitui, i) = i) = 0 (J5) - (69)

Proof (67) follows from Proposition 4.2 directly. From (50) and (58), we get (68)
by applying (67). Further, we have

1
sup E||m; (@) — |m;~(t)|2‘ =0 <—) .
0<t<T ' VN
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In addition,

sup E ‘(mi(t) - m(N)(t)>2 - (m;(t) - i(t))eo)z‘

0<t<T

ssw>men—mxn—(mWRn—xm%)f
0<t<T

2
+2( sup E|m;(t)—)2(t));0|2) ( sup E|m,-(t)—m;(t)—(m(N)(t)—)E(t);()) |2>
0<t<T 0<t<T

o(cx)

Then we have

1
2

ﬁ—i)_ i

< %EATQKmm>—me02—wmw—im%fkt

i %HIE‘m?(T) — (m}(T))? ’
“o( L),
VN
which implies (69). O]

Proof of Theorem 4.1: Now, we consider the €-Nash equilibrium for Ay and
A;, 1 <i < N.Combining (42) and (57), we have

h@mhw=ﬁ@w+0<§ﬁ>

- 1
< Jo(up) + O <\/_N>

= Jo(uog, tig) + O (ﬁ) .

It follows from (46) and (69) that
I i »_Lw>+o(
(uj) + 0O (
) +

= J;i(u;, u_

3\§m~

)
7)

)

Q
A~

i = L
Thus, Theorem 4.1 follows by taking €e = O ( «/ﬁ)
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Conclusion and future work

In this paper, we have studied the mean-field linear-quadratic (LQ) games with major
and minor agents in a backward-forward setup. The main features of our work are
as follows. Unlike other mean-field game literature: (1) Here, the major and minor
agents are endowed with different objective patterns: the major agent (say, the local
government) aims to fulfill some prescribed future target, thus it is facing a “back-
ward” LQ problem by minimizing the initial endowment. On the other hand, the
minor agents (say, the individual producers or firms) are still facing a family of
“forward” LQ problems, but their state-average is affected by the major agent’s
state. (2) Accordingly, the state dynamics of the major agent satisfies some back-
ward stochastic differential equation (BSDE) while the minor agents are modeled
by some (forward) stochastic differential equations (SDEs). (3) To derive the decen-
tralized strategies, the mean-field game is formulated in the backward-forward and
the major-minor framework. An auxiliary mean-field SDE and a mixed backward-
forward stochastic differential equation (BFSDE) are thus introduced and analyzed.
An essential feature to BFSDE, compared to the forward-backward SDE (FBSDE),
is that there is no feasible decoupling structure via the traditional Riccati equations.
This feature brings some technical difficulties to our analysis and new structure to
our strategies (specifically, the major’s strategy is open-looped, whereas the minors’
are still closed-looped). (4) In contrast to other mean-field games, the consistency
condition is not directly analyzed via fixed-point analysis and contraction mapping.
Instead, it is connected to the well-posedness of the mixed BFSDE system and is
obtained under some weak monotonic conditions. The decentralized strategies are
also verified to satisfy the e-Nash equilibrium property. For this purpose, some
estimates of BFSDE are applied.

In the future, one possible direction is that state-average appears in the dynamics
of the major player, which may bring lots of trouble to prove the e-Nash equilib-
rium property. The well-posedness of the corresponding 3 x 2 mixed FBSDE system
is also worth research. Another direction is that the dynamics of minor players are
formulated by BSDEs. In this case, the consistent condition analysis may be more
complicated and technical difficulties may arise. Numerical computation and other
applications in finance will also be investigated in future work.
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