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Abstract

In this paper we study a two person zero sum stochastic differential game in weak
formulation. Unlike standard literature which uses strategy type of controls, the weak
formulation allows us to consider the game with control against control. We shall
prove the existence of game value under natural conditions. Another main feature of
the paper is that we allow for non-Markovian structure, and thus the game value is a
random process. We characterize the value process as the unique viscosity solution of the
corresponding path dependent Bellman-Isaacs equation, a notion recently introduced
by Ekren, Keller, Touzi and Zhang [14] and Ekren, Touzi and Zhang [15] [16] [17].
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1 Introduction

Since the seminal paper Fleming and Souganidis [19], two person zero sum stochastic differ-
ential games have been studied extensively in the literature, see e.g. [1], [2], [3], [], [5], [1],
[13], [18], [21], [22], [23], [27], [34], to mention a few. There are typically two approaches.

One is to use the viscosity theory, namely to show that the value function of the game is
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the unique viscosity solution of the associated Bellman-Isaacs equation, and the other is to
use the Backward SDE approach, which characterizes the value process as the solution to
a related BSDE.

To be precise, let v and v denote the controls of the two players, B a Brownian motion,

X%V the controlled state process in the strong formulation:
¢ ¢
X{q’"’v =z +/ b(s,us,vs)ds +/ o(s,us,vs)dBs, (1.1)
0 0

and J(u,v) the corresponding value (utility or cost) which is determined by X*%?, B, and
(u,v). The lower and upper values of the game are defined as:

V, :=sup inf J(u,v), Vo := inf sup J(u,v),
-0 ueBUEV () : UEVueB ()

where U and V are appropriate sets of admissible controls. It is clear that V, < V. Two
central problems in the game literature are:

(i) When does the game value exists, namely Vo := V=V ?

(i) Given the existence of the game value, is there a saddle point? That is, we want to
find (u*,v*) € U x V such that Vy = J(u*,v*) = inf,cyp J(u*,v) = sup, ey J(u, v*).

However, even under reasonable assumptions, the game value may not exist. We shall
provide a counterexample, see Example B.1] below, which is due to Buckdahn.

To overcome the difficulty, Fleming and Souganidis [19] introduced strategy types of
controls:

Vi := sup inf J(a(v),v), Vo = inf sup J (u, f(u))

Here o : V — U and B : U — V are so called strategies and A, B are appropriate sets of
admissible strategies. Under the Isaacs condition and assuming the comparison principle for
the viscosity solution of the corresponding Bellman-Isaacs equation holds, [19] showed that
V= VE). This work has been extended by many authors in various aspects. In particular,
Buckdahn and Li [5] defined J(u,v) via Backward SDEs, and very recently Bayraktar and
Yao [I] used doubly reflected BSDEs. The main drawback of this approach, however, is
that the two players have non-symmetric information, and for V7, and Vg, the roles of two
players are switched. Consequently, it is less convenient to study the saddle point in this
setting.

We propose to attack the problem in weak formulation, which is more convenient for
proving the Dynamic Programming Principle. Note that in (I.I]) the controls (u,v) actually
mean u(B.),v(B.). Our weak formulation is equivalent to the following feedback type of

controls:

¢ t
XtW’u’U::E—I—/O b(s,us(XW’“’”),vs(X,W’“’”))ds+/0 a(s,us(X_W’“’”),US(X_W’“’“))dBS,(1.2)
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Here X" denotes the path of XW-»? and the superscript "V stands for weak formulation.
Under natural assumptions, we show that the game value does exist. The advantage of the
weak formulation setting is that we are using control against control, thus one can define the
saddle point naturally. When there is only drift control, namely o is independent of (u,v),
one can prove the existence of saddle point under mild conditions. However, when there is
diffusion control, the problem is much more involved. We shall obtain some approximate
saddle point.

We remark that, when there is only drift control, the weak formulation has already been
used in the literature, see Bensoussan and Lions [2] for Markovian case and Hamadene and
Lepetier [2I] for non-Markovian case. The former one relies on PDE arguments and the
latter one uses Backward SDEs. The advantage in this case is that one can easily obtain
the weak solution of SDE (I.2]) by applying the Girsanov Theorem. Our general case with
diffusion control has different nature. Roughly speaking, the drift control is associated with
semi-linear PDEs, while the diffusion control is associate with fully nonlinear PDEs. We
also note that, in a Markovian model but also with optimal stopping problem, Karatzas and
Sudderth [23] studied the game problem with diffusion control in weak formulation, under
certain strong conditions.

Another main feature of our paper is that we study the game in non-Markovian frame-
work, or say in a path dependent manner. The standard approach in the literature, e.g.
[19] and [5], is to prove that the lower value and the upper value are a viscosity solution (or
viscosity semi-solution) of the corresponding Bellman-Isaacs equation, then by assuming
the comparison principle for the viscosity solution of the PDE, one obtains the existence of
the game value. These works rely on the PDE arguments and thus works only in Markovian
setting. In a series of papers, Ekren, Keller, Touzi and Zhang [14] and Ekren, Touzi and
Zhang [15] [16], 17] introduced a notion of viscosity solution for the so called path dependent
PDEs and established its wellposedness. This enables us to extend the above approach to
path dependent setting. Indeed, based on the dynamic programming principle we establish,
we show that the lower value and the upper value of the game are viscosity solutions of the
corresponding path dependent Bellman-Isaacs equations. Then, under the Isaacs condition
and assuming the uniqueness of viscosity solutions, we characterize the game value as the
unique viscosity solution of the path dependent Bellman-Isaacs equation.

Finally we remark that, due to weak formulation with diffusion control, this paper
is by nature closely related to the second order BSDEs (2BSDEs, for short) introduced
by Cheridito, Soner, Touzi and Vicoir [§] and Soner, Touzi and Zhang [31] 32], and the G-
expectation introduced by Peng [29]. While more involved here, our arguments for Dynamic
Programming Principle follow the idea in [31L [32] and Peng [28]. However, G-expectations

and 2BSDEs involve only stochastic optimization and thus the generator is convex in terms



of the hessian. Consequently, the dynamic value process is a supermartingale under each
associated probability measure. For our game problem, the Bellman-Isaacs equation is non-
convex, and the value process is not a supermartingale anymore. Under additional technical
conditions, we conjecture that our value process will be a semi-martingale. This requires to
develop a semi-martingale theory under nonlinear expectation and to generalize the 2BSDE
theory to non-convex generators. We established some norm estimates for semi-martingales
in another paper Pham and Zhang [30] and will leave the general 2BSDE theory for future
research.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2l we present some preliminaries.
The game problem is introduced in Section Bl In Sections [4] and [5] we prove the dynamic
programming principle and the viscosity property, respectively. In Section [0l we study the
comparison principle for PPDEs and in Section [{] we investigate approximate saddle points.

Finally some technical proofs are presented Appendix.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 The canonical space

Let Q = {w € C([0,T),RY) : wy = 0}, the set of continuous paths starting from the
origin, B the canonical process, F the filtration generated by B, Py the Wiener measure,
and A :=[0,7] x Q. Here and in the sequel, for notational simplicity we use 0 to denote
vectors or matrices with appropriate dimensions whose components are all equal to 0. Let

S?% denote the set of d x d matrices, Séo = {0 €S?:0 >0}, and
/

x- 7= Zle zizh for any x,2' € RY «:4':= Trace[yy'] for any 7,7 € S°.

We define a norm on ) and a metric on A as follows: for any (¢,w), (t,&) € A,

lwlle = sup |wsl, doo((t,w), (t',0")) = [t = | + [lw.ne — wppll 4 (2.3)
0<s<t
Then (Q, | - ||7) and (A,d) are complete metric spaces.

Definition 2.1 Let Y : A — R be an F-progressively measurable process.

(i) We say Y € L=°(A) if Y is bounded.

(ii) We say Y € CO(A) (resp. UC(A)) if Y is continuous (resp. uniformly continuous) in
(t,w). Moreover, we denote Cp(A) := CO°(A) NL>®(A) and UCy(A) := UC(A) NL®(A).
(ili) We say Y € U if Y is bounded from above, upper semi-continuous (u.s.c. for short) from

right in t, and there exists a modulus of continuity function p such that for (t,w), (t',w') € A:
Y (t,w) =Y (', w') < p(doo((t,w), (',w'))) whenever t <t (2.4)

and we say Y €U if =Y € U.



It is clear that U NU = UC,(A). Moreover, we denote by L°(A,R%) the space of R%-
valued processes whose components are in L°°(A), and define other similar notations in the

same spirit.

We next introduce the shifted spaces. Let 0 < s <t < T.

- Let Q' := {w € C([t,T],R?) : w; = 0} be the shifted canonical space; B’ the shifted
canonical process on Qf; F! the shifted filtration generated by B!, P} the Wiener measure
on Qf and A! := [t, T] x Q.

- Define || - ||s on !, do on A? x A, and CO(A?) etc. in the spirit of (Z.3) and Definition
21

- For w € Q° and ' € O, define the concatenation path w ®; w’ € Q° by:

(W@ w)(r) == wplep(r) + (we + @)1y py(r), forall re[s,T].

- Let s € [0,7) and w € Q°. For an Fj-measurable random variable £, an F*-
progressively measurable process X on QFf, and ¢ € (s, T/, define the shifted F/-measurable

random variable %% and F!-progressively measurable process X on Q¢ by:
W) = we ), XW(W) = X(werw), foral o el

It is clear that, for any (¢,w) € A and any Y € L>°(A), we have Y“ € L>°(A?). Similarly
the property holds for other spaces defined in Definition 211

2.2 Probability measures

In this subsection we introduce the probability measures on Q! in different formulations.
First, let o € ]L‘X’(A,S‘éo), b € L>®(A,RY). Define

t t
P59 .= Py o (X59%)~1  where Xf’o’b = / bsds —I—/ 0sdBs, Pp-as.  (2.5)
0 0

Here the superscript © stands for strong formulation. We next introduce the corresponding

weak formulation. We denote a probability measure P on Q as PW:o? if
t t
M} =B, — / beds is a P-martingale and (M?); = / o2ds P-as. (2.6)
0 0

Here the quadratic variation (M) is under P. We remark that PY:7¢ := Py o (XW:o:0)~1,

where X"7? is a weak solution of the following SDE (with random measurable coefficients):
t t

xVob = / bs(XVo¥)ds + / o (XVo0dB,, Pp-as. (2.7)
0 0

In other words, we are considering feedback type of controls.



In this paper we shall use the weak formulation, which is more convenient for proving
Dynamical Programming Principle. We note that, for arbitrarily given (o,b), the SDE (2.7])

may not have a weak solution, namely there is no P such that P = P75t Let

=V .= {(0, b) € ILOO(A,S%O) x L>®(A,RY) : SDE (Z7) has a unique weak Solution};

_ 2.8)
= .= {(0, b) € ILOO(A,S%O) x L®(A,R?) : SDE ([@2.7) has a unique strong solution}.

. . =Wt =St
For probability measures on the shifted space Qf, we define PStob, PW:tob and =7 =

etc. similarly.

We next introduce the regular conditional probability distribution (r.c.p.d for short) due
to Stroock and Varadhan [33]. We shall follow the presentation in Soner, Touzi and Zhang
[31]. Let P be an arbitrary probability measure on Q and 7 be an F- stopping time. The

r.e.p.d. {P™, w € Q} satisfies:
7(w),

e For each w, P™* is a probability measure on F,~';

e For every bounded Fr-measurable random variable &:
EF [¢)1F ] (w) = EF™ [ﬁ'r(w)’“’], P-a.s. (2.9)

The following simple lemma will be important for the proof of Dynamic Programming

Principle in Section [ below. Its proof is postponed to Appendix.

Lemma 2.2 Let (0 b) € (resp ) t € 0,7, {E;,1 <i<n} C F be a partition of
Q, and (o, b)) € E (resp ) Define

o(w) == a(w)ljy) +ZO’ Npilpr, bw):=blw)lpy +Zb il

Q
[wl]

Then (7,b) € (resp ) and, fori=1,--- n,

P70 =P on F,  and (Pﬁ’b)t’w = ptob’ for Po_g.e. w € E;.

2.3 Viscosity solutions of path dependent PDEs

Our notion of viscosity solutions of Path Dependent PDEs (PPDEs for short) is introduced
by Ekren, Keller, Touzi and Zhang [14] for semilinear PPDE and Ekren, Touzi and Zhang
[15] 16] for fully nonlinear PPDE. We follow the presentation in [I5] [16] here.

For any constant L > 0, denote
PL = {PWEob )| < L,0 <o <V2LI;}, and PL = UpsoP}. (2.10)

We remark that in P} we do not require the uniqueness of weak solution.



Let Y € C°(A). For t € [0,T), we define the right time-derivative, if it exists, as in
Dupire [I12] and Cont and Fournie [9]:

AY (tw) = %%[y(tm,w) Y (tw)]. (2.11)

For the final time T', we define, whenever the following limit exists:

Y (T,w) = %Ijrﬂl oY (t,w). (2.12)

Definition 2.3 (i) We say Y € CY2(A) if Y € C°A), 8,Y € CO(A), and there emist
0,Y € CO(A,RY), 92, € CO(A,S%) such that, for any (s,w) € [0,T) x Q and any P € P35,
Y5 is a local P-semimartingale and it holds:
1
A = (0 Y,)%Ydt + (0,Y1)* - dBf + 5(@%1@)“" : d(B%), P-a.s. (2.13)
(ii) We say Y € C;’2(A) if Y € UCy(A), 8,Y € CP(A), and the above 9,,Y and 92,Y exist
and are in C’g(A,Rd) and C’g(A,Sd), respectively.

Next, let T denote the set of F-stopping times, and H C 7T the subset of those hitting
times H taking the following form: for some open and convex set O C R? containing 0 and
some 0 <ty < T,

H:=inf{t: B; € O°} Ato = inf{t : d(w, O°) = 0} Atp. (2.14)

We may define C12(AY), 02’2(At), Tt, and H! similarly. It is clear that, for any (¢,w)
and Y € C12(A) (resp. Y € C’I}’z(A)), we have Y' € CL2(AY)(resp. Y € 05’2(1&)), and
for any H € H such that H(w) > t, we have H** € H!.

For any L > 0, (t,w) € A with ¢t < T, and F-adapted process Y, define

ALY (tw) = {cp € 02’2(At) : for some H € H',
—Y")(t,0) = inf inf EF[(0 — Y*)hul ¢,
(o= Y)(0.0) = inf, inf B[(p— V') } -
ZLY(t,w) = JpE 05’2(At) : for some H € H', '
(p = Y™ )(t,0) = sup sup EF[(p — V") ] }.
TET! PePL

We are now ready to introduce the viscosity solution of PPDEs. Consider the following
PPDE with generator G:

—90,Y; — G(t,w,Y;,0,Y;,02,Y;) = 0. (2.16)



Definition 2.4 (i) Let L > 0. We say Y € U (resp. U) is a viscosity L-subsolution (resp.

L-supersolution) of PPDE (Z18) if, for any (t,w) € [0,T) x Q and any ¢ € ALY (t,w)
—L

(resp. p € AY (t,w)):

(=0 — G Y, 0,0, 02,0)) (£,0) < (resp.2) 0.

(ii) We sayY € U (resp. U) is a viscosity subsolution (resp. supersolution) of PPDE (2.10))
if Y is viscosity L-subsolution (resp. L-supersolution) of PPDE (2.16]) for some L > 0.
(ili) We say Y € UCy(A) is a viscosity solution of PPDE (210 if it is both a viscosity

subsolution and a viscosity supersolution.

Remark 2.5 For 0 < L; < Ly, obviously P; C P and ALY (t,w) € AY (t,w). Then
one can easily check that a viscosity Lj-subsolution must be a viscosity Lo-subsolution.
Consequently, Y is a viscosity solution of PPDE (2.16]) iff there exists an L > 1 such that
forall L>L,Y is a viscosity L-subsolution. However, we require the same L for all (t,w).

A similar statement holds for the viscosity supersolution.

Remark 2.6 (i) In the Markovian case, namely Y (t,w) = Y (¢t,w;) and G = ¢(t,ws, v, 2,7),
our definition of viscosity solution is stronger than the standard viscosity solution in PDE
literature. That is, Y is a viscosity solution in our sense implies it is a viscosity solution in
the standard sense as in Crandall, Ishii, and Lions [10].

(ii) The state space A of PPDEs is not locally compact, and thus the standard arguments
by using Ishii’s lemma do not work in path dependent case. The main idea of [14], 15| [16] is
to transform the definition to an optimal stopping problem in (B.2]), which helps to obtain

the comparison and hence the uniqueness of viscosity solutions. |

3 The zero-sum game

3.1 The admissible controls

Let U and V be two Borel measurable spaces equipped with some topology. From now on

we shall fix two [F-progressively measurable mapping:
o [0,T]xUxV 8%, b:00,7]xUxV R
We shall always assume

Assumption 3.1 o and b are bounded by a constant Cy.



For t € [0,7T], let U; (resp. V) denote the set of U-valued (resp. V-valued), Fi-
progressively measurable processes u (resp. v) on Al. Throughout the paper, when (u,v) €

U; x Vy is given, for any process ¢ on A! with appropriate dimension, we denote

~t,u,v

(705 = (105 = (,DSO-(S,'LLS,'US). (31)
Define
B = {(u,v) EUy x Vy (a(-,u,v),g(-,u,v)) € Zs’t}

Xt,u,’l} = XW,t,o(u,v),/l;(u,v)j ]P’tvuﬂ} = ]P;W,t,cr(u,v),g(u,v) for (u7 rU) c =

) —t-

(3.2)

We note that, from now on, the o,b in previous section will actually be o(¢,us, v;) and
g(t,ut,vt) for some (u,v) € Ap. In particular, for the convenience of studying the BSDE

later, we are considering SDE in the form
Xbuv = /ts o (1, u, (X5, 0, (XE0YY) [dBﬁ + b(r, ur(X,t’"’U),UT(X?’“’U))dr], Ph-a.s. (3.3)
Moreover, one can easily check that there exists a Pb*“?-Brownian motion W%? such that
dB! = o(s,us,vs) [de’“’” + b(s, us, vs)ds], Ph%?_as. (3.4)

To formulate the game problem, we shall restrict the controls to subsets U; C U; and

Vy C V; whose elements u and v take the following form:

m—1 n; m—1 n;
= Z Zulel titisn)s U= Z valEzl[t tii1)> Where (3.5)
=0 j=1 =0 j=1

t=tg < - <ty =T, {E]i-}lgjgni C ]:fl is a partition, and w;j, v;; are constants.
It is clear that, for u € Uy,
u € Uy if and only if wu takes finitely many values. (3.6)

We have the following simple lemma whose proof is provided in Appendix for completeness.

Lemma 3.2 (i) Uy is closed under pasting. That is, for u € Uy, t € [0,T], u’ € U,
i=1,--+,n, and disjoint {E;,i = 1,--- ,n} C Fy, the following T is also in Uy:

ﬂ = ul[(]t |:Zu 1Ez + U1ﬂn EC 1[t7T}

(11) Under Assumption [31], it holds Uy x V; C E

Proof. In light of ([B.6]), (i) is obvious. To see (ii), we notice that any pair of constant

processes (u,v) is obviously in Z;. Then (ii) follows from repeated use of Lemma 221 W



3.2 The Backward SDEs

Let f(t,w,y,z,u,v) : A X Rx R? x U x V — R be an F-progressively measurable nonlinear

generator. Throughout the paper, we shall assume

Assumption 3.3 (i) f(t,w,0,0,u,v) is bounded by a constant Cy, and uniformly contin-
uous in (t,w) with a modulus of continuity function py.

(ii) f is uniformly Lipschitz in (y, z) with a Lipschitz constant L.

Now for any (t,w) € A, (u,v) € Uy x Vi, 7 € T*, and Fl-measurable terminal condition
7, recall the notation (3.1]) and consider the following BSDE on [t, 7]:

Vs = 77+/ ft,w(n B,t,yr,ZAr,ur,v,,)dr _/ ZrdBf,, Ph%v_a.s. (37)

s

We have the following simple lemma whose proof is presented in Appendix for completeness.

Lemma 3.4 Let Assumptions[31 and[3.3 (ii) hold, and
Ig(t, W, u, U) = EI[N’“’” |:‘7]’2 + / ’ft7w(87 Bt7 07 07 Us, US)’2d8:| < 0.
t

Then BSDE B) has a unique solution, denoted as (Y**"*[r,n], Z-"[r, 1)), and there
exists a constant C, depending only on Cy, Ly, T, and the dimension d, such that

B sup e+ [ B Pl < CRtwuy. (8)
t<s<t t

Moreover, if T <t + 9, then

1
B sup (Vi nall] < C(EF(P)T + Ot fo(tw,uv). (3.9)

t<s<rt

Throughout the paper, we shall use the generic constant C' which depends only on Cy, Ly,

T, and the dimension d, and may vary from line to line.

3.3 The value processes

We now fix an Fp-measurable terminal condition ¢ and assume throughout the paper:

Assumption 3.5 £ is bounded by a constant Cy, and is uniformly continuous in w with a

modulus of continuity function pg.

We now define the lower value and upper value of the game as follows:

Y (t,w) := sup inf VP [T,65); Y (t,w):= inf sup YPY[T, 5. (3.10)
weldy VEVt vEV: yecld,
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As a direct consequence of Lemma [3.4], we have
-C <Y <Y <C. (3.11)
When there is no confusion, we will simplify the notations:
(yt,w,u,v,Zt,w,u,v) — (yt,w,u,v[T, gl ghwuwolp, ét,w])‘ (3.12)

Our goal of this paper is to show, under certain additional assumptions, that ¥ =Y and it

is the unique viscosity solution of certain PPDE. See Theorem [B.1] below.

Remark 3.6 (i) In this paper we restrict our controls to U; x V; C Z;. We note that in
general U; x V; is not in Z;. We may study the following problem though:

X/(t,w) = sup inf yf,w,u,v’ Yl(t,w) .— inf sup yz,,w,u,v,

weldy VEVE(w) VeV uclly (v)
where
Vi(u) = {v €V (u,v) € Et}, Us(v) := {u €Uy : (u,v) € Et},
and we take the convention that, for the empty set ¢, sup,[] = oo and infy[] = —oo.

However, we will be able to prove only partial Dynamic Programming Principle in this
formulation.

(ii) Another important constraint we impose is that o and b are independent of w. When
o and b are random, given (¢,w) € A, the solution X**»% of SDE (B.3]) and its distribution
PHe v will depend on w as well. This has some subtle consequences, e.g. in Lemma 1]
concerning the regularity of the value processes. The main difficulty is that we do not have
a good stability result for feedback type of SDEs ([B.3]). We hope to address this issue in
future research.

(iii) Note that we may get rid of the drift b by using Girsanov transformation, so all our
results hold true when b is random, given that o is independent of w. However, to simplify

the presentation we assume b is independent of w as well. |

Remark 3.7 For each (u,v) € Uy X Vp, denote uy := u (X™?) and 0y := vy(X™"). Then
(@,7) € Uy x Vy and P = P60 .= PSe(@0).b(@9)  Thus we have ygvo’“v” = 69711,1)7 where,

t
X0 = / o (s, s, Vs) [dBS + b(s, Us, Us)ds|;
o 0 T T Py-a.s.
fﬂhv = g(qu) + / f(S, X.uﬂ)y y§7um7 57%1)7 ’LNLS, @S)ds o / Z§7u7vst’
t t



However, we shall emphasize that the mapping from (u,v) to (@, ) is in pairs, and it does
not induce a mapping from w to @ (or from v to v). Consequently the game values defined
below in strong formulation are different from the Y, and Y in (B.10):

, i oS i\
Y5 = sup inf Y3%° Y, = inf sup YU
0 ‘= Sup I 0 > 0= 0
€Uy V€Yo 0€Vo Gelly

Indeed, in strong formulation the above game with control against control may not have the
game value, namely Xg < 7{? , even if Isaacs condition and comparison principle for the vis-
cosity solutions of the corresponding Bellman-Isaacs equation hold. See the counterexample
Example B.] below. [ |

Remark 3.8 (i) In standard literature, see e.g. [19] and [5], one transforms the problem
into a game with strategy type of controls. That is, let « : Vy — Uy and B : Uy — V; be

appropriate strategies. One considers:
Y (t,w) := supinf yf’“’“(”)’”, Y (t,w):= i%f sup yf’w’“’ﬁ(“),
a U u

This type of control problem is in fact a principal-agent problem, see e.g. Cvitanic and
Zhang [11]. In Markovian framework and under appropriate conditions, one can show
that Y = Y and is the unique solution of the corresponding Bellman-Isaacs equation.
However, in this formulation the two players have nonsymmetric informations, and the
lower and upper values are defined using different information settings. In particular, it is
less convenient to define saddle point in this formulation.

(ii) Our weak formulation actually has the feature of strategy type of controls. Indeed,
consider the (@,?7) in Remark B.7] again. Roughly speaking, given u, then 4 is uniquely
determined by v, which is in turn uniquely determined by ©. Thus u can be viewed as
a strategy « which maps v (and B) to @. Similarly v can be viewed as a strategy (3
which maps @ (and B) to 9. Compared to the strategy against control, the advantage of
weak formulation is that it is control against control and the two players have symmetric

information. [ |

Remark 3.9 When there is only drift control, namely o is independent of (u,v), our for-
mulation reduces to the work Hamadene and Lepeltier [21I]. Under Isaacs condition, by
using Girsanov transformation and comparison for BSDEs, they proved Y = Y and the
existence of saddle point. We allow for both diffusion control and drift control, and we shall
prove Y =Y. However, when there is diffusion control, the comparison used in [21] fails.
Consequently, we are not able to follow the arguments in [21] to establish the existence of
saddle point. Indeed, with the presence of diffusion control, even for stochastic optimization
problem the optimal control does not seem to exist in general. We shall instead obtain some

approximate saddle point in Section [ below. |
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4 Dynamic Programming Principle

We start with the regularity of Y and Y in w. This property is straightforward in strong
formulation. Our proof here relies heavily on our assumption that o and b are independent
of w. As pointed out in Remark (ii), the problem is very subtle in general case and we

hope to address it in some future research.

Lemma 4.1 Let Assumptions[3.1, [3.3, and[33 hold. ThenY andY are uniformly contin-
wous in w with modulus of continuity function Cpgy for some constant C' > 0. Consequently,

Y and Y are F-progressively measurable.

Proof. Let t € [0,T),w,w’ € Q. For any (u,v) € Uy x V;, denote AY = YLwwv —
P AZ — Zheay _ Zte'uv Then, PHv-a.s,

T T
Ays — €t7w(B,t) o €t7w’(B.t) — / AZT’dBT =+ / |:arAy7» + AZTO'(T, Uy, UT’)/BT’
+[ft7w(7a7 Bta yrt’7W7U7U7 Z\rt*’w’uma U UT’) - ft7UJ/(T7 Bty y7t~7UJ7U7U7 §7€7W7U7U7 Up, UT)]] dT7

where a and § are bounded. Apply ([B.8) on the above BSDE, one obtains

VPt = Yt < Cpo(J|lw — &|le).- (4.1)
Thus
YVi(w) =Yy < sup (VP = YRt < Opo(||lw — o|ls)
(u,v)eut X V¢
Similarly one can prove the estimate for Y. |

The following Dynamical Programming Principle is important for us.

Lemma 4.2 Let Assumptions [31, [3.3, and hold true. For any 0 < s <t < T and

w € Q we have

Y = inf YSwwvly yH@l. Y = inf Swuv [y oL
Y, (w) sup inf [t YT s(w) = inf Sup Y (.Y}

To prove the lemma we need a technical lemma. Its proof is standard but lengthy, and

is postponed to Appendix in order not to distract our main arguments.

Lemma 4.3 For anye >0 and t € (0,T), there exist disjoint sets {E;,i =1,--- ,n} C F
such that

lw—u'||; <e forallw,w' € Eji=1,---,n, and sup EPO’u’v(ﬂ?zl Ef) <e.
(u,v)EUH X Vo

13



Proof of Lemma [{.3 We shall prove only the Dynamic Programming Principle for Y.
The proof for Y is similar. Without loss of generality, we assume s = 0. That is, we shall

prove:

Y, = sup inf yg’o’“’”[t,xt]. (4.2)
u€ly v€EV0

Step 1. We first prove ”>". Fix arbitrary ¢ > 0 and u € Up. Let {E;,i =1,--- ,n} C F
be given by Lemma B3] and fix an w' € E; for each i. For any w € E;, By Lemma HE1] and

(1)) we have

¥,(0) — Y, (i)] < Cpole) and  sup  [PE9 - Y0 < Opofe). (43)
(u,0) EUL X Vi

Let u’ € U; be an e-optimizer of Y, (w?), that is,

inf PP L >y, (wh). (4.4)
vEVy

Denote E,, := N, (E;)°. By Lemma (i) we define u® € Uy by:
s (w) == ug (W)L (s) + [ D ub(w)lpg, (w) + us(w)ly (w)]1p7(s) (4.5)
i=1

Now for any v € Vy, we have

n
0,0,u®,v 0,0,u¢,v 0,0,u®,v 0,0,u¢,v 0,0,u¢,v 0,0,u¢,v
Vg = PO PO = O 6 DD IO g, 4+ D M .

i=1
Since solutions of BSDEs can be constructed via Picard iteration, one can easily check that,
for any (u,v) € Uy x Vy,

t w’vt,w

ng’wv(w) = y)ft7UJ7u 7 ) PO’“”U‘a.e. w € Q

Then it follows from ([#4) and Lemma 2.2 that, for P%“"*-a.e. w € F;,

t,w ,,t, I3 W i
yl?707usyv(w) — yf7w7(u6) U “ — yf#‘hu 7vt 2 inf yf#‘hu »U
vEVL
> inf PP = Cpole) 2 Yy(w') — e~ Cpole)
veVy

> Yy(w) —e—Cpo(e)-

Therefore, by comparison principle of BSDEs and (8.1 we have

n
PO 5 Ot S Y1, — (e Cpnle)) + IO,
i—1
> ygvov“% [t,Kt —(e+Cpole)) — Clp,|.
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Recall that sup, )z x vy pOsuv (En) < e. Applying ([B.9) we get

N

PO > YO Y] — Cle + pole))? = VIOt Y] — Cle + pole))?.

Since v is arbitrary, this implies that

l\)l)—l

£ 0,0,u®,v > £ OOUUtY C
BT 2 T Y] — Ol i)

Then

m\'—‘

Y, > inf Yy Y] — Cle+ po(e))2.
vEVY

Sending € — 0 and by the arbitrariness of u € Uy, we obtain

Y, > su mfyoouth
=0 uEZ/IZ)'UEVO [ ]

Step 2. We now prove ”<”. Fix @ € Up in the form of ([B.5]), with u;; being replaced by

w;j. It suffices to prove that

lélé yt0uv< 'nf yOOuv[ty]
vEVy

Without loss of generality, assume ¢t = ¢;, for some 4y. Notice that Y, = &, then it suffices
to prove

0,0,w,v 0,0,u,v .
< . .
vléléo Yo b1, Y, Ulél]fo Vo Ut Y], foralld (4.6)

We now fix ¢ and recall that u; = Z"l 1ﬂij1Ei for t € [t;,tiz1). For any ¢ > 0, let
{Ex,k =1,--- K} C F;, be given by Lemma IZBI Denote E = E N Ej, and fix an
wik E]Zk for each (j,k). For any T € V), as in Stepl we have

n;, K
0707_7_ 00__
Vo Yy = Yy w[tu ZztilEgk"‘Xmlnf;lEg]
Ji:k=1
n;, K
0,0,u,v ik ) 3
> yo ti, Y (w )1E;k(w) —C(p()( )+€)2
Jik=1

By Step 1, we see that

i wik uw tiwik ti w5 v ti,wi®
Xt ( ) > Seulf UIGHVE y [ti-l-l’XtHl ] 2 vlenvf,; y [tH'l’XthLl ]
u t

Here the constant u;; denotes the constant process. Then there exists vk e Vy, such that
. o dk a7 gk . ik
Y, (W) > yff’w i [ti+1,Yt“wj |-«

=—tit1
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Now define

n;, K

|: Z ’U‘]k Bt 1Ez +’U10K Ec:|1[ti,T]’
Jk=1

>
Il
@\

By Lemma we have © € Vy. Then, noting that Uﬁi’w =T;; for w € Ezk and t € [t;,tit1),

n;,K
u,u o [ tuj g ,07" i wIk 1
Voo s, Yy ] > Vgt Z R [ti+1,X§i:}1] ]1E;ik(w)] —Clpo(e) +¢)2
k=1

_n;, K

0,0,7,7 tu Ik utiow ptiw b7
= PO ST W T e, Y 1 ()] - Clpo(e) +2)

D=

Cjk=1
n747
av| i i 1
> ygﬂ,u,v Z ytz,wu ,0 |:Z+17Yt1+1:|1E1 ( )} _ C(PO(E) _|_g)2
k=1

n'u

[ 1
= W00t Y Y%ﬁlEl )} — C(po(e) +¢)?
) 7,k=1

WO tin, Yo, | = Cloole) + )%

> inf yo"“”[tm,ytlﬂ] — C(po(e) +)3.
vEVY

v

Send £ — 0, by the arbitrariness of 7 € Vy we prove (4.0]). [ |

Remark 4.4 If we use strong formulation with control against control, as in Remark 3.7,

we can only prove the following partial Dynamic Programming Principle:

PS,s,u,v S7. =5 pS,s,u,v S
Yiw) < sup inf Yo Y7); V() z if sup Yo Y],

which does not lead to the desired viscosity property. That is why we use weak formulation

instead of strong formulation. |

We now turn to the regularity of Y and Y in ¢, which is required for studying their

viscosity property.

Lemma 4.5 Let Assumptions (31, [73, and [T hold. Then, for any 0 < t; < to < T and
w € Q,

Y0, (@) = Yy, (@) + Ve (@) = Ve @) < Cpr(dool(tr, @), (12,0)), (A7)

where p1 s a modulus of continuity function defined by

p1(8) == po(6 +6%) + 6+ 67 (4.8)
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Proof. We shall only prove the regularity of Y in t. The estimate for Y can be proved
similarly. Denote 6 := dwo((t1,w), (t2,w)).
By Theorem and Lemma [4.T] we have

sup inf ytl’““”[t Yg] XtQ(w)‘

UEZ/{t UGth

th(w) - ZtQ (W)‘ =

< sup |V [, YL — Y, (w)]. (4.9)
uEZ/{tl ,UEth

Denote
Vo= Y [, Y] = Yy, (w), 2= 200", Y.

Then, P!1%V-a.s.

to A to
Y, = ngw . th (w) + ft17w(8, Btl , YV, + th (w), Zs, Usg, ’L)s)dS — / stle .
t t

Recall from (B.II]) that Y is bounded. Apply (B.9) and Lemma [.T], we get

Yul = C(E Y~y @) oo
< C(EIP’tlyu,“ [p%(doo((t2’w)v(t2,w®tl Btl)))])é L Os.
Note that
EF " [ (doo(12,0) (b2, @0 BY))] < B [0 4118 )]

IN

PR(8+ 1) + OP““[llBtlnt > 65| < pj(6+6%) + COTRER | B )

< PR(6+6%) + Coe.
Then

MJ<CWM+ﬁHﬁ+ﬂ:@my

Plug this into ([4.9) we complete the proof. [ |
Combining Lemmas and .5 it follows from standard arguments that

Theorem 4.6 Let Assumptions[31, [3.3, and[3.3 hold true. For any (t,w) € A and T € T,

we have

t w]

Y, (w) = sup inf Yo", Y], YVi(w)= inf sup Yo" [r, Y]
uEly VEV vEVE yeld,
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5 Viscosity solution properties

Define

1
Q(t7 w,Y,z, ’Y) ‘= sup lnf |:_U2 (t7 u, U) el + bO'(t, u, U)Z + f(ta w,Y, ZO'(t, u, U)? u, U)]
weUvEV L2

_ 1 (5.1)
G(t7 (*")7 y7 27 ’Y) = ln{; Sup |:§U2 (t7 U, U) : ’Y + bO'(t, U, U)Z + f(ta O.), y7 ZO'(t, U, U)? U, U) X
veY 4el
and consider the following path dependent PDEs:
— 8Y; — G(t,w, Y, 0,Y,02,Y;) = 0; (5.2)
—0,Y; — G(t,w,Y;,0,Y;,02,Y;) = 0. (5.3)

Theorem 5.1 Let Assumptions [31, [3.3, and hold. Then Y (resp. Y ) is a viscosity
solution of PPDE (5.2) (resp. (5.3)).

Proof. We shall only prove that Y is a viscosity solution of the PPDE (5.2)). The other
statement can be proved similarly.

Step 1. We first prove the viscosity supersolution property. Assume by contradiction
that there exists (t,w) and ¢ € ZLX(t,w) such that

1
¢ = 0Owp(t,0)+ sup in{l {aaz(t,u,v) L 02 ,0(t,0) + bo(t, u, v)d,p(t, 0)
uel ve

+f(t7 w, Xt(w)7 8w(10(t7 O)O-(tv u, U)v u, U)} > 0.

By Remark (2.5), we can assume L is large enough as we will see later. Then there exists
% € U such that, for all v € V

Dup(t,0) + 50 (1, 1,0) : 02, p(1,0) + bor(t, i, ) (1, 0)

+f(t,w, Y, (w),0up(t,0)o(t,u,v),a,v) > g

Let H € H! be the hitting time corresponding to ¢ in [3.2)). For any ¢ > 0, set
He = inf{s>t:s—t+|B=c¢}.

By choosing ¢ > 0 small enough, we have H. < H. Since ¢ € CH2(A?), there exist some
constant C, > Cy and modulus of continuity function p, > p1, which may depend on ¢,
such that

(s, BY)| < Cyp, [9(s, BY) —(t,0)| < pyl(e), for t < s < He, =@, 0, 0w, 02, . (5.5)

Now set u := u € Uy be a constant process and let v € V; be arbitrary. Fix 6 > 0 and

denote H® := H. A (t + 6),
Y = Phwuv [Hizgg], Z = Zhwuv [Hg,xgg],

AY, = @(SvBt) — Vs, AZs = w(vp(szt) — Zs.
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Then, applying the functional It6’s formula we obtain:
dAY, = [Otgo + %apr 0% (s, ug, vs) + (5 Vs, ZAs,us,vs)} (s,B")ds + AZdB!
= [atgo + %apr L0 (s, ug, vs) + 2 Vs, ZAs,us,vs)} (s,B")ds + AZdB!
= [atgo + %af,wgp c 0% (s, us, vs) + fUY (LY, (W), Dup(-) o (s, us, vs), us, vs) | (s, BY)ds
+ |06 = Yow) + AZuB,|ds + AZ.dBL,
where |al,|5| < Lo. By (64) and (5.5) we have
dAY, > [g — Cupy(e) — ClVs — Y(w)| + Azﬁs}ds +AZdB!,  t<s<w.

Recall [3.4) and define dP := M,;sdP""", where

S 1 S
M, = exp </ [b(r, up,v,) + ﬁr]de’“’” — 5/ |b(r, up, vp) + 6T|2dr>.
¢ t

Then AZ,dB! + AZ,Bsds is a P-martingale, and thus

AY; < EF[AY, - / (5 = Copole) = O, = Yolw)l ds]

By choosing L large enough, we see that P € Pt. Then it follows from the definition of
ZLX(t,w) that

EP[AYy] = EF [p(nl, BY) - Y15 | < o(t,0) - Y (w).
Therefore, since b and 5 are bounded,

Y,(w) = i < ﬂ-ﬂ/jg = 5+ Copule) + O = V()] ds|

[_g + Copyp(e)]d + CLoP(H. < L+ 6) + C(;EF[”y, - Xt(w)HHg}

A

=

1
¢ 5 JU,v
< [_5 + Cyp(e)]6 + C¢5<Pt7u’v(H€ St+ 5)> + C(S(E]Pt [Hy a Xt(w)Hig]) (56)
Note that, for 6 < 5,

Pt <HE <t+ 5) < PR <<5 + [|B I35 > s) = ]P’t’“’”(HBth 2 E)

=2
C Cs
e2 e

Moreover, denote Y=Y - Y,(w). Then

< SETIBY] <

ul ~ R ul
ys — X;’;} _Xt(w) +/ ft7w(r7 Bryy?“ +Xt(CU),Z7«,UT,’U7«)d’I" - / ZTdBf«
€ s s
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By (3.9) and applying Lemma we obtain

o [Hy. - Xt(w)”ié] < CEE"™ [!Xt’? - Xt(w)\z] +Co

< 05+0EW'“'“[ 2 (doo((t t+5w®t3f)))]
< O+ CE™ [0 (doo (1.0, (£ 4 6,0)) + [ B'i4))| < Cpa(0), (5:8)
where
p(0) = G+ sup B[R (deo((bw), (t+ 80) 1B s)] (5.9)

(u,0) EUL X Vi

Plug (57) and (5.8) into (5.6]), we have

1
c C,o2 1
Yy@) =Y < 6] =5+ Cppyle) + =2 + Cop3 (9)].

It is clear that limgs_, p2(d) = 0. Then by first choosing £ small and then choosing § small

enough, we have
c
Yi(w) =LYl < -0
Since v is arbitrary, we get

Y(w) — inf Y nd, ¥ :

IA
|
|
S

which implies further that

Y, (w) — sup inf YF<[ul, th] < ~Ss5<o.
uEly VEV 4

This contradicts with the dynamic programming principle Theorem Therefore, Y is a
viscosity supersolution of PPDE (5.2)).
Step 2. We now prove the viscosity subsolution property. Assume by contradiction that,

for some L large enough, there exists (t,w) and ¢ € A"Y (t,w) such that

—c = 0Opp(t,0) + sup inf { o (t,u,v) : 92, 0(t, 0) + b(t,u, v)dyp(t, 0) }
uclU VeV

+f(t,w, Y (w),0up(t,0),u,v) } < 0.

Then there exists a mapping (no measurability is involved!) ¢ : U — V such that, for any
u € U,

016 (1,0) + 2o (1w, () - 0 (4,0) UL )(0)

+f(tw, Yy (w), dup(t, 0),u,P(u)) < —5- (5.10)
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For any u € Uy, by the structure ([B8.5]) one can easily see that v := ¢ (u) € V;. Introduce

the same notations as in Step 1, and follow almost the same arguments, we obtain

c C 5% 1
Vo) =V 2 8|5~ Copyle) - 2= — Cop3 (9)|.

Again, by first choosing ¢ small and then choosing § small enough, we have
twuvrd vt ¢
Xt(w)_ytwuv[HmXHg] 2 16

This implies

v
|
>,

o t7 [t t7
Yy (w) = nf 2, Y

Since w is arbitrary, then
Y,(w) — sup inf IV ms yhe] > £5>o0.
weld, VEV: He 4
This contradicts with the dynamic programming principle Theorem Therefore, Y is a
viscosity subsolution of PPDE (5.2)). [ |

We now assume the Isaacs condition:

G(t,w,y,z,7) =G(t,w,y,z,7) = G(t,w,y,z,7), (5.11)
and consider the following path dependent Isaacs equation:
—0,Y; — G(t,w,Y;,0,Y;,02,Y;) = 0. (5.12)
Our main result of the paper is:

Theorem 5.2 Let Assumptions [31, [3.3, and hold. Assume further that the Isaacs
condition (5.11) and the uniqueness for viscosity solutions of the PPDE (512) hold. Then
Y =Y =:Y and is the unique viscosity solution of PPDE (5.12).

Proof. Applying Theorem [5.I] and by the uniqueness of viscosity solutions, we see imme-
diately that Y =Y and it is the unique viscosity solution of PPDE (5.12)). [ ]

Remark 5.3 (i) For the comparison principle of viscosity solutions of PPDE (5.12]), we refer
to Ekren, Touzi and Zhang [I5]. We shall also provide a sufficient condition in Subsection
below.

(ii) In Markovian framework, the PPDE (5.12)) becomes a standard PDE. Note that a
viscosity solution (resp. supersolution, subsolution) in the sense of Definition 2.4]is a viscos-
ity solution (resp. supersolution, subsolution) in the standard literature. Then, assuming
the comparison principle for standard viscosity solution of PDEs holds true, Y :=Y =Y
and is the unique viscosity solution of the Bellman-Isaacs PDE with terminal condition
Y(T,x) =&(x) [ |
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6 Comparison principle for viscosity solutions of PPDEs

In this section we study the comparison principle of PPDE (5.12]), which clearly implies the
uniqueness required in Theorem B.]1

We first cite a general result from [17] concerning wellposedness of PPDEs, adapting to
our setting. For any (t,w) € A, denote the following deterministic function with parameter
(t,w):

9 (s,9,27) = G(s AT, w.n,y.2,7)- (6.1)
For any € > 0 and n > 0, we denote T, := (1 + )T, and

O, ={rcR¥:|z|<e}, O.:={xeR?:|z|<e}, 90, :={xcR%: |z|=c};

_ _ (6.2)
Oy = [t,T)) x O, Oy :=[t,T;)] x O¢), 007" := ([t,T;)] x 90:) U ({T;;} x O.),
Consider the following localized and path-frozen PDE defined for every (¢,w) € A:
(E)s Li“th .= —0:0 — ¢"“(s,0,D0,D%*0) =0 on O;". (6.3)

Here 0, D, D? are standard differential operators.

Assumption 6.1 For anye > 0,1 >0, (t,w) € A, and any h € C°(00O;™), we have 6 = 0,

where

O(s,x) := inf {w(s,x) cw classical supersolution of (E)i“; and w > h on 8(’)?’"},
(6.4)
O(s,x) := sup {w(s,x) :w classical subsolution of (E)Z“; and w < h on 8(’)5’"}.

By [17] Theorem 3.4, we have

Theorem 6.2 Let Assumptions 31, [3.3, [3.0, and the Isaacs condition (Z.11]) hold. Then,
under the additional Assumption[61, the PPDE (512]) has a unique viscosity solution and

the comparison principle of viscosity solutions holds.

We remark that Assumption [6.1]is in the spirit of Perron’s approach. However, in stan-
dard literature the w in (6.4]) is required only to be viscosity supersolution or subsolution,
while we require it to be a classical one. To check that, we present a result concerning
classical solutions of parabolic PDEs.

We first simplify the notations. Let O C R? be open, connected, bounded, and with
smooth boundary. Set

0:=[0,T)x0, 0:=[0,T]x0, 80 :=([0,T] x00)U ({T} x O).
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Consider the following (standard) PDE in O with boundary condition h:
— 9,0 —g(t,z,0,D0,D*0) =0in © and 6= h on dO. (6.5)

Then we have the following result, whose argument is standard in the literature and is

communicated to us by Lihe Wang. We present its proof in Appendix for completeness.

Lemma 6.3 Assume
(i) h e CY*(0) and g(-,y,2,7) € CY*(O) for any (y,z,7);
(ii) g is continuously differentiable in (y, z,~) with bounded derivatives;
(111) Ovg > colq for some cg >0, and d < 2.

Then the PDE (65) has a classical solution 6 € C%2(0).

We now have

Proposition 6.4 Let Assumptions[31, [T3, [33, and the Isaacs condition (Z11]) hold. As-

sume further that
o > coly for some ¢y > 0 and the dimension d < 2. (6.6)

Then Assumption [6.1 holds true. Consequently Y =Y =:Y and is the unique viscosity
solution of PPDE (5.12)).

Proof. 'We use the notations in Assumption By [16] Proposition 3.14, we may assume
without loss of generality that

G(y1,-) —G(y2,-) Sya—y1 forany y1 >y (6.7)

First, one can easily extend h to a uniformly continuous function on [t,00) x R?, still
denoted as h. For any § > 0, let gg’w and hs be smooth mollifiers of g and h such that
||g§’w — Glloo <6, ||hs — h|loo < d. By our assumptions, it is clear that coly < 8,Ygf5’w < Loly.
Apply Lemma 6.3}, the following PDE has a classical solution 85 € C12 (@?n):

—04l5 — gg’w(s, Os, D0, D295) =0, in Of’n, fs = hs on OOf’".

Denote

Os5 =05+ and 6O5:=6s5—0.
Then clearly 85 € CV2(0;""), 85 > h on dO;". Moreover, by (6.7)

Lt’wg(s = —0Ofs — gt’w(s, 0s + 6, DO, D295)
—0ils — gt’w(s, 05, DO, D295) +90
.g?w(s) 9(57 D067 D205) - gt,UJ(s, 9(57 D067 D295) +402>0.

v
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Then 65 is a classical supersolution of (E)Z‘;, and thus 6 < f;. Similarly, § < #5. Then
0<0—0<0s—05=26.

Since § > 0 is arbitrary, we conclude that 6 = 6. |

7 Approximate saddle point

In this section we discuss briefly saddle points of the game, assuming the game value exists.

In our setting, it is natural to define
Definition 7.1 We call (u*,v*) € Uy X Vo a saddle point of the game if
yg’ov“’”* < yg’ov“*v”* < yg’o’u*’v for all w € Uy,v € V.

We remark that, if a saddle point (u*,v*) exists, then it is straightforward to check that the

0,0,u*,v*
Yo

game has a value Yj := . However, even in stochastic optimization problem with

diffusion control, in general the optimal control may not exist. We thus study approximate

saddle points only.

Definition 7.2 For any € > 0, we call (u®,v%) € Uy x Vy an e-saddle point of the game if
Voo —e <Y <O e forall u € Up,v € V.
We have the following simple observation:

Proposition 7.3 Assume the game has a value, then it has an e-saddle point (u®,v®) for

any € > 0.

Proof. LetY,=Yy= Yo be the game value. Then for any € > 0, there exist u® € Uy, v° €
Vp such that

Yy —¢e < inf ygvo’“ Y <Yy < sup ygvo’“v” <Yy+e.
’UEVO UEMO

In particular, this implies that

€ 15 1> 1>
Yy — e < inf ygvo’“ v < yg’o’u U< sup ygvo’“v” <Yy+e.
’UGVO UEMO

That is, (u®,v%) is an e-saddle point. Moreover, we observe that |y§ 0usv Yo|<e. N
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8 Appendix

8.1 Proof of Lemma

We prove the case .715 only. The case ZW can be proved similarly. Let X be the unique
strong solution to SDE (2.7) with coefficients (o,b), and X be the unique strong solution
to SDE (Z7) on [t, T] with coefficients (o?,b°).

First, denote

X, = Xpg(s)+ [Xt +3 15, (X)XI(B)|109(s), 0<s<T.
i=1

One can check straightforwardly that X is a strong solution to SDE (Z.7)) with coefficients
(7,b). On the other hand, let X be an arbitrary strong solution to SDE (2.7)) with coefficients
(7,b). Then both X and X satisfy SDE (Z7) on [0,t] with coefficients (o,b). By the
uniqueness assumption of (o,b), we see that X = X on [0,t], Pp-a.s. In particular, this
implies 15,(X) = 1g,(X). Then for Pp-a.e. w € Q, there exists unique i such that 1, (X) =
1x,(X) = 1. Thus both X% and X** satisfy SDE (1) on [t,T] with coefficients (o*, b").
By the uniqueness assumption of (o, b*), we see that X" = Xtw, Pf-a.s. This implies that
X = X, Py-a.s. and therefore, (7,b) € A

Finally, since X = X on [0, ], we have P® = P7 on F,. Moreover, since X' (B!)
X;(w) + X'(B') whenever 1g,(X) = 1, by the definition of r.c.p.d. we see that (P7?)t
PLo'b for Pobae. w € E;. |

8.2 Proof of Lemma [3.4]
Recall the P%*?-Brownian motion W%V defined in ([34]). One may rewrite BSDE (3.7) as
T ~ ~ T ~
V=1 _|_/ [ft’“(r, BL Yy, Zey e, vy) + Z,b(r, ur,vr)] dr — / Z.dWhwy Pt g g,
S S

Then (B.8) follows from standard BSDE arguments. Moreover, note that

Vs =n+ / [ftvw(n BF,O, 0,ur,vp) + Y + ZAT,BT}dr — / 2,7ArdV[/'T'f,u,v7 Phusv_g g

s

where «, f are bounded. Denote
" tau,v " 1 2
o= exp ([ Badwine+ [ o, = 5|8 dr).
t t
Then

Vi = Fﬂ]—k/ L. f"(r, B%,0,0,u,,v,)dr —/ [ ]dWheY Phiv_g g,

s
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Thus

V| = ‘Ept’u’v |:FT77 —I—/ L (r, B?,0,0,ur,vr)dr”
t 3 ) t 3
< (B7)T (e e)”
1 T 1
o (B0 (B[ 170 80,0, ) Par] ).
It is clear that EF""[|T|2] < C. Then (B3) follows immediately. |

8.3 Proof of Lemma (4.3

We introduce the following capacity C:

C(A):= sup PO%Y(A), forall Ac Fr. (8.1)
(u,v)EUo X Vo
In this proof we abuse a notation a little bit by denoting B; := B, — B for 0 < s <r <.
Step 1. We first show that, for any ¢,§ > 0, and R > 0,

C s Csé
C(HB”t > R> < "I and C((}i‘il;t 1B [l (s+s)nt = C> < A (82)
Indeed, for any (u,v) € Uy x Vy and any 0 < t; < to, since o and b are bounded, then by

(B4) and applying the Burkholder-Davis-Gundy Inequality we get

]Pa(),u,v 4 ]P)Ou'u t2 t2 4
E {”Btl”tz] = E° [ sup / U(Taur,vr)b(r,ur,vr)dr—i—/ o (7, ty, v, )dWHY), }
t1<s<tg ' Jit; 4
t2 4 t2 2
< CE]P’O,u,v / o(r,up, vp)b(r,ur, v )|dr | + / o (r, uy, vy 2dr
([ It ot olar) +( | ot uw)Pd)]
< Clta—t)> (8.3)
Then
u,v 1 0,u,v C
e (B], > R) < B [IBI4] <

By the definiton of C, this implies the first estimate in (8.2)).
Next, let 0 =¢; < --- < t,,, =t such that § < At; < 26 for all .. Then

sup || B®[|(s+s)r = _ max  sup sup By — Bs|
0<s<t 0sism—14;<s<ti1 s<r<(s+0)At

<  max sup sup |B, — By,| + |Bs — By,|
0<ism—1y, <s<t;11 s<r<(s+8)At

< 2 B4, +35.
= OSI%%_IH [P
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Then, noting that m < £, by (83) we have

1 0,u,v
]P;O,u,v( su B* > C) < —EP7 ' [ su B? 4 ]
Ogsrg)tH H(s+6)/\t =z S a ogsrg)tH H(s+5)m&
C T ol C o)
< S DB IBYE ) < gm < S
i=0

By the definition of C we obtain the second estimate in (8.2)).
Step 2. We now fix ¢ > 0. For the constant C in (8.2]), set
c*e €
=, 0: At

= — R:: .
3’ 2C 162C (=)
Let 0 =ty < -+ < t,,, = t such that § < At; <2§,i=1,---,m.
partition {E‘j, 1 <j <n} C F such that

€ 4 5

C =

IS

2C
At =
g

Clearly there exists a

~ € ~
Ui B = { max |B;,| <R+ c} and max |wy, —w; | < = for all w,w’ € E;.
J 0<i<m 0<i<m ¢ 3

Now set

E; .= Ej NA, where A:= {
0<s<t

Then for any w,w’ € Ej,

lw—u'ly = max sup  |ws — Wl

Osism—l4;<s<t;y

sup B (wepy < ¢} € Fi

! / /
< max sup [|Ws — wy,| + ws — Wtz-| + |wr, — wti|]
0<is<m—1 ¢, <s<t;
- [5 n € " 6}
max sup ST TS| =€
- 3 3 3

Osism—14;<s<t;yy

On the other hand,

Ny, Ef
C <{ max |By,| > R+C} ﬂA) U A€,
0<i<m
For each w € {maxogigm |B;| > R+ c} N A, we have

lws] > max sup

lwlle = >
Oism—l4;<s<t;y

max sup
Osism—l4;<s<t;fy

That is,
{ max |By,| > R+c} NA c {||B||t > R},
0<i<m
and therefore,

MBS C {HBHt > R} U A,
Now it follows from (8.2) that C(N7_, EY) <e.
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8.4 Proof of Lemma

As standard in PDE literature, it suffices to provide a priori estimates. That is, we assume
6 € CH2(0) satisfies PDE (6.5)), and we shall provide estimates which depends only on the

parameters in our assumptions.
(i) We first establish the estimates in the case g = g(y). We proceed in several steps.

Step 1. We first cite a result from Ladyzenskaya et al [25]. Assume 6 satisfying the
following linear PDE:

—0,0 — %A(t,x) : D*9 =0,

where A = [a;;]1<; j<q is required only to be measurable and 0 < coly < A < Cyly . Then

ES Clgéa, where « depends only on ¢y and Cjy.

Step 2. We next cite a result by Caffarelli [6].
The elliptic PDE g(D?@) = f(z) with f € C has C%“-solution

if the simplified PDE g(D?@) = constant has C*%solution for some & > a.

Step 8. We also need the DeGiorgi-Nash estimate: If Zf =1 Dy, (aijDy;0) = 0, then
0 € C®. See, e.g., Gilbarg and Trudinger [20] Theorem 8.22.

Step 4. We now come back to the PDE (6.3) with ¢ = g(v). First, set § := 9,6.
Differentiate both sides of (6.5 with respect to ¢t we obtain:

0 + [0,9(D%)] : D20 = 0.
By Step 1, we have 8,0 = € C2®. Now fix t. Then (65) becomes
g(D?0) = —9,6 € C°.
By Step 2, it suffices to show that
g(D?0) = constant has C%* -solution for some o/ > o (8.4)

For this, we can only prove in the cases d =1 or d = 2.
In the case d = 1, notice that g is strictly increasing, then D?# = constant and thus 6

is a parabola.
In the case d = 2, fix k = 1,2 and denote 6% := D,, 6. Differentiate both sides of (8.4

with respect to xy:

A:D?0% =0, where A:=[a;j|i<ij<2:= 0,9(D?0)
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Note that a11 > ¢g > 0. Then

oF £ 222 gk .

2 ko, @12 2
D 0"+ —D oy Drana

1T aiy T1T2
For I = 1,2, differentiate both sides of the above PDE with respect to z; and denote
gkt .= Dxlek = D2 0

TETy

172 272

a a
Dimek’l + Dy <£D2 ek) + Dy, <£D2 ek) =0.
a1 al
In the case [ = 2, this is:
l)gc1 (Dx19k72) + Dm (@Dxlekﬂ) +D:c2 (%DmekQ) —0.
arl ai

By Step 3, %2 ¢ C®. Similarly, 0! € C®. That is, for any ¢, 6(t,-) € C**®. Moreover, it
follows from PDE (6.5]) that 6 is differentiable in ¢ and thus § € C'2.

(ii). We now consider the general case where g = ¢(t,z,y,2,7). We define a map
J: CY2(0) — CH2(O) by JO := 0, where, thanks to (i), 0 is the classical solution of the
following PDE:

—0,0 — g(t,2,0,D0,D%*0) =0in © and 6 =6 on JO.

Now, following the arguments in [26] Theorem 8.2, one can show that the mapping J is a
contraction mapping if 7" is small enough. Moreover, the fixed point 8 of the mapping J is
also in C12(0). Therefore, we can conclude the so called small time existence: the PDE
(65) has a classical solution when 7' is small enough.

Next, [26] Theorem 14.4 gives an a priori uniform estimate for the Holder-(1+¢) norm of
the classical solution to (6.3]), for some ¢ € (0, 1), where the definition of the Holder-(1 + §)
norm is given in [26] Chapter IV, Section 1. Using this a priori estimate and following
the arguments in [26] Theorem 8.3, we can infer the existence of the classical solution over
arbitrary time duration [0, 7] from the small time existence, and thus complete the proof.
|

8.5 Buckdahn’s counterexample

As pointed out in Remark B.7] a game with control against control in strong formulation
may not have the game value, even if the Isaacs condition and the comparison principle for
the associate Bellman-Isaacs equation hold. The following counterexample is communicated

to us by Rainer Buckdahn.

Example 8.1 Letd =2, U:={z e R: |z| <1}, V:i={z e R: |z| <2}, and U (resp.
V) be the set of F-progressively measurable U-valued (resp. V-valued) processes. Write
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B = (B',B?). Given (u,v) € U x V, the controlled state process XV = (Xb% X%v) is

determined by:
1 ¢ 2 !
X" = aB} +/ usds, X' := aB? +/ vsds
0 0
where a > 0 is a constant. Define, for some a € R,

J(u,v) = EFo [|a + Xflp’“ - X?F’U ], Y, :=supinf J(u,v), Yy := inf sup J(u,v).
ueld V€V veV yel

Then, for 0 < a < \/g and |a| < T, we have Yy < Y.

Proof. For any u € U, set vy := uy + 7. Then v € V and,

a+x?u_x%v:a+aB%+ATmﬁ—aB%—mef+%Mﬁ:MB%—B%.
Thus
J(u,v) = aEFo [|B:1p - B%q =aVv2T.
This implies that inf,ecy J(u,v) < aV/2T. Since u is arbitrary, we get
Y, <aVoT. (8.5)

On the other hand, for any v € V, set

0 2’
%1 o s 41 o o (8.6)
o BR[| e a0y T eer =0y :

That is, u is a constant process. One can easily check that
weld, |u|=1, a—E"[X2"]=uola—E"[X2"]].
Then
E% o+ X3 = X7 = 0+ uoT — BP[X3"] = wo|T + o — EZ'[X7"]]].
Thus,

J(u,v) > ‘EPO [a + Xilp’" - X%’U}

0
= Juol [T + o — EF'[X7"]
= T+|a—EY[X2]| >T.

This implies sup,,c;; J (u,v) > T. Since v is arbitrary, we have Y > T'. This, together with
Bl implies that Y, < Y when 0 < a < \/%
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Moreover, note that in this case the system is Markovian and 9,Y = DY . The Hamil-
tonians in (5.I)) become: for (t,x,y,z,7) € [0,T] x R? x R x R? x §2,

1 1

G(t,z,y,z,7) = sup inf [—oztr (v) +uz1 + vzg} = —atr (y) + 2{ — 225 ;
welU veV 2

— 1 1

G(t,z,y,z,7v) := inf sup [—atr (7) +uz + 1)22] = —atr (y) + 2z — 225 .
veV 4 clU 2

Then the Isaacs condition holds, and the corresponding Bellman-Isaacs equation becomes:

T1T1 T2T2

1
~0,Y; — ga[D2 Vi D2,,,Yi| = Do, YiJ™ + 2D, Y]~ = 0.

It is clear that the comparison principle for the viscosity solutions of above PDE holds. W

Remark 8.2 (i) The above counterexample stays valid when o = 0, and thus the game
is deterministic. We note that, even in deterministic case, our weak formulation is dif-
ferent from strong formulation. Indeed, the corresponding state process X" in weak

formulation is:

t t
1 2
Ale}/V7 U / u(S,X_W’l’u’v,XW’2’U’U)dS, Xg/V, UV / v(s,X_W’l’“’”,X_W’Q’“’”)ds.
0 0

In particular, X"W:2%? depends on u as well. Consequently, given v, one cannot define u
through (8.0)).

(ii) In this paper the drift coefficient is bo, see (3.3]), so the above deterministic example
is not covered in our current framework. However, this assumption is mainly to ensure the
wellposedness of the BSDE ([B.7]) . When f = 0, one may define the value processes via
conditional expectations, instead of ). Then we may consider X in the form of (L.2) and
all our results, after appropriate modifications, will still hold true. In particular, the above

deterministic game in weak formulation has a value. |
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