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Abstract

We study an N-player and a mean field exponential utility game. Each player manages two stocks;
one is driven by an individual shock and the other is driven by a common shock. Moreover, each
player is concerned not only with her own terminal wealth but also with the relative performance
of her competitors. We use the probabilistic approach to study these two games. We show the
unique equilibrium of the N-player game and the mean field game can be characterized by a novel
multi-dimensional FBSDE with quadratic growth and a novel mean-field FBSDEs, respectively. The
well-posedness result and the convergence result are established.
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1 Introduction

In this paper we consider the following N-player exponential utility game
E [—e*ai(X;*eiY;i) — max,

20 dS;ELO

. i ; dS; i i
subject to dX; = m; S,ft + m; S0 X5 =1, (1.1)
i=1,--- N,
as well as its mean field game (MFG) correspondence

1. Fix p.
2. E [—e*a(XT*O“) — max,

Subject to dXt = T¢ ?: + ﬂ'to S—?t, XO = X.
3. u = Law(X7}) with X* the optimal state.
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In (L) X" is the wealth process of player i, S* and S are the price dynamics for the stocks managed by
player 4, driven by an individual shock and a common shock, respectively, and 7* and 7% are the amount
of portfolios invested in these two stocks, respectively. For simplicity, we assume the interest rate is 0.
In (L)), each player is not only concerned with her own terminal wealth X%, but also concerned with
the relative performance of her competitors (X* — 771), with X ' = ﬁ > ot X7 being the average
wealth of player i’s competitors. The random variable 6% valued in [0,1] is the relative performance
factor for player i; player i is more concerned about the relative performance when 6° is larger. Similar
problems have been considered in Espinosa & Touzi [11], Frei [12], Frei & dos Reis [13], Guéant, Lasry &
Lions [18] and Lacker & Zariphopoulou [33]. In [ITHI3], it is assumed that all players manage common
stocks, i.e., 7 = 0 and S = S for all i, with various trading constraints. In particular, using a BSDE
approach [IT] shows the existence and uniqueness of a Nash equilibrium for unconstraint agents with
general utility and constrained agents with exponential utility in Black-Scholes model (deterministic
return rate and volatility). Moreover, a convergence result as the number of players goes to infinity is
established as well. [I3] considers a similar problem as [I1] and shows when the equilibrium does not
exist by constructing counterexamples, where the BSDE characterizing the equilibrium has no solution.
In [12], a similar problem as in [IT[13] is considered to illustrate the notion of split solutions of BSDEs.
In [18], a static competitative Markowitz model is studied. In [33], each player is assumed to trade
one stock that is correlated with the stocks managed by the competitors. Under this framework an
N-player game and an MFG are analyzed in a constant setting, i.e., all the coefficients are assumed
to be independent of time. Recently, dos Reis & Platonov in [39] study a similar MFG under relative
performance with forward utilities, also under constant setting.

In this paper, using a probabilistic approach we analyze (1)) and (L2)) in a general non-Markovian
setting, which is beyond the constant setting. Unlike [ITHI3], the trading constraint is not considered
here. We characterize the unique equilibrium of (L)) in terms of a novel multi-dimensional FBSDE
with quadratic growth and possibly unbounded terminal condition. The unique equilibrium of the
MFG correspondence ([2)) is characterized in terms of a novel mean field FBSDE. Note that we obtain
the FBSDE characterization by using martingale optimality principle while [I1] and [13] obtain the
BSDE characterization by establishing a dynamic programming principle combined with martingale
representation and martingale optimality principle. Table [0 compares our model with some closest
literatures. The contribution in this paper is three-fold. First, we find the unique Nash equilibrium of
the N-player game ([LI) by establishing the well-posedness result of a novel multi-dimensional FBSDE
with quadratic growth. Moreover, a convergence result is established to show the equilibrium of the
N-player game (L) converges to the equilibrium of the MFG correspondence (L2). Second, under a
mild assumption on the relative performance factor 6, we solve the MFG (I2). Moreover, when the
assets’ dynamics of all players are independent, the MFG (L2)) can be solved with more general 8, which
is allowed to be measurable to the largest o-algebra. In this case, we solve (L2 under a weak interaction
assumption, that is, when € is small. In particular, we solve a mean field FBSDE and it has its own
interest to establish the global well-posedness result. Finally, when the return rates are independent of
the noise, we obtain the equilibria for both the N-player game and the MFG in closed forms, which are
beyond constant settings as in [33] and deterministic settings as in [I1]. Our equilibrium formulas for the
N-player game and the MFG share similar structures; the investment strategy for the stock driven by
the individual shock is of Merton type and the investment strategy for the stock driven by the common
shock is a weighted sum of a Merton portfolio and the aggregation of the competitors’ strategies.

Throughout we work on the filtered probability space (2,P,G), on which a sequence of independent
Brownian motions {W, W° {W"},} are defined. We will use W? to characterize the common shock of
the stock price for all players, use W to characterize the private shock of the stock price for player 4 in
the N-player game and use W to characterize the private shock of the stock price for the representative
player in the MFG. Denote by F(V) the filtration generated by (W*,--- , W, W0), by F* the filtration
generated by (W% W?), by F the filtration generated by (W, W°) and by F the filtration generated by



Table 1: Comparison with Utility Games Closest to This Paper

Literature Number of Stock Types Characterization Non-Markovian
Setting

Espinosa & Touzi [11] 1 common type BSDE Yes/No

Frei & dos Reis [13] 1 common type BSDE Yes

Lacker & Zariphopoulou [33] | 1 correlated stock PDE No

This paper 2 correlated stocks FBSDE Yes

WO, All filtrations are understood in a completion sense. In the next two subsections, we introduce the
N-player game and the MFG in detail.

1.1 The N-Player Utility Game

Let the price dynamics for the two stocks managed by player 7 satisfy

asi ., P dsi°
Sét =b,dt + o} dW; and Sg% =

bl dt + ol dW (1.3)
where (b,b°°) and (0?,0%) are the random return rates and volatilities of the two stocks and W=
(Wi, W9 T, Assume the volatilities o/ and ¢?° are non-degenerate. Let 7' and 7 be the amount of
money invested into the two stocks. The wealth process of player i follows

dX} = mi(bi dt + oldW;) + (00 dt + c0dW0) = T (b dt + dWL), Xi =, (1.4)

where

ﬁi — (O’iﬂ'i,dioﬂ'io) and Ei — (bi/Ui,biO/UiO)T.

Without loss of generality, from now on we assume o' = ¢ = 1.

The goal for player i is to maximize the exponential utility with relative concern by choosing (¢, 7%°) or

ﬁl

(1.5)

The following heuristic argument shows that the unique Nash equilibrium of (L4])-(T3) is the vector

E [_e—aw—elxw s max.

(ﬁlv*, . ,ﬁi,*),
where for eachi=1,--- | N _
=i ()T
Tt =7 + ( )Z (1.6)
@

and (X, YiZ = (Z%,Z%0),(Z")j4;)i=1,... v is the unique solution to the following multi-dimensional
FBSDE system

t 2 t _ TINT .
; : 5l 51 b = b Tyl
Xi =g / <Zsbs+ -] ) ds+/ <ZS—|— @> dw?,
0 at 0 at
. T 2 i T | _ T
i _ gyt —izi | |b o i7\2 AT ij j (1.7)
Yi = 60X, f/t Zdb,+ o~ 72(2@ ds— | Z,dW,—=> [ Z7dw],

J#i ¢ g Ut

i=1,--,N.



Fixing the competitors’ strategies (7/);; and letting (X7);.; be the corresponding wealth, following
the martingale optimality principle in Hu, Imkeller & Miiller [22] (see also Mania & Schweizer [37] and
Rouge & El Karoui [40]) we construct a family of stochastic processes R*™ such that

P . — T . —
e R"™ is a supermartingale for all 7 and R»™ is a martingale for some 7"*,
e R;™ = Ry for all T and

N RiT,ﬁ — e (X5-0'X1")

Construct R>™ in terms of a stochastic process Y via R*™ = fe*ai(xﬁ’_yi). From the above three
items, it holds that E[—e‘ai(x%?_‘giY;)] < —em @ Yg) = E[—e‘ai(X%?l’*_eiY;)] for all 7. Thus,
7* is optimal for player i’s optimization problem. Assume the diffusion process Y admit the following
expression ' .
dYj = fidt +Z, dW,+ > Z{ dwj.
J#i

We will find f? such that Y satisfies (7)) and the constructed R*™ satisfies the above three items. By
the construction,

7ot (YO Rebi ) dst [ (R Z) AW =5 [ 25 aw?)

RI™ =
L e @ oY) gt [Em ) dWE % [ R T dstat S, [ 20 awi - @0 S [4(Z19)? ds
e SEETL = ds+ QR [ TR dst Q2 5 [(Z19)? ds
= M{TAT,
where
Mi™ = _emo' @ =Yg o= AW = [ 7 =T dstald S, [ 20 awi— @0 5 [4(Z19)? ds
and

J— i — 7 i a2 = i at)? ij
APT = e o @b L) dst 0P [T Z, P st 05 B, [G(20)% ds,

Take it for grant that the local martingale M*»™ is a true martingale. To make R>™ a supermartingale
for all ¥ and a maringale for some 7*, it is sufficient to let A»™ be non-decreasing for all 7 and 1 for
some 7*. This is equivalent to letting the integrand of log A»™ be non-negative for all T and 0 for some

75* . Indeed,

—al(@ — 1) + %wjiﬁ + O Sy

2
J#i
@2 i T BR i i, @ iy
= T—Z o —a'Zb +a'f +TZ(ZJ),
J#i
which implies (L6) and
P 4 S P
2at 2 L .
JFi
Thus, the candidate Nash equilibrium (74*,--- ,7Y*) and the value function —e—'(@"=Y5) for player

i are characterized by the multi-dimensional (coupled) FBSDE with quadratic growth and unbounded
terminal condition (7)), which is in a non-Markovian setting.

The literature on multi-dimensional FBSDEs with quadratic growth is sparse. Among the rare results,
Fromm & Imkeller [14] and Kupper, Luo & Tangpi [31] considered Markovian cases, Fromm & Imkeller



[15] studied a “non-Markovian” case arising in utility maximization, where the randomness comes from an
exogenous diffusion, Herdegen, Muhle-Karbe & Possamai [20] studied a two-dimensional non-Markovian
case arising in equilibrium pricing with transaction cost, and Luo & Tangpi [35] considered a non-
Markovian case but with a bounded terminal condition.

Because of the unboundedness of the terminal condition HiY;Z and the non-Markovian nature of (L7,
it is difficult to solve (M) directly by the methods in the above literature. Based on the specific
structure of our system, using a transformation, we show (7)) is equivalent to a non-Markovian multi-
dimensional BSDE with quadratic growth and bounded terminal condition. Moreover, in addition to the
well-posedness result we also expect (L7]) to converge to the mean field system characterizing the equilib-
rium of the MFG correspondence. Motivated by this expectation, we solve the resulting multi-dimensional
BSDE by considering a sequence of benchmark mean field BSDEs firstly and then by applying BMO and
fixed point analysis, which is inspired by Tevzadze [41], to the difference of the multi-dimensional BSDE
and the benchmark ones; see Section 2] for details.

Before turning to the next section to introduce the MFG in detail, we should mention that in addition to
the aforementioned [I1IHI3], non-Markovian multi-dimensional quadratic BSDEs have also been studied
by Bielagk, Lionnet & dos Reis [4], Elie & Possamai [10], Harter & Richou [19], Hu & Tang [23],
Jamneshan, Kupper & Luo [25], Kardaras, Xing & Zitkovic [27], Kramkov & Pulido [30], Nam [38]
among others. But none of these results covers ours, especially in veiw of that our multi-dimensional
system converges to a mean field system.

1.2 The Mean Field Utility Game

Our mean field utility game is in the framework of MFGs as introduced in Huang, Malhame & Caines [24]
and Lasry & Lions [34] (see also Bensoussan, Frehse & Yam [2], Cardaliaguet [5] and Carmona & Delarue
[8,9]). The main idea is to decouple local dynamics by global dynamics and consider a representative
player’s optimization problem by solving only one equation instead of a couple multi-dimensional system.
The equilibrium is established by solving a fixed point problem. The probabilistic method we will apply
is inspired by Carmona & Delarue [6] and [§], although we incoporate FBSDEs through the martingale
optimality principle rather than the maximum principle.

In the MFG correspondence, the price dynamics for the two stocks managed by the representative player

follow p 450
@5 _ bydt + dW; and iot =bY dt + dW), (1.8)
St Si

where b and b° are randon return rates and W := (W, W?°). Let 7 and 7° be the amount of money

invested into the two stocks, respectively. The dynamics of the representative player’s wealth follows
dXy = m(be dt + dWy) + 70 (0 dt + dWP) = 74 (b dt + dW ), (1.9)
where
7= (mn%) and b= (b,0")".

Again, the volatilities in ([L8) are assumed to be 1 for simplicity. We consider the mean field utility
game:

1. Fix a F2 adapted u;
2. Solve the optimization problem: maxE [fe*a(XT*O“) subject to (C3); (1.10)

3. Search for the fixed point p = E[X5|F2], where X* is the optimal wealth from 2.



The probabilistic approach of MFG and the argument in Hu, Imkeller & Miiller [22] Section 2] yield the
following mean field FBSDE
t ET
X, = )(+/ <75 + i) (bsds + dW ),
a
0 (1.11)

T/, |E |2 T
Y; = OE[X 7| F2] —/ (Zsbs + —) ds —/ ZsdW g,
t 20 t
where Z = (Z,Z°) and the candidate optimal strategy is given by

=T
— b
T =74+ —.
o
In Section Bl we will solve (ILTT]) by using a similar transformation as that to solve (L), but under much
weaker assumptions than those under which (L)) is solvable. This provides sufficient reason to consider
the MFG (ILI0)) even if the corresponding N-player game ([L4)-(TH]) is solvable and the convergence

result is established.

Moreover, when the dynamics of the stocks managed by each player is independent, that is each player
is assumed to manage only one stock driven by the individual shock W or 7° = 0, the competition factor
can be assumed to be measurable w.r.t. the largest o-algebra in the resulting MFG

1. Fix a p € R;
2. Solve the optimization problem: max[E —e’o‘(XT’G“)} (1.12)
subject to (LCA) with 7° = 0;
3. Search for the fixed point p = E[X}], where X* is the optimal wealth from 2.
The resulting mean field FBSDE follows
t b
X, = X+/ (Zs + i) (bsds + dWy),
e
0 (1.13)

’ b ? ’
Y: = 0E[X7] —/ (Zsbs + 25 ) ds —/ Zs dWs,
t Q t

which cannot be transformed into a mean field BSDE like (7)) and (LI1]) because 6 is measurable w.r.t.
the largest o-algebra. Although in a linear form, the mean field FBSDE (LL13) does not appear in the
literature due to its random and non-monotone coefficients as well as the appearance of Z in the drift.
In particular, the continuation method to obtain global solutions in [ILBL[7, 16,17 does not work here.
The solvability of (II3]) on the whole interval [0, T] has its own interest. Our approach is motivated by
Ma, Wu, Zhang & Zhang [36], where there is no mean field term. First, we solve (LI3]) on a short time
interval by a contraction argument. Second, we extend the local solution to the global one by establishing
the existence result of a decoupling field with Lipschitz property. In order to do so, we need to analyze
the associated characteristic (mean field) BSDE; see Section B2l for details.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2] we solve the multi-dimensional FBSDE
with quadratic growth (7)) and the N-player game ([L4)-(LH). The convergence result is also estab-
lished there. Under mild assumptions, in Section Bl and Section B2 we solve the MFG (LI0) and the
MFG (LI2), respectively. In Section Ml explicitly solvable examples and the financial interpretation are
provided.

Notation of Spaces. Let K be a generic filtration and I C [0, 7] be an interval. Define

Lg(@) ={P:Q xI— R: P is progressively measurable w.r.t. K},



L2(I) = {P elx():E

T
/ |Pt|2dt <00 p,
0

LY @) =< P eLg():||Plc = esssup |P(w)| <oop,
(w,t)eQxI

SE(I) = {P € Lk (I) : P has continuous trajectories and E [sup |Pt|p] < oo} , p=12
tel

and
Sg (M) = {P € L(I) : P has continuous trajectories} .

Let Tk, be the space of all-K stopping times valued in I. The BMO space is defined as

1/2
2. su10(D) = 4 P € L) |Plismwro = esssupesssup (5 | [ |Pt|2dt\f7]) < o0
’ weN  TETk: I

We will use the notation Hﬂi, BMO, r(I) to denote the subspace of Hi smo(l) with all elements satisfying
I lxknBmo < R. When I = [0, 7], we will drop I in the notation of spaces and norms.

Let L? denote the space of all random variables that are squarely integrable. For the space of essentially
bounded random variables L, we use || - || to denote the norm of essential supremum.

2 N-Player Games

This section studies the solvability of the N-player game (L4)-(LH). Firstly, we solve the multi-
dimensional FBSDE (L7)) and then we verify the candidate () is indeed the Nash equilibrium of
(C4)-([@C3). The following assumptions are in force in this section.

Assumption 1 (Assumptions of N-Player Games). Let ¢4 be a o-algebra that is independent of all
Brownian motions.

1. For each i, the tuple (z¢, 6% o) is an independent ¢ random variable, where 6 is valued in [0, 1)
and o is positively valued.

2. The sequence {BZ}Z is uniformly bounded and progressively measurable w.r.t. F' vV .

From now on, let ¥(V) .= (gt(N))ogth :=F) v & where we recall F(V) is the filtration generated by
all Brownian motions (W1, ... W W0Y).

Remark 2.1. To solve the N-player game, a similar assumption on 6% also appears in [T1,13], where it
is assumed that IIY ;6" < 1. In order to show the convergence from the N-player game to MFG, [11]
further assumes 0° = 7 < 1 for all i # j. [13] provides a counterexample to show there might exist no
equilibria when 6% = 1. To solve the N-player game, our approach is to compare the multi-dimensional
system and the mean field system, so we assume 6" < 1 for all i, which is less general than TI7_,6° < 1
but we allow #° to be heterogeneous across different players even in the MFG, like [33].

Moreover, in the N-player game, when (¢, 0%, a') are random variables player i’s optimization is equiv-
alent to the optimization when (z¢,0% o) are scalars. But this assumption makes a difference and is
more general in MFG. So we keep it from the very beginning for the simplicity of the statement.



2.1 Solvability of (L)

Because of the possibly unbounded terminal condition HiY;Z, it is difficult to solve (7)) directly. In the
following we will transform the FBSDE (7)) into a multi-dimensional quadratic BSDE with a bounded
terminal condition. Note that a similar transformation also appears in [I1], where the original equation
is transformed into a BSDE with unbounded terminal condition while the terminal condition of our
resulting BSDE is bounded.

From (7)) we have

Yi = ¢z +

:|2 0" ! 3J b J
Zb+ — ds+N_1Z/O <Z + )dW

J#i

(2.1)

T
- 7b - (Zi)?2 | ds — Zaw! Z9 qW?
/t *w %j : / Wi - Z/ i aw.

J#i
T
_ / ZzO dWo
t
i=1,---,N.
Now we divide the intergrals fOT - - ds, fOT -+ dWJ and fOT -+ dW2 into two parts, fo - ds, fo dwi,

fg oo dW? and ftT -+ ds, ftT s dWY, ftT -+ dW2. We make the latter part absorbed into the drift and

volatility in (ZT]), respectively. Define
2
(2 52) e (e )
J#z j#i

L)

}7_1': i

Then Y satisfies

i A |Ei|2 Oéi 1]
Yy} = | Z,b, + = > (z7)?

j |2
200 2 1 dt
J#i J#i

N
+Z§idW§+Z<Z§jN 1( )) dw}

J#i

(2.2)
o_ 0 jo bﬂ°
20 -2 ( awy,
J#i
Vi =0z,
i=1,---,N.

Foreachi=1,--- N, let
i

0 Y X B0
37 - . ~i0 20 70
N—l(Z Jr—aj) for j#i, Z¥=2Z N—lg (Z Jr—aj). (2.3)

Let ¢V = 770 4 ZZ—: and DJ = 290 4 ZZ—: The last equality in (23] implies

i Hi i Hi al
CR (PR RS

Zii _ Z“, Zij — 7 _




which further implies

. 91' N .
S A = 0 B
91 91 :
I+ §y= I+ §=
Taking sum from 1 to N and rearranging terms, one has

N

11— O =
> | S -
Since it is assumed that 0 < 79 < 1 for all j in Assumption [ it holds that 1 — Z;\le ﬁj}w > 0 so one
h
as N .
i Y
09 ’
j=1 72] 1 N—1+67
Thus, we get
Zh Dé:
1484
' = J 1 N— 1+91
1+ N
which implies that
579
N Z30 N o
~ =171, 63 ; J=17, ¢I ;
i0 'L 1+ 7= 0t 1+ = 0t bw()
) z" +N 1q_ >N, N 1 +N—11 >N, NeJl N-1 a* .
ZZO _ ji=1 N— 1+911 - — =1 N—1+6J — fz N( ,ZzO;ZkO, k 75 Z)
N—1

Then, the BSDEs (2.2) are transformed into

B o o' AN
Vi iy i ~i0. 7k o ~ij ' ~ij
AV} = § Z0 4 WP fin (6 20 20 kA 0) + e = .<Zt]+N—1 (Zgj*a_’-?))
J#i
0! i 700 4 0 0. ko , 0" 15
- _ Z(btzt +bt fj,N(taZt 7Zt ,k#]))*—_Z— dt
N 1 . N 1 — o)
J#i VE (24)
+ Z AW+ ZP AW + Z,° dW
i
Yi=07",
i=1,---,N.

In this way, we transform the multi-dimensional FBSDE with a possibly unbounded terminal condition
(1) to the multi-dimensional BSDE with a bounded terminal condition (24). Moreover, the solutions
to (L) and ([Z4) have one to one correspondence. To solve ([Z4]), we first consider the following sequence
of benchmark conditional mean field BSDEs

dv bzzz + ﬁ + bZO ZiO + 0’ E[ZuzOL]:O] 0’ sz ]_-O
201 1T —Eg] T E[ez]
_eiE |bt|2 ]_-0 _ 91 [szz|]_-O] _ ezE[szZw']_-O] o' _ E[Gibi0|fO]E[Z“iO|f0]
1— E[@Z] t t t t (25)
91’ 3730 | 0 bzz;O 71 % ~10 0 1 i—=—1
—ﬁ}z[ez]E[e bt |]:t ]E J t dt + Zt th + Zt th N YT = 9 s
i=1,---,N.



Due to the Lipschitz property of the driver, the well-posedness of (23] in S? x H? is obvious. However,
the essential boundedness of Y and the BMO property of Z"and Z%© are necessary for the well-posedness
of ([Z4) as well as the convergence to the MFG. This is done by the next lemma.

Lemma 2.2. Under Assumption [, for fized i, for each R > 0, choosing 0% and b small enough such
that

. i 1o N |
i||2 i0 (12
10[[ ”%(N),BMO = 8’ 20 (1 + (1 —E[p7])2 [[b ||g<N>,BMo < 3’
—i 4 .
51 B _ 3R’ 40)16°)|? e b%O 2 _ 3R’
2|Vai | oo o 407 (=BT N ENMO Gty sy~ 407 (26)
4
_ b 3R? i 3R?
10]|6" | N/ <0 loz~"1* < 20
¥ g Brmo
there exists a unique solution of (23] such that
V1% +12°1gen saro + 127g00 paro < B (2.7)

Proof. The well-posedness of (28] in S? x H? holds because of the Lipschitz property of the driver in
23). It remains to prove (Y, 2%, Z%) € SFw) x Hyw) grro g X By pro.r:

By Itd’s formula, taking conditional expectations and Proposition [A.3] we have for each T € Ty (n)

T T
(Y2 +E /(Z;)st gM| +E /(E;O)st g (N)
T 2 TR [ 7710 | 0 i i0
i i i | | 0 i0 O'E[ZS|F5] 4 b 0 (N)
< 2 Y’L OOE b’Lz’L S b'L S 'S
< 97| [ ||z + o+ T | |7 )| ]
.. /i |b |2 .
+ 2|V E / OE 7O 4 ' [p 2| FO) (2.8)
. o’

OB 2P 4 [ BV FIB(Z 7Y ) ds| )
i o' T g 0| 0 [ (N) iN2 (=i 2

By Lemma [AT] taking supremum on both sides of (28] and using Young’s inequality 2ab <% + 1002,
we have

Y15 + 121500, saro + 121G paro

— 4
51 b
< ||YZ||2 + 10||bz||g<N> BMOHZ ||<§<N> svo t 5 || 77—
10 2 || Ve ¥(N) BMO
. 2

[6°]1? ) 0112 <012 40]10°|I? 0 blo

+20 (14 AT I masoll 2 o0 o + 17 gz I e
(1 IE[9 ])2 G(N) BMO 4(N) BMO (1 7E[91]) G4(N) BMO @) BAO

7
+10([6||? N/ + 1016°11216°1 50 Baro 12 1% sro

g Bro

- 2
i [ i i i
+10 (II‘9 I+ 1= ] 16°1 % Baro 1 215w paro + 1877712
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By the first line of ([Z4)) it holds that

V1% + 12715 sar0 + 121G saro

10 (5] 7 4000712 | ons b0 ||
=3 3lva e Py
Y g Brmo @ g, Mo
—i 4
100 | 2= o1 ),
* g Bro
from which the desired result follows due to the second and the third lines of (2.0). O

Remark 2.3. Although (Y, Zi, Zi0) are progressively measurable w.r.t. F'V ¢, in Lemma we use
the larger filtration V) in order to use this lemma to prove the well-posedness result of (2.4).

With the well-posedness of ([Z3]) especially the BMO bound of the solution at hand, we can solve (2.4]).
The approach is to compare ([24) with the system of benchmark BSDEs (Z3]). Let

Vi_yi_ Vi, Zii _ i _ 7 Zi0 _ Zi0 _ 7i0 (2.9)
for each ¢ = 1,--- , N and there holds that

S\ 2
i 7ii 4 i M i
i izii X ~ij Ly Y24+ o o J73i
4y} = tht*QZ A e N_lzbtzt dt
J#i e
. - SN Z _ o
g2 e = Al Wz
t 9i 0i — N 0i - _ 0
I+ 5 A+ N-11- > i1 N_1]+97 N -1 iz Lt N
zZp0
o T (2.10)
Hi i0 N=l1- gfl o k i, N '
e
j#i TN
+ Z7 AW + 20 dw + Y 27 aw
J#i
Yi =0,
i=1,---,N.
where
. gi L
oWwN i i r7i
BN = -y > bl Z] + 0'E b Z{| F
J#i
N zFO0
oo Tl
t N—1 1-N ok - 0ipi0 ..
+ 71 N-—140k t__R[Zi0 ]:O
1+N9_1 1—E[91] [t| t]
k.
oo e
PNTLEY e 00 T 0 WUZ 0
+ =l N-itok L |:L ];-0] _ Z t 7t JrezE[szZzOu:O]
i i AR’ — 97 t Lt |
1+ & 1-E[f] | « N 1]_#1 —
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9]‘ Ek L 9)@
g I g . _
- bJO N—1+6 - EGWO OEZZO 0
* Nflj#t 1+m +1*E[91] [0°6;" |77 E[Z7 | 7]
ﬂeﬁ
N ok
Hi —149_ Zk 1 ~———= 91' o bzo
- bJO N— 1+9 _RE[0'p0| FOIR 0
+ Nl;t +17E[91] [0°b," | F¢ ] Fy
P v BT P
N -1 o od at t
_ 0 o) o 07 (b1°)
NoD(14-2-) o  (N=1)24 (14 0
( ) + N3 jAi O + N1
o o
_ .bZOZZO.
N—-1+06°

The estimate of B“ can be found in Lemma[A2l In particular, [|/[B*"|||l4x) g0 can be made small
enough by assuming {||6%||}; small enough.

In order to facilitate the presentation of the estimate, we introduce the following notation: for two

sequences of stochastic processes f™ and g™, denote

——(—1),N 1 .

TP = =g 2o 1 lla maso,
J#i

(=i),N 1

Ilf5gll = ||fj||g<N>,BMoH9j||g<N>,BM07
N -1
i

= Z Hf]Hg(m BMO:-

The following theorem establishes the well-posedness result of (ZI0) and thus ([Z4).
Theorem 2.4. Let

AN = 12 20H\/|BT

In addition to Assumption and the assumption [Z6)), for each fived N let {b'}, R and {0%} small enough
such that

?(—i),N 2

a

| S0 204 R? 8ot 2]6]
V- 1)? (N -1

¥ (N) BMO

; 1 i ; 1
20([b H(2§<N>,BM <o 50’ 640]|a HQ(miaxA )2 < 20°
in2Ta (s 1 i 1
20(0°) 22" < 50 2006l pao < 35
20007 ; TN 1
——— VN2 o < 50 20[16° 26O < — (2.11)
1 N l164]] 20 20’
RS
I (o) < L
N Q3 — 20
(1~ =3 w2 )




and

N2 2 (N
max; A 44 R n 4
N -1 N-1 N-1

b.

1
o

20’

40| e 1? { 6(max AGN))2 4 12 ! < (2.12)

then there exists a unique solution to 2I0Q) and thus 24). In particular, the solution to ZIQ) admits
the following estimate

1 o~ . . o .
5”}””30 + HZ”||2§§’(N),BMO + ||ZZOH~/2§<N>,BMO + Z HZ”H(Qg(N),BMO < (m?XAZ’NV- (2.13)
i

As a corollary, the well-posedness of [22) and ([ILT) holds. That is, there exists a unige (57’, AN AN
i) € SE;(N) X H%(N)?Mo X XHEQ%N),BMO’ i=1,---,N, such that Z2)) holds, and there exists a unique
(XL Y5, 20,200,205 # i) € Sy X Showy X By puro X+ X By puron Jor each i =1,--- N,

such that (LT) holds.

Proof. We use the fixed point arguement in [41]. For each i =1,---, N, fix ((2¥),,;,2%,2"°) such that
Z ||?j|‘§24(N),BMO + H/z\ii||£2¢(1\’)7BIVIO + H?OHQ%(N),BMO < (m?X AR (2.14)
J#i

and consider the resulting BSDEs

N\ 2
. ~id >~ bl .
. Cof . N+ Z + = ot .y
dy; = bgz;“—EZ R _N71Zbi’z§] dt
J#i VE)
+ | p0 7 " 00y 1 21 1+ /2y 0 Z bz’ gt
t Qi Qi . N 9i - — 97
1+N—1 (1+N—1>N 11_2]':1W]+91 N 1j7£i1+Nil
k0
) 25:1 Ztigk
0 1+ ~—
i CN-TiyN N_ek—lk - (2.15)
+ 7]\] — Z bgO . —Gijwe + Bz, dt
J#i + N1
+ Z7 AW + 20 dw + Y 27 aw
J#i
Y} =0,
i1=1,---,N.

By Proposition A3 there exists a unique solution (Y, Z#, Zi0, Zi j + ) € S X

@ N
2 2 7ii||2
Hg(N)ﬁBMO g(N),BMO'i_HZ”Hg(N)E;MQ:F
1Z°% ) o < (max; AN)? for each ¢ and the mapping {(2, 20,29, j # i) }iz1,... v = {(27, 27,27, j #
i)}i=1,... N is a contraction. By It6’s formula, Lemma [A] and Young’s inequality 2ab < ‘21—2 + 2002, we

0
have for each T € T4 )

T A
[ @z as

2
y X o) pro X

foreachi=1,---, N. In the following we will prove 3, HZ”H

T T
gor-cn| [ el x| [ apr o] o5 [

J#i

%M]
2

1 . . 3 1 . . . 1 .
< %IIYzllio +20016°1 % BaroIZ %m0 saro + Q—OHYZHio + 2017 ( DI 1500 paro |+ %llellio
J#i
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?(*1) N\ 2

o

80[Ja|* Hé"l\4 e Y L Ly S0l
it | | i 7112 — Iyt it | el | i 1

) — i),N ~. . .
||Y1H2 +200 PP TR 4 51V 1% + 2006°15 0 a0 1Z° 1500, Buo

20]|6%|? N

2
. N
A sl a0 (575 T
(1 - ijl N71+|\0f|\)

. }?z 2
+ o IPI2 +

7 7 N = ona(—.N 1 i
IIY 1% +20]|6 ||2—|| NP E + 551V 1%

20[16")? N2 (N e\ o
—— (051 "") (F==TET" ) + 55177012 +20
1 N 1167 ] N -1 20

o Zj:l N—1+]167]]

By the estimate above, (Z14) and (Z71), and rearranging terms, we have

1~ . . o
§||YZ||§O +1Z%% 0 sao + 120050 sao + D 1271500 suo

5]

4 (N) BMO

J#i
: - . . 320|267 ||* . 2
< 20[[6" 5w paso(max A™N)? 4 20] o || (max A%N)* + —(g\(;_' 1”)—2 ” (( ax A"N)? RQ)
o (TN 2
o e [ S R (N N2
—— | [|— 2016116712 AY
e e + 2000 PTETE ™ mae 40)
201152 A2 QOHWHQ bi0 |12 A2
+ 20| |‘g(N)7B]MO(H1?X )"+ . o] 5l Hg(m,BMo(m?x )
(1- 2 v
20(16"|f?

+ 2007 (max AN TR (15 ) G 407

N 1167]]
(1 — 2= Wuen)

+20‘

B

@ (N), BMO -
Thus, by (1)) it holds that

1 . . . . .
17 + 1200 a0+ 12y s+ S0 N2 o, g < (mae 4%
J#i
Now fix (' SN /\10) and (2 i’ /Z\” 2’ ) such that Z];ﬁl ||E Hg(N) BMO+||Z || (V) BMO+||Z OHg(N),BMO <

(max; A%N)? and Z];él 124 Hg(N) BMO + Hgm Hg(N) smo T 17 zif Hg(N) pvo < (max; APN)? and let

(}A”',E“',El'o, {Z” }ji) and (Yl A ,{Z” }ji) be the corresponding solutions. Then the same
argument as above yields that

A~ ~. . s ~. . ~.
HZ” -z" ||2g<N),BMo + HZZO - 7z"° ||2g<N),BMo + Z ||ZU —zY H?g(N),BMo

JFi
< 20|‘bi|‘2g(N)7B]uoH?i -z ”?g’(N) BMO
2b7 i (297 TN
TRl ey + 8 4277+ S| gy LE )
J#i N-1 @ (N) BMO j#i N-1 @4 (N) BMO
20]16"||? S _ 5 /
+ ﬁ Z Hb]Hg(M BMO Z HZ” -7 Hg(m Bmo T 20||b10”(£<N) BMO” — 70 Hg(N) BMO
J#i J#i
2
20[6°| o2 Ly

o~ —~i0’
N 167 2101500, 5ar0 ﬁZHZJO*Z]O lle), Baro
(12 52
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2o
+20]16")1[[°1?

DIl i
¥ (N) BMO

J#z
2
20]|6%|? ——(—i),N\ 2 S
e (T ) Z 17° = 27 | yov 310
(1- 0 )
< 20|‘bi|‘524<N)7BIV[oH?i - /Z\” H?q(N),BMo
, ———(—1),N
. (2<maxz- AN g a4 A B ) )
10112 d 6 ABN)2 i _ i’
+ 40|’ (m?X )"+ N —1 — * ¥(N) BMO
J#i
X ——=(=i),N
212 12 ( 2(max; AN)2 + 4R + 4] &2
40| [12]]6" 6(max A2 + Z 295 _ 593’
(N —1)2 i N -1 o @(N) BMO
20Ht9z||2 (=) N N "
+— — Iol? Z 127 = 271500 saso + 2016°15m0 proll 20 = 215 suo
J#i
2
20]16°]* 250 _ 20’
N 167 ] 2 | ZO”?ﬂN),BMo Z [ 70— 2" Hg(N),B]MO
(1-2X Wmen)
. .—(71'),]\[ e i
+20]6°|*[[p0] 2 ZII P =G o
J#z
2
20]|6" || TGN -
e (Y Z 127 = 2% lgor paro
(1 N &)
J=1 N—-1+[67]
By (ZI1)) and (ZT12) we get
||211721’L/H2 +H2i072i0/”2 +2H2ij72ij/”2
4(N) BMO 4(N) BMO @4(N) BMO
J#i
iH/z\ii_Eii/lF +i2"?j_?j/ ? Z"\JJ _ 5id’
20 GM.BMO T 90 L g, B0 20(N —1)2 — 9(N), BMO
JF
1 . N /
+ W Z ”Z” — Hg(N) Bmo T 20” 20— 7% ||s¢<N> BMO
J#l
N1 Z 127 = 2% g smo + 55— Z I127° = 27 1% maro
J#z
0N — 1) Z I127° = 2% %) paro-
Taking average over ¢ on both sides and rearranging terms, one has
N N _ N
LS 12— 2 B o+~ z 129 = 29 Vo s+ = 3 129 = 27 By o
i=1 i=1 j#i

Hg(m Bvmo 1 55

SEE

Thus, the contraction property follows.

4>I>—‘

i=1 j#i

+ 1 1 ”AzO NLO’H
G(N) BMO § : 4(N) BMO*
=1
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2.2 Verification and Convergence to MFG

Theorem 2.5. Assume Assumption, (Z8), @I1) and ZI2) hold. Let the space of admissible strategies
for each player be Hg(N) smo- Lhen the vector (@H*, - 7N s the unique Nash equilibrium of the

N-player game ([4)- (M), where for each i = 1,--- N, ©* is given by (LGB). Moreover, the value
function for player i is given by

Vi(a'iad,j # i) = —e @ Y0,

where Y is the backward component of the solution to (LT).

Proof. As a corollary of Theoremlﬂ, T € H2 is admissible. By [28, Theorem 2.3], M =

4 (N),BMO
( of [ (@ — DAW, + 'S ki Iy 2¥ dWJ) is a martingale, where £(+) is the stochastic exponential
2 ..
of -. By construction, AP = et Sl (R B fl) dset (% o 7 —ZL st 95 5 [ (209) ds 0. The

construction of R*™ " implies it is a martingale. For any 7 € H?2 g pyo M 47 is a martingale and A»™

is non-decreasing and thus R*™ is a supermartingale. As a result, for all 7 € Hg( N) . BMO

< Q.

E[—e*ai(Xf*(’iY;i'*)] < @'Yy E[—e*ai(xfi'**(’w%i'*)]

([l

The next corollary of Theorem 2.4 and Theorem shows the unique equilibrium of the N-player game

converges to the unique equilibrium of the corresponding MFG. To emphasize the dependence on N, we

denote by (XN, YN Z4N 70N 74N 5 £ §);—1 ... y the solution to (7)) and by (71*N ... 7N*N)
the equilibrium of (T4)-(LH).

Corollary 2.6 (Convergence to MFG). In addition to Assumption[d, we assume [28)), (ZI1) and (ZI12)

hold for all N. Moreover, we make the following assumptions on b* and (o, xt, 0%):
{a*,2",0"}; is an i.i.d. sequence and
there exist measurable functions b and b° such that (2.16)
bzt' = b(t, ozt 0 WiAt, Wg\t) and bio = bo(t, ol xt 0, W~i/\ta WO/\t)‘
Then it holds that
(XEN Y e Z8N 710Ny (XL Y 20, Z70) in §* x § x L2 x L2,

where (X, Y, Z¢, Z) is the solution to the following mean field system for player i in MFG ([LI0)
i i " (BZ)T n Tl
0

, , T |b |2 T
Yt’:HIE[XH]-“%]f/ 70, 4+ 2=l 5 dsf/ Z AW,
t a’ t

Moreover, the optimal strategy and value function of player i in the N-player game converges to those
of player i in MFG

TN 7 in L2 and E [—e_ai(X;N_ey;i)} —E {—e_ai(X%_GE[X%D} .

Proof. The assumption (2.I6) implies for all j # ¢

6% = 11671 == 1161, Nle'll = llo? | = lledl,  [167lloe = 167 lloo = lIblloo, 1600 = 1710 = [1°|cc-
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As a result,
AN = AN = AN

Applying Itd’s formula to ([Z.I0)), taking expectations on both sides, using Holder’s inequality and Young’s
inequality, one has

EY,M)?+E / (ZiN)2ds| +E / (Z0N)*ds| + ) E / (Z9N)? ds]
t t . . t
J#i
2
T o i JJ7N+ZJ+_ 0° s
<9E YiN|piziN - & ZiN 4 gi 23 - Y1 ZIN| 4
=~ /t | s | s“s 2 Z + N —1 N -1 Z 58 §
YE) J#i
i e o ZN ZoN . o
+2E / ' Vi | biOZION 0'bi0 1 A ) 0" bz
s 07 0 — N J o _ j
t I+ 5= (Q+xg=)N 11_2;‘:1#% N 1#%’
- N kON
01 Zk 1 1+N951
. . — T
. 0 . -2, "
+ 2E / YN N1 bgo ; kejN B + BEN| ds
t i T
1 _TA.. T _ . T _
< E / (Z8N)2 ds | +10[b]2.E / (V)2 ds| +2fall[Y*N [l Y E / (ZN)? ds
t t J#i ¢
o N VAN
+ 2l 17 oo o 22ﬁ5/<%”+%+j>d%
J#i
T
E Z”’N)st +10][6]1%[1b]|5.E (Vi) ds
_1 o S
J#Z !
1 T _ T
+ﬁ@./<zwwws+¢WWﬁﬁl/<wa@
t t
1/ 1 NS [ 20012112 1 [ 17 5
— E Z19NY2 q 2F / YiNY2d
w5 (o o) B | [ @) + e | [ @as
Jj=1 -
1 TAjON2 21110112 TAiNQ ]
+ 10(N71)ZE (Z77)" ds| +10]10]]7[]b7||SE (YN) ds
iAo Lt ! :
N T 0 [ T
1 1 1 ~ 40[|0]*[|6°113 Si
. E Z]O,N 2d OOE / Yz,N 2 d
5 (o o) 2B | [ @)+ g | [ @as
j=1 o
T . T )
+E / |V N 2 dt| + E /O (B2N)2 ds (2.17)
t

Taking average over ¢ from 1 to N and noting the estimate (2.I3]), one has

iN Ui, N uN - ’ 710,N\2
N;E(Yt NZ]E/ (ZPNY2 ds| + ZIE/t (ZONY2 ds

1 N
+t D D E
i=1 j#i

LZ@MY%]

7 7 40[10]1210°113, | 40[10]1*]16°]12 1 o T o
< (1082 + 10]6)25]|> o > 41— E/Y?J“d
< (10112 + 20popPrp + AL 4 a—wm2+ <N;£ t<é )2 ds
31 Y T Zii,N\2 7 1 al lON \/_ N z]
i=1 =1 i=1 j#i

17



2 AlI2AN 1
N V2 alll H ZZE

(N —=1)
i=1 j#i

+—ZE/ (BN )? d].

L2
733N Al ﬁ

YA + 7+ = ds
0 S S O[J

T o~ .
| @exy dsl
0

1
s T B

The second inequality in (ZI1) implies 2v/2||a’|| AN < 15- Thus, by rearranging terms we have
| X
— E i}i,N E Zu N
N Z ¥ 10 N Z 1
ZIE TG + 2Ly >/ Lz s
10 N 40 N s ey ’

7 7 40]10]110°13, |, 40][0]1*]I8°]1% 1 o
< (10|b|§o+10||9|2|b||§o+ (1*H9II)2 + TETIIE +1 NZE
=1

P\ 2
o . b
Z§J7N+Z§+—? ds
( 12 1 A (%
i=1 j#i

+m;1&3/0 (ZION)? NZE/ (BoN)? d]. (2.18)

Gronwall’s inequality and Lemma [A2] imply for each ¢ € [0, T]
L
i, N
N Z E(Y,)?

M 2v2]ja] AN 1 LTS
< N )2 ZZE/ ZPN 4 2+ =) ds
i=1 j#i
NZE

/ (BiN Y2 d]}exp{lonz;nio+10||9|2||5|io

400129115, 40181118115, +1}
2 2
(1 —1l61]) (1 —1l61])

—0 as N — oo.

/ L@y ds]

2 02AN 1
, 2V2lelllel ZZE

Going back to [ZI8)) we get as N — oo

NZE/ (ZNY2 gs +—ZE/ ZI0NY2 g

Now we turn to the estimate [ZI7), from which by rearranging terms we obtain

T T
[l ][ msral 2 s [ ol
t t
b 3 40[|0|* 1613, , 40[[6]|*16°113 T Sinye
< | 10[B]1Z, + 1060112 [[b]I%, + > 4 © 1 1\|E / (ViN)2 ds
( (L —1lel)? (L —1lel)? ’
bj 2
ZiBN 4 7N s E ZJL
/ ( s + s +OAJ) ds 10 71 ; / ) d8‘|

T
/ (ZIONY2 gs | + =T ZE / szvN)st]
; -

18

+—ZZE

i=1 j#i

/ ZiiN)? ds] 0. (2.19)

. 9
BT N)? + JE

9
—E
10 + 10

+ 2| [V Voo =7 2B
J#i

+é<N1—1+(Ni1)2);E




+E

/0 Ty ds] |

from which Gronwall’s inequality, Lemma [A2] and (219) imply as N — co

T T
/(z;jiJV)?ds /(Z;O*N)st +Y E
0 0

j#i
Applying 1t6’s formula again and using the above convergence we have

sup I[E(}A/,f’N)2 +E
te[0,T)

+E

T ~ ..
/ (Zi:N)2 ds] - 0.
0

lim E{ sup (}A/;N)Q] = 0.
N—o0 0<t<T

Using the transformation (Z3)) and (Z9) we get the desired convergence results. O

3 Mean Field Games

In Section 2] we solved the N-player game (L4)-(LH) and showed its convergence to the MFG (L.I0)
under restrictive assumptions. In this section we solve the MFG ([LI0)) directly under a mild assumption
on . Moreover, when the stock managed by each player is independent of each other, we show in Section
that the competition factor 6 can be relaxed to be a random variable that is adapted to the largest
o-algebra. In particular, we consider the mean field FBSDE (LI3]), whose solvability has its own interest.

Let ¢ be a o-algebra independent of (W, W?) and denote .Z := (% )o<i<r := F V ¢, where we recall F
is the filtration generated by (W, W©).

3.1 The MFG with Two Risky Assets

Assumption 2 (Assumptions for MFGs with Two Assets). e The competition factor 6, the initial
wealth of the representative player X and the risk aversion parameter « are ¢ random variables.
Moreover,  is valued in [0,1), X € L? and « is positively valued.

e The random return rate for the representative player is bounded, i.e., b € LZ.

Theorem 3.1. Let Assumption[d hold. Then there exists a unique (X,Y, Z, Z°) € S xS% xH% g0 X
H??’,BMO satisfying (LII). Consequently, there exists a unique equilibrium of the MFG (L0 if the space
of admissible strategies for the representative player is H?g BMO-

Proof. The proof is similar to that of Theorem [Z4] so we sketch it. Let

bO

" t 2 t
YY@/IE{Zb +|5| fg} dso/E[Zng—s‘]fQ} dw?,
0 0 o

which implies

v | | O ¢ ~0 0 4 bO 0
Y, = {b:Z. E[Z L
b ~
{' bl ‘]—‘O} — OE[b; Z:| F{] — OE[b) 27| F{] — — E[H]E[ebﬂff]xa[zﬂff]
0 ~ ~
—?WE[%?W]E [Et t]} dt + Zy dW, + Z) dwy,
Yr = 0E[X],
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~ ~ 0 ~ ~0| 0 [
with Z, = Z, and Z§ = Z§ — 0E[Z) + %|F)] & 20 = Z0 + ¢2ZZsa P The well-posedness of
the above conditional mean field BSDE in §% x H??, BMO X H??, gMmo is obvious due to the Lipschitz
property of the driver. In order to make the candidate strategy admissible, we need to show (Z, Z°) €
HQ%BMO X HQ?,BMO‘ This can be done by the same approach as that in the proof of Lemma
However, in MFG the complexity of the problem is significantly reduced and we can establish the well-
posedness result under mild assumptions; see Assumption In particular, we do not need additional

assumptions on b like Lemma Indeed, let § be a constant small enough such that

191>

0[]0 < T_E

1 1
=, 20(1 V)26 < =. 3.1
<q (s JICIEEES (3.)

Then on [T — §, T the same argument leading to (ZI3]) implies

3 =~ 3.~ 3., ~

=YW _s5.11.00 + 51215 (r—s17.8000 + 1 2°1% 17—5.1. 8010
10 4 4

bO

Va

2
(1 - ]E[o])Q ZF,[T-6,T],BMO

4
F,[T—5,T),BMO
4

S5
= 2| vVa

+ 100

F,[T—5,T),BMO

7a + [01*(E[x])*.

F,[T—5,T),BMO

In consideration of ([B.1]), repeating the argument finitely many times implies HZH%BMOJr ||ZO||@BMO <
00.

With the wellposedness result especially (E , A 9) located in the BMO space, the verification can be done
by the proof of [22] Theorem 7].

O

Remark 3.2. In Theorem [B.1] 6 is only assumed to be away from 1. The assumption is significantly
reduced compared with Section 21 It provides sufficient reason to consider MFG although the N-player
game is solvable.

3.2 MFGs with Independent Assets

In this part, we consider the MFG (II2), where each player manages one stock whose dynamics is
independent of the others. In this game, we allow the competition factor  to be measurable w.r.t. the
largest o-algebra 7, where we recall 1 = Fr V¥. Note that there is no common noise in this section
and we use the notation F to stand for the filtration generated by the individual noise W, without any
confusion.

As 0 is measurable w.r.t. Zr, in the second step of (ILI0) Ou can be viewed as a general liability like
that in [22, Section 2]. The same argument as in [22, Section 2] implies the optimal strategy and the
value function of the representative player can be characterized by

t |bs|2 t bs
Xt:X—i—/ (szs—i— ) ds+/ (Zs—l——) dWy
0 « 0 «

g |bs[? g
Y, = 6E[X 7] 7/ <b5Z5 + —) ds—/ Zs dWs.
t 2a t

(3.2)

The well-posedness of ([B2)) can be established in short time intervals or under the assumption that
the return rate b is small enough. But it is more reasonable to establish the global well-posedness by
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assuming that the relative performance factor 6 is small enough. This weak interaction assumption is
common in the game theory literature; see [I6L[17,20,21] among others.

First, we establish the well-posedness result of (8:2)) on a short time interval by a contraction argument.

Proposition 3.3. Let Assumption [d hold with 6’s measurability w.r.t. 4 replaced by w.r.t. Fr. For

any 6 satisfying
1

5 <
(311012 + D12 [10]12e* M= ) [lb]13,

there exists a unique (X,Y,Z) € S% ([T — 6,T)) x SL([T — 6, T)) x L% ([T — 6,T)) satisfying B2) on
[T —46,T).

ALAT, (3.3)

Proof. Replacing E[X 7] in (82) by p € R, there exists unique (Y, Z) solving the backward dynamics of
B2) and taking Z into the forward part of (8:2) we obtain an X and thus a E[X7]. Thus, we obtain
a mapping from p € R to E[X7] € R. For any p and ¢/ € R, let (X,Y,Z) and (X', Y’,Z’) be the
corresponding solutions to [2) with E[X7] replaced by p and p', respectively. Thus, (X — X' Y —
Y' Z — Z') satisfy for each t € [T — 4, T

t t
X, X = / by (Ze— 2/) ds+/ (Zo— 70 dW,
T—6 T—6

T T
Yoo ¥/ =0 u) - [ b(Z-zds— [ 2~z aw,
t t

Applying 1t6’s formula to the backward dynamics we get

E((Y; - ¥})?| +E / N2z as

T
< 16121 — 1 + 2Bl ocE / Ve~ Y||Z. — 7] ds
t

1 T
<o P+ B | [ (2 - 202 ds | + AR
t

/ v Y;>2ds] ,

where we recall by ||b]|ec we mean the essential bound on © x [0, 7] not just on Q x [T'— 4§, T]. Gronwall’s
inequality implies
E[(Y: = Y))?) < [|6]2e! 112 — 1|

and hence

T 4 16 2 s
E / (Zs - Z;)%ds| < <§||9|2 + g5llbllio|\9||264”b”°° ) = '
T-6

From the forward dynamics we have

T
B - X5 < bl | [ (20— z02ds]
T-6

By (B3), the contraction follows. O

For any initial point (¢, z, %), define u(t, z, ) = Y;""". Uniqueness of 32) on [T — §,T] implies Y%7 =
u(s, Xb5% E[XL%7]) for s € [t,T] and t € [T—4§, T]. Observe that (Y, Z) is well known once E[X] is fixed.
Thus, Y depends only on E[X] and Y; = u(s, E[X;]) for s € [T — §,T] with Yr = u(T,E[X7]) = 0E[X7].
Moreover, note that the coefficients of ([B.2]) are random, the decoupling field v is random and we drop the
dependence on w for simplicity. To extend the solution from [T'—§, T'] to the whole interval, following [36]
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we need to prove the decoupling field on each interval is uniformly Lipschitz; in [36] such a decoupling
field is called a regular decoupling field. To do so, we consider the variational FBSDE.

For any X and X’ in L?, let (X,Y,Z) and (X’,Y’, Z’) be solutions to [@3.2) corresponding to X and X",
respectively. The triple (E[VX], VY, VZ) satisfies the following variational FBSDE

t
E[VX)] =1+ / E[b,VZ,] ds
0

, . (3.4)
VY, = 0E[VXr] — / bV Z, ds — / Y Z, dW,,
t t
h
here pox  EXIZEX] oo vov o z-z
-~ E[x] - E[X]’ -~ E[X] -E[x7])’ - E[X] -E[x7]
By B4), (]E[vv);q , %) satisfies the following mean field BSDE
A —/ (o2, — VB [b,2,] ) ds —/ Z, dW.. (3.5)
t t

Following the terminology in [36], we call (3.3 the characterisitc BSDE of ([8.2). Moreover, for any
(Y, Z) satistying ([B.5]), define E[VX] as the unique solution to the ODE

E[VX,] =1+ / tE[bSZ]E[VXS] ds
0

and define

VY = YE[VX] and VZ=ZE[VX].
Then (E[VX], VY, VZ) must satsify .4). Thus, the solution to (B5) and the solution to (4] have a
one-to-one correspondence through

Y ~ Z
v and Z = v

Y= gvx E[VX]

The following proposition establishes the well-posedness result of ([85) on the whole interval [0, T7.

Proposition 3.4. Let 6 be measurable w.r.t. Fp. For each R satisfying

1
R< —— 3.6
= qol7.5010 (3:6)

choosing ||0]] small enough such that

8 (Il 55310 + 1)% (1 + 21[b]L 7. maroe? Mmoo R) ]2 < R?

loll#, ok « 1 (3.7)

8
( <3

bl 7, Bxo + 1)2(|bll 2, Bro|0]le

there exists a unique (}?,2) € S x H?@,BMO satisfying the characterisitc BSDE B1). In particular,
1Yo + 1 Z]|# BMmO < R.

d
Proof. Define d—% ’ =,
Under Q we consider

= e~ Jo b AWs=3 [ b2 ds which implies W := W + Jo bs ds is a Q Brownian motion.

Y, =9+/ V.E [b,Z,] ds—/ Z, AW, (3.8)
t

t

We solve (3.8) by a contraction argument. For any R > 0 and z € H% 5,,, p We consider

T T
Y, =6 +/ Y.E [bszs) ds f/ ZydW2. (3.9)
t t
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The formula for linear BSDE yields

0< Y, =B [gel Bbos)d

Fi| < |lpljeltz proR, (3.10)
Applying 1t&’s formula to (8] we have for each 7 € Tz

T/\
/ Z2%ds

T
Y24+ EQ / Y2E([|bs 2] ds

/T|bszs|d5‘| (3.11)

< (1017 + 201Y 1% ]1b]l 7. 3012l 2, 8310
< (14 2/)b]|.#, Bmoe®IPl# mro R R) 92,

%] < [16]* + 2E°

< 01 + 2 YI5.E

Thus, by the first inequality in (@7) and [20, Lemma A.1] we get || Z||# symo < R. So the mapping
z € HQBMO,R — 7 € HQBMQR is well-defined. Next we show this mapping is a contraction. Fix
2,72 € H},BMO,R and let (Y, Z) and (Y’, Z’) be the corresponding solutions. 1td’s formula implies

(Y, —Y/))2 +EQ Z,

T o~ ~
/ (Zs — Z')*ds

T T
/ |bs||2s| ds / bs||zs — 25| ds
0

< 2bllz,suoll =7 srrollY = Y'I% + 2187 maolV |V = ¥'llc |2 = 2'll7, 5010
< 2l|bllz a0 RIY = VI + 211tll 7, o0 = 220 R|[Y — ¥ |c||2 — 'l 7 5110

< (2lbllz. a0 R + bl saroll6lle! 17 o )Y — Y2+ bl paroll6lle! 7 2o Rz — 2% sy

<2y —Y'|XE 2]V o[ = Y| E

Thus, the contraction property follows from [20, Lemma A.1], (8:6) and the second inequality of (3.7). O

With Proposition B4 we can extend the short time solution in Proposition to the whole interval.

Theorem 3.5. Let Assumption [2 holds with the measurability of 0 w.r.t. to 4 replaced by w.r.t. Fr.
For a fized R satisfying (3.8)), let 0 satisfy B1). Then there exists a unique (Y, Z) € S% x L%, satisfying
B2). As a result, there exists a unique equilibrium of the MFG (L12).

Proof. In Proposition B3] we have shown there exists a unique solution to (32) on [T — §,T] with &
satisfying (B3)). Next, we will prove the well-posedness result of the FBSDE [B.2)) on [T' — 20,T — 4] by
choosing ¢ further smaller

t |bs|2 t bs
X, = Xr_os +/ (bSZS n ) ds +/ (ZS + —> AW,
T-25 « T—-2§ «

T-6 |b |2 T-6
U(T*(s,E[XT,(;])*/ <b5Z5+ L) ds—/ ZsdWy,
t t

(3.12)
Y,

2c

where u is the decoupling field constructed from the solution of B2) on [T — 4, T]. By Proposition 3.4
it holds that
(T = 6, E[X75]) = w(T = 6, B[X7_4])| < RIE[X7s] — B[X7_]|.

Replacing E[X1_s] by p the FBSDE ([BI2) is decoupled and we can get a mapping from p € R to
E[X71_5] € R, where X is the solution to ([BI2]) with terminal condition replaced by u(T — §, ). Next
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we show this is a contraction. It6’s formula implies
T—§
/ (Zs — Z1)? ds
t

T—6
< B2 — 1P + 2] E V Y, = Y112, - 2| ds
t

T—-6
/ (Zs — Z1)? ds
t

together with Gronwall’s inequality we get

E Tﬂszfz’,?ds
V( )

E[(Y; - Y{)’] +E

1
< R?|p— '] + 1

)

T-6
TRTER [ |-vras
t

4 1 2
< (5B + SOIIZ R A ) o — .
T-25 3 3

The forward dynamics implies

T—0
/ (Zs— Z.)*ds| .

T-26

|E[X7—s — X7 _5][> < ||b]|2,0E

Thus, in addition to ([33) we let 6 be further smaller such that the following inequality holds
4 16 2 1
125 (372 + L IbE R ) < (313)

the map p — E[X7_s] is a contraction.

Noting the uniformly Lipschitz property of the decoupling field by Proposition 3.4 and repeating the
above analysis by choosing § satisfying
1 1
0< 2 p2 (4 1 1612 o452 A 2 2 (4 1 16(p|[2 4]b|2
2016l B2 (3 + FlblZeIls) " 2lblI3 10112 (3 + F bl 2l )
which implies both (B3] and B.I3]), the FBSDE on any small interval [T' — (j + 1)3,T — j4] is solvable.

ALAT, (3.14)

To show the well-posedness of ([32)), it is sufficient to choose compatible parameters. For each fixed R
satisfying ([B.6]) we choose 6 satistying ([3.1), which is equivalent to

2\/§(Hb|‘?,BMO + 1)(1 + 2”bHy,BMOReQHbH@,BMoR)%
R .

1
ol > 16(]|b]l.#.Baro+1)2|b]| 7 Brroelbll# zaro Ry

So it is sufficient to choose § small enough such that
< 1
2R (3 + FblRe )
32(Ibll.# Baso + 1)* 16l % paroe®*l 7 Bro” v (l1bll 7,830 +1)*(1 + 2[b]| 7, Bro Re?IPl 7 510l
18113, (5 + 310l ) IBlI3. 522 (5 + /1B %Pl ) ’

which implies (314)).

It remains to prove the solution of ([B.2]) characterizes the unique equilibrium of (I2]). To do so, it
is sufficient to prove Z € HZ% pyo- This result is standard since the terminal condition OE[X7] is
well-known and bounded and the driver is subquadratic; see e.g. [29]. O

o ALAT

4 Explicitly Solvable Examples Beyond Constant Settings

In this section, we consider a special case under our investment framework and derive the equilibria for
both the N-player game and the MFG in closed forms. Moreover, based on the closed form solutions,
the financial interpretation is provided.
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4.1 An N-player game

For each i, assume (af, 6, %) are ¥-random variables, which are independent of all Brownian motions
and o’ > 0, 1,0 < 1. Let the return processes for the two stocks managed by player i be b'(t, o', 0, x*)
and b(t,at, 0%, x"), respectively, for two bounded and measurable functions b* and b®°. Recall that the
volatilities are assumed to be 1 for simplicity.

Define the Z-component as follows: for eachi=1,--- /N
y . [ V]
Z% =0, ZY = —, j#i 4.1
, N 1o 17 (4.1)
and N . N Y
; b0 %0’ ; ,
7i0 _ 0 2 =1 N 1+ea Z; LT T 21 (N=1+679)ai 0 Z b0 (4.2)
TN — i N 07 _ i o :
N-—-1+6 1_2j:1m N-—-1+6 #iaa
Note that the denominator 1 — Zjv 1 m > 0 if and only if H V107 < 1. The resulting strategy for
player i is
= i 0 T
7= 71")=|—=,Z +— (4.3)
OZZ

Now we verify that (1)) and (£2]) induce a solution of (7). Taking (@I and (2] into the forward
equation and then the backward equation, we obtain

Z]Ob]O |Ei|2 ds — /T ZiObiO + |Ezs|2 _ Q—ZZ(ZU)Q ds
] s7s T ooqi 9 LT
J#i
s 0
71 dWJ+—Z/( )dW
0 bJ , [ ¢ b0 ,
—Z9 ) dw? 7304 ) — 70| gw?.
+z/< e ) s [ g (2 ) -z | an

J#i J#i

Yi =iz +

-1
J#l

With Z defined as in @) and {#.2), the integrands of the stochastic integral w.r.t. dW/ and dW?° from
t to T vanish, that is,

o by y I B0 .
— 7V = 7004+ ) — 70 =, 4.4
N - 1laj 0 N—1;< +a]> 0 (44)

It results in that YZ is measurable w.r.t. %, (N)

4.2 MFG: Random Return Processes

Let («, 6, X) be ¥-random variables with ¢ independent of all Browian motions, and the return processes

(b, %) are assumed to be
(bt’ bg) = (b(t7 «, 97 X)? bo(ta «, 9) X))a

for some bounded and measurable functions (b, b°). We recall the assumption on the volatilities, o, 0% = 1.
Define the Z-component as follows

(2,2°) =7 = (0, %ME [%D (4.5)
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For the above Z, we have the investment strategy for the representative agent

7T = (m,71%) = (2 1—LE[9]E [%} + %) : (4.6)

We verify directly that (£35) satisfies (LII). Indeed, taking (£5) into the forward dynamics of (ILI),
one has

i~ | (o[ 5] By 2] (2] o [ g 2]
Taking this equality into the backward equation of (IIT), we have
oo [ (o] Ee 5] e[ - [ e8]
*/t (e [B] e 55 ) oo [ e 2] o
oo [ (5] 4 E2L 2] 4o )Y s [ s [] an:
[ (egea]ee ) @

Note that the coefficients are ¥-measurable. Thus, we obtain an .%-adapted solution. Moreover, the
strategy (@6l of MFG is a limit of the strategy ([@3)) of the N-player game as N — oo.

4.3 Discussion of the solutions

This section provides some financial interpretation of the equilibria obtained in Section ] and Section
The analytical solutions we obtained for MFG and the N-player game share similar structures and
shed lights on each other.

First, the strategy 7° in the N-player game (or m in MFG) for the individual stock is of Merton type,
since the individual stock dynamic in our setting is only driven by the idiosyncratic noise. For the V-
player game, the hedging demand of player ¢ for the her individual stock is 0, apart from the Merton
proportion since the return process b’ is independent of the noise. This explains why Z% = 0 in the
N-player game. Second, the terminal condition of the N-player FBSDE (1) results in the coupled
structure of the solution component, which requires Z satisfying a linear system ([@4). From (&4, the
investment 7 can be rewritten as

The structure of 7% is clear. It consists of a weighted average of competitors’ investment strategies and
a Merton type portfolio. That is, player i’s investment into the stock driven by the common noise W°
is a deviation from the one without competition. When ' is large, or player 4 is more competitive, she
is more willing to mimic her competitors’ strategies and is encouraged to deviate more from her own
Merton portfolio. Otherwise, she will be less aggressive and keep her investment around the Merton one.
In our MFG, it no longer requires Z° solving a linear system but a linear equation instead. This linear

equation suggests
bO
7 = R[] + —

where E[r] is considered as the aggregation of the competltors’ strategies in the MFG. Thus, 7° has a
similar interpretation as 7‘C above. Moreover, the expression (6] suggests that the investment strategy
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70 is a weighted sum of the representative player’s own Merton proportion % and the aggregation of

competitors’ Merton proportion £ [%} . The weight is characterized by the constant 1+E[9] appearing in
(58], which captures that the strategy is not only proportional to the competition itself but also to the
interaction effect. When 6 is small, the representative player’s own Merton proportion dominates. When
E[f] is large, the aggregation effect dominates. Third, the term Z% in Section EIlappears because player
i’s value function is influenced by the risk W7 of player j; it is proportional to player j’s investment into
the stock driven by W7. In the MFG, competitors’ risk does not influence the representative player any
more so that Z% vanishes as N goes to infinity.

Our examples can be compared with [IT] and [33]. On one hand, our investment strategies in Section A1
and Section[d2are distinguished from [33] by the fact that our examples go beyond constant settings while
in [33], the unique constant equilibrium is found in a Black-Scholes market where the return processes as
well as the the volatilities for the idiosyncratic and common noise are constants. In the present setting,
the returns for all stocks are time-dependent. Note that the volatilities are assumed to be 1 merely
for simplicity; they can be time-dependent as well. Moreover, our examples are distinguished from [I1]
by the fact that we allow random return rates as well as each player trades two stocks, not merely a
common one as in [I1]. These two differences especially the random return rates make the properties of
the investment strategies in [I1] not always true in our case. In particular, the overinvestment property
in [IT], Proposition 5.5] is not necessarily true in our examples. On the other hand, our calculation results
also suggest some similarities to [11] and [33]. First, if the return rate ° in our MFG is assumed to be
positive as that in [33], then our 7% share similar properties with [33]; in particular, the representative
investor invests more in the stock driven by the common noise if she is more competitive or if her
competitors are more competitive. Second, in [I1, Proposition 5.5], it is shown that the overinvestment
in risky assets occurs in more competitive markets, that is, in their setting the absolute value of the
investment |7"°| is non-decreasing w.r.t. 67 for all j = 1,---, N. This result is obviously true in our
MFG when the return rate b° does not depend on (o, 8, X'). Generally, this is not necessarily true in our
N-player game and MFG, as mentioned above. Note that when b° is independent of (c, 6, X), the stock
driven by the common noise becomes the common stock for all players.

5 Concluding Remarks

In this paper we study an N-player exponential utility game and a mean field exponential utility game in
a non-Markovian setting. The well-posedness result of the N-player game is established by solving a novel
multi-dimensional FBSDE with quadratic growth and unbounded terminal condition. The convergence
from N-player game to the MFG is also established. Moreover, when the stock dynamics for each player
is independent, we allow a more general competition factor and the equilibrium of MFG is characterized
by a novel mean field FBSDE, whose global solvability has its own interest.

In this paper we only consider exponential utility case. The case of power utility deserves at least an equal
treatment. In the power utility case, a more complicated quadratic multi-dimensional FBSDE as well as
a novel mean field quadratic FBSDE is obtained. We consider this case in a separate paper. Moreover,
in a forthcoming companion paper using the probabilistic analysis we answer an open question in the
literature about whether a non-constant equilibrium exists or not in the constant setting like [321[33139].
Finally, other interesting topics including investment-consumption games (like [32]) and games with
model uncertainty will be studied in our future works.
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A  Appendix

The following estimate is used in the proof of Lemma

Lemma A.1. Let f, g € H?ﬂN),BMO' For each T € Ty, it holds that

E g | < [ fllga Bamollglle Bro-

T
| Eal s

Proof. Step 1: By [26, Problem 2.17(i), Chapter 1], it holds that

E[Z|9™)] = E[Z|9\)] on {r <t}
as well as

EZ|9 =E[Z|9N)] on {t<7}.
Thus,

E[Z|9N)1 12y = EIZ19 1 2y

Step 2: 7 is valued in T C [0,7], where T is a countable set.

T T
E / E[f.gs| FO)ds| 4N | = E / E[fsgs|FO] ds
T 0

{E l /O Elfuga| 7] ds
{E l /0 Elfuga| 7] ds

:Z]E

teT

:ZE

teT

%}M] 7/ E[f.gs|FO] ds
0

(]

ggN)‘| _/ E[fégsl}—g] ds }1{T_t}
0

teT

(]

0

t
%“V’] - / E[fg:|F0] ds }1{74} (by Step 1)

T
/ E[fsgs|f£] ds
t

%t(N)‘| 1 {r=t}

T
/t E[fg.| %) ds

.7-}0] 1{;—¢y (since W? and ¢, {W'}L, are independent)

T
= Z / E[ fsgs|]-'f] dslg.—s  (by Fubini theorem and tower property of conditional expectation)
t

teT
T
= ZE / fsgsds .7:,50] li;—¢3 (by Fubini theorem again)
teT t
T
= Z E { E / fsgsds %t(N)] ]_—to} l{7—¢; (by tower property again)
teT ¢

<Y f g maollgllyen prrolir—o
teT

= lfllg, Brmollglee Bro-

Step 3: 7 € T4 . Define 7, as

T
Ty = Z ;1[(1'7711”1%)(7') + Tl{’r:T}-
i=1
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Then 7,, is an V) stopping time with at most countable values. Moreover, 7, > 7 and 7, — 7. Thus,

it holds that
T
E l [ EtrgFas %N)]

—E {E l / Elfuga| 70 ds
—E {E l / Elfuga| 7] ds

< Il masolgllg,paro + | [ Elf.gul 7] ds

@)

%m}

g | +E [ / " Elf.g. 7] ds

gjm}

%m}

gT(N)] (by Step 2)

= [[fllge Brollgllgw saro-

By Lemma [AT] the next lemma provides an estimate of B*Y in (Z.I0).
Lemma A.2. Under the assumptions in Lemma[2.3, it holds that

=

¥ (N) BMO
i1 (=N P 2[0°116™ |y ), prso R
< [[e*|| R[]t + 10 116* |9 Brro R + — o]
1- 0l 7= 1+||9k||
10°1 0 2107 116° lg ), paso [0
+W||b o ol + Sy R o
k=1 N=1F]6%]

||91|| b’LO bZO 91 b0 —i),N 91 biO
T R E[07] 16" llo ), Baro + (16| R[[b°]] + 100"l v Bro R
¥(N) BMO
2||6°]| TN 10°11* .
+ ek ||9b0|| R+ ﬁHbOH%(N) BmoRR
-0, 7 NI Io]
. —N .
2[[6|| —o(—)N || b0 10°11* . b
+ — ey 1007 — +W||b0||gw> BMO || =7
1_Zk 1L N—1+]j6%] 1] * llge, 5o
2(71-)7N .
1= 1l M
el = el = =
Var \/J 9 BMO Vaillgan pao
|9Z|| el a0
167 || —= + ||bZ v ol
Z Vaillgow puo N = o

Moreover, under the assumptions of Corollary[2.0, it holds that for any i

T .
/ |BIN 2 dt| = 0.
0

Proof. By Lemma [A ] Holder’s inequality and Lemma 2] the estimate for B> holds.

lim E

N—o0

Under the assumptions of Corollary 2.6 especially (2.16]), Yamada-Watanabe result of mean field (F)BSDE
[16, Lemma 3.2] implies that there exist measurable functions ¢ and ¢ such that the solution to (23]
admits the expression

sz:(b(ta zt, 0 Wz/\t,WM) and Z’O (bo(toz zt, 0 W’M,W(j\t)
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As a result,

2
. .
1 o* j 7 % i r7i
Jim E /O T Zbgzg + 'R ZI|FO)| dt| =o. (A1)
J#i
Indeed,
r 2
T o' w i i 0
E /O 1 177 + O'R[bI 2| FO)| dt

J#i

T
gE/O —N_1§ bo(t, ol xd 07 WY, WO,) — E[bo(t, o',z 0", Wi, , WO )| FP]| dt
J#i

N T
1 S . S ) 2
S (N _ 1)2 2 :E l/o ‘b(b(t?a]axJaHJvW»J/\taWO/\t) _E[bqﬁ(taazaxza‘gzaWl/\tvw»o/\t)l}—to]‘ dt‘|
j=1

1 T o o
+ m ZE [/0 ‘b¢(ta O‘Jaxjﬂ 93, W]Atv Wo/\t) - E[b¢(t’ ala wza 91) WlAtv Wo/\t)l}—to]‘
ik

2
dt

Now we verify the convergence of the fourth line in the definition of B»Y. To do so, we divide it into
several parts, that is,

x |bp(t, o a, 08 Wh, WO,) — Ebo(t, of 2, 6" Wi, W5,)|F7]| dt}

N T
= TR El | [ttt W W) — Bibte oot 0 W W)
=

— 0.

i N 2k0 2
67 M =
T : N1 s~ _oF :
0° ; 1=30000 v hor 0 iy Ny
E ———> b Lo ~E[0°0° | FOIE[Z°|F)) | dt
/0 N_lg_t 7 T B B2
[ N zko 2
99 i 1y Z 70
T N-1] 5N _aF k=1
=B / N1 1 b’ : ZkN:;ijHek - N1 1 Zé”bjo i T g
0 T T Zk 1N= 1+9k
T 1 Zko 2
T 1 ; go N1 2ok=1 1 1 | ]0 1 L Zé\f . ZkO
+E T > 67! - N1 > 67 dt
0 T Zk 1 N= 1+9k T Zk 1N= 1+9k
: 1 N ~ko N 2
T
1 0 N1 2k=1 %t 1 1 .20 10
vu | [ e e )
o \N-14 N I—E[H]N—lj# —
: 2
g 0 Al ~ k0 1 27,20 0 ~i0 0
+E / TTE ZW W A T B FEZOF | e

= j1N+fQN+ng+j4N.
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For #V it holds that

~kO
1 ZN i
k=17

1 T 1 o N1 +9—k
gN<__—_—— _E / — GJbJO N1
! (N*1)2 0 Nl; Ek 1 N— 1-1-6’C

dt| — 0.

For .7}V, it holds that

1 T 1 0 Mo ket 24
I < =k / — Zewo - dt
(N_l) 0 N_lj# Zk 1 N— 1+9k
For .#}V, it holds that
T 2]
IV <E / TEa Zw b}’ ( szo ZZO|]-“O]> dt
A

2

T
1 oo
jpJ0 0710 0 30| 0
+IE/O 1 E[¢] N_lz“ E[0'0)"|F)] | BIZ°1F) ) dt

— 0,

where the convergence of the first part is due to the uniform boundedness of #75’° and the same argument
leading to (AT), and the convergence of the second part is due to the uniform boundedness of #767%, the
dominated convergence and law of large numbers.

For Z{¥, it holds that

2
1 N ok 1 Nk
N—-1 D k=1 142 N1 dp=1t 1 N

T
1 o
IN<E / 07b7° ZF dt
o | - [1(1—zk1Nl+9k> N*; REpD

k=1

2

T %Zgl 0" —E [91] 1 77,70 kO ~i0| 0
+E/O T Ew 129@( Zz E[Z} |]-']> dt

])(1_Zk 1 N— 1+9k) VE

r 2
T L SN gk _E[o¢ .
/ N-—-1 Zk 1 [ ] 1 Zejb_gOE[thO']_—tO] dt
0 (1_ [ ])(1_Zk 1 N= 1+9k)N71j7&i

+E

— 0,

where the convergence of the first part is due to the same reason as .#3 — 0, the convergence of the
second part is due to the uniform boundedness of #* and b as well as the same argument leading to
(A)), and the convergence of the third part is due to the same reason as Z}¥ — 0.

Similarly, other terms in B»"V also converges to 0 in 2. Thus, B*" converges to 0 in L2. O

The following proposition is frequently used in the main text and we believe it is a standard result.
However, it is difficult to locate the proof so we provide one for completeness.

Proposition A.3. Let \/|f| € H%,,o and & € L™, Then the following BSDE has a unique solution in
S*° x H% /0
dYy = fedt + Z dWy, Yr =¢&.
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Proof. Consider the truncated BSDE
dY;:ft/\ndt—f—thWt, YT:é-

By the boundedness of f A n, there exists a unique solution (Y™, Z") € S? x L. Moreover, Y;" =
E {g — [T foAnds ft} , which implies

2
vl e+ V], < oo
v < e+ VI, <o

For each n and m, consider
d(Y" =Y") = (fe An— fr Am) dt + (2 = Z{") dWs, Y7 = Y7 = 0.
1t6’s formula implies
T T T
VP -yrpe [z ezmas < [ -Yrl an - fanmlds2 (V0 - Y(E2 - 2 .,
¢ ¢ t

where ftT (Y] =Y )ZY — Z7) dWs is a true martingale. Taking expectations on both sides, we have

B[V — ;") + E

T
/(ngzgn)st <2k
t

T
/ |st}2m||fsAnfsAm|ds]
0
T
SQHYH_YWHOOE l/ |f‘s/\n—f‘s/\m|ds‘|
0

<a(ler+ Vi, ) B [/T foAn— 1, Am|ds]

— 0, asm,n — oo,

where the convergence in the last line is by the estimate |f An — f Am| < 2|f], which is integrable, and
by the dominated convergence. Moreover, by taking expectations and BDG inequality, it holds that

]—>0.

As a result, {(Y™,Z™)}, is a Cauchy sequence in S' x L2, Let (Y, Z) € S' x L2 be the limit and both
Y and Z are adapted. Define Y° by

T T
Y;’:g—/ fsds—/ Zs dW.
t t

It remains to prove Y° is adapted. The same argument as above yields

+E | sup

B | s v -y <
0<t<T

0<t<T

T T
/ |fs/\n_fs/\m|d3 / (ZQ_Z;n)dWs
0 t

+E

T
E { sup |Y;" —Yto|] <E / (Z2 — Zg) dW
t

0<t<T

T
/ |fs_fs/\n|ds
0

sup
0<t<T

1—>0.

As a result, Y° = Y, which is adapted. The dynamics implies Y; = E [«E — ftT fs ds‘ .7:,5} € S*®. Ito’s
formula yields for each 7 € T

T T T
Y3+/ |Zs|2ds§§2+2/ |Y;fs|ds—2/ Y, Z, dWs.

Since Y € S*® and Z € L2, the above stochastic integral is a true martingale. By taking conditional
expectations and supremum on both sides, we get

2
21200 < [I€]12 2YOOH H < .
1200 < €12 +20¥ oo |[VIA, <o

The uniqueness result is obvious. [l
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