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Abstract

In this paper we propose a deep learning based numerical scheme for strongly coupled FBSDE, stemming
from stochastic control. It is a modification of the deep BSDE method in which the initial value to the
backward equation is not a free parameter, and with a new loss function being the weighted sum of the cost
of the control problem, and a variance term which coincides with the means square error in the terminal
condition. We show by a numerical example that a direct extension of the classical deep BSDE method to
FBSDE, fails for a simple linear-quadratic control problem, and motivate why the new method works. Under
regularity and boundedness assumptions on the exact controls of time continuous and time discrete control
problems we provide an error analysis for our method. We show empirically that the method converges for
three different problems, one being the one that failed for a direct extension of the deep BSDE method.
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Introduction

Forward backward stochastic differential equations (FBSDE) constitute an important family of models with
many applications in a wide variety of fields such as finance, physics, chemistry and engineering. As the name
suggests, a FBSDE consists of two stochastic differential equations (SDE) one forward SDE and one backward
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SDE, commonly referred to as the forward equation and the backward equation, respectively. The forward
equation is a classical SDE with a given, possible stochastic, initial value, while the backward equation has a
given stochastic terminal value and the initial value is part of the solution. In this paper we are concerned
with stochastic control problems, which typically lead to coupled FBSDE, meaning that the primary stochastic
variables in the backward SDE impact the forward SDE and vice versa. Since closed form solutions to FBSDE
are rare one often has to rely on numerical approximations.

In this paper, we propose a method which falls into the rapidly growing category of neural network based
approximation schemes for FBSDE and PDE. Even though there are a number of works in this direction, the
methods stem from the pioneering work [22], and are similar in spirit. In the present paper, non-convergence
of the method from [22], originally proposed for non-coupled FBSDE, is identified, when applied to strongly
coupled FBSDE. We present a new family of methods and prove analytically and numerically that it overcomes
the convergence problem.

Prior to the recent surge in machine learning based algorithms, the task of approximating FBSDE has
been an active field of research for several decades. From a general perspective, approximation schemes can be
categorized into backward and forward numerical methods, referring to the order in time in which the methods
operate.

A backward numerical method usually relies on an initialization of the backward equation at the known
terminal value (or an approximation of the terminal value). The solution is then approximated recursively,
backwards in time, by approximating conditional expectations. There are several different methods to approxi-
mate these conditional expectations and we give a few examples below. A fast and accurate class of algorithms
are the tree based methods, see e.g., [2, B]. These algorithms do usually not require strict assumptions on
the coefficients, but are very sensitive to the dimensionality of the problem, i.e., they suffer from the curse of
dimensionality, meaning that the time complexity and the memory requirements increase exponentially with
the dimensions of the problem. A second approach, which also provides highly accurate approximations fast is
the class of Fourier based methods, see e.g., [4, 5L [0, [7]. A drawback of these methods is that they require access
to the characteristic functions of the transition densities and it is non-trivial to approximate high-dimensional
problems. A methodology which can overcome the curse of dimensionality is the least-squares Monte Carlo
methodology (LSMC), see e.g., [14, 15 16, 17, 18, 19]. LSMC relies on a projection of the solution onto a
lower-dimensional subspace spanned by a set of orthogonal basis functions, such as e.g., Laguerre or Hermite
polynomials. Even though these methods overcome the curse of dimensionality, it is nontrivial to find suitable
basis functions for the approximation of complicated function surfaces in high dimensions. Other notable meth-
ods are algorithms, or reformulations, based on Malliavin calculus or branching diffusion systems. A general
property of backward methods is that the terminal condition of the backward equation depends on the realiza-
tion of the forward equation. This is not a problem for decoupled FBSDE, but for coupled FBSDE the method
becomes implicit and iterative schemes which may not always converge need to be employed.

A second class of algorithms, which is more suitable for coupled FBSDE is the class of forward methods. One
such approach is based on the connection between FBSDE and parabolic PDE. If the PDE can be approximated
(and in general, also its gradient) on a computational grid, then an approximation of the FBSDE solution can
also be obtained by pathwise evaluation of the PDE solution and its gradient, see e.g., [8, [, [10]. However,
since these methods are based on a discrete mesh, they also suffer from the curse of dimensionality. We also
mention the Picard linearization scheme, which relies on a contraction mapping. When this method converges,
it is suitable for the approximation of high-dimensional FBSDE, see e.g., [11 [12] 13]. See [20] for a summary
on forward and backward numerical methods for FBSDE.

In addition to the classical methods described above, a new branch of algorithms based on neural networks has
appeared in recent years. In [22] 23], the authors present a method called the Deep BSDE solver, which relies on
a neural network parametrization of the control process and the initial condition of the backward equation. Both
the forward and the backward equations are then treated as forward equations and approximated with the Euler—
Maruyama scheme. To achieve an accurate approximation, the parameters of the neural networks are optimized
such that the terminal condition on the backward equation is (approximately) satisfied in mean-squared sense.
The method has proven to be able to approximate a wide class of equations in very high dimensions (at least
100). Since the original Deep BSDE solver publication, several papers with adjustments of the algorithm as
in e.g., [33] B4} 36, 38, 39] 24}, 50, [6I] and others with convergence analysis in e.g., [25] [27] 28] 291 B0} [31] [32],
have been published. In addition to being forward methods, these algorithms are global in their approximation,
meaning that the optimization of all involved neural networks is carried out simultaneously. This implies that
they are optimized subject to one single objective function, also called loss function, as it is usually referred
to in the machine learning literature. There also exists a branch of neural network based algorithms relying
on local optimization techniques. Typically, these methods are of backward type and of similar nature as the
LSMC algorithms, but instead of polynomials as their basis functions, neural networks are used. As for the
LSMC method, these kinds of algorithms are not easily applied to coupled FBSDE. Algorithms of this type can
be found in e.g., [42, A1), 43] and with error analysis [44]. For an overview of machine learning algorithms for
approximation of PDE we refer to [45].



As mentioned, we are interested in coupled FBSDE and the focus is therefore on global algorithms operating
forward in time, with a structure similar to the Deep BSDE solver. We demonstrate that the approach taken
in e.g., [47, [48] [49, [39] [40], where the deep BSDE solver is applied to the FBSDE associated with the stochastic
control problem, is problematic. As we show in the present paper, even though an accurate approximation of
the control problem can be achieved, this does not imply an approximation of the FBSDE in general. Moreover,
it is observed that the deep BSDE solver does not converge for certain problems and the convergence problem
is prominent for the strongly coupled FBSDE. Our proposed method overcomes this problem by employing the
equivalence between the stochastic control problem and the FBSDE. To be more precise, we use the fact that the
initial value of the BSDE coincides with the value function of the control problem and hence, can be expressed
as a minimization problem. Moreover, we use the adaptivity property of the BSDE to conclude that a stochastic
version of the value function is Fy—measurable and therefore has zero variance. These two properties are then
combined in the loss function to achieve a robust approximation scheme for coupled FBSDE. The effectiveness
of our algorithm is demonstrated empirically on a collection of problems with different characteristics. In
addition, a theoretical error analysis is carried out, in which we show several different convergence concepts
for the proposed algorithm such as convergence of the initial and terminal conditions of the BSDE. Finally,
under some restrictions on the terminal time, we show strong convergence of order « to the full FBSDE, where
a € (0, %] depends on the regularity of the FBSDE coefficients. Our main result is similar to the aposteriori error
bound for the deep BSDE solver which was established for weakly coupled FBSDE in [25] and later extended to
non-Lipschtz coefficients (but for less general diffusion coefficients) in [26]. However, these results are unlikely to
be valid for strongly coupled FBSDE and we observe several examples in which the discrete terminal condition
converges while the FBSDE approximation does not.

This paper is structured as follows: In Section [2] we present the stochastic control problem and explain
the reformulations to a PDE as well as an FBSDE. Moreover, we introduce reformulations of the FBSDE to
different variational problems which are used for the algorithms in later sections. The section concludes by
introducing the time discrete counterparts of the reformulations as well as a discussion on when and why the
deep BSDE solver fails to converge. In Section [3] the fully implementable algorithms are presented together
with details on the neural networks used. Section [4] is devoted to error analysis of the proposed algorithm.
Both classical Euler—-Maruyama type discretization errors and errors stemming from differences between time
discrete and time continuous stochastic control are discussed. Finally, in Section [5| numerical approximations
are compared with their analytic counterparts when we have such available.

2 The deep FBSDE method and an improved family of methods

This section contains a formal introduction to our method and the context of FBSDE and stochastic con-
trol. Section [2.1] introduces the stochastic control problem, the related Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation and
FBSDE. Alternative formulations of the FBSDE are presented in Section [2.2] In Section 2.3 we motivate by
numerical examples why a direct extension of the deep BSDE method to FBSDE , as in [47, 48, [49], fails for
many problems. Finally, in Section [2.4] we present the proposed robust deep FBSDE method. As rigour is not
the purpose of this section the assumptions that guarantee that our claims are true are not yet given.

2.1 Stochastic control and FBSDE

Our starting point is a controlled SDE and its associated cost functional
¢ t
Xf:m+/b@XﬁWMLﬁ/a¢Xﬁﬂﬂ, (1)
0 0

T
It i) = E[ [ Fe Xt g(x)
t

Xg—ﬂ. (2)

Here T' € (0,00), d, k,£ € N, (W)seqo,1) is a k-dimensional standard Brownian motion, the coefficients b: [0,7] x
RIxR! = RY o: [0, T] x REx R — Rk £: [0, T] x RYx R — R and g: R? — R satisfy some extra regularity
conditions, and the control process u = (ut>t€[0,T] belongs to a set U of admissible controls, taking values in a
set U C R’. The aim is to find a control process u* € U that minimizes J (0, zo; u).

Assuming the cost to be bounded from below, the value function of the control problem is given by

Vit,z) = 51615 JU(t, ). (3)

For the presentation, we assume uniqueness of the infimum. Under appropriate conditions, the value function



satisfies a Hamilton—Jacobi—Bellman (HJB) equation, which is a non-linear parabolic PDE given by

ov 1
E(ta (E) + iTr(UJTDiV)(tvi) + H(t’ x’DzV(tu‘r)) =0, (tvx) € [OaT) X Rdv (4)
V(t,z) = g(x), (t,z) € {T} x R%

Here Tr denotes the trace of a matrix and for (t,z) € [0,T] x R, p € R? the Hamiltonian, H, is given by

H(t,z,p) = vlg{] [E(t,x,v)Tp+f(t,x,v)]. (5)

Under conditions that guarantee a sufficiently regular solution to , and the infimum in the Hamiltonian to
be attained at v* = v*(t,x,p), the optimal control is of the feedback form w*(¢, X;) = v* (t, X, D,V (t, Xt)),

where we have written X := X% for the optimally controlled X*. The feedback map v* is for many interesting
problems easy to derive. Again, under sufficient regularity, It6’s formula applied to V (¢, X;) yields

t t
Xi=x0+ / b(s, X, Zs)ds + / o(s, Xs)dWs,
0 0

T T
Yt:g(XT)+/ f(s,Xs,ZS)ds—/ (Z,,dW),

where Y; = V(t, X)), Z; = o7 (t, X;)D, V (¢, X;) and for § € {b, f} we have
0<ta Xtv Zt) = é(ta Xt, U*(tv Xt7 (U<ta Xt)UT(t’ Xt))ilo—(ta Xt)Zt))

In the rest of this section we assume the existence of a unique solution (X,Y, Z) of @ in appropriate spaces.
Given Z or equivalently D,V we thus have an optimal control u} = v*(¢, Xy, (o(t, X¢)o L (t, X3)) o (t, Xi) Zy).
This would make efficient numerical FBSDE schemes very useful for solving the control problem. In the other
direction, if we have an optimal control u*, then in general this does not give us Z, unless p — v*(t,x,p) is
invertible, and only in this case the control problem naturally suggests numerical schemes for FBSDE. Below,
we introduce a family of numerical schemes for FBSDE that works regardless of invertibility of the feedback
map, but reduces to the control problem in the case of invertibility.

2.2 Alternative formulations of FBSDE

The Deep BSDE solver proposed in [22], relies on a reformulation of the FBSDE @ into two forward SDE, one
with apriori unknown initial value. It relies moreover on the Markov property of the FBSDE, which guarantees
that Z; = (*(t, X;) for some function ¢*: [0, 7] x R — R¥, that we refer to as Markov map, and optimization
is done with respect to such functions and initial values yg. More precisely, the FBSDE @ is reformulated into
the following variational problem

minin{lize E[Y2¢ — g(X¥9)2,  where
Yo,

t t
XP€ =+ [ s, X206, 2005 + [ als X0,
0 0

. t
Y;yo,C =y _/ f(s,Xgo’C, Z;Jo»()ds +/ <Zi{o,C7dWs>,
0 0

Zgo,c = C(st}s‘lo’C)v

where yo and ¢ are sought in appropriate spaces. From the theory outlined in Section [2.1] under well-posedness
and sufficient regularity of (6]), it holds that Yy = V/(0,2¢) and (* = 0 "D,V and thus we have well-posedness of
. While it seems natural to propose a numerical algorithm based on a discrete version of , we demonstrate
below that such an optimization problem, even for many simple problems, does not converge.

In order to introduce numerical schemes that do not suffer under the above problem, we use the following
two properties of the initial value Yy of (@:

(i) Yo coincides with the value function of the control problem (property from the control problem);

(ii) Yy is Fo—measurable and therefore has zero variance (property from the FBSDE).



The two properties are both captured in the following variational problem:

mini(mize ®5(¢) = E[Y§] 4+ AVar[)§], where

T T
VS = g(X5) + / F(6, XS, 28)dt — / (28, dw),
0 0

t t
X¢ _x0+/ b(s, X¢ Zg)ds—i—/ (s, X$)dW,, (8)
0
t
E[YS] - f 5,X$,29) d5+/ (Z§,dw,),
0
Z8 =C(t, XP).

We refer to yg as the stochastic cost and notice that E[yg] = J%(0,70), where u = u(¢) € U is the control
generated by (. Thus the first term of the objective function ®, is the cost function of the control problem. In
the case of p — v*(t,x,p) being invertible, this term alone, i.e., for A = 0, offers an equivalent formulation to
(7). In other cases uniqueness of minimizers of { — E[yg] cannot be guaranteed. But among the minimizers,
there is only one (* with the property that the variance of the stochastic cost yg equals zero. The second term
of ®, is introduced to penalize non-zero variance and the minimizer for A > 0 is unique. Another important
feature of the formulation is that YOC is determined by ¢ alone and has thus one degree of freedom less
than (7). A final observation is that

2

t
Var[V§] = E[|E[VS] 3’0! v¢ — / fs, X8, 28 ds—i—/ Z8AW, — g(X5)| | = E[|Ys — a(X$)?]. (9)
0

This implies that the second term of ® is, up to the factor A, the same as that of @, but with YOC not being
a variable to optimize. Thus there are strong similarities between and , but in the time discrete setting
the latter formulation is shown to be advantageous sections below.

2.3 A direct extension of the deep BSDE method and why it fails

In this section, we present the time discrete counterpart of @ We assume an equidistant time grid 0 = ty <

t1 <...<ty =T, with h = t,41 — t, and denote the Brownian increment AW,, = W, 11 — W,,. Throughout

the paper we parameterize discretizations by h € (0,1) and by this we mean all h € (0,1)N{T/N : N > 1}.
The time discrete version of is given by

mlrynrrgnze E “Yh 0.l _ g(XJ’:,’yO’C)}Q], where
0,
n—1 n—1
Xf;’y"’g =20+ Z b(thlfC%yo,C’ Z]f;yyoyC)h + o(ty, X h 20, C)AWk,
k=0 k=0 (10)
n—1 n—1
Yr?yym( =y — Z f(tk,X,?’yO’c, Z£L7y07C)h + <Z£’y0’C,AWk>,
k=0 k=0
Z]ilyyo,C _ Ck(X]?’yO’C)-

It is a direct extension of the deep BSDE method from [22] 23]. In the literature it was first applied experi-
mentally to FBSDE in the master thesis [47] and thereafter in [48], both for inverted pendulums, in [49] for
an application to attitude control of unmanned aerial vehicles. More examples of deep FBSDE are found in
[39, [40].

In [25], the authors consider FBSDE with coefficients b, o and f that may take the Y-component, but not the
Z-component, as arguments. Under the relatively strict assumption of weak coupling (also called monotonicity
condition, see e.g., [54]), it is shown that for i small enough there is a constant C, independent of h, such that

sup]( [|Xt hyo,<| }+E[|Y Y; vyo7C| D /0 [|Zt hyo,<| }dt < C’(h_HEUy 0,C _g(Xjf\l/,yo,g)|2:|)’

tel0,T

(11)
where for ¢ € [tg, tpe1), X700 = Xg’y°’<, Yot = Ykh’yo’c and Z/"¥0¢ = (k(X,?’y”’C). Under some additional
assumptions on the coefficients b, f,o and g, (additional smoothness and boundedness of the coefficients to
guarantee a bounded and smooth solution of the associated HJB equation) the results in [25] can be extended
to the framework of interest in this paper, i.e., coefficients taking the Z-component as an argument. On



the other hand, the weak coupling condition is rarely satisfied for FBSDE stemming from stochastic control
problems, and to the best of our knowledge, there is no known way to relax this condition.

To investigate convergence of empirically, we first note that if we would know Y apriori, then the
variational problem (7)) would be reduced to finding ¢ = {Co,(1,-..,{n—1}. We also know that D,V "o is the
minimizer, which would make the objective function identical to zero. In the discrete counterpart, we would
expect that, if converges to , then for sufficiently small h, the objective function would be close to zero
if optimizing only ¢ and setting yo = Y. Moreover, for a robust algorithm to emerge from it is important
that yo # Yp results in a larger value of the optimal objective function, at least when yo and the true initial
value, Y; are "far away” from each other. To formalize this, we introduce the formulation

MSE(yo) = inf E[[yhve< — g(x o< )ﬂ. (12)

The aim is to investigate whether or not MSE is minimized at, or close to, the true initial condition Y. Moreover,
for each yg, we want to investigate the Markov map ¢¥° that minimizes ¢ — E[|Y1}\}’y°’c — g(XI}\L;y“’C)P]. The
discrete costs, associated with (yo, (%) and (yo, ¢), are given by

Jél»yo _ Jg,yo,CyO and J37y07€ _ E[y(’)l»ym(]

Here, the discrete stochastic cost is given by

N-1 N—
ygvyo’C — g(XI’\l[,yo,C) + Jc(tk,)(]’;’yo,c7 ZZ’yO’C)h _ <ZZ’yO’C,AWk>. (13)
k=0 k=0

—

Using the stochastic cost we have by a substitution that

MSE(yo) = irclf E[|Vvo¢ — yo|*]. (14)

Figure [1| shows yo — MSE(y) and yo — JéL ¥ for two different Linear-Quadratic (LQ) control problems, a
one-dimensional and a two-dimensional. The left figure shows that there is a minimum of MSE at the correct
Yy and for this problem the method converges. For the right figure it is clear that there is no minimum of
MSE around Yy, or anywhere in the range. When yy and ¢ are jointly optimized the method has no chance to
converge for this problem.

Both problems considered in this section are of the form with parameters as in Section for the
two-dimensional problem and A= B=C =R, = R, =G =1 and o = 0.5 for the one-dimensional problem.
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Figure 1: Demonstration of the performance of the direct extension of the deep BSDE solver to FBSDE
corresponding to two LQ control problems. Left: A one-dimensional problem with N = 10 time steps. Right:
A two-dimensional problem with N = 100 time steps.

We identify three distinct cases from Figure

e 1o ~ Yy: In this case MSE is the mean square error of the discretized FBSDE and it is most reasonable
that an approximation of (X,Y, Z) can be generated by optimizing over (.

e yo > Yy: Under this assumption, any ¢ attaining the infimum in satisfies E[yg o] — J(’} Yo = .
Thus minimizing , or equivalently , is the same as finding the ¢ that generates cost J(’f’y"’c =Y
and that at the same time minimizes the mean square error in the terminal condition. A ( with cost



yo > Y, has the possibility to generate a lower MSE(yo) < MSE(Yy), depending on yo and the problem
at hand. This is only possible if the coupling of Z in b is strong enough, so that g(Xr) can be efficiently
controlled by Z. In the case with no coupling, i.e., for BSDE, yg > Y leads to MSE of of the magnitude
Yo — Yo, and thus MSE is increasing in this regime. This is the reason why non-coupled BSDE as in
[22] 23], or weakly coupled FBSDE as in [25] can be approximated with the deep BSDE method. The left
plot of Figure [I] shows this favorable behaviour, while the right plot has a decreasing MSE and has no
chance to converge. We also see that the cost increases linearly for yo > Y according to JSL Y = 9.

e yo < Yy: Since Yj is (approximately) a lower bound of (yo,¢) + J™¥0:¢ it holds that any ¢ attaining the
infimum in ¢ — E[|VY¢ — yo[2] also minimizes the cost functional ¢ — J@¥¢. But o does not enter
y{; o6 explicitly. Therefore, the minimizer of ¢ — IED/SL ’yO’C} does not depend on yy. Thus fixing yg < Yo
and optimizing ¢ approximates a solution to the control problem but not to the FBSDE. This can clearly
be seen in Figure [1| from the cost being constant for yg < Yy in both plots. It is also clear that the MSE
increases for decreasing yg < Yp.

To further visualize the three cases, Figure shows the empirical means and 90% credible regions (defined as the
area between the 5 :th and the 95 :th empirical percentiles at each time point) for the true and approximated
Y and Z processes of the two dimensional LQ control problem discussed above. In the top row we see that, in
the case yo ~ Y{y, the two components of the Z-process are very well approximated, but the time discretization
error of Y is visible. In the middle row, for yg > Y, we see what is expected based on the discussion above.
The Y process satisfies the terminal value but are otherwise fundamentally distinct from the true Y. Since
by setting yo > Yy we have asked for a control with cost yg, the two components of Z have oscillations to
increase the cost to this level. Thus in this case neither Y nor Z are approximated. In the bottom row, the case
Yo < Yp is shown. Just as explained above, the control problem is solved and therefore the Z process is well
approximated. It should though be noted that this is only true since the map p — v*(¢,z,p), for this specific
problem, is invertible. Otherwise, one optimal (, in a set of many optimal Markov maps, is approximated. Thus,
the control problem is approximately solved, however Z-component of the FBSDE is unlikely to be accurate.
The Y process is shifted by yg — Yy and the terminal value is naturally not satisfied.

25
- — o 2 E[Z]

06

®  Elgix)] 20 ——- Cl:E[2] (Riccati) -=- C:E[Z] Riccati)
-== E[¥] [Riccati 15 4
x  Elglx]

04 10

05+t m— e |

02
oo

-05
0.0

-10 -4

16

gy
E[¥1] 75 — CLEZN 100 C2:E[2]

14 Elatx?) !

* Hotxml === CL:E[Z] (Riccati) 75 1 --- C2:E[Z] Riccati)

-=- E¥!] (Riccati 50
x  Elglxf]

12

10
08

06 Te

D e
02 =
00 =715

-10.0

25 —

06— — C1E[Z] s 2: E[2M
-

= 20 o= Ol EZ] Riccati] --- 2: E[Z] Riccati)

= 15 4

02 T 10

00 P A I I B el ey

-02{ — g 00
o044 e E@i os -2
--- E[¥s] [Riceati)

06 _ _a
*  Elaixa] Lo

0o 01 02 03 04 05 00 01 0.2 03 o4 05 oo 01 0z 03 o4 05

Figure 2: Demonstration of the performance of the Deep FBSDE solver with fixed initial condition for N = 100
time steps. The shaded areas represent the domain in which 90% of all trajectories lie (the area is bounded
by the 5:th and the 95:th empirical percentiles). Left to right: Sample means of the approximate and the
semi-analytic (Riccati solutions) Y —process and the first and and second components of the Z—process (C1
and C2). Top to bottom: Initial conditions 5o = 0.0 < Yp, go = 0.612 =Y and o = 1.5 > Y.



In the work with [47] it was noted that the deep FBSDE method, applied to inverted pendulum problems,
was sensitive to the choice of model and penalty parameters. For many physically sensible parameters the
method did not work. Our own search for interesting L.Q control problems in this work, taught us that it is
much easier to find problems that do not converge than finding problems that do converge. Therefore, it is
our assumption that the problems of consideration in the literature were carefully chosen to demonstrate a
successful training, or a family of problems was of interest that was not sensitive to parameter choices. In the
case of non-unique feedback control it is also highly likely that by using the deep FBSDE method, the control
problems were approximately solved but not the FBSDE.

2.4 A robust deep FBSDE method

Having observed the problems with the direct extension of the deep BSDE method to FBSDE, we here discretize
the alternative formulation (8]) of the FBSDE to obtain an alternative family of deep FBSDE methods. It reads:

mini{mize Q5 1(¢) = E[y(ﬁ“@“] + /\Var[yg’c], where,

2

N-1
Vo= g(XN) + 3 Fltw, X6, 2000k Z (20, AWy,
k=0

n—1
X0 = S 0 X, 2+ 5 ot X8, 13
k=0 k=0
n—1 n—1
V€ B - S o X 2 3 (205, ),
k=0 k=0
= G(XO).

The main purpose and results of the current paper is the theoretical and numerical error analysis of .

In [52] the case A = 0 was considered in the context of discrete time stochastic control, without explicit
connections to FBSDE, or even to stochastic control in continuous time. The stochastic sum in y(’; < was
not considered. More precisely, the discrete cost functional was used as loss function to train neural network
approximations of feedback maps for the control. This is different from our method since we approximate the
Markov maps for Z instead, but for ¢ with full rank it is equivalent, at least theoretically. Another method
which also makes use of the connection to stochastic control, when approximating an FBSDE, was proposed in
[50]. In this paper, the stochastic maximum principle approach to stochastic control is used, and this results
in a different type of FBSDE, compared to the one obtained with the dynamic programming principle, that we
consider in this paper. A similarity is that in both papers the algorithms use a method similar to that in [52],
to include the cost in the objective function. The recent paper [51] is, to the best of our knowledge, the first to
introduce the variance penalty term in for an FBSDE obtained from the dynamic programming principle.
They do not have the cost penalty and they approach the problem differently in that they have one network for
the Markov map for Z and one for the feedback map for the control.

2.5 Decoupled BSDE and why coupled FBSDE are important

It is claimed in the literature that since coupled FBSDE can be transformed into decoupled BSDE, it is sufficient
to have schemes for the latter, see e.g., [25]. Here we explain this claim and why we, from a practical and applied
viewpoint, do not agree. If 1: [0,T] x R? x R* — R? is sufficienty regular, then it holds by the It6 formula for
VY =V(t, XP) and Z¥ = oT(t, X/ )D,V(t, X)) that

t t
X;b:xﬁ/ (b(s,Xy,Z;P)—zp(s,X;b,Zy))der/ o(s, X¥)dWs,
0 0

v =9(X§€)+/tT (f(s,X?Zf)—<(U(S7X§’)0T(8,X;”))”U(S,Xé/’)Zs,w(s,Xﬁ’,Zf)>)d8—/tT<Z§/’,dWs>-

Thus taking ¥ so that b—1 does not depend on Z, decouples the FBSDE into a BSDE, where the forward equa-
tion has no coupling with the backward equation. From this observation it might be tempting to approximate
the optimal Markov map o% (t,2)D,V (t,z) with the deep BSDE method. The problem with this approach is
that the deep BSDE method will learn o7 (¢,2)D,V (¢,7) well only around typical trajectories of X% but not
around those of X. While there is empirical evidence that the deep BSDE method overcomes the curse of
dimensionality, it does not at all approximate the solution everywhere, but only around the typical solution
trajectories of the forward equation. Since X is controlled, it is expected for most problems to have quite a
different dynamics than X% and this ruins the applicability of the deep BSDE method for control problems,



if the feedback control is desired. In the original deep BSDE paper [22], the solution to an HJB equation is
approximated at the initial time. For such applications a decoupled BSDE can be used as the Markov map is
not the primary focus.

3 Fully implementable scheme and neural network regression

In this section, we describe how the discrete variational problem is approximated with the help of neural
network regression. In principle, other function approximators could be used, but neural network regression
is arguably one of the most suitable choices due to the ability to approximate complicated high-dimensional
functions. Although neural networks have shown empirically high quality results in many different fields, there
are still many open convergence questions related to the optimization procedure of the loss function. On the
other hand, the Universal Approximation Theorem (UAT) [6I] guarantees that under certain conditions, there
is a neural network, sufficiently deep and wide, such that it is possible to approximate a large class of continuous
functions to any, pre-specified degree of accuracy.

3.1 Fully implementable algorithms

Without further specifications, assumes exact optimization over an unspecified set of functions ¢ and the

exact computation of expectations. To define a fully implementable scheme, the Markov maps (p,...,(n_1
are approximated with neural networks gbg“, ceey ?\}V:f with parameters § = (6g,...,0n_1) in some parameter

space ©. We specify them in further detail below. Moreover, expectations are approximated with batch Monte-
Carlo simulation. Let Kepochs > 1, Kbatch = 1 be the number of epochs and the number of batches per epoch.
Let further Miyain, Mpaten > 1 be the size of the training data set and batch, respectively. We assume that
Miyvain/ (2Mpaten) = Kpaten € N. Training data are Mi,.i, independent realizations of the Wiener increments
AWy, ...,AWx_1 ~ N(0,h) and the training data are reused in Kepoen epochs. The training is initialized
by random sampling of §° € ©. For each update step in an epoch of the training algorithm we take 2Mya¢en
Wiener increments AWy(m),...,AWx_1(m), m = 1,2,...,2Mpaten from the training data set that were not

previously used during the epoch and update 6 by approximate optimization of the following problem:

1 ( Mhyatcn 2Mpyatch

S A Y |g<X§39<m>>—Y/€9<m)'2>’ e

m=1 miMbatch"rl

minimize £y ,(6) =
UG Myaten

N—-1
Vol (m) = g(XN(m)) + > flte, X120 (m), 20 (m))h — Z Zp" (m), AWy (m)),

k=0
h.6 “ 10 b6 — 1.0 (16)
X, (m) =x0+zb(tkvXk’ (m), Zy’ (m))h‘i‘sz(tkvXk’ (m)) AWy (m),
k=0 =0
Mbatch n—1
V) = g 3 W0 = 3 X, (). 2 h+Z ). AW (m).
arel - p=1 k=0

Zy% (m) = ¢pr (X" (m)).

When all training data have been used a new epoch starts. When the Kqpocn:th epoch is finished the algorithm
terminates. The neural network parameters at termination are #*. It is an approximation of the parameters 6**
that optimize in the limit Mya¢cn — 00. To complement 7 Algorithm (1| details the training procedure.

It should be noted that the expected value of the stochastic sum in },"” equals zero. Therefore, the algorithm
would also work without it, but a practical reason to keep it is that it decreases the variance of y{; 6 significantly,
and this requires fewer Monte-Carlo samples to achieve the same accuracy.

3.2 Specification of the neural networks

Here we introduce the neural networks that we use in our implementations in Section The generality is
kept to a minimum and more general architectures are of course possible. For each d)’“: R? — RY a fully
connected neural network with two hidden layers with 20 nodes in each layer and ReLU activation function
R(z) = max(0,z) acting elementwise. More precisely, the ¢{ is of the form

() = WER(WER(Wiw + by) + bF) + by,

with weight matrices W} € R20%d W2 € R20x20 13 ¢ R*20 and bias vectors b}, b2 € R™, b3 € R, and
O = (Wkl, W,f, W,S’ , b,lc, bi, bz), where the matrices are considered vectorized before concatenation.



Input: Initialization of neural network parameters, {6p(1),...,0x—_1(1)} and for 0 < k < 2M;,ain and
0 <n < N — 1 Wiener increments AW, (k).
Output: Approximation of the Markov map for (Z;)ic[o,r] at the time discrete mesh points.
for k=1,2,..., Kvatch (Kbatch = Mirain/(2Mpatcn) is the number of batches.) (Should be carried out
sequentially) do
for 1 <m < Mpaten (May be carried out in parallel) do
Set Xg’e(m) =z
for n=0,..., N — 1 (Should be done sequentially) do
Zv}zﬁ(m) = an(X'Z’e(m) | an(k))
X8 (m) = X0 (m) + b(t,, X0 (m), Z0(m)) b + 0 (tn, X (m)) AW, (m)
end
end

for m € {Mpaten + 1, ..., 2Mpaten} (May be carried out in parallel) do

Set Xg’e(r;l]\)/[: xo and Yoh:e(m) = N
Mbitch Zm:bﬁ:;ccthl g(XJ\; (m))+2n20 f(t”7X7}7f7a(m)’ Z’r}LLﬂ(m))h_ano <Zﬁ70(m)’ AWn(m)>

for n=0,..., N — 1 (Should be carried out sequentially) do
Zy0(m) = ¢ (X0 (m) | 0 (k)
X8y (m) = X0 (m) + b(tn, X120 (m), Z10 (m)) b+ o (tn, X0 (m)) AW, (m)
Y (m) = Y0 (m) = f(tn, X120 (m), Z00 (m) )b+ (Z0 (m), AW, (m))
end

end

0 ={6,61,...,0n_1} (trainable parameters)

Mpaten m=1 m=Mpatch+1

L(0) = (ZM""““" YP(m) + A ZQM""““}’ \g(XJ’\L,’G (m)) — Y;}’@ (m)|2> (Loss-function)

O(k+ 1) < argmin, £(O) (some optimization algorithm, usually of gradient decent type)
end
Algorithm 1: Pseudo-code of one episode of the neural network training
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4 Convergence analysis

In this section we primarily provide an error analysis for 7 i.e., for semidiscretization in time. In Section
we introduce notation and spaces, and in Section we present the setting and some further notation. Two
technical results on strong and weak convergence are stated and proved in Section These two results are
used in Section 4] to prove the error in the objective function, in the initial and terminal value of Y and for the
variance of the stochastic cost. The results hold under an assumption on the regularity of the exact continuous
and discrete Markov maps. Convergence of the latter to the former is not assumed. Section [4.5| contains strong
convergence of the FBSDE under either the stronger assumption of small time T or convergence of the discrete
Markov maps. A discussion about a full error analysis for the fully implementable scheme is presented in
Section

4.1 Notation and spaces

For Euclidean spaces R¥, k > 1 we denote by || - || the 2-norm without specifying the dimension. Let S?(R¥)
and H2(R¥) be the spaces of all progressively measurable stochastic processes y,z: [0,T] x © — R* for which

1
T 2

<oo, and |z]lyemry = (E[/ ||zt||2dt}> < 00,

0

respectively. For a discretization 0 = tg < t; < --- < ty =T with t,41 — t,, = h for all n, the space Sh(Rk)
is the space of all F"-adapted, square integrable and discrete stochastic processes y : {0,1,..., N} x  — R%,
where F' = 0(AW,,,, m =0,...,n—1). For ky, ko, k3, kg > 1, £1,05,03 > 0 and regular S; C R¥ i =1,2,3,4,
by Cﬁl ’22’23(81 x So x S3;.54) we denote the space of all functions ¢: S; x Sy x S5 — Sy, whose derivatives up
to orders {1, {5, {3 exist, are continuous and bounded. We equip it with the semi-norms

||y = sup |07 ()|, i€ {l,...,¢},

€S XSaxS3

ol

Iyllseesy = sup (E[llyel*])
te[0,T)

where v = {(i1,i2,43) : i; € {0,,...,4;}, j = 1,2,3} are multi-indices and 97 = ;' 020% with 8;» denoting
¢:th partial derivative in variable j. The set B(¢1,{s,¢3) denotes all multi-indices of length 3 that have exactly
one non-zero index. We only use multi-indices in B(¢1,¢2,¢3) and do therefore not impose restrictions on the
cross derivatives, as is otherwise common. For functions with fewer than three variables, we reduce the number
of indices accordingly and in the semi-norms we write [@[s, i,.i5 = [@[(i,is,i5)- For a € (0,1], ki, ko, k3 > 1,
01,05 > 0 and regular S; C R*, i=1,2,3, by Cgf’eQ([O,T] x S x Sa;53) we denote the space of all functions
¢:10,T] x S1 x Sg — S3 that are a-Holder continuous in time and whose derivatives of order /1, ¢y exist, are
continuous and bounded and satisfy the property

|||¢|||o¢,€1,€2 = sup H¢(t,0,0)” + Z sup |¢(tv *y )|’Y
t€[0,T

,yeBte[o,T}
N sup sup Lo1)(@)||p(ts, 21, 22) — (t2, 21, 22)|| c =
(ZE17I2)ES1XSQ t17t2€[07T],t175t2 (1 + ||x1|| + Hx2‘|)|t2 - tl‘a

Again, when there is only one space variable we reduce the number of indices. When there is no risk of
confusion we write | - |q,0,0 to denote the second term defining the || - [[, 5, ,,-norm, and let |- [o;,0 and |- [o,0,1
coincide with the semi-norms on Cg’el’ez([O,T] x S X S9;53) with the same notation. For a = 0 we let
Co([0,7] x S1 x 82;.85) = Cp™2([0,T] x Sy x Sa; Ss).

For any function or process R defined on [0, T], we denote by R the discrete time function or process defined
by R, = Ry,, n=0,...,N. For any discrete function or process Rj defined on 0,..., N, we write Rj, for the
continuous time function or process defined by the piecewise constant interpolation Ry, = Ry, p, for t € [ty tnt1)

and ]%h,T = Rh,N~

4.2 Setting and spaces of Markov maps

Let (Wi)iejo,r) be a k-dimensional Brownian motion on a filtered probability space (Q, F, (F¢)¢ejo,7], P), and
(a,8) € [0,3] x {1} or (a,8) = (1,2). The coefficients b: [0,T] x R? x R¥ — R, ¢: [0,T] x RY — Réxk,
£:00,7] x R x R* — R and g: R? — R satisfy b € Cypp”([0,7] x R x R¥R?), 0 € Ciyp ([0, 7] x REGRIXF),
fe Cﬁ:ﬁ’ﬁ([O,T] x R4 x R¥ R), g € CL(R%R). In the case a = 1 we assume that Do = 0.

We next introduce families of Markov maps. Let Z = Z(b, o, f, g) be the collection of all measurable functions
¢ : [0, 7] xR? — R* with the property that the stochastic processes (X¢,Y¢, Z¢)cez C S2(R?) x S2(R) x H?(RY)
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satisfying for all ¢ € [0, 7], P-almost surely (8), are well defined. We write Z*# = Z N Cﬁ:g([O,T} x R RF).
For the discrete equations, we introduce for every h € (0, 1) analogously Z, = Z(b, g, f, g) to be the collection
of all measurable functions ¢: {0,..., N, — 1} x R? — R*  with the property that (X¢ Y™¢ Zh¢) ez C
S2(RY) x S2(R) x S2(R) satisfying for all n € {0,..., N}, P-almost surely are well-defined. We write
2y = 2,0 () (RERM) VL.

4.3 Auxiliary lemmata on strong and weak convergence for SDE

In the proof of convergence of the optimal objectives in Subsection [4.4] we rely on the strong convergence result,
stated next. It contains both classical strong convergence of the Euler-Maruyama scheme for Holder continuous
coefficients, including strong order 1 for additive noise, but also a non-standard type of strong convergence
result for processes that have drift coefficients that for each step size, agree between the grid points, but whose
coefficients do not necessarily converge as the step size tends to zero.

Lemma 4.1. Suppose the setting of Subsection holds. Leta € Cﬁﬁ([o, T)xR%: R?) and ap,: [0, T]xRY — R?,

h € (0,1) be a family of functions that are constant on each interval [t,,,t,+1), satisfy an([0,T),-) C CP(R%RY)
and supye (o1 llanlly 5 < oo, let X, Xt e S2(RY), h € (0,1) be the unique solutions to

dXt = a(t, Xt)dt + O'(t, Xt)th, te (O,T‘]7 XO = Xy,
dxt" = ap(t, &Mt + o (t, XMYAW, te (0,T);  X3" =z, he(0,1),

and X*h x3h € S2(RY), h € (0,1) be the unique solutions to

X2l = X2 4 a(tn, X2 4 o (tn, X2 AW, n € {0,...,N —1};  X3" =z, he(0,1),
XM = X3 1 ap (e, XM+ o (tn, X3MAW,, n€ {0,...,N —1}; X>" =z, he(0,1).

It holds that

sup HXl’hHSz(Rd)—i— sup ||2\?2’h|\32(Rd)+ sup H/'?3’h||32(]Rd)<oo, (17)
he(0,1) he(0,1) he(0,1)

and there exists a constant C, such that

0 ifa=0,

C otherwise.

iiﬂ%hfa(HX = | gy + X" - XM”S?(W)) - {

Proof. Due to the assumption on ay there exists a finite constant C' such that

lan(t,z)|| < sup  sup ([lan(t,0)]| + |an(t, ) [lz]| < Cllz].
he(0,1) te[0,T)

This is enough to show the first assertion, the stability estimate, using a Gronwall argument. For the convergence
we rely on [56], which covers both the cases o € [0, 2] and o = 1. It is based on the fact that bistability and
consistency of order «, in the sense of [56], imply convergence of order a. We start with X" — A3 and
the convergence X?" — X is immediate afterwards. Since the drift coefficients of X" and X3" are both
h-dependent, are not assumed to converge, what we want to prove, i.e., lim,_ [|X;"" — /‘%t&hHsz(Rd) = 0 does

not say anything about convergence of X3" and X", In particular, th’hl — /'?t?”h? is in general not small for
hi1 # ha. Due to this special setting we have to verify that the proofs of [56] are still valid.

We start with proving bistability. First, in [56, Lemma 4.1] it is proven that for small enough 4 the numerical
scheme is bijective. For our proof it is important that the upper bound for this property does not depend on
h. From the proof it is clear that this bound depends on the reciprocal of supj,¢(o,1) Supsejo,77 [an(t, -)[1 and is
therefore bounded away from zero by assumption. By following the proof of [56] Lemma 4.2] line by line, the
bistability constants are bounded by supj¢(q,1) SUPsejo,r) lan(t;-)|1 and its reciprocal when Assumptions (S1)
and (S2) in [56] hold. It remains to prove (S1) and (S2) with uniform constants. First, (S1) is trivially
satisfied with L = 0 for any explicit scheme. By inspection of the proof of [56], Theorem 3.3] we see that,
for a € [0, 3], corresponding to the stochastic §-method with 6 = 0, (S2) is satisfied for all h with L =
3T suppe(0,1) SUPrepo,7) lan(t, )7 + 12d|o|F. For a = 1, (S2) holds for the same L as the schemes are the same.
This concludes the proof of bistability.

Consistency for o € [0, 3] is obtained by observing that the proof in [56], referring for details to [57], only
relies on and the %—Hélder continuity of aj, between the grid points, and this is clearly satisfied since ay, is
constant on [t,, t,+1). For consistency in case a = 1, we rely on the proof of consistency for the It6-Taylor scheme
of order one, i.e., the Milstein scheme, coinciding with our scheme under the assumption of additive noise. It
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suffices to note that the analysis is conducted per interval, and to check that f, is globally Lipschitz continuous
for a € B(A;), in the notation of [56]. For this to hold it suffices that supje (g 1) Supsefo, 1) lan(t, -)]2 < 0o. By

assumption this completes the proof for X" and A3". For X?" and X the convergence is included in [56]
up to the order of consistency, which in our setting is lower when a € [0, ). It is straight forward to use

12
a-Holder continuity for « € (0, 2) exactly as in the case a = %, and this way get consistency of order . For

a = 0 one uses dominated convergence instead to obtain the convergence without order. This is valid under
our assumptions. O

Our next Lemma is a weak convergence type result. With our assumption of low regularity on the FBSDE
coefficients, the weak rate does not exceed the strong rate and therefore the proof relies on the strong convergence
results of Lemma Obtaining weak convergence order a € (%, 1) for multiplicative noise would otherwise
require a Holder condition on the third derivative of b, o, f, g and the case o« = 1 requires four derivatives [58| [59].

Lemma 4.2. Suppose the setting of Subsectzon@ holds. For all functions ( € Z%P, collection of functions
Ch € Zh, h € (0,1), satisfying sup,e 0,1 |||Ch|H0 5 <00, and A > 0, there exists a constant C, such that

0 if a =0,

h—0 C otherwise.

lim h_a<|‘1’A(C) — x 1 ()] + [ (Ch) — ‘I’A,h(Ch)\) = {

Proof. We start with the first term and observe that
[@2(Q) = @r4(Q)] < [E[YS — ]| + A Var (V) — Var (5°°) | (18)

For the proof of both terms of , we rely on convergence of (]E[(yg — yg’f)’ﬂ)%, which we next prove,
beginning with o > 0. For ¢ € [t,,t,11), denote t = ¢,,. We start by observing that by the definition,

< - T . 3
Vo = V5t = 9(Xp) —g(Xp°) + /0 (F (6 X5, X)) = F(E XS, CE X)) )t
T _ N -
+ / <<:(t7 Xtc) - C(tv Xt}hc)7 th>
0

. T . .
= g(X3) — g(XP°) + / (F(t, X7, C(t, X0)) — f(£, X0, C(t, X00)))dt

0

T B} . L T .
+ /0 (F(t, X, X)) — F(5 XS CE X)) dt + /0 (C(t, XE) = Ct, X0), AW, )+

T o T o A
+ / (¢t X8) — ¢(t, X, aw,) + / (C(t, XY — (5 X1C), aw)
0

0

From the It6 Isometry and the triangle inequality, we have

; N . 1 T o x PN T |
(E[(V5 - Y59)%))? < (E[(g(X5) — g(XE)?])? + /O (E[(f(t, X5, C(t, X5)) — f(£, X0, C(t, X[79))) 7)) 2 dt

T : L _ 5 s 1
+ /0 E[(f (6 X7, ¢ XP)) = £(£X{, (5 X0)))7]) 2t
T 1 . . 1
([ Bllotex9) - ot 204 Plar) "+ ( / E[Jlc(t. %) — (&P ar)

0
=L+ + I3+ 14+ Is.
For I;, we use Lipschitz continuity of ¢ and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality to get
. . N .

L < |ghB[IX5 — X7°1] < lgh (B[IXF - X717])* < lgh[|x¢ - X"l

- (19)

The function ¢(t,z) = f(t,z,((t,x)) is uniformly Lipschitz continuous in = with Lipschitz constant Cp =
|flo,1,0 + |f]0,0,1/¢]o,1- This implies together with the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality

T 1 .
B Co [ (EIXE - X)) at < CUT]|XE — X gy (20)
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Usmg the assumptions of b and ¢, it is easily verified that ¢ belongs to Cy’ g([O T] x R% R%) and therefore, by
, and Lemma we have I1 + I, < Ch®. For the term I3, we see that

. N-—1 tnt1
wo) (14 s X | 3 [ (et
he(0,1) n=0 Ytn

_ | fla,0,0 + 1fl0,0,11¢] a0 (

< (\fla,o,o + [ flo,0.1

1+ sup | X ho
he(0,1)

1+« «
1+ a |32(Rd)>Nh <Ch

Similarly, for I, and I5 we have

I, <

T - 1
% 1 h,C a
A [ B0 - XPIa) <o H XS — Xy < O
0

and

N|=

. N-1 ity
I < [Clao (14 sup 1 X" s2gpa) ) Z/ [t — tn[2dt
he(0,1) n=0 Ytn

|<|o¢,0 20y & N
1120 (1+ pup 1X"4 2 Rd))(NhH )? < Che.

For a@ = 0, the terms I, I, I; need no special treatment. For I3, we notice that the function ¢ is only
continuous in t and convergence without rate holds by the Dominated Convergence Theorem. This is verified
by noting that

=

sup ([ (£( K14 0. 519) — 1050, %0))]) T <2 sp (B[ K04 5097

te[0,T] te[0,T]

<2 sup (E[(F( X166 X0) = £(2,0,0))°] ) +2 sup |£(2,0,0)
t€[0,T) t€[0,T)

N

<2 sup (|f(t7 " ')|1,0 + |f(t, ) ')|0,1(|C(t7 )|1 + ”C(t70)”)) sup | sup ‘E[ (t,070)}.
t€[0,T] he(0,1 t€[0,T]

Due to the assumptions, the right-hand side is finite. The term I5 admits a similar treatment and we refrain
from giving details. This proves that

0 ifa=0,

i 05 - 3870 = {7 o)

otherwise.

: : 1
For the first term in 7 this and the fact that ’ED)g — yg“C] | < (E[(yé — y[’,“c)?]) ? prove the convergence.

For the second term in , we use the conjugate rule, Cauchy-Schwarz’ inequality, the triangle inequality,
to get

[Var() — Var(3")| = [E[[EDE) - 33 - [ERSY] - 3077
E[(EYS - Y57 + Y7 = V5 (B + Y57 =357 = 37)]]
E[ (D] - 957 + %57 - %) Df(E[ D3+ - - %)*])

IN
—

< (JBDy - 957+ @157 - 3) D)) (JEDY + 96711+ 1057 +33)"))*})
<4((E[O5))* + s (B[ 2%) (87 -33)])*"

Together with (2I), this completes the proof for the term |®,(¢) — @5 1 (C)|-

For the second term |®5((p) — ®an(Cn)l, we define the functions ay, : [0, 7] x R* — R?, h € (0,1), by ap = é,
where ¢, {0,..., N} x R? — R? are given by ¢, (%) = b(tn,x,(nn(x)). By the assumptions on b and ¢, we
have that a;, satisfy the assumption of Lemma This implies that limp_ [| X" — X" [ s2gay = 0 and
| X¢r — Xh’<h||32(Rd) < Ch® for a > 0. This fact, together with the same calculations as for Iy, Is, I4, I5, and
noting that the analogous for I3 is zero, completes the proof. O

14



4.4 Time discretization error of the initial and terminal values

This and the next section contain our main results. The results are based on an assumption of regularity of the
Markov maps ¢* € Z and ¢, € 23, h € (0,1), A > 0, of the FBSDE and its discretizations, respectively. The
regularity has to be verified for specific problems and this, in particular for the discrete problem, is a non-trivial
and also not a well studied problem, see [63] 64, [65]. For the continuous problem, it breaks down into existence
and uniqueness of a solution of the FBSDE and regularity of the solution to the HJB equation. In this paper,
we provide only the abstract error analysis. Our assumption is next stated.

Assumption 4.3. There exists a unique minimizer (* € Z of ¢ — ®1((), it belongs to Z%# and satisfies
Var(yg ) = 0. Moreover, for all A\ > 0, there exists a collection of minimizers (¥, € Zn, h € (0,1), of
¢ @y 1(C) that for each h belongs to Z,f and satisfies supye o 1) |||CA;‘\h|||0 5 < 0.

Our first result concerns the convergence of the objective function. The proof relies on a split of the error
into two error terms, one containing only ¢* and one containing only (3 j,. This way we avoid getting an error

bound containing the error between the continuous and discrete Markov maps. The result is used throughout
our proofs except in Proposition [£:4] where we have the error of the Markov map in the bound.

Theorem 4.1. Suppose the setting of Subsection let Assumption|4.5 hold and A > 0. Then, |D* —¢§7h| —0
as h — 0, and if « > 0, then there exists a constant C, independent of h, such that

@ — @3 | < Ch™.
Proof. We start by noting that since Var(yé*) =0it holds that ¢* is optimal for all ®}, /\A >0, and ®* = @} :=
®,(¢*). Because of optimality of (* € Z and since ¢} € Z, it holds that ®* = &3 < ®,(¢;). This implies
o < ‘I’/\(éj\k,h) =%, + ‘DA(CA;,h) — @Y, <P}, + \‘Dx\(gi,h) — @3 5l
Similarly, from the optimality of (3, € Z5 and since ¢* € 2y, it holds P31 < @A,h(f*). We have
O} < Pan(C) =@+ Prn(CF) = DF < BF 4 [By4(CF) — 7.
The two inequalities equivalently read ®* — @3 ; < |¢(f§h) =3, and @3 , — & < |®x 4 (C*) — @*|, and thus

|©* — @5 ;| < max(|®(C5 1) — PRl [Pan(CF) = @F)) < ID(G4) — 5 5] + [Pan(CF) — D7
The convergence is given by our assumption and Lemma This completes the proof. O

A consequence of the convergence of the objective function, is the convergence of the two components of
the objective, given that A > 0. We anticipate that proving convergence of the variance in the case A = 0 is
equally difficult as proving convergence of the Markov maps or the feedback control. Up to the best of our
knowledge, this convergence is not to be found in the literature. It is highly nontrivial and suitable for a paper
of its own. An additional assumption in the case A = 0 must be the invertability of the map p — v*(¢,z,p) as
otherwise more than one Markov map can generate the same control, and in this case only a solution to the
control problem is found at optimum. On the other hand, even though we demonstrate in Section that
A = 0 works under the additional assumption of invertability, it does not introduce a large comptational burdon
in the training to have A > 0 and what we have seen empirically, no great advantage with A = 0.

Theorem 4.2. Suppose the setting of Subsection let Assumption hold, A > 0, y(’}** = (’;’C'M and
Yy = EV)N. Then, |Yo — Yo + Var(Vp?) — 0 as h — 0, and if a > 0, then there eists a constant C,
independent of h, such that

Yo — Yo" + Var () < Che.

Proof. We start with the proof for the variance and use both the sequences (¢ ;,)ne(0,1) and ((x,n)ne(o,1)- The
proof relies on a squeezing argument. Adding and subtracting terms and using the triangle inequality, yields

AVar(Vy ) < |Yo =Yg = AVar (Vg )| + | Yo — Yo O + [vg0 — Y2 . (22)
From the assumption Var()p) = 0, it holds that ®* = Yy and Theroem gives

Yo — Yot = AVar (Vg )| + Yo — Yo'0| = |@% — @% | + |@* — @5, | < Che. (23)
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For the third term on the right-hand side of 7 we first notice that, since (p p, is a minimizer of ¢ — Yoh’o,
it holds that Yoh’)‘ — Yoh’0 > 0. This fact, adding )\Var(yg ’A), adding and subtracting Yy, using the triangle
inequality and using , gives us

[Yo? =Y = vt = Y0 < Y avar (V) - Yo - Y + Yo (24

< Yo = Yot = AVar (V)| + Yo — Yo | < ohe.

Now, f together complete the proof for the variance. For the convergence of Yoh”\, we simply conclude
Yo — Yo" < Yo — Yo"t — AVar (V)7 | + AVar (V)) < Che. O

From @ and Theorem we directly get convergence in the terminal value and we can also conclude
strong convergence of yg A_ This is stated in the following two corollaries.

Corollary 4.1. Suppose the setting of Subsection let Assumption hold and A > 0. Then, ]E[(g(X]f\l,’A) —
Y/\",””\)z] — 0 as h — 0, and if a > 0, then there exists a constant C, independent of h, such that

(B[x) - viy])* <ont.

Corollary 4.2. Suppose the setting of Subsection let Assumption hold and A > 0. Then, (E[(DJo —
yg‘“)Z])% — 0 as h — 0, and if a > 0, then there exists a constant C, independent of h, such that

(B[ - y{;’A)Q])% <Cht.
Proof. From Theorem and the triangle inequality, it holds
(E[00=2])" < (B[ -3 +30 - 3492]) " +1%0 - v = (Var ()

This proves the corollary. O

Nl=

+ Yo - Yo < Ohs.

4.5 Time discretization error of the FBSDE

While the error analysis for the initial and terminal values in the previous subsection required only Assump-
tion the strong error analysis of (X,Y, Z) requires more. In Theorem we prove strong convergence for
small horizon T'. This should be compared with the convergence result in [25], that also has a very restrictive
assumption on 7. Compared to [25], whose bound contains the error in the terminal value, we have no such
term. In Proposition [4.4] we prove the strong convergence without a restriction on 7" with the cost of having a
bound containing the error between the Markov maps ¢* and (3 ,.

Theorem 4.3. Suppose the setting of Subsection [{.3, let Assumption[{.3 hold, o, X > 0, and

5T(T| flo,1.0 + 19111015 0,1 exp(5T(|blo.1.0T + |o0,1))
0,0,1 T <L
1=T2|flo0.1

Then, there exists a constant C, independent of h, such that

max <T5|f

X = X5 sy + 1Y = V"M g0y + 112 = 27 2y < CRE

(R9)

Proof. We start by noting that for ¢ € [0, 71, it holds

(R¥

t t
Y, =Y =Y, - Y - / (f(s, X5, Zs) — f(5, XA, Z))ds +/ (Zs — 2P aw,. (25)
0 0

By the It6 Isometry, substitution of with t = T, and the triangle inequalities, we have

T 1 T 2 %
12 = 2" gy = (B[ [ 12— 20*Pat] )" = (B[( [ (2= 20yaws) )
21\ ¢
= (ﬂ«: (YO — Yo+ g(Xp) — Yot — / : (fF(t, X, Zt) —f(nﬂ“ﬁﬁ**))dt) D
0
< [¥o — Y9+ (E[(9(Xr) — g(X5N)*])7 + (B[(9(X5) — ¥Yi)*))*
h

+ (E[(/OT (f(t, X1, Z)) — f(E XI, Z ”\))dt)ZD%.
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The first three terms are by Theoremand Corollary bounded from below by Ch% +|g|; || X — X7 ll 2 (Ra)-
By similar arguments as those for I, I3 in the proof of Lemma [4.2] it holds

(=[( [ 03020 - 150, 204 )ar) )

(26)
< T|flaoo(l+a) A +T X — XA T3> A
< a00(l+a) + T flo.10ll ls2®ay + T2 flo,0,1]] Hsz(Rk)'
By a kickback argument and by assumption, it holds
> T|flo,1,0 + g 5
_ 7h,X « b1y _ vhA
1Z = 2|32y < R + T loon X — X" 52 (Ra)- (27)

We next approach the error [|X — X"*||g2(gay. Let E"* € S2(R?), h € (0,1) be the family of stochastic
processes that for all ¢ € [0, 7], P-a.s. satisfy

t
:?’\_ngr/ b(s, 2!
0

Using the triangle inequality, we get

>
. >
a3
\_i’
oL
V)

+
O\N
2
\EIJI
[1]

o >
=
=

X — Xh”\Hsz(Rd) <X -

= A S52(R4) + ||Eh’>\ — Xh’)\||52(Rd).

By the arguments used repeatedly in the proof of Lemma [4.1] and by assumptions, it holds
t
~h A a -
E[||Xe — 27 < Ch® +5[bl§ 01 TN Z — Z" 32 ey + 5(1blo.1.0T + \U|0,1)/0 E[|| X, —E0?]ds

From this, it follows by the Gronwall lemma that

B[} X — 21212 < exp (57(blo..oT + |7los) ) (Ch* + 51630, TIZ = 2" a,) )-

A use of Lemma [4.1| yields [|ZP* — Xh’)\||$2(Rd) < Ch®. We conclude that

X = XM g2y < Ch™ 4+ 5T(b[3 1 exp(5T( NNZ = 23 g (28)

Using in gives, after a kickback argument, the desired bound ||Z — Z"||32(rry < ChY.
For the ||Y — Yh’)\||s2(]Rd), we use and the standard arguments to get

2

1 T
(E[||y;_1gw|2})2g|y0_y0h*y+</0 E{||f(S,XS7Zs)—f(S,X?’A,Zf’A)Hz}dS) 112 = Z2 42 a0

Applying Theorem and the obtained results for |
proof. O

Proposition 4.4. Suppose the setting of Subsection[].9, let Assumption[[.3 hold, a, X\ > 0. Then, there exists
a constant C, independent of h, such that

1X = X" M| o gty + 1Y = V"M gaaty + 12 = Z" |32 oy

*(t, X)) — éz,ﬂthﬁh)HﬂY)'

0,...,Np

< C(h? + max (]E{
Proof. This is proved similarly to Theorem without the kick-back argument and instead of , using

<EK/0T (£t X020 - 12 X0, 2)ar)])

< c(h% +[1X = XM g2 gy + max (E[Hg*(tn,xgxh) & At X0 ])) 0
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4.6 A discussion on the full error analysis of the robust deep FBSDE method

In Subsections and only the time discretization error is considered, i.e., the error between and .
For a full error analysis, the error between the fully implementable scheme and must be considered.
Besides the time discretization error, there are three other sources of errors: The first is the error induced
by optimizing over the parameters of a neural network, instead of over the vast set Z,. By the Universal
Approximation Theorem [6I] this error can be made arbitrarily small, but this theorem gives no help with
suggesting the network architecture that can guarantee a maximal error of desired size. Therefore, a careful
error analysis for this error might fail to have a meaning. The second error is the Monte-Carlo error induced
from approximating the expectation in Y, by a sample mean. This error allows for a simple error analysis
and the Monte Carlo error is of the order O(M, b_altéfl) The final error is the error induced from the inexact
optimization procedure of (16| .

5 Numerical experiments

In this section, we evaluate our algorithm on three different problems. The first two are of LQ type, for which
we have access to a semi-analytic solution for comparison. The third example uses nonlinear terms both in the
drift and diffusion coefficients in the forward equation, and we no longer have access to a reference solution. In
the first example, there is a one-to-one map between the feedback control and the Z—process, and we can set
A = 0 in the loss function. In the second and third examples, this is not the case, and A > 0 is necessary for
uniqueness of the minimizer to our discrete problem, and in turn convergence to the continuous FBSDE.

In the experimental convergence studies, we approximate || - || sra) and || - ||z ®e) with
1 1
Al e = _nos (7 Z 4umI?) s il 0 = 7 Z < > )
m=1

Here, A(m) = {A1(m), Aa(m),-, Ay(m)}, m = 1,2,..., M, are i.i.d. realizations of some adapted stochastic
processes A on the grid. The norm || || 22(q;rs) is approximated with a sample mean denoted |- |12  (ra). For
the convergence study, the Experimental Order of Convergence (EOC) is used. It is defined as

log (error(h;4+1)) — log (error(h;))
log (hi+1) — IOg (hl)

In all examples, we use the neural network structure in Section We use Miyain = 222 training data points
and batch size Mpaten = 2° with Kepoen = 15 epochs. This gives Kpaten = 2'2 = 4096 updates per epoch.
For the optimization, the Adam optimizer [66] is used with learning rate 0.1 for the first three epochs, which,
after that, is multiplied by a factor of e > for each new epoch. For our use, it was important to choose M ain
large since in our empirical convergence results we want to isolate the time discretization error. In practice, the
method generates acceptable solutions with significantly smaller Mi,aip.

EOC(h;) =

5.1 Linear quadratic control problems

Among all stochastic control problems, the L.Q control problem is the most studied and that with the most
structure, see e.g., [60]. For our purposes, it has a closed-form analytic solution with which we can compare
our numerical approximations.

Let k =d, 2o € R?, A,0,e R4 R, G € $‘i, R, € SBZ+ and B € R* be of full rank and C' € R?. The
state equation and cost functional of a linear-quadratic-Gaussian control problem are given by

t t
Xt:xo—|—/ (A(C'—Xs)+Bus)ds+/ odWy,
0 0
T
Tt ) :Et,x[/ ((Re X, X.) + (Rutts, us))ds + (GXr, X))
t

With the minimizer v* of the corresponding Hamiltonian, inf,cy{(D.V, Bu) + (R,u,u)}, we have the optimal

feedback control 1
uf = fiRngTDmV(t, Xy). (29)

Here, we recall that V' is the solution to the associated HJB-equation. Its solution is given by

V(t,z) =z P(t)x + 27 Q(t) + R(¢),
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X = X ls2ey Y =Yllsu@2 12 = Z Iz @) YR — 9(XR)le20) 1Yo — Y4 Yy

N Error EOC Error EOC  Error EOC Error EOC Error EOC Value
5  6.90e-2 1.28 1.22 1.03 5.66e-1 1.34 9.91e-1 0.98 7.10e-1 1.13  1.32

10 2.85e-2 1.11 6.02e-1  0.98 2.22e-1 1.16 5.04e-1  0.92 3.26e-1 1.16 0.937
20 1.32¢e-2 1.09 3.05e-1 0.86 1.00e-1  1.08 2.67e-1  0.80 1.47e-1 1.04  0.759
40 6.16e-3  1.00 1.68e-1 0.74 4.72¢-2  0.98 1.53e-1 0.69 7.0le-2 1.01  0.683
80 3.07e-3 1.01e-1 2.39e-2 9.46e-3 3.47e-2 0.645

Table 1: Errors and experimental order of convergence for LQ control problem with d = 6 and ¢ = 2 with
analytic initial value Yy = 0.6122.

where (P, Q, R) solves the system of ordinary differential equations,

)
Q(t) + 2P(t)AC — ATQ(t) — P(t)BR;*BTQ(t) = 04,
R(t) +2Tr{oa™ P(t)} + Q)T AC — iQ(t)TBRngTQ(t) =0,

P(T)=G; Q(T)=04 R(T)=0.

The first equation is a matrix Riccati equation, and we refer to the whole system, slightly inaccurately, as the
Riccati equation. The gradient of V satisfies D,V (¢,z) = 2P(t)z + Q(t). The related FBSDE reads:

t 1 t
X, :x0+/ [A(C — X,) — 5BR;l(BTZS+Q(t))]ds+/ odWs,
0 0

r 1 . (30)
Y; = (GXr, X7) —/ ((RIXS,XS> - Z<R;13TZS,BTZS>)ds+/ (Zs,0dWs).
t t
The solution to is then given by
Y, = X{ P()X: + X[ Q(t) + R(t);  Zy = 2P(1) X; + Q(t). (31)

The Riccati equation has an analytic solution in closed form only in one dimension. As benchmark solution in
our experiments we use the Euler approximation of the Riccati equation with 160 x 27 time steps and with 160
time steps for for X. The processes (Y, Z) are approximated by .

5.1.1 Example with state and control of the same dimension

Our first example concerns a two-dimensional LQ control problem with two-dimensional control. The matrices
for the forward equation are given by

10 105 0.1 0.05 0.25 0.1
4= (0 2)’ b= (0.5 1 ) ¢= (0.2)’ 7= <0.05 0.25)’ To = (0,1)» =03,

and the penalty matrices for the control problem by

100 0 10 1 0
Rw‘(o 1)’ R“‘(o 1)’ G‘(o 100)'

In Figure 3] the approximation of (X,Y,Z) is compared to the analytic solution in mean, an empirical
credible interval (again, defined as the area between the 5:th and 95:th percentiles at each time point) as well
as for a single path. We see that the largest error comes from the approximation of Y. The reason for this
is the error accumulation stemming from our time-discretization. Thus, it is not due to the neural network
approximation. This can be verified by using the baseline for Z, from the Riccati equation, and use an Euler-
Maruyama scheme to generate the same error. This suggests that a more suitable choice of numerical schemes
for Y should be used.

In Table [I| we see the convergence rates from the experiment. The regime of the LQ control problem, with,
e.g., quadratic dependence in f does not satisfy the assumptions made in Section [d] and a direct comparison
cannot be made. Still, we see, for instance, that Y converges empirically with order 1 while the error in the
terminal condition reaches 0.69 and is likely to continue to decrease. In Theorem and Corollary there is
a difference of a factor two between these two errors, which roughly seems to be in line with the rates obtained.
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Figure 3: Average of solutions and a single solution path compared to their analytic counterparts for the LQ
control problem from Section[5.1.1] The shaded areas represent empirical credible intervals, defined as the areas
between the 5:th and the 95:th percentiles at each time point.
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X = X "lszmey Y =Y'ls2wy 12 =2 "le@ey VN —9(X¥)llz2) Yo — Yo'l Yy

5  7.25e-2 1.23 5.65e-1 0.90  1.20 0.90 4.43e-1  0.80 3.51le-1 1.10 1.80
10 3.10e-2 1.10 3.02e-1 0.76  7.4le-1 0.49 2.54e-1  0.69 1.63e-1 094 1.55
20 1.45e-2 0.87 1.79e-1 0.63  5.26e-1 0.28 1.57e-1  0.60 8.5le-2 0.82 1.55
40 7.96e-3 0.35 1.15-1  0.53  4.34e-1 0.18 1.04e-1 0.54 4.81e-2 0.69 1.51
80 6.24e-3 7.96e-2 3.84e-1 7.15e-2 3.00e-2 1.49

Table 2: Errors and experimental order of convergence for L.Q control problem with d = 6 and ¢ = 2 with
analytic initial value Yy = 1.4599

5.1.2 Example with control in lower dimensions than the state

Our second example concerns a six-dimensional problem with a two-dimensional control. The matrices used for
the state equation are

1 -1
11
. 05 1 .
A=diag([1,2,3,1,2,3), B=|7" |, O =diag([-0.2,-0.1,0,0,0.1,0.2]),
0 -1
0 1

o = diag([0.05,0.25,0.05,0.25,0.05,0.25]), z¢ = (0.1,0.1,0.1,0.1,0.1,0.1) ", T = 0.5.
The penalty matrices of the control problem are given by
R, = diag([25,1,25,1,25,1]), R, = diag([1,1]), G = diag([1,25,1,25,1,25]).

Before we discuss our results, recall that the optimal feedback control at time ¢ is given by u; = —%R; BT Z,.
Since uj takes on values in R and R;'BT is of rank £ < d at most, we can conclude that there exists
infinitely many processes (; such that u; = f%R; 1BT(¢,. To obtain uniqueness of the control component, we
set A=1>0.

In Figure the approximations are compared with semi-analytic solutions in empirical mean, credible
interval and for a representative path realization of X,Y and Z. Visually, the approximations capture (X,Y, Z)
well. The convergence is shown in Table[2] The experimental orders decrease below the orders in Table[T] of the
previous example. To investigate whether this is the true convergence order, or if other errors are dominating
for small time steps, we have done some manual hyper parameter optimization with different training data and
batch sizes, learning rates and neural network architectures, without being able to improve the rates.

5.2 Non-linear quadratic control problems

Here, we consider a control problem with non-linear coefficients in the state equation and quadratic coefficients
in the cost functional. It has stable and unstable equilibrium points at the odd and even integers, respectively.
The problem has been chosen to mimic the unstable problems that are commonly considered in control, such
as inverted pendulums.

Let 2o € RY, A, %, € R™4 R, .G € 8%, R, € Sﬂ and B € R¥¢ be of full rank and C € R%. The state
equation and cost functional of a non-linear quadratic control problem are given by

t t

X: =z +/ (Asin(wCXs) + Bus)ds —|—/ S(1lq+ XSXST)dWS,
0 0

(32)

T
JU(tx) = B /t (Ro X, X.) + (Rutts, us))ds + (GXr, X1

Due to the linear dependence of the control and the quadratic cost functional, the optimal feedback control is
again given by
1
uy = —iRngTDzV(t, Xy). (33)
Similar to above, V is the solution to the associated HJB-equation. Again, by setting Y; = V (¢, X;) and

Zy =D,V (t,X;), we obtain the FBSDE
t 1 t
X, = z0 +/ [Asin(rCX,) — 5BR;lR;UBTZS]ds+/ Y(1lg + X, X[ )dwy,
0 0

(34)

T t

Y, :g(XT)—/ (ReXs, Xs) —i(R;lBTZS,BTZQ)der/ ZIv(1g+ X, X ])Haw,.
t 0
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Figure 4: Average of solutions and a single solution path compared to their analytic counterparts for the LQ
control problem from Section The shaded area represents an empirical credible interval for Y, defined as
the area between the 5:th and the 95:th percentiles at each time point. We do not include credible intervals
for X and Z in this figure to facilitate visualization. For X and Z, we see one realization of each of the six
components.
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Y8 — g(XI) 2  [Yo— Y Yy

N  Error EOC Error EOC Value
5 2.69e-2  0.59 9.80e-3 1.01  0.2297
10 1.79e-2  0.53 4.85e-3 1.03 0.2241
20 1.24e-2 0.50 2.38¢-3  0.99  0.2219
40 8.76e-3 0.49 1.20e-3 0.98  0.2207
80 6.27e-3 6.07e-4 0.2200

Table 3: Errors and experimental order of convergence for the nonlinear contro problem in Section A
reference solution of Yy = 0.2194 is computed with the same method on a fine grid with N = 160 time points.

Particularly, we consider a three-dimensional problem with control in two dimensions, i.e., d = 3 and ¢ = 2
and use the following matrices for the state

1 0

A=diag([1,1,1]), B=[0 1], C=diag(1,1,1)),
1 1
(

¥ = diag([0.1,0.1,0.1]), zo = (0.1,0.1,0.1)T, T =0.25.
For the cost functional we have the matrices
R, =diag([5,1,1]), R, =diag([1,1]), G = diag([1,5,1]).

Table shows the experimental order of convergence of the terminal condition and the initial value of the
BSDE. The factor two between them is again consistent with Theorem and Corollary even though the
problem does not fall under the assumptions of these results.
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