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ZERO-SUM GAMES FOR PIECEWISE DETERMINISTIC MARKOV

DECISION PROCESSES WITH RISK-SENSITIVE FINITE-HORIZON

COST CRITERION

SUBRATA GOLUI

Abstract. This paper investigates the two-person zero-sum stochastic games for piece-
wise deterministic Markov decision processes with risk-sensitive finite-horizon cost criterion
on a general state space. Here, the transition and cost/reward rates are allowed to be un-
bounded from below and above. Under some mild conditions, we show the existence of the
value of the game and an optimal randomized Markov saddle-point equilibrium in the class
of all admissible feedback strategies. By studying the corresponding risk-sensitive finite-
horizon optimal differential equations out of a class of possibly unbounded functions, to
which the extended Feynman-Kac formula is also justified to hold, we obtain our required
results.

Keywords: Piecewise deterministic Markov zero-sum games; Borel state space; un-
bounded transition and cost/reward rates; risk-sensitive finite-horizon cost criterion; Shap-
ley equation; saddle point equilibrium.

1. INTRODUCTION

This paper analyzes the two-person risk-sensitive finite-horizon zero-sum stochastic games

for piecewise deterministic Markov decision processes (PDMDPs) with unbounded transi-

tion and cost/reward rates under admissible strategies. Here the state space is a general

Borel set and the action spaces are Borel sets. Our goal is to prove the existence of value

of the game and saddle point equilibrium and give a characterization of the optimal strate-

gies in terms of the corresponding risk-sensitive finite-horizon optimality equation (Shapley

equation). It is well known that, game theory is a mathematical framework to analyze

real-life situations among competing players and produce satisfactory decision-making for

competing players. Game theory has a wide range of applications such as psychology, evo-

lutionary biology, politics, social sciences, economics and business. Markov games are one

type of stochastic dynamic games, where the state dynamics of the games are determined

by Markov processes. Now a days, Markov games have received increasing attentions and

have been widely investigated; see, for instance, [12], [19], [20], [37].

This paper deals with zero-sum piecewise deterministic Markov games (PDMGs), one

type of Markov games whose state dynamics are driven by piecewise deterministic Markov

decision processes (PDMDPs). PDMDPs evolve through random jumps at random time

points while the motion between jumps follows a flow. In particular, if the flow remains
1
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unchanged over time, PDMDPs reduce to continuous-time (pure jump) Markov processes

(CTMPs). Roughly speaking, the uncontrolled version of the process evolves as follows:

given the current state, the process evolves deterministically according to some flow map-

ping φ, up to the next jump, taking place after a random time whose distribution is (non-

stationary) exponential, and the dynamics continue in the similar manner. A detailed book

treatment with many examples of this and more general type of processes, allowing de-

terministic jumps, can be found in [9]. These features of PDMDPs make them have wide

applications in many areas such as management science, operations research, and engineer-

ing. There has been a vast literature on PDMDPs, [6], [7], [27]. However, there are very

few literature that considers piecewise deterministic Markov games (PDMGs), [8].

Risk-sensitive game is a generalization of classical stochastic game in which the degree

of risk aversion or risk tolerance of the players in the games is explicitly parameterized in

the cost criterion and influences the outcome of the game directly, [18]. Risk-sensitive or

“exponential of integral” cost is a popular cost criterion, particularly in finance (see, e.g.,

[4]) because it captures the effects of higher order moments of the cost in addition to its ex-

pectation. The risk-sensitive cost has many important applications including mathematical

finance see, Whittle [39] and references therein. In the literature, the risk-neutral criterion

is studied extensively for CTMDPs under different sets of conditions [21]. In risk-neutral

stochastic games, players ignore the risk since they usually consider the expectation of the

integral of costs. This along the lines of the expected utility theory of von Neumann and

Morgenstern. Risk-neutral criterion has some limitations namely if the variance is large

then there can be issues with the optimal control. In real life, the different decision-makers

may have the different risk preferences. Thus, it is desirable to take the risk preferences

of the decision-makers into consideration in the performance criterion. The risk-sensitive

finite-horizon cost criterion uses the exponential utility function to reflect the risk prefer-

ences of the players. In 1995, Bell [3] gave a model to quantify the trade off between risk

and return through the notion risk-return function and came up with classes of utility func-

tion which have risk-return interpretation and one of them is exponential utility function.

Finite-horizon risk-sensitive CTMDP is considered in [14], [22], [25], [38], while for infinite

horizon risk-sensitive CTMDP see, [14], [31], [32], [40], and the references therein. Infinite

horizon risk-sensitive CTMDP for piecewise deterministic Markov decision processes has

been studied in [11], [24]. In [22], the authors investigated the finite-horizon risk-sensitive

continuous-time Markov decision processes with unbounded transition and cost rates on a

countable state space.
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Although there are some literature for risk-sensitive control of PDMDPs, [10], [11], [24]

but the corresponding literature in the context of risk-sentive PDMGs is not investigated

yet. This is the first study that investigates risk-sensitive PDMGs.

Here, we consider the risk-sensitive finite-horizon zero-sum games for piecewise deter-

ministic Markov decision processes with the unbounded costs and transition rates in the

class of all admissible multi-strategies on general state space, which have not been studied

yet. This paper makes an attempt to study the existence of saddle point equilibria under

the risk-sensitive finite-horizon cost criterion for PDMDPs. The game model in this paper

is nonhomogeneous (i.e., the transition rates and costs depend on the time parameter).

In section 3, we show that the value function has an upper and lower bound. Then we

state the extended Feynman-Kac formula. Here, we also establish the comparison theorem.

In section 4, we show that if the cost and transiton rates are bounded then the Shapley

equation has a solution. Proposition 4.2, conveys that the value function is decreasing in

t. Under some suitable assumptions, in Theorem 4.1, we establish that if the cost rates are

nonnegative, the optimality equation has a solution. Atlast in Theorem 4.2, we prove our

final results, i.e., we prove that if the cost rates are real-valued functions, then the Shap-

ley equation (3.5), has a solution and by measurable selection theorem in [33], we show

that the existence of saddle point equilibria. Then by Feynman-Kac formula, we ensure

that the solution of the Shapley equation is unique. We also show that the value of the

game exists. The rest of this article is organized as follows. Section 2 provides the game

model, some definitions, and the finite-horizon zero-sum game criterion. In Section 3, we

discuss some preliminary facts, some assumptions, the Feynman-Kac formula and prove the

stochastic representation of the solution of the Shapley equation (3.5). The existence of

unique solution to the risk-sensitive finite-horizon Shapley equation, the value of the game

and saddle-point equilibrium in the class of Markov strategies for the zero-sum game are

proven in Section 4.

2. The game model

In this section we introduce the two-person zero-sum stochastic game model for piecewise

deterministic Markov decision processes comprises the following elements

M := {S,A,B, (A(t, x) ⊂ A,B(t, x) ⊂ B, t ≥ 0, x ∈ S), q(·|t, x, a, b), φ(x, t), c(t, x, a, b), g(t, x)}

(2.1)

• a Borel space S (Borel subset of a complete seperable metric space), called the state

space, whose elements are referred to as states of the system and the corresponding

Borel σ-algebra is B(S).
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• A and B are the action sets for players 1 and 2, respectively. The action spaces A

and B are assumed to be Borel spaces with the Borel σ-algebras B(A) and B(B),

respectively.

• For each t ≥ 0 and x ∈ S, A(t, x) ∈ B(A) and B(t, x) ∈ B(B) denote the sets of ad-

missible actions for players 1 and 2 in state x, respectively. Let K := {(t, x, a, b)|x ∈

S, a ∈ A(t, x), b ∈ B(t, x)}, which is a Borel subset of [0,∞) × S ×A×B.

• Given any (t, x, a, b) ∈ K, the transition rate q(·|t, x, a, b) is a signed kernel on S

such that q(D|t, x, a, b) ≥ 0 where (t, x, a, b) ∈ K and x /∈ D. Moreover, we assume

that q(·|t, x, a, b) is conservative in the sense of q(S|t, x, a, b) ≡ 0, and stable in that

of

q∗(x) := sup
t≥0,a∈A(t,x),b∈B(t,x)

q(t, x, a, b) <∞ ∀x ∈ S, (2.2)

where q(t, x, a, b) := −q({x}|t, x, a, b) ≥ 0 for all (t, x, a, b) ∈ K.

• The function φ(x, t) is called a flow, is a measurable function from S × R to S.

The flow defines the motions between jumps of the PDMDPs. We assume that

φ(x, s + t) = φ(φ(x, s), t) for all x ∈ S and (s, t) ∈ R
2. φ(x, 0) = x, the function

t→ φ(x, t) is continuous.

• Finally, the real-valued running cost rate function c is measurable on K and the

real-valued terminal cost function g is measurable on [0,∞)× S.

The goal of player 1 is to maximize his/her rewards, whereas that of player 2 is to

minimize his/her costs with respect to some performance criterion J(·, ·, ·, ·), which in our

present case is defined by (2.5), below. To formalize what is described above, below we

describe the construction of piecewise deterministic Markov decision processes (PDMDPs)

under possibly admissible strategies. To construct the underlying PDMDPs (as in [7], [10],

[17], [27]), we introduce some notations: let S∆ := S∪{∆} (with some isolated state ∆ /∈ S),

Ω0 := (S × (0,∞))∞, Ω := Ω0 ∪ {(x0, θ1, x1, · · · , θk, xk,∞,∆,∞,∆, · · · )|x0 ∈ S, xl ∈ S, θl ∈

(0,∞), for each 1 ≤ l ≤ k, k ≥ 1}, and let F be the Borel σ-algebra on Ω. Then we obtain

the measurable space (Ω,F). For each k ≥ 0, ω := (x0, θ1, x1, · · · , θk, xk, · · · ) ∈ Ω, define

X0(ω) := x0, T0(ω) := 0, Xk(w) := xk, Tk(ω) := Tk−1(ω) + θk, T∞(ω) := limk→∞ Tk(ω).

Using {Tk}, we define the state process {ξt}t≥0 as

ξt(ω) :=

{

φ(Xn(ω), t− Tn(ω)), if Tn(ω) ≤ t < Tn+1(ω),
∆, if t ≥ T∞.

(2.3)

The process after T∞ is regarded to be absorbed in the state ∆. Thus, let q(·|t,∆, a∆, b∆) :≡

0, A∆ := A∪{a∆}, B∆ := B∪{b∆}, A(t,∆) := {a∆}, B(t,∆) := {b∆}, c(t,∆, a, b) :≡ 0 for

all (a, b) ∈ A∆×B∆, where a∆, b∆ are isolated points. Moreover, let Ft := σ({Tk ≤ s,Xk ∈

D} : D ∈ B(S), 0 ≤ s ≤ t, k ≥ 0) for all t ≥ 0, Fs− =:
∨

0≤t<s Ft, and P := σ({A× {0}, A ∈

F0} ∪ {B× (s,∞), B ∈ Fs−}) which denotes the σ-algebra of predictable sets on Ω× [0,∞)
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related to {Ft}t≥0. In order to define the risk-sensitive cost criterion, we need to introduce

the definition of strategy below.

Definition 2.1. An admissible feedback strategy for player 1, denoted by π1 = {π1(t)}t≥0,

is a transition probability π1(da|ω, t) from (Ω × [0,∞),P) onto (A∆,B(A∆)), such that

π1(A(ξt−(ω))|ω, t) = 1. Using appropriate projections of the transition kernel π1, an ad-

missible feedback strategy for player 1, determines and is, in turn, determined by a sequence

{π1k, k ≥ 0} of stochastic kernel on A such that

π1(da|ω, t) = I{t=0}(t)π
1
0(da|x

′

0, 0) +
∑

k≥0

I{Tk<t≤Tk+1}π
1
k(da|x

′

0, θ1, x
′

1, . . . , θk, x
′

k, t− Tk)

+ I{t≥T∞}δa∆(da),

where π10(da|x
′

0, 0) is a stochastic kernel on A given S such that π10(A(x
′

0)|x
′

0, 0) = 1, π1k(k ≥

1) are stochastic kernels on A given (S×(0,∞))k+1 such that π1k(A(x
′

k)|x
′

0, θ1, x
′

1, · · · , θk, x
′

k, t−

Tk) = 1, and δa∆(da) denotes the Dirac measure at the point a∆.

For more details see [23, Definition 2.1, Remark 2.2], [36], [41]. The set of all admissible

feedback strategies for player 1 is denoted by Π1. A strategy π1 ∈ Π1 for player 1, is called

a Markov if π1(da|ω, t) = π1(da|ξt−(w), t) for every w ∈ Ω and t ≥ 0, where ξt−(w) :=

lims↑t ξs(w). We denote by Π1
m the family of all Markov strategies, for player 1. The

sets of admissible feedback strategies Π2, Markov strategies Π2
m for player 2 are defined

analogously.

For each (π1, π2) ∈ Π1 ×Π2, the random measure mπ1,π2
defined by

mπ1,π2
(B|ω, t)dt :=

∫

B

∫

A
q(B|t, ξt−, a, b)π

1(da|ω, t)π2(db|ω, t)I{ξt− /∈B}dt, B ∈ B(S) (2.4)

is predictable, see Jacod (1975) [28]. Under Assumption 3.1, below, for any initial distri-

bution γ on S and any multi-strategy (π1, π2) ∈ Π1 × Π2, Theorem 4.27 in [30] yields the

existence of a unique probability measure denoted by P π
1,π2

γ (depending on γ and (π1, π2))

on (Ω,F) such that P π
1,π2

γ (ξ0 = x) = 1, and with respect to which, mπ1,π2
(·|ω, t)dt is the

dual predictable projection of the random measure
∑

n≥1 δ(Tn,Xn)(dt, dx) of the marked

point process {Tn,Xn} on B((0,∞) × S), see [29] or Chapter 4 of [30] for more details.

Here δ(Tn,Xn)(dt, dx) is the Dirac measure concentrated at (Tn,Xn). Let Eπ
1,π2

γ be the

corresponding expectation operator. In particular, P π
1,π2

γ and Eπ
1,π2

γ will be respectively

written as P π
1,π2

x and Eπ
1,π2

x when γ is the Dirac measure at a state x in S.

For any compact metric space Y , let P (Y ) denote the space of probability measures on Y

with Prohorov topology. For each x ∈ S, t ∈ [0, T ], µ ∈ P (A(t, x)) and ν ∈ P (B(t, x)), the

associated cost and transition rates are defined, respectively, as follows:

c(t, x, µ, ν) :=

∫

B(t,x)

∫

A(t,x)
c(t, x, a, b)µ(da)ν(db),
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q(·|t, x, µ, ν) :=

∫

B(t,x)

∫

A(t,x)
q(·|t, x, a, b)µ(da)ν(db).

Let Eπ
1,π2

x be the expectation operator with respect to P π
1,π2

x . Now we provide the definition

of the risk-sensitive finite-horizon cost criterion for zero-sum PDMGs. In the following, we

fix any risk-sensitivity coefficient λ ∈ (0, 1] and the length of the horizon T > 0. For each

x ∈ S, t ∈ [0, T ] and any (π1, π2) ∈ Π1 × Π2, the risk-sensitive T -horizon cost criterion is

defined by

J
π1,π2

(0, x) :=
1

λ
lnEπ

1,π2

x

[

eλ
∫ T

0

∫
B

∫
A
c(t,ξt,a,b)π1(da|ω,t)π2(db|ω,t)dt+λg(T,ξT )

]

(2.5)

provided that the integral is well defined. For each (π1, π2) ∈ Π1
m × Π2

m, it is well known

that {ξt,≥ 0} is a Markov Process on (Ω,F, P π
1,π2

γ ), and thus for each x ∈ S and t ∈ [0, T ],

J
π1,π2

(t, x) :=
1

λ
lnEπ

1,π2

(t,x)

[

eλ
∫ T

t

∫
B

∫
A
c(s,ξs,a,b)π1(da|ξs,s)π2(db|ξs,s)ds+λg(T,ξT )

]

(2.6)

is well defined. We also need the following concepts. The functions on S defined as

L(x) := supπ1∈Π1 infπ2∈Π2 Jπ
1,π2

(0, x) and U(x) := infπ2∈Π2 supπ1∈Π1 Jπ
1,π2

(0, x) are called,

respectively, the lower value and the upper value of the game. It is clear that

L(x) ≤ U(x) for all x ∈ S.

Definition 2.2. If L(x) = U(x) for all x ∈ S, then the common function is called the value

of the game and is denoted by J∗(0, x).

Definition 2.3. Suppose that the game has a value J∗. Then a strategy π∗1 in Π1 is said

to be optimal for player 1 if

inf
π2∈Π2

Jπ
∗1,π2

(0, x) = J∗(0, x) for all x ∈ S.

Similarly, π∗2 ∈ Π2 is optimal for player 2 if

sup
π1∈Π1

Jπ
1,π∗2

(0, x) = J∗(0, x) for all x ∈ S.

If π∗k ∈ Πk is optimal for player k (k=1,2), then (π∗1, π∗2) is called a pair of optimal

strategies and also called a saddle-point equilibrium.

Some comments are in order.

Remark 2.1. We now explain the significance of the risk-sensitive criterion.

(i) Let Y be a random cost accrued over finite/infinite time horizon. Let the (constant)

coefficient of absolute risk aversion be given by θ ∈ R. Let Uθ be a utility function

given by

Uθ(x) =

{

sgn(θ)eθx, if θ 6= 0,
x, if θ = 0.
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Suppose the decision maker evaluates the random cost Y via E(Uθ(Y )). A certainty

equivalent of Y is a number J(θ, Y ) such that

Uθ(J(θ, Y )) = E(Uθ(Y )).

Therefore for a person with the risk-sensitive factor θ, paying the random cost Y is

tantamount to paying a deterministic cost J(θ, Y ). It is easy to see that

J(θ, Y ) =
1

θ
log(EeθY ).

If θ > 0, then J(θ, Y ) ≥ EY . Thus the decision maker is paying a higher cost for

being risk-averse. If θ < 0, then the decision maker is risk-seeking. Finally θ = 0

corresponds to the risk-neutral case.

The risk of a random quantity is also associated with its variance in the literature

in economics. That is why the controller may wish to minimize both mean and

variance. In the risk-neutral case: the decision make minimizes E(Y ). In the risk-

sensitive case: the decision maker seeks to minimize J(θ, Y ) = 1
θ log(E(eθY )).

For a small value of θ, by Taylor series expansion,

J(θ, Y ) ≈ E(Y ) +
θ

2
V ar(Y ).

The right hand side above is a standard utility employed in a portfolio optimization

problem. However, the above may not be suitable for games [34].

(ii) There are other non-linear risk-sensitive utility functions, e.g., power, logarithm.

But these utility functions do not lead to certainty equivalence. Note that usually

utility of a payoff is defined as a concave function. By analogy we are treating a

convex function as “utility” associated with the cost.

(iii) In case the random cost Y is determined by two players who are strictly competitive,

then in the risk-neutral case the sum of the expected random cost and the expected

random payoff is zero. Thus in this case we can define saddle-point equilibrium.

However, this is not going to be the case for any non-linear utility function including

the one we are addressing here. Thus risk-sensitive zero-sum games have to be

studied via Nash equilibria [34].

(iv) The stochastic game with cost criterion (2.5) has primarily been formulated from

the viewpoint of the second player, i.e. the minimizer who is risk-averse. The first

player (the maximizer) is a virtual player who is antagonistic to the second player.

Such games have applications in queueuing systems where each player treats the

rest of the players as a superplayer antagonistic to him/her. We refer to [1] for a

zero-sum stochastic game in a flow control problem in discrete time, and [15], [16]

for analogous problems in continuous time. Such a game is also applied in [5] for
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a temporal CAPM problem where each investor treats the rest of the investors as a

superplayer antagonistic to him/her.

(v) At any point of time, the accumulated history of the game includes past and present

states, past sojourn times and past actions taken by players. In our game model each

player’s admissible strategies include only past and present states and past sojourn

times. Hence such strategies are called feedback strategies. Inclusion of history-

dependent strategies is infeasible even for one player games; see Proposition 1 in

[35].

(vi) For a fixed state i ∈ S, if we treat the game on the spaces of strategies with the cost

given by (2.5), then it becomes a zero-sum game. Thus we can define a saddle-point

equilibrium, optimal strategies. This is what we have done in this work.

3. Preliminaries

To prove the existence of a pair of optimal strategies, we need to develop some prelim-

inary facts about the risk-sensitive finite-horizon PDMGs. Since the rates q(dy|t, x, a, b)

and costs c(t, x, a, b) are allowed to be unbounded, we next assume some conditions for the

non-explosion of {ξt, t ≥ 0} and finiteness of Jπ
1,π2

(0, x), which had been widely used in

PDMDPs; see, for instance, [7], [10], [17], [27] and references therein.

Assumption 3.1. There exist a function V : S → [1,∞) and constants ρ1 ≥ 0, b1 ≥ 0,

M1 ≥ 1 and M2 ≥ 1 such that

(i)
∫

S V (φ(y, t))q(dy|s, x, a, b) ≤ ρ1V (φ(x, t)) + b1 for each (s, x, a, b) ∈ K, t ∈ R+;

(ii) there exists a sequence {Sn, n ≥ 1} of measurable subsets of S such that Sn ↑ S,

sup(t,x,a,b)∈K,x∈Sn
q(t, x, a, b) < ∞, and limn→∞ infx/∈Sn

V (φ(x, t)) = ∞ for all t ∈

R+.

(iii) e2(T+1)|c(t,x,a,b)| ≤ M2V (φ(x, T − t)) and e2(T+1)|g(t,x)| ≤ M2V (φ(x, T − t)) for each

(t, x, a, b) ∈ K[0,T ], where K[0,T ] = {(s, x, a, b) : s ∈ [0, T ], x ∈ S, a ∈ A(s, x), b ∈

B(s, x)}.

Since logarithm is an increasing function, instead of studying Jπ
1,π2

(0, x), we will consider

Jπ
1,π2

(0, x) on [0, T ]× S ×Π1 ×Π2 and Jπ
1,π2

(t, x) on [0, T ]× S ×Π1
m ×Π2

m, respectively

given by

Jπ
1,π2

(0, x) := Eπ
1,π2

x

[

eλ
∫ T
0

∫
B

∫
A
c(t,ξt,a,b)π1(da|ω,t)π2(db|ω,t)dt+λg(T,ξT )

]

. (3.1)

and

Jπ
1,π2

(t, x) := Eπ
1,π2

(t,x)

[

eλ
∫ T
t

∫
B

∫
A
c(s,ξs,a,b)π1(da|ξs,s)π2(db|ξs,s)ds+λg(T,ξT )

]

. (3.2)
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Obviously, Jπ
1,π2

(0, x) ≥ 1 for x ∈ S and (π1, π2) ∈ Π1 ×Π2.

Define J∗(t, x) := supπ1∈Π1
m
infπ2∈Π2

m
Jπ

1,π2
(t, x). Note that (π∗1, π∗2) ∈ Π1 ×Π2 is optimal

if and only if

sup
π1∈Π1

inf
π2∈Π2

Jπ
1,π2

(0, x) = inf
π2∈Π2

sup
π1∈Π1

Jπ
1,π2

(0, x) = inf
π2∈Π2

Jπ
∗1,π2

(0, x) = sup
π1∈Π1

Jπ
1,π∗2

(0, x) ∀x ∈ S.

Since the cost rates may be unbounded, the Assumption 3.1(iii) is used to guarantee the

finiteness of Jπ
1,π2

(t, x). The following Lemma shows the non-exlposion of the state process

{ξt, t ≥ 0} and the finiteness of Jπ
1,π2

(t, x).

Lemma 3.1. Suppose Assumption 3.1 holds. Then for each pair of strategies (π1, π2) ∈

Π1 ×Π2, the following assertions hold.

(a) P π
1,π2

x (T∞ = ∞) = 1, P π
1,π2

x (ξt ∈ S) = 1, and P π
1,π2

x (ξ0 = x) = 1 for each x ∈ S.

(b) Eπ
1,π2

x [V (φ(ξt, t̂))] ≤ eρ1t[V (φ(x, t+ t̂)) + b1
ρ1
], for each t̂, t ≥ 0 and x ∈ S.

(c) Eπ
1,π2

(s,x) [V (φ(ξt, t̂))] ≤ eρ1(t−s)[V (φ(x, t − s+ t̂)) + b1
ρ1
], for each t ≥ s ≥ 0, t̂ ≥ 0 and

x ∈ S and (π1, π2) ∈ Π1
m ×Π2

m.

(d) (d1) e
−L1λV (φ(x,T )) < Jπ

1,π2
(0, x) ≤ L1V (φ(x, T )) for x ∈ S and (π1, π2) ∈ Π1×Π2,

where L1 :=M2e
ρ1T [1 + b1

ρ1
].

(d2) e
−L2λV (φ(x,T−t)) < Jπ

1,π2
(t, x) ≤ L2V (φ(x, T − t)) for (t, x) ∈ [0, T ] × S and

(π1, π2) ∈ Π1
m ×Π2

m where L2 := M2e
ρ1(T−t)[1 + b1

ρ1
].

Proof. For parts (a), (b), and (c) see [10], [27, Proposition 3.1].

We now prove part (d). For almost surely ω := (x0, θ1, x1, · · · , θk, xk, · · · ) ∈ Ω, let k

(depending on ω) be determined by Tk(ω) ≤ T < Tk+1(ω). Now by equation (2.3) and

part (a), we say that k is finite, and {ξt(ω), t ∈ [0, T ]} = {X0(ω), · · · ,Xk(ω)}. Now by

Assumption 3.1(iii), and the fact that θi+1 = Ti+1(ω)− Ti(ω) (i = 0, · · · , k − 1), we have
∫ T

0

∫

B

∫

A
|c(t, ξt, a, b)|π

1(da|ω, t)π2(db|ω, t)dt

≤

∑k−1
i=0 θi+1 log

√

M2V (φ(Xi(ω), T − Tk(ω))) + (T − Tk(ω)) log
√

M2V (φ(Xk(ω), T − Tk(ω)))

(T + 1)λ
.

Hence we conclude that
∫ s
0

∫

B

∫

A c(t, ξt, a, b)π
1(da|ω, t)π2(db|ω, t)dt is real-valued Borel-

measurable in s ∈ [0, T ]. Let β(dt) := I[0,T )(t)dt + δT (dt), with δT (dt) being the Dirac

measure concentrated on {T}, and c̃(t, x, a, b) := c(t, x, a, b)I[0,T )(dt)+ g(T, x)IT (t) for each

(t, x, a, b) ∈ K. So for P π
1,π2

x -almost all ω ∈ Ω, by Assumption 3.1(iii), we can write
∫ T

0

∫

B

∫

A
c(t, ξt, a, b)π

1(da|ω, t)π2(db|ω, t)dt+ g(T, ξT )

=

∫

(0,T ]

∫

B

∫

A
c̃(t, ξt, a, b)π

1(da|ω, t)π2(db|ω, t)β(dt).
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Now, since λ ≤ 1 and V (x) ≥ 1,

Eπ
1,π2

x

[

eλ
∫ T
0

∫
B

∫
A
c(t,ξt,a,b)π1(da|ω,t)π2(db|ω,t)dt+λg(T,ξT )

]

= Eπ
1,π2

x

[

e
λ
∫
[0,T ]

∫
B

∫
A
(1+T )c̃(t,ξt,a,b)π1(da|ω,t)π2(db|ω,t)

β(dt)
T+1

]

≤ Eπ
1,π2

x

[

1

T + 1

∫

[0,T ]
eλ(1+T )

∫
B

∫
A
|c̃(t,ξt,a,b)|π1(da|ω,t)π2(db|ω,t)β(dt)

]

(by the Jensen inequality)

≤
M2

1 + T
Eπ

1,π2

x

[
∫ T

0
V (φ(ξt, T − t))dt+ V (φ(ξT ))

]

(by Assumption 3.1(iii))

≤M2e
ρ1T [V (φ(x, T )) +

b1
ρ1

]

≤M2e
ρ1T [1 +

b1
ρ1

]V (φ(x, T ))

= L1V (φ(x, T )), L1 := M2e
ρ1T [1 +

b1
ρ1

], (3.3)

where the 3rd inequality is by part (b). Also, (T + 1)|c(t, x, a, b)| ≤ e2(T+1)|c(t,x,a,b)| ≤

M2V (φ(x, T − t)) and (T + 1)|g(t, x)| ≤ e2(T+1)|g(t,x)| ≤M2V (φ(x, T − t)). Hence

Jπ
1,π2

(0, x) = Eπ
1,π2

x

[

exp

(

λ

∫ T

0

∫

B

∫

A
c(t, ξt, a, b)π

1(da|ω, t)π2(db|ω, t)dt + λg(T, ξT )

)]

≥ exp

(

Eπ
1,π2

x

[

λ

∫ T

0

∫

B

∫

A
c(t, ξt, a, b)π

1(da|ω, t)π2(db|ω, t)dt + λg(T, ξT )

])

≥ exp

(

−
1

T + 1
Eπ

1,π2

x

[

λ

∫ T

0

∫

B

∫

A
M2V (φ(ξt, T − t))π1(da|ω, t)π2(db|ω, t)dt + λM2V (ξT )

])

= exp

(

−
M2λ

(T + 1)
Eπ

1,π2

x

[
∫ T

0
V (φ(ξt, T − t))dt+ V (ξT )

])

≥ exp

(

−
M2λ

(T + 1)

[
∫ T

0
eρ1T [V (φ(x, T ) +

b1
ρ1

]dt+ eρ1T [V (φ(x, T )) +
b1
ρ1

]

])

≥ e−L1λV (φ(x,T ).

�

To study the large enough class of functions and admissible strategies, we need an

extension of Feynman-Kac formula. To that end we imposed the following condition.

Assumption 3.2. There exist a [1,∞)-valued function V1 on S, and constants κ > 0,

ρ2 > 0, M3 ≥ 1 and b2 > 0 such that

(i) q(s, x, a, b) ≤ κV (φ(x, T − s)), V 2(x) ≤ M3V1(x), for all (s, x, a, b) ∈ K[0,T ], with

the function V as in Assumption 3.1;
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(ii)
∫

S V
2
1 (φ(y, t))q(dy|s, x, a, b) ≤ ρ2V

2
1 (φ(x, t)) + b2 for each (t, x, a, b) ∈ K, for all

(s, x, a, b) ∈ K[0,T ], and t ∈ [0, T − s].

We first introduce some frequently used notations.

Given any real-valued function W ≥ 1 on S and any Borel set [0, T ], a real-valued

function u on [0, T ] × S is called W -bounded if ‖u‖∞W := sup(t,x)∈[0,T ]×S
|u(t,x)|

W (φ(x,T−t)) < ∞.

Denote BW ([0, T ] × S) the Banach space of all W -bounded functions. When W ≡ 1,

B1([0, T ] × S) is the space of all bounded functions on [0, T ]× S.

Now define, BacW ([0, T ]× S) be the collection of all measurable functions ϕ on [0, T ]× S

such that ‖ϕ‖W <∞, and for all (s, x) ∈ [0, T ]×S, ϕ(s+ t, φ(x, t)) is absolutely continuous

in t ∈ [0, T − s]. For a function ϕ ∈ B
ac
W ([0, T ] × S), by [7, Lemma 2.2], there is some

measurable function Lφϕ on [0, T ]× S satisfying

ϕ(s + t, φ(x, t)) − ϕ(s, x) =

∫ t

0
Lφϕ(s+ v, φ(x, v))dv ∀t ∈ [0, T − s].

Here, the function Lφϕ(s+ v, φ(x, v)) on [0, T − s]×S coincides with the partial derivative,
∂ϕ(s+v,φ(x,v))

∂v , of the function ϕ(s+ v, φ(x, v)) in v ∈ [0, T − s]× S apart from on a null set

Zϕ(s, x) ⊂ [0, T − s] with respect to the Lebesgue measure. For such a function ϕ, let

Dϕ := {(s + t, φ(x, t)) ∈ [0, T ]× S : t ∈ Zcϕ(s, x)}, (s, x) ∈ [0, T ] × S.

Then, the function Lφϕ on [0, T ] × S can be defined as below:

Lφϕ(s, x) :=

{

lim∆s→0
ϕ(s+∆s,φ(x,∆s))−ϕ(s,x)

∆s , if (s, x) ∈ Dϕ,
arbitrary, otherwise.

(3.4)

In particular, if φ(x, t) ≡ x in which case a PDMDP becomes a CTMDP, Lφϕ(s, x) = ∂ϕ(s,x)
∂s ,

for (s, x) ∈ Dϕ. When Assumption 3.2 (ii) is further imposed, Lemma 3.1(b) holds with V

being replaced by V 2
1 . Moreover, for ϕ ∈ B

ac
W ([0, T ] × S), we let

‖Lφϕ‖esV1 := sup
(s,x)∈Dϕ

|Lφϕ(s, x)|/V1(φ(x, T − s)),

and

B
ac
V,V1([0, T ]× S) := {ϕ ∈ B

ac
V ([0, T ]× S) : ‖Lφϕ‖esV1 <∞}.

Theorem 3.1. Suppose Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2 hold.

(a) For each x ∈ S, (π1, π2) ∈ Π1 ×Π2 and ϕ ∈ B
ac
V,V1

([0, T ]× S), let

ψ(ω, t, x) := e
∫ t

0

∫
A

∫
B
c(v,ξv(ω),a,b)π1(da|ω,v)π2(db|ω,v)dvϕ(t, x), ∀ω ∈ {ω

′

∈ Ω|T∞(ω
′

) = ∞}.

Eπ
1,π2

x

[
∫ T

0

(

Lφψ(ω, t, ξt) +

∫

S
ψ(ω, t, y)

∫

B

∫

A
q(dy|t, ξt, a, b)π

1(da|ω, t)π2(db|ω, t)

)

dt

]

= Eπ
1,π2

x [ψ(ω, T, ξT )]− Eπ
1,π2

x [ψ(ω, 0, x)],
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where ψ is viwed as a function of the last two arguments when the operator Lφ is

applied and {ξt, t ≥ 0} may be not Markovian since the pair of strategies (π1, π2)

may depend on histories.

(b) For each x ∈ S, (π1, π2) ∈ Π1
m ×Π2

m and ϕ ∈ B
ac
V,V1

([0, T ] × S), let

ψ(ω, t, x) := e
∫ t

0

∫
A

∫
B
c(v,ξv(ω),a,b)π1(da|ξv ,v)π2(db|ξv,v)dvϕ(t, x), ∀ω ∈ {ω

′

∈ Ω|T∞(ω
′

) = ∞}, t ∈ [s, T ].

Then, we have

Eπ
1,π2

(s,x)

[
∫ T

s

(

Lφψ(ω, t, ξt) +

∫

S
ψ(ω, t, y)

∫

B

∫

A
q(dy|t, ξt, a, b)π

1(da|ξt, t)π
2(db|ξt, t)

)

dt

]

= Eπ
1,π2

(s,x) [ψ(ω, T, ξT )]− Eπ
1,π2

(s,x) [ψ(ω, 0, ξs)].

Proof. For proof, see [10, Theorem 3.1]. �

The next statement is a verification theorem, which provides that the solution of the

risk-sensitive finite-horizon optimality equation (Shapley equation) has a stochastic repre-

sentation.

Corollary 3.1. Suppose Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2 are satisfied. If there exist a function

ϕ ∈ B
ac
V,V1

([0, T ]× S), such that

Lφϕ(t, x) +

{

λc(t, x, µ, ν)ϕ(t, x)

+

∫

S
ϕ(t, y)q(dy|t, x, µ, ν)

}

≥ (≤)0, ∀(µ, ν) ∈ P (A(t, x)) × P (B(t, x)), (t, x) ∈ Dϕ,

where ϕ(T, x) = eg(T,x), x ∈ S, (3.5)

then

(a)

ϕ(0, x) ≤ (≥)Jπ
1,π2

(0, x),∀(π1, π2) ∈ Π1 ×Π2, and x ∈ S. (3.6)

(b)

ϕ(t, x) ≤ (≥)Jπ
1,π2

(t, x),∀(π1, π2) ∈ Π1
m ×Π2

m, and (t, x) ∈ [0, T ]× S. (3.7)

Proof. (a) For almost all ω ∈ Ω with respect to P π
1,π2

x and almost all t ∈ [0, T ], (t, ξt) ∈

Dϕ, using equation (3.5), we have

Lφϕ(t, x) +

{

λc(t, x, µ, ν)ϕ(t, x)

+

∫

S
ϕ(t, y)q(dy|t, x, µ, ν)

}

≥ 0, ∀(µ, ν) ∈ P (A(t, x)) × P (B(t, x)), (t, x) ∈ Dϕ,

where ϕ(T, x) = eg(T,x), x ∈ S. (3.8)
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Let (π1, π2) ∈ Π1 × Π2, be arbitrarily fixed pair of strategies. Now by Theorem

3.1, we have the Feynman-Kac formula, corresponding the pair of strategies (π1, π2),

as

Jπ
1,π2

(0, x) − ϕ(0, x)

= Eπ
1,π2

x

[

eλ
∫ T

0

∫
B

∫
A
c(v,ξv,a,b)π1(da|ω,v)π2(db|ω,v)dvϕ(T, ξT )

]

− ϕ(0, x)

= Eπ
1,π2

x

[
∫ T

0
eλ

∫ t
0

∫
B

∫
A
c(v,ξv ,a,b)π1(da|ω,v)π2(db|ω,v)dv

∫

B

∫

A

(

λc(t, ξt, a, b)ϕ(t, ξt) + Lφϕ(t, ξt)

+

∫

S
ϕ(t, y)q(dy|t, ξt, a, b)

)

π1(da|ω, t)π2(db|ω, t)dt

]

, (3.9)

here the 1st equality holds because ϕ(T, x) = eλg(T,x), see (3.5).

From (3.8) and (3.9), we have Jπ
1,π2

(0, x) ≥ ϕ(0, x).

(b) The proof of this part is similar as part (a).

�

Theorem 3.2. Grant Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2. For every pair of Markov strategies

(π1, π2) ∈ Π1
m ×Π2

m, J
π1,π2

(·, ·) is a solution to the following differential equation
{

Lφϕ(t, x) + c(t, x, π1(·|x, t), π2(·|x, t))ϕ(t, x) +
∫

S ϕ(t, y)q(dy|t, x, π
1(·|x, t), π2(·|x, t)) = 0,

ϕ(T, x) = eg(T,x).
(3.10)

Proof. In view of Lemma 3.1, we have ‖Jπ
1,π2

‖V ≤M2e
ρ1T [1+ b1

ρ1
] <∞. Now, fix arbitrarily

(s, x) ∈ [0, T ] × S. Then by conditioning on the first-jump time and the post-jump state,

using the jump property of the process {ξt} yields that

Jπ
1,π2

(s, x) = e−
∫ T
s
q(v,φ(x,v−s),π1(·|φ(x,v−s),v),π2(·|φ(x,v−s,v)))dv

× e
∫ T

s
r(v,φ(x,v−s),π1(·|φ(x,v−s),v),π2(·|φ(x,v−s),v))dveg(T,φ(x,T−s))

+

∫ T

s

∫

S\{φ(x,z−s)}
Jπ

1,π2
(z, y)q(dy|z, φ(x, z − s), π1(·|φ(x, z − s), z), π2(·|φ(x, z − s), z))

· e−
∫ z

s
q(v,φ(x,v−s),π1(·|φ(x,v−s),v),π2(·|φ(x,v−s),v))dv

× e
∫ z

s
r(v,φ(x,v−s),π1(·|φ(x,v−s),v),π2(·|φ(x,v−s),v))dvdz, (3.11)

for every (s, x) ∈ [0, T ]×S. It is obvious that Jπ
1,π2

(T, x) = eg(T,x). For every s ∈ [0, T ),

replacing respectively s with s + t, and x with φ(x, t) (t ∈ [0, T − s]) in (3.11), and then

multiplying by

e−
∫ s+t

s
q(v,φ(x,v−s),π1(·|φ(x,v−s),v),π2(·|φ(x,v−s),v))dv

× e
∫ s+t
s

r(v,φ(x,v−s),π1(·|φ(x,v−s),v),π2(·|φ(x,v−s),v))dv
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both sides of (3.11), we obtain

e−
∫ s+t

s
q(v,φ(x,v−s),π1(·|φ(x,v−s),v),π2(·|φ(x,v−s),v))dv

× e
∫ s+t

s
r(v,φ(x,v−s),π1(·|φ(x,v−s),v),π2(·|φ(x,v−s),v))dv × Jπ

1,π2
(s + t, φ(x, t))

= e−
∫ T
s
q(v,φ(x,v−s),π1(·|φ(x,v−s),v),π2(·|φ(x,v−s),v))dv

× e
∫ T
s
r(v,φ(x,v−s),π1(·|φ(x,v−s),v),π2(·|φ(x,v−s),v))dveg(T,φ(x,T−s))

+

∫ T

s+t

∫

S\{φ(x,z−s)}
Jπ

1,π2
(z, y)q(dy|z, φ(x, z − s), π1(·|φ(x, z − s), z), π2(·|φ(x, z − s), z))

· e−
∫ z
s
q(v,φ(x,v−s),π1(·|φ(x,v−s),v),π2(·|φ(x,v−s),v))dve

∫ z
s
r(v,φ(x,v−s),π1(·|v,φ(x,v−s)),π2(·|v,φ(x,v−s)))dvdz,

which shows that Jπ
1,π2

(s + t, φ(x, t)) is absolutely continuous in t ∈ [0, T − s], and thus,

is differentiable almost everywhere on [0, T − s]. Hence, differentiating both sides of the

resulting equality with respect to t, and then dividing by

e−
∫ s+t

s
q(v,φ(x,v−s),π1(·|φ(x,v−s),v),π2(·|φ(x,v−s),v))dv

× e
∫ s+t

s
r(v,φ(x,v−s),π1(·|φ(x,v−s),v),π2(·|φ(x,v−s),v))dv

both sides of the resulting equality yield

LφJπ
1,π2

(s+ t, φ(x, t)) + r(s+ t, φ(x, t), π1(·|φ(x, t), s + t), π2(·|φ(x, t), s + t))Jπ
1,π2

(s+ t, φ(x, t))

+

∫

S
Jπ

1,π2
(s + t, y)q(dy|s+ t, φ(x, t), π1(·|φ(x, t), s + t), π2(·|φ(x, t), s + t)) = 0 ∀t ∈ Zcϕ(s, x).

This implies that

LφJπ
1,π2

(s, x) + r(s, x, π1(·|x, s), π2(·|x, s))Jπ
1,π2

(s, x)

+

∫

S
Jπ

1,π2
(s, y)q(dy|s, x, π1(·|x, s), π2(·|x, s)) = 0 ∀(s, x) ∈ DJπ1,π2

.

Now, by (3.10) and Assumption 3.1 and 3.2, we obtain

|LφJπ
1,π2

(s, x)| ≤ [M2M3‖J
π1,π2

‖V + ‖Jπ
1,π2

‖V (ρ1M3 + b1 + 2κM3)]

× V1(φ(x, T − s)), (s, x) ∈ DJπ1,π2

.

Hence, ‖LφJπ
1,π2

‖esV1 < ∞. Consequently, Jπ
1,π2

∈ B
ac
V,V1

([0, T ] × S). Now, if ϕ(s, x) ∈

B
ac
V,V1

([0, T ]×S) is also a solution to eq. (3.10), by Corrolary 3.1, we must have Jπ
1,π2

(s, x) =

ϕ(s, x), for all (s, x) ∈ [0, T ]×S. In other word, the solution of equation (3.10) is unique. �

4. The existence of saddle-point equilibria

In this section, we prove that the equation (4.1) is the optimality equation for the cost

criterion (3.1) and the equation (4.1) has a solution in B
ac
V,V1

([0, T ] × S. Also we prove the

existence of saddle-point equilibria by using the optimality equation (4.1). We impose the
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following continuty and compactness Assumptions, which guarantee the existence of a pair

of optimal strategies.

Assumption 4.1. (i) For each (t, x) ∈ [0, T ]× S, A(t, x) and B(t, x) are compact.

(ii) For each t ∈ [0, T ], x ∈ S, the function q(·|t, x, a, b) is continuous in (a, b) ∈ A(t, x)×

B(t, x).

(iii) For each (t, x) ∈ [0, T ]×S, the function c(t, x, a, b) is continuous in (a, b) ∈ A(t, x)×

B(t, x), and the function

∫

S
V (φ(y, T − t))q(dy|t, x, a, b) is continuous in (a, b) ∈

A(t, x)×B(t, x), with V as in Assumption 3.1.

By closely mimicking the arguments in [19], or [26, Lemma 8.3.7], one can easily get

the following result, which is essential to prove the existence of the optimal saddle point

equilibrium; we omit the details.

Lemma 4.1. Under Assumptions 3.1, 3.2 and 4.1, the functions

c(t, x, µ, ν) and

∫

S
q(dy|t, x, µ, ν)u(t, y)

are continuous at (µ, ν) on P (A(t, x))× P (B(t, x)) for each fixed u ∈ B
ac
V,V1

([0, T ]× S) and

x ∈ S.

In the next Proposition, we prove that the optimality equation 3.1, has a solution if the

transition and cost rates are bounded.

Proposition 4.1. Suppose that the transition and cost rates are bounded, i,e.,

sup
x∈S

q∗(x) <∞, sup
(t,x,a,b)∈K

|c(t, x, a, b)| <∞, sup
(t,x)∈[0,T ]×S

|g(t, x)| <∞.

Also for each x ∈ S, t ∈ [0, T ], A(t, x), B(t, x) are compact, c(t, x, a, b) is continuous in

(a, b) ∈ A(t, x) × B(t, x) and for each bounded measurable function u on S, the function
∫

S u(φ(y, T − t))q(dy|t, x, a, b) is continuous in (a, b) ∈ A(t, x) × B(t, x), then there exists

a unique ϕ ∈ B
ac
1,1([0, T ] × S), and some (π∗1, π∗2) ∈ Π1

m × Π2
m satisfying the following
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equations (i.e., (4.1)-(4.3))

− Lφϕ(t, x)

= sup
µ∈P (A(t,x))

inf
ν∈P (B(t,x))

{

λc(t, x, µ, ν)ϕ(t, x) +

∫

S
ϕ(t, y)q(dy|t, x, µ, ν)

}

= inf
ν∈P (B(t,x))

sup
µ∈P (A(t,x))

{

λc(t, x, µ, ν)ϕ(t, x) +

∫

S
ϕ(t, y)q(dy|t, x, µ, ν)

}

= inf
ν∈P (B(t,x))

{

λc(t, x, π∗1(·|x, t), ν)ϕ(t, x) +

∫

S
ϕ(t, y)q(dy|t, x, π∗1(·|x, t), ν)

}

= sup
µ∈P (A(t,x))

{

λc(t, x, µ, π∗2(·|x, t))ϕ(t, x) +

∫

S
ϕ(t, y)q(dy|t, x, µ, π∗2(·|x, t))

}

= λc(t, x, π∗1(·|x, t), π∗2(·|x, t))ϕ(t, x) +

∫

S
ϕ(t, y)q(dy|t, x, π∗1(·|x, t), π∗2(·|x, t)), ∀(t, x) ∈ Dϕ

where ϕ(T, x) = eg(T,x), x ∈ S. (4.1)

Also,

(a)

ϕ(0, x) = sup
π1∈Π1

inf
π2∈Π2

Jπ
1,π2

(0, x) = inf
π2∈Π2

sup
π1∈Π1

Jπ
1,π2

(0, x)

= inf
π2∈Π2

Jπ
∗1,π2

(0, x) = sup
π1∈Π1

Jπ
1,π∗2

(0, x). (4.2)

(b)

ϕ(t, x) = sup
π1∈Π1

m

inf
π2∈Π2

m

Jπ
1,π2

(t, x) = inf
π2∈Π2

m

sup
π1∈Π1

m

Jπ
1,π2

(t, x)

= inf
π2∈Π2

m

Jπ
∗1,π2

(t, x) = sup
π1∈Π1

m

Jπ
1,π∗2

(t, x). (4.3)

Proof. Since q∗(x) = supt≥0,a∈A(t,x),b∈B(t,x) q(t, x, a, b) is bounded, we may use the Lyapunov

function V0(·) ≡ 1 such that
∫

S q(dy|t, x, a, b)V0(φ(y, T − t)) ≤ ρ1V0(x) + b1 for x ∈ S.

Also, we have ‖q‖ := supx∈S q
∗(x) < ∞, ‖c‖ := sup(t,x,a,b)∈K c(t, x, a, b) < ∞ and ‖g‖ :=

sup(t,x)∈[0,T ]×S g(t, x) < ∞. Now let us define an nonlinear operator T on B1([0, 1] × S) as

follows:

Γu(s, x) = eλg(T,φ(x,T−s)) +

∫ T

s
sup

µ∈P (A(z,φ(x,z−s)))
inf

ν∈P (B(z,φ(x,z−s)))

[
∫

S
q(dy|z, φ(x, z − s), µ, ν)u(z, y)

+ c(z, φ(x, z − s), µ, ν)u(z, φ(x, z − s))

]

dz,

where u ∈ B1([0, T ] × S) and (s, x) ∈ [0, T ]× S. Then by Fan’s minimax theorem, see [13,

Theorem 3] we have

Γu(s, x) = eλg(T,φ(x,T−s)) +

∫ T

s
inf

ν∈P (B(z,φ(x,z−s)))
sup

µ∈P (A(z,φ(x,z−s)))

[
∫

S
q(dy|z, φ(x, z − s), µ, ν)u(z, y)
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+ c(z, φ(x, z − s), µ, ν)u(z, φ(x, z − s))

]

dz,

By using the Assumption 3.1 and the facts that c and q are bounded, we obtain

sup
s∈[0,T ]

sup
x∈S

|Γu(s, x)|

≤ e‖g‖ +

∫ T

s
inf

ν∈P (B(z,φ(x,z−s)))
sup

µ∈P (A(z,φ(x,z−s)))

{

sup
x∈S

[
∫

S
|q(dy|z, φ(x, z − s), µ, ν)|u(z, y)

]

+ ‖c‖ sup
x∈S

u(z, φ(x, z − s))

}

dz

≤ e‖g‖ + ‖u‖∞1

{
∫ T

s
sup

µ∈P (B(z,φ(x,z−s)))
sup

ν∈P (B(z,φ(x,z−s)))
sup
x∈S

(

2q(s, x, µ, ν)

)

ds+ ‖c‖(T − s)

}

≤ e‖g‖ + ‖u‖∞1 (2‖q‖ + ‖c‖)(T − s).

Therefore, Γ is a nonlinear operator from B1([0, T ] × S) to B1([0, T ] × S). Next, we prove

that Γ is a m-step contraction operator. For any g1, g2 ∈ B1([0, T ]× S), we have

sup
x∈S

|Γg1(t, x)− Γg2(t, x)| ≤

∫ T

t

(

2‖q‖ + ‖c‖

)

‖g1 − g2‖ds

=

(

2‖q‖ + ‖c‖

)

‖g1 − g2‖
∞
1 (T − t). (4.4)

Furthermore, we can prove the following estimation by induction:

sup
x∈S

|Γlg1(t, x)− Γlg2(t, x)| ≤
‖g1 − g2‖

∞
1

l!

[(

2‖q‖+ ‖c‖

)

(T − t)

]l

∀ l ≥ 1. (4.5)

By (4.5) and the inductive assumption we have

sup
x∈S

|Γl+1g1(t, x)− Γl+1g2(t, x)|

≤

(

2‖q‖+ ‖c‖

)
∫ T

t
sup
x∈S

|Γlg1(s, x)− Γlg2(s, x)|ds

≤
‖g1 − g2‖

∞
1

l!

[(

2‖q‖+ ‖c‖

)]l+1 ∫ T

t
(T − s)lds

=

(

(2‖q‖+ ‖c‖)(T − t)

)l+1

l + 1!
‖g1 − g2‖

∞
1 .

Since
∑

k≥1

(

(2‖q‖+‖c‖)(T−t)

)k

k! <∞, there exists m such that β :=

(

(2‖q‖+‖c‖)(T−t)

)m

m! < 1,

which implies that ‖Γmg1 − Γmg2‖
∞
1 ≤ β‖g1 − g2‖

∞
1 . Therefore, Γ is a m-step contraction

operator on B1([0, T ]×S). So, by Banach fixed point theorem, there exists a unique bounded
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function ϕ ∈ B1([0, T ] × S) such that Γϕ(t, x) = ϕ(t, x); that is,

−Lφϕ(t, x) = inf
ν∈P (B(t,x))

sup
µ∈P (A(t,x))

[
∫

S
q(dy|t, x, µ, ν)ϕ(t, y) + c(t, x, µ, ν)ϕ(t, x)

]

= sup
µ∈P (A(t,x))

inf
ν∈P (B(t,x))

[
∫

S
q(dy|t, x, µ, ν)ϕ(t, y) + c(t, x, µ, ν)ϕ(t, x)

]

.

Note that ϕ(T, x) = eλg(T,x). By the above equation, Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2, we say that

ϕ(t, x) ∈ B1,1([0, T ]×S). Now by measurable selection theorem in [33], we have there exists

a pair of strategies (π∗1, π∗2) ∈ Π1
m × Π2

m satisfying equation (4.1). Next, from (4.1), we

obtain

Lφϕ(t, x) + inf
ν∈P (B(t,x))

{

λc(t, x, π∗1(·|x, t), ν)ϕ(t, x) +

∫

S
ϕ(t, y)q(dy|t, x, π∗1(·|x, t), ν)

}

= 0 ∀(t, x) ∈ Dϕ

where ϕ(T, x) = eg(T,x), x ∈ S. (4.6)

Hence,

Lφϕ(t, x) +

{

λc(t, x, π∗1(·|x, t), ν)ϕ(t, x) +

∫

S
ϕ(t, y)q(dy|t, x, π∗1(·|x, t), ν)

}

≥ 0 ∀(t, x) ∈ Dϕ

where ϕ(T, x) = eg(T,x), x ∈ S. (4.7)

Then by Corollary 3.1, we obtain ϕ(0, x) ≤ Jπ
∗1,π2

(0, x),∀π2 ∈ Π2. Since π2 ∈ Π2 is

arbitrary strategy for player 2, we have

inf
π2∈Π2

Jπ
∗1,π2

(0, x) ≥ ϕ(0, x).

So,

sup
π1∈Π1

inf
π2∈Π2

Jπ
1,π2

(0, x) ≥ inf
π2∈Π2

Jπ
∗1,π2

(0, x) ≥ ϕ(0, x). (4.8)

Similarly, we have

inf
π2∈Π2

sup
π1∈Π1

Jπ
1,π2

(0, x) ≤ ϕ(0, x). (4.9)

Also, from (4.1), we get

c(t, x, π∗1(·|x, t), π∗2(·|x, t))ϕ(t, x) +

∫

S
ϕ(t, y)q(dy|t, x, π∗1(·|x, t), π∗2(·|x, t)), ∀(t, x) ∈ Dϕ

where ϕ(T, x) = eg(T,x), x ∈ S. (4.10)

Using (4.10) and Theorem 3.2, we conclude that

Jπ
∗1,π∗2

(0, x) = ϕ(0, x). (4.11)

Combining (4.8), (4.9) and (4.11), we have

ϕ(0, x) = sup
π1∈Π1

inf
π2∈Π2

Jπ
1,π2

(0, x) = inf
π2∈Π2

sup
π1∈Π1

Jπ
1,π2

(0, x)

= Jπ
∗1,π∗2

(0, x).
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Similarly, we obtain

ϕ(t, x) = sup
π1∈Π1

m

inf
π2∈Π2

m

Jπ
1,π2

(t, x) = inf
π2∈Π2

m

sup
π1∈Π1

m

Jπ
1,π2

(t, x)

= inf
π2∈Π2

m

Jπ
∗1,π2

(t, x) = sup
π1∈Π1

m

Jπ
1,π∗2

(t, x)

= Jπ
∗1,π∗2

(t, x).

�

Proposition 4.2. Suppose Assumptions 3.1, 3.2 and 4.1 hold. Then if ‖q‖ <∞, ‖c‖ <∞,

c(t, x, a, b) ≥ 0 and g(t, x) ≥ 0, for all (t, x, a, b) ∈ K, the followings are true.

(a) There exists a unique solution ϕ(t, x) and a pair of strategies (π∗1, π∗2) ∈ Π1
m ×Π2

m

satisfying (4.1), (4.2) and (4.3).

(b) J∗(t, x) (and so ϕ(t, x)) is decreasing in t ∈ [0, T ] for fixed x ∈ S.

Proof. (a) The proof of this part follows from Proposition 4.1.

(b) Fix any s, t ∈ [0, T ] with s < t. Also fix any (π1, π2) ∈ Π1
m×Π2

m. Now for each

x ∈ S, define a Markov strategy corresponding to π1 ∈ Π1
m as

π1s,t(db|x, v) =

{

π1(db|x, v + t− s) if v ≥ s
π1(db|x, v) otherwise.

(4.12)

Similarly, corresponding to the strategy π2 ∈ Π2
m, we define π

2
s,t. Then, for each

(v, x) ∈ [s, s+T−t]×S, q(dy|t, x, π1s,t(db|x, v), π
2
s,t(db|x, v)) = q(dy|t, x, π1(db|x, v+

t− s), π2(db|x, v+ t− s)), c(t, x, π1s,t(db|x, v), π
2
s,t(db|x, v)) = c(t, x, π1(db|x, v+

t− s), π2(db|x, v + t− s)). Now define

Jπ
1,π2

(s ∼ t, x) := Eπ
1,π2

(s,x)

[

eλ
∫ t

s
c(t,ξt,π1(da|ξv ,v),π2(db|ξv,v))dv+λg(T,ξT )

]

. (4.13)

J∗(s ∼ t, x) := sup
π1∈Π1

m

inf
π2∈Π2

m

Jπ
1,π2

(s ∼ t, x). (4.14)

Now by the Markov property of {ξt, t ≥ 0} under any pair of Markov strategies

(π1, π2) and (4.12)-(4.13), we have ξu under strategies π1, π2 and ξt = x has the

same distribution with ξu+s−t under the strategies π1s,t, π
2
s,t and ξs = x for any

t ≤ u ≤ T . Consequently, we have Jπ
1,π2

(t ∼ T, x) = Jπ
1
s,t,π

2
s,t(s ∼ T + s− t, x).

Next, it is easy to note that

inf
π2∈Π2

m

Jπ
1,π2

(t ∼ T, x) = inf
π2∈Π2

m

Jπ
1
s,t,π

2
s,t(s ∼ T + s− t, x)

≥ inf
π2
s,t∈Π

2
m

Jπ
1
s,t,π

2
s,t(s ∼ T + s− t, x) ∀π1 ∈ Π1

m.
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Similarly,

inf
π2
s,t∈Π

2
m

Jπ
1
s,t,π

2
s,t(s ∼ T + s− t, x) = inf

π2
s,t∈Π

2
m

Jπ
1,π2

(t ∼ T, x)

≥ inf
π2∈Π2

m

Jπ
1,π2

(t ∼ T, x) ∀π1 ∈ Π1
m.

Similarly, we can show J∗(t ∼ T, x) ≥ J∗(s ∼ T + s − t, x) and J∗(t ∼ T, x) ≤

J∗(s ∼ T + s − t, x). So J∗(t ∼ T, x) = J∗(s ∼ T + s − t, x). Now since

c(t, x, a, b) ≥ 0 on K, by (4.14) and t > s, we have J∗(t ∼ T, x) = J∗(s ∼

T + s − t, x) ≤ J∗(s ∼ T, x). By this and J∗(t ∼ T, x) = J∗(t, x), we have

J∗(t, x) ≤ J∗(s, x). Now using this and by Corollary 3.1, we say ϕ(t, x) is also

decreasing in t. This completes the proof.

�

Theorem 4.1. Under Assumptions 3.1, 3.2 and 4.1, if in addition c(t, x, a, b) ≥ 0 and

g(t, x) ≥ 0 for all (t, x, a, b) ∈ K, then there exists a unique ϕ ∈ B
ac
V,V1

([0, T ]× S) and some

pair of strategies (π∗1, π∗2) ∈ Π1
m ×Π2

m satisfying the equations (4.1), (4.2) and (4.3).

Proof. First observe that 1 ≤ e2(T+1)c(t,x,a,b) ≤ M2V (φ(x, T − t)) and 1 ≤ e2(T+1)g(t,x) ≤

M2V (φ(x, T − t)). For each integer n ≥ 1, x ∈ S, t ∈ [0, T ], define Sn := {x ∈ S|V (x) ≤ n},

An(t, x) := A(t, x) and Bn(t, x) := B(t, x). For each (t, x, a, b) ∈ Kn := K, define

qn(dy|t, x, a, b) :=

{

q(dy|t, x, a, b) if x ∈ Sn,
0 if x /∈ Sn,

(4.15)

c+n (t, x, a, b) :=

{

c(t, x, a, b) ∧ min{n, 1
(T+1) ln

√

M2V (φ(x, T − t))} if x ∈ Sn,

0 if x /∈ Sn.
(4.16)

and

g+n (t, x) :=

{

g(t, x) ∧ min{n, 1
(T+1) ln

√

M2V (φ(x, T − t))} if x ∈ Sn,

0 if x /∈ Sn.
(4.17)

By (4.15), it is obvious that qn(dy|t, x, a, b) is transition rates on S satisfying conservative

and stable conditions. Now we consider the sequence of bounded cost rates PDMGs models

M+
n := {S,A, (An(t, x), x ∈ S), B, (Bn(t, x), x ∈ S), qn, φ(x, t), c

+
n , g

+
n } and for any pair of

Markov strategies (π1, π2) ∈ Π1
m ×Π2

m, define the value function

Jn(t, x) := sup
π1∈Π1

m

inf
π2∈Π2

m

Jπ
1,π2

n (t, x).

Then by Proposition 4.1, for each n ≥ 1, we get a unique ϕn in B
ac
V,V1

([0, T ] × S) and

(π∗1n , π
∗2
n ) ∈ Π1

m ×Π2
m satisfying

− Lφϕn(t, x)

= sup
µ∈P (A(t,x))

inf
ν∈P (B(t,x))

{

λc+n (t, x, µ, ν)ϕn(t, x) +

∫

S
ϕn(t, y)qn(dy|t, x, µ, ν)

}
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= inf
ν∈P (B(t,x))

sup
µ∈P (A(t,x))

{

λc+n (t, x, µ, ν)ϕn(t, x) +

∫

S
ϕn(t, y)qn(dy|t, x, µ, ν)

}

= inf
ν∈P (B(t,x))

{

λc+n (t, x, π
∗1
n (·|x, t), ν)ϕn(t, x) +

∫

S
ϕn(t, y)qn(dy|t, π

∗1
n (·|x, t), ν)

}

= sup
µ∈P (A(t,x))

{

λc+n (t, x, µ, π
∗2
n (·|x, t))ϕn(t, x) +

∫

S
ϕn(t, y)qn(dy|t, x, µ, π

∗2
n (·|x, t))

}

ϕn(t, x) = eλgn(T,x) s ∈ [0, T ], x ∈ S. (4.18)

Now, we have e2(T+1)c+n (t,x,a,b) ≤ M2V (φ(x, T − t)) and e2(T+1)g+n (t,x) ≤ M2V (φ(x, T − t)).

Hence by Lemma 3.1, Proposition 4.1 and (4.18), we have

e−λL2V (φ(x,T−t)) ≤ ϕn(t, x) = sup
π1∈Π1

m

Jπ
1,π∗2

n
n (t, x) ≤ L2V (φ(x, T − t)) ∀ n ≥ 1. (4.19)

Moreover, since ϕn(t, x) ≥ 0 and c+n (t, x, a, b) ≥ c+n−1(t, x, a, b) for all (t, x, a, b) ∈ K, by

(4.15), (4.16), (4.18) and Proposition 4.2, we have, for all x ∈ S and a.e. t, we have






Lφϕn(t, x) +

[

λc+n−1(t, x, µ, π
∗2
n (·|x, t))ϕn(t, x) +

∫

S
ϕn(t, y)qn−1(dy|t, x, µ, π

∗2
n (·|x, t))

]

≤ 0 if x ∈ Sn−1

(4.20)

and






Lφϕn(t, x) +

[

λc+n−1(t, x, µ, π
∗2
n (·|x, t))ϕn(t, x) +

∫

S
ϕn(t, y)qn−1(dy|t, x, µ, π

∗2
n (·|x, t))

]

= Lφϕn(t, x) ≤ 0 if x /∈ Sn−1.
(4.21)

So, for any π1 ∈ Π1
m, by Feynman-Kac formula, we get

J
π1,π∗2

n
n−1 (t, x) ≤ ϕn(t, x).

Since π1 ∈ Π1
m is arbitrary

sup
π1∈Π1

m

J
π1,π∗2

n

n−1 (t, x) ≤ ϕn(t, x).

Hence

inf
π2∈Π2

m

sup
π1∈Π1

m

Jπ
1,π2

n−1 (t, x) ≤ ϕn(t, x). (4.22)

Also, using (4.18) and Feynman-Kac formula, (similar proof as in Corollary (3.1)), we have

sup
π1∈Π1

m

inf
π2∈Π2

m

Jπ
1,π2

n−1 (t, x) = inf
π2∈Π2

m

sup
π1∈Π1

m

Jπ
1,π2

n−1 (t, x) = ϕn−1(t, x). (4.23)

From (4.22) and (4.23), we have ϕn−1(t, x) ≤ ϕn(t, x), that is the sequence {ϕn, n ≥ 1} is

nondecreasing in n ≥ 1. Also, since ϕn has an upper bound, limn→∞ ϕn exists. Let

lim
n→∞

ϕn(t, x) := ϕ(t, x). (4.24)
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Let

Hn(t, x) := sup
µ∈P (An(t,x))

inf
ν∈P (Bn(t,x))

{

λc+n (t, x, µ, ν)ϕn(t, x) +

∫

S
ϕn(t, y)qn(dy|t, x, µ, ν)

}

,

∀(t, x) ∈ [0, T ] × S.

Then, by Fan’s minimax theorem [13], we have

Hn(t, x) := inf
ν∈P (Bn(t,x))

sup
µ∈P (An(t,x))

{

λc+n (t, x, µ, ν)ϕn(t, x) +

∫

S
ϕn(t, y)qn(dy|t, x, µ, ν)

}

,

∀(t, x) ∈ [0, T ] × S.

Then, by Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2 and the fact that λ ≤ 1, we get the following result

|Hn(t, x)|

≤ sup
µ∈P (An(t,x))

sup
ν∈P (Bn(t,x))

{

λ|c+n (t, x, µ, ν)ϕn(t, x)|+

∫

S
|ϕn(t, y)qn(dy|t, x, µ, ν)|

}

≤ L2 sup
µ∈P (An(t,x))

sup
ν∈P (Bn(t,x))

{

M2V (φ(x, T − t))V (φ(x, T − t)) +

∫

S
|qn(dy|t, x, µ, ν)|V (φ(y, T − t))

}

≤ L2

(

M2V
2(φ(x, T − t)) + (b1 + ρ1V (φ(x, T − t))) + 2q∗(x)V (φ(x, T − t))

)

≤ L2

(

M2V
2(φ(x, T − t)) + (b1 + ρ1)V

2(φ(x, T − t)) + 2M1V
2(φ(x, T − t))

)

≤ L2M3V1(φ(x, T − t))(M2 + b1 + ρ1 + 2M1)

=: R(x), ∀(t, x) ∈ [0, T ]× S. (4.25)

Now, we prove that for each fixed x ∈ S, the equicontinuty of the family {ϕn(·, x)}n≥1 on

[0, T ]. So, fix arbitrarily some x ∈ S and s, s0 ∈ [0, T ],

|ϕn(s, x)− ϕn(s0, x)|

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ T

s
Hn(t, x)dt−

∫ T

s0

Hn(t, x)dt

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ R(x)|s − s0|, ∀n ≥ 1. (4.26)

Hence for each x ∈ S, ϕn(·, x) is Lipschitz continuous in t ∈ [0, T ]. Also, ϕn(t, x) is

increasing as n → ∞ for any (t, x) ∈ [0, T ] × S, therefore there exists a function ϕ on

[0, T ]× S that is continuous with respect to t ∈ [0, T ], such that along a subsequence {nk},

we have limk→∞ ϕnk
(·, x) = ϕ(·, x). Now by Lemma 3.1, we get

|ϕ(t, x)| ≤ L2V (φ(x, T − t)) ∀t ∈ [0, T ]. (4.27)

Let

H(t, x) := sup
µ∈P (A(t,x))

inf
ν∈P (B(t,x))

{

λc(t, x, µ, ν)ϕ(t, x) +

∫

S
ϕ(t, y)q(dy|t, x, µ, ν)

}

,

∀(t, x) ∈ [0, T ] × S.
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Then by Fan’s minimax theorem, [13], we have

H(t, x) := inf
ν∈P (B(t,x))

sup
µ∈P (A(t,x))

{

λc(t, x, µ, ν)ϕ(t, x) +

∫

S
ϕ(t, y)q(dy|t, x, µ, ν)

}

,

∀(t, x) ∈ [0, T ] × S.

We next show that for each fixed x ∈ S and t ∈ [0, T ], limk→∞Hnk
(t, x) = H(t, x). Now,

since P (A(t, x)) is a compact set, under Lemma 4.1, by measurable selection theorem in

[33], there exists a sequence of strategies µ∗nk
∈ P (A(t, x)) such that

Hnk
(t, x) := inf

ν∈P (B(t,x))

{

λc+nk
(t, x, µ∗nk

, ν)ϕnk
(t, x) +

∫

S
ϕnk

(t, y)qnk
(dy|t, x, µ∗nk

, ν)

}

.

(4.28)

Let (t, x) ∈ [0, T ] × S be arbitrarily fixed. Since, P (A(t, x)) is compact, by taking sub-

sequences if necessary, we assume without loss of generality that lim supk→∞Hnk
(t, x) =

limk→∞Hnk
(t, x) and µ∗nk

→ µ∗ as k → ∞ for some µ∗ ∈ P (A(t, x)). Taking k → ∞,

by Lemma 8.3.7 in Hernandez-Lerma and Lassere (1999) in [26], for arbitrarily fixed ν ∈

P (B(t, x)), we have

lim sup
k→∞

Hnk
(t, x) ≤ lim sup

k→∞

{

λc+nk
(t, x, µ∗nk

, ν)ϕnk
(t, x) +

∫

S
ϕnk

(t, y)qnk
(dy|t, x, µ∗nk

, ν)

}

≤

{

λc(t, x, µ∗, ν)ϕ(t, x) +

∫

S
ϕ(t, y)q(dy|t, t, x, µ∗, ν)

}

.

Since ν ∈ P (B(t, x)) is arbitrary,

lim sup
k→∞

Hnk
(t, x) ≤ inf

ν∈P (B(t,x))

{

λc(t, x, µ∗, ν)ϕ(t, x) +

∫

S
ϕ(t, y)q(dy|t, x, µ∗, ν)

}

≤ sup
µ∈P (A(t,x))

inf
ν∈P (B(t,x))

{

λc(t, x, µ, ν)ϕ(t, x) +

∫

S
ϕ(t, y)q(dy|t, x, µ, ν)

}

.

(4.29)

Using analogous arguments we can show that

lim inf
k→∞

Hnk
(t, x) ≥ inf

ν∈P (B(t,x))
sup

µ∈P (A(t,x))

{

λc(t, x, µ, ν)ϕ(t, x) +

∫

S
ϕ(t, y)q(dy|t, x, µ, ν)

}

.

(4.30)

We know that lim infk→∞Hnk
(t, x) ≤ lim supk→∞Hnk

(t, x). So, by (4.29) and (4.30), we

get

lim
k→∞

Hnk
(t, x) = inf

ν∈P (B(t,x))
sup

µ∈P (A(t,x))

{

λc(t, x, µ, ν)ϕ(t, x) +

∫

S
ϕ(t, y)q(dy|t, x, µ, ν)

}

= sup
µ∈P (A(t,x))

inf
ν∈P (B(t,x))

{

λc(t, x, µ, ν)ϕ(t, x) +

∫

S
ϕ(t, y)q(dy|t, x, µ, ν)

}

.

(4.31)
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That is limk→∞Hnk
(t, x) = H(t, x) for all (t, x) ∈ [0, T ] × S.

Since limk→∞ ϕnk
(·, x) = ϕ(·, x) and (s, x) ∈ [0, T ] × S was arbitrarily fixed, we see us-

ing, (4.31) taking limit nk → ∞ in (4.18), by the dominated convergent theorem (since

|Hnk
(t, x)| ≤ R(x)), we say that ϕ satisfies (4.1). So, we obtain

ϕ(s, x) − eg(T,φ(x,T−s))

=

∫ T

s
sup

µ∈P (A(z,φ(x,z−s)))
inf

ν∈P (B(z,φ(x,z−s)))

{

λc(z, φ(x, z − s), µ, ν)ϕ(z, φ(x, z − s))

+

∫

S
ϕ(z, y)q(dy|z, φ(x, z − s), µ, ν)

}

dz

=

∫ T

s
inf

ν∈P (B(z,φ(x,z−s)))
sup

µ∈P (A(z,φ(x,z−s)))

{

λc(z, φ(x, z − s), µ, ν)ϕ(z, φ(x, z − s))

+

∫

S
ϕ(z, y)q(dy|z, φ(x, z − s), µ, ν)

}

dz

ϕn(s, x) = eλg(T,x) s ∈ [0, T ], x ∈ S. (4.32)

Now, by (4.1) and the fundamental theorem of Lebesgue integral calculus [2, Theorem 4.4.1],

ϕ(·, x) is absolutely continuous on [0, T ] and by the same argument as in (4.25) gives

|Lφϕ(t, x)| = |H(t, x)| ≤ R(x), ∀(t, x) ∈ [0, T ] × S.

Therefore, we see that ϕ ∈ B
ac
V,V1

([0, T ]×S). Furthermore, measurable selection theorem

in [33] implies that there exists a pair of strategies (π∗1, π∗2) ∈ Π1
m ×Π2

m satisfying (4.1).

Finally, we have to verify the uniqueness of the solution ϕ of the optimality equation (4.1).

Let ϕ ∈ B
ac
V,V1

([0, T ] × S) be an arbitrarily fixed solution to (4.1). Now by Proposition

4.1, we see ϕ(t, x) = supπ1∈Π1
m
infπ2∈Π2

m
Jπ

1,π2
(t, x). So, ϕ is the unique solution to (4.1)

satisfying (4.3), out of ϕ ∈ B
ac
V,V1

([0, T ] × S). �

The main optimal result is the following one from which we know the existence of saddle-

point equilibrium and the existence of the value of the game.

Theorem 4.2. Suppose Assumptions 3.1, 3.2 and 4.1 are satisfied. Then the following

assertions hold.

(a) There exists a unique ϕ̃ ∈ B
ac
V,V1

([0, T ] × S) and some pair of strategies (π∗1, π∗2) ∈

Π1
m ×Π2

m satisfying the equations (4.1), (4.2) and (4.3).

(b) The pair of strategies, (π∗1, π∗2) ∈ Π1
m×Π2

m in part (a) is a saddle-point equilibrium.

Proof. (a) For each n ≥ 1, define cn and gn on K as:

cn(t, x, a, b) := max{−n, c(t, x, a, b)}, gn(t, x) := max{−n, g(t, x)}

for each (t, x, a, b) ∈ K. Then limn→∞ cn(t, x, a, b) = c(t, x, a, b) and limn→∞ gn(t, x) =

g(t, x). Define rn(t, x, a, b) := cn(t, x, a, b) + n and g̃n(t, x) := gn(t, x) + n. So,
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rn(t, x, a, b) ≥ 0 and g̃n(t, x) ≥ 0 for each n ≥ 1 and (t, x, a, b) ∈ K. Now by

Assumption 3.1, we have

−
1

T + 1
ln

√

M2V (φ(x, T − t)) ≤ max{−n,−
1

T + 1
ln
√

M2V (φ(x, T − t))}

≤ cn(t, x, a, b) ≤
1

T + 1
ln

√

M2V (φ(x, T − t)) (4.33)

and

−
1

T + 1
ln

√

M2V (φ(x, T − t)) ≤ max{−n,−
1

T + 1
ln

√

M2V (φ(x, T − t))}

≤ gn(t, x) ≤
1

T + 1
ln

√

M2V (φ(x, T − t)). (4.34)

So, we have e2(T+1)rn(t,x,a,b) ≤ e2(T+1)nM2V (φ(x, T−t)) and e2(T+1)g̃n(t,x) ≤ e2(T+1)nM2V (φ(x, T−

t)) for all n ≥ 1 and (t, x, a, b) ∈ K. Define a new model Rn := {S, (An(t, x), x ∈

S), (Bn(t, x), x ∈ S), q, φ(x, t), rn, g̃n}. Now for any real-valued measurable functions

ψ̃ and φ̃ defined on Kand [0, T ]× S, respectively, define

J̃ ψ̃,φ̃(s, x)

:= sup
π1∈Π1

m

inf
π2∈Π2

m

Eπ
1,π2

(s,x)

[

exp

(

λ

∫ T

s

∫

B

∫

A
ψ̃(t, ξt, a, b)π

1(da|ξt, t)π
2(db|ξt, t)dt+ λφ̃(T, ξT )

)]

(4.35)

assuming that the integral exists. Now since rn ≥ 0, g̃n ≥ 0 and all Assumptions

hold for the model Rn, by Theorem 4.1, we have

− LφJ̃rn,g̃n(s, x)

= sup
µ∈P (A(t,x))

inf
ν∈P (B(t,x))

{

λrn(t, x, µ, ν)J̃
rn,g̃n(t, x) +

∫

S
J̃rn,g̃n(t, y)q(dy|t, x, µ, ν)

}

= inf
ν∈P (B(t,x))

sup
µ∈P (A(t,x))

{

λrn(t, x, µ, ν)J̃
rn,g̃n(t, x) +

∫

S
J̃rn,g̃n(t, y)q(dy|t, x, µ, ν)

}

= inf
ν∈P (B(t,x))

{

λrn(t, x, π
∗1(·|x, t), ν)J̃rn,g̃n(t, x) +

∫

S
J̃rn,g̃n(t, y)q(dy|t, x, π∗1(·|x, t), ν)

}

= sup
µ∈P (A(t,x))

{

λrn(t, x, µ, π
∗2(·|x, t))J̃rn,g̃n(t, x) +

∫

S
J̃rn,g̃n(t, y)q(dy|t, x, µ, π∗2(·|x, t))

}

J̃rn,g̃n(T, x) = eg̃n(T,x) s ∈ [0, T ], x ∈ S. (4.36)

Now

J̃rn,g̃n(s, x) = J̃cn+n,gn+n(s, x) = J̃cn,gn(s, x)eλ(T−s+1)n.
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So, using (4.36), we can write for a.e. s ∈ [0, T ],

− LφJ̃cn,gn(s, x)

= sup
µ∈P (A(s,x))

inf
ν∈P (B(s,x))

{

λcn(s, x, µ, ν)J̃
cn,gn(s, x) +

∫

S
J̃cn,gn(s, y)q(dy|s, x, µ, ν)

}

= inf
ν∈P (B(s,x))

sup
µ∈P (A(s,x))

{

λcn(s, x, µ, ν)J̃
cn,gn(s, x) +

∫

S
J̃cn,gn(s, y)q(dy|s, x, µ, ν)

}

J̃cn,gn(T, x) = egn(T,x). (4.37)

Now by (4.37) and Lemma 3.1, we have

|J̃cn,gn(t, x)| ≤ L2V (φ(x, T − t)), n ≥ 1. (4.38)

Now since cn(t, x, a, b) and gn(t, x) are decreasing in n ≥ 1, so the corresponding

value function J̃cn,gn(t, x) is also decreasing in n. Also by Lemma 3.1, we know that

J̃cn,gn has a lower bound. So, limn→∞ J̃cn,gn(t, x) exists. Let limn→∞ J̃cn,gn(t, x) =:

ϕ̃(t, x) for each (t, x) ∈ [0, T ] × S. Then by the same arguments as Theorem 4.1,

with ϕn(t, x) replaced with J̃cn,gn(t, x) here, by (4.37), (4.38), Assumptions 3.1, and

3.2, we see that (a) is true.

(b) Now by measurable selection theorem, there exists a pair of strategies (π∗1, π∗2) ∈

Π1
m ×Π2

m for which (4.1) holds. So, by Proposition 4.1, we get

sup
π1∈Π1

inf
π2∈Π2

Jπ
1,π2

(0, x) = inf
π2∈Π2

sup
π1∈Π1

Jπ
1,π2

(0, x) = sup
π1∈Π1

Jπ
1,π∗2

(0, x)

= inf
π2∈Π2

Jπ
∗1,π2

(0, x) = ϕ̃(0, x)

and

sup
π1∈Π1

m

inf
π2∈Π2

m

Jπ
1,π2

(t, x) = inf
π2∈Π2

m

sup
π1∈Π1

m

Jπ
1,π2

(t, x) = sup
π1∈Π1

m

Jπ
1,π∗2

(t, x)

= inf
π2∈Π2

m

Jπ
∗1,π2

(t, x) = ϕ̃(t, x).

From these together with the equations (2.5), (2.6), (3.1) and (3.2), we get

sup
π1∈Π1

inf
π2∈Π2

Jπ
1,π2

(0, x) = inf
π2∈Π2

sup
π1∈Π1

Jπ
1,π2

(0, x) = sup
π1∈Π1

Jπ
1,π∗2

(0, x)

= inf
π2∈Π2

Jπ
∗1,π2

(0, x) =
1

λ
ln ϕ̃(0, x)

and

sup
π1∈Π1

m

inf
π2∈Π2

m

Jπ
1,π2

(t, x) = inf
π2∈Π2

m

sup
π1∈Π1

m

Jπ
1,π2

(t, x) = sup
π1∈Π1

m

Jπ
1,π∗2

(t, x)

= inf
π2∈Π2

m

Jπ
∗1,π2

(t, x) =
1

λ
ln ϕ̃(t, x).
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Hence

sup
π1∈Π1

inf
π2∈Π2

Jπ
1,π2

(0, x) = sup
π1∈Π1

m

inf
π2∈Π2

m

Jπ
1,π2

(0, x)

= inf
π2∈Π2

sup
π1∈Π1

Jπ
1,π2

(0, x) = inf
π2∈Π2

m

sup
π1∈Π1

m

Jπ
1,π2

(0, x)

= sup
π1∈Π1

Jπ
1,π∗2

(0, x) = sup
π1∈Π1

m

Jπ
1,π∗2

(0, x)

= inf
π2∈Π2

Jπ
∗1,π2

(0, x) = inf
π2∈Π2

m

Jπ
∗1,π2

(0, x)

=
1

λ
ln ϕ̃(0, x).

So, the pair of strategies (π∗1, π∗2) ∈ Π1
m×Π2

m is a saddle-point equilibrium. There-

fore, we complete the proof of the theorem.

Remark 4.1. Note that (π∗1, π∗2) ∈ Π1
m × Π2

m as defined in theorem above is a

saddle-point equilibrium for the cost criterion (2.5) and we have U(x) = L(x) =

J∗(0, x) = 1
λ log ϕ̃(0, x). Thus the value of the game exists.
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