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Abstract

This paper is concerned with a unified treatment of linear quadratic control problem

for stochastic Volterra integral equations (SVIEs), motivated by the various approaches

and scattered results in the existing literature. A novel class of optimal causal feedback

strategy is introduced and characterized by means of a new Riccati system. To this end,

a fundamental function space and an appropriate multiplicative rule among functions are

defined for the first time. In contrast with the existing works, our unified treatment

not only provides a new approach, but also extends or improves the known conclusions in

stochastic differential equations, convolution SVIEs, stochastic Volterra integro-differential

equations (VIDEs), deterministic VIEs, deterministic VIDEs. In addition, an interesting

phenomenon is reveal by the current study: for SVIEs the conventional structure of state

feedback is replaced by a suitable causal form, and the original state process no longer

plays indispensable role in the feedbacks while an auxiliary state process does.

Keywords. stochastic Volterra integral equations, linear-quadratic control, optimal causal

feedback strategy, Riccati system

AMS Mathematics subject classification. 93E20, 49N10, 60H20, 45D05

1 Introduction

Let (Ω,F ,F,P) be a complete filtered probability space on which a standard one-dimension

Brownian motion W is defined and F = {Ft}t≥0 is the natural filtration of W augmented by

all the P-null sets in F . Given τ ∈ [0, T ], we consider the following stochastic Volterra integral

equations (SVIEs for short):

X(t) = ϕ(t) +

∫ t

τ

[
A(t, s)X(s) +B(t, s)u(s)

]
ds

+

∫ t

τ

[
C(t, s)X(s)+D(t, s)u(s)

]
dW (s), t ∈ [τ, T ],

(1.1)
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where A,B,C,D are given deterministic matrix-valued functions, ϕ is a given deterministic

function called free term, u is the admissible control process in

U [τ, T ]
△
=
{
u : [τ, T ]×Ω→Rl

∣∣u(·) is F-adapted, measureable, E

∫ T

τ

|u(s)|2ds<∞
}
.

We introduce the following cost functional:

J (τ, ϕ;u)=E

[
〈GX(T ), X(T )〉+

∫ T

τ

(
〈Q(s)X(s), X(s)〉+〈R(s)u(s), u(s)〉

)
ds

]
, (1.2)

where G,Q and R are given deterministic matrix-valued functions. The LQ problem for SVIE

can be stated as follows:

Problem (LQ-SVIE). Given τ ∈ [0, T ], ϕ∈L2(τ, T ;Rd), find a û ∈ U [τ, T ] s.t.

J (τ, ϕ; û) = inf
u∈U [τ,T ]

J (τ, ϕ;u) ≡ V (τ, ϕ). (1.3)

Any û ∈ U [τ, T ] satisfying (1.3) is called an optimal open-loop control of Problem (LQ-SVIE)

corresponding to (τ, ϕ), X̂(·) ≡ X(·; τ, ϕ, û(·)) is called an optimal open-loop state process, V is

called the value function.

The classical optimal control theory was originally developed to deal with ordinary differ-

ential equations (ODEs). However, it is found that there are many physical phenomena (e.g.,

the hereditary property in Bellman–Cooke [2], Bellman–Danskin [3], Volterra [26]) that cannot

be adequately described by ODEs but by Volterra integral equations (VIEs for short). VIEs

were introduced by Italian mathematician Vito Volterra, and have brought us new theories

(e.g., Volterra operator theory in Gohberg–Krein [10]). Up until now, it is still an active re-

search topic, see, e.g., the recent monograph of Brunner [4]. As to the optimal control theory

of VIEs, it seems that one of the earliest paper was given Friedman [9] to our best knowl-

edge. In the stochastic case, Yong [34] studied the maximum principle of optimal controls by

introducing proper backward stochastic Volterra integral equations (BSVIEs for short), while

Wang-Yong [30] recently extended it into the general case with arbitrary non-empty control

domain. Some relevant papers include Hamaguchi [13, 14], Shi et al [23], Viens-Zhang [27],

Wang [31], Wang-Zhang [32], to mention a few.

At this moment, let us return back to the linear quadratic problem. Practically, people

expect the optimal control to have state feedback representation which is non-anticipating. In

the case of ODEs or SDEs, this can be done by a proper Riccati system. Nevertheless, in the

SVIEs (or even VIEs) case, it becomes quite challenging to seek appropriate feedback optimal

control (see e.g. Lindquist [17]). We believe one important reason lies in the lack of flow

property for SVIEs or VIEs. In order to overcome this essential difficulty, let us look at the

following auxiliary function X :

X (s, t) = ϕ(s) +

∫ t

τ

[
A(s, r)X(r) +B(s, r)u(r)

]
dr

+

∫ t

τ

[
C(s, r)X(r) +D(s, r)u(r)

]
dW (r), τ 6 t 6 s 6 T.

(1.4)

It is non-anticipating in the sense that X (·, t) is determined by the information of X , u up

to the current time t. In addition, the flow property can be reestablished via X (see e.g.

Viens-Zhang [27]). According to monograph Corduneanu [6], we can regard X (·, t) as a causal

operator/abstract Volterra operator acting on the function space of (X,u), and name it the

causal state trajectory in our LQ problems. In the deterministic case, this term was used in
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LQ problems, see e.g. Lee-You [18, 19], Pritchard-You [20], and recent Han et al [15]. In the

stochastic case, it was useful in Hamaguchi-Wang [11, 12], Wang [29], Wang et al [28] for the

LQ problems and Coutin-Decreusefond [7], Viens-Zhang [27] for other problems.

To explain the motivations of the current study, let us give a closer revisit to the existing

literature on LQ problem of VIEs (e.g. De Acutis [8], Han et al [15], Lindquist [17], Lee-

You [18,19], Pritchard-You [20], Pandolfi [21], Shaikhet [22]) and that of SVIEs (e.g. Abi Jaber

et al [1], Chen-Yong [5], Hamaguchi-Wang [11, 12], Wang et al [28]). Let us demonstrate the

details from four standpoints.

• As we know, the difference between optimal control problem of Bolza type and that of

Lagrange type lies in the terminal cost. On the one hand, the previous one provides a general

framework to deal with more practical problem such as mean-variance optimization problem or

expected utility maximization problems. On the other hand, in the literature of ODEs/SDEs, it

seems that there are not too much essential difference between the Bolza and the Lagrange type

since in some sense the previous can be transformed into the later. Back to the LQ problem

of SVIEs, Hamaguchi–Wang [11, 12] recently investigated the particular Lagrange type and

characterized optimal causal feedback strategy via the above X (·, ·). Then one may ask

(Q1): for SVIEs, is it still nearly trivial extension from the Lagrange type to the Bolza type in

the characterization of causal feedback strategy?

• Mathematical speaking, the matrix-valued Riccati equation should be more natural and

easily acceptable for the finite-dimensional Problem (LQ-SVIE). However, Abi Jaber et al [1]

studied the LQ probelm of convolution SVIE, a special form of (1.1), based on an infinite-

dimensional lifting approach and ended up with operator-valued Riccati equations for feedback

controls. Wang et al [28] introduced an operator-valued path-dependent Riccati equation to

characterize the feedback representation of the optimal control, and their controlled SVIE, an-

other special form of (1.1), is an essential particular integro-differential type. One may ask

(Q2): can we use the matrix-value Riccati equation to represent optimal (causal) feedback strat-

egy like that in the SDEs case (e.g. Sun-Yong [24])?

• Based on the semigroup theory approach, De Acutis [8] studied the representation of an

optimal feedback control for a deterministic VIDE. Pandolfi [21] obtained system of Riccati

differential equations by dynamic programming method and state space approach. We found

that both papers obtained the optimal control of the type

u(t) = p0(t)X(t) +

∫ t

τ

p1(s, t)X(s)ds, t ∈ [τ, T ], (1.5)

where (p0, p1) is the solution to certain Riccati equations and X corresponds to the optimal

state. Notice that similar form of (1.5) also appeared in Shaikhet [22]. Considering the fact

that the above representation (1.5) for optimal control is also non-anticipated/causal, it then

becomes quite natural to ask

(Q3): For Problem (LQ-SVIE), can we obtain the optimal causal feedback representation without

using the auxiliary X in (1.4), but in the manner of representation (1.5)?

• If (1.1) reduces to deterministic VIE, a so-called projection causality approach was intro-

duced in Pritchard–You [20], and the optimal control was represented in linear causal feedback

way with the feedback strategy determined by a Fredholm integral equation. Notice that this

feedback representation is different from (1.5), and it relies on the above casual state X (·, ·).

Such Fredholm idea also happened in Lee–You [18, 19]. On the other hand, if (1.1) reduces to
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a SDEs, there are abundant papers on representing optimal controls via Riccati equations (see

e.g. Sun-Yong [24]). At this moment, one may ask

(Q4): For Problem (LQ-SVIE), can we mix the projection causality idea in [20] with the Riccati

equation idea in [24]? If so, what are the relationships between the study here and theirs?

The purpose of this paper is to give a unified treatment to the Problem (LQ-SVIE), from

which the above four different questions can be answered carefully. Inspired by the previous

works (e.g. [11, 12, 20, 21, 28]), we introduce a new feedback representation of control process:

u(t)=Θ1(t)X(t)+

∫ T

τ

Θ2(s, t)
(
X(s)⊗ X (s, t)

)
ds+Θ3(t)X (T, t)+v(t), t ∈ [τ, T ], (1.6)

where Θ1,Θ2,Θ3 and v are deterministic functions merely depending on the data of Problem

(LQ-SVIE) and
X(s)⊗ X (s, t)

△
= X(s)I[τ,t)(s) + X (s, t)I[t,T ](s), t, s ∈ [τ, T ]. (1.7)

Clearly, the representation (1.6) of u at current time t does not involve future information

of the corresponding state process X . In this sense, we call (Θ1,Θ2,Θ3, v) a causal feedback

strategy (see Definition 2.1 for a precise definition). The main result of the current paper is

to characterize (Θ1,Θ2,Θ3, v) by introducing appropriate Riccati system which to our best

knowledge is quite new in the literature. To indicate the unified powerfulness, we give detailed

comparisons with the existing literature.

Now we highlight the innovations of this paper, together with some interesting phenomena

revealed under our unified framework.

• From the notion viewpoint, the unified treatment requires us to introduce a new class of

causal feedback strategy (1.6) and its characterization via the a new Riccati system (2.4). To

this end, we define suitable space (Definition 2.4 ) and appropriate multiplicative rule (Definition

2.5) which appear for the first time in the literature.

• From the methodology standpoint, our unified treatment provides a new approach to study

the LQ problem of SVIEs. For example, to obtain the explicit representation of optimal causal

feedback strategy and the uniqueness of Riccati system, we introduce strongly optimal causal

feedback strategy and the extended cost functional (see Remark 2.3, Remark 3.3, Remark 3.5

for details). Both notions reduce to the conventional case in [11, 12] when there is no terminal

cost. This shows the nontrivial extension to the literature and it corresponds to (Q2) above.

• From the conclusion standpoint, we give a unified treatment to the existing literature in

several cases, including SVIEs [12], SVIDE [28], convolution SVIE [1], VIDEs [21], VIEs [20],

SDEs in e.g. [24], to mentioned a few. We provide explicit representation of causal feedback

strategies via finite dimensional Riccati system, which is consistent with the Fredholm idea

in [20], clarifies the operator-valued counterparts in [1, 28], and extends that in e.g. [12, 21, 24].

This corresponds to the above (Q1), (Q2), (Q4).

• The unified treatment helps us to reveal two interesting phenomena. First of all, we found

that optimal control (if it exists) generally does not have representation in the spirit of (1.5).

It gives us an answer to the above (Q3), and is based on three observations. First, in the

deterministic case, our result (Theorem 3.1) shows p1 plays role only when R(·) is singular.

Second, in particular case (see Corollary 3.3), we prove it is contradictory once the above

optimal representation (1.5) exists. Third, in contrast with X(·) in the integral of (1.6), the

term X (·, t) is more essential and appropriate in the sense that the later reduces to the former
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in particular case (see Subsection 4.5). Second of all, we point out that another phenomenon

when the drift term is not controlled
(
B=0 in (1.1)

)
. Once optimal causal feedback strategy

exists, it is a Markovian state feedback in the sense that it only depends on X but not X (see

Remark 3.4).

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. The next section is devoted to some prelimi-

naries. In Section 3 we establish an equivalent characterization of the existence of the strongly

optimal feedback strategy. In Section 4 we apply our result to some special cases. Section 5

concludes this paper.

2 Preliminaries

Let Rd and Rd×l be the usual d-dimensional space of real numbers and the set of all (d× l) real

matrices, Sd be the set of all (d × d) real symmetric matrices, and Id be the (d × d)-identity

matrix. M⊤ and M † denote the transpose and the Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse of matrix M ,

respectively. R(M) denotes the range. We shall use | · | and 〈·〉 to denote the Euclidean norm

and product. B([0, T ]) denotes the Borel σ-field of [0, T ]. We define a triangle region and a

square pyramid region:

△∗[0, T ]=
{
(r, s)∈ [0, T ]2

∣∣06s<r6T
}
, ✷3[0, T ]=

{
(s1, s2, t)∈ [0, T ]3

∣∣t<s1 ∧ s2
}
.

For any τ ∈ [0, T ] and Euclidean space H which could be Rd×l, or Sd, and so on, we

define several spaces. Let L∞(τ, T ;H) be the set of H-valued essentially bounded measur-

able functions, L2(△∗[τ, T ];H) the set of H-valued and square-integrable deterministic func-

tions, L2,2,1(✷3[τ, T ];H) the set of f : ✷3[τ, T ] → H such that
∫ T

τ

∫ T

τ

(∫ s1∧s2

τ
|f(s1,s2,t)|dt

)2
ds1ds2<∞, L2

F
(τ,T ;H) the set of H-valued, square-integrable and F-progressively measurable

processes, L2
F
([τ, T ]2;H) the set of f : [τ, T ]2 × Ω → H such that f(t, ·) ∈ L2

F
(τ, T ;H) for

t ∈ [τ, T ] and E
∫ T

τ

∫ T

τ
|f(t, s)|2dsdt < ∞, L2

F
(△∗[τ, T ];H) the set of f : △∗[τ, T ] × Ω → H

such that f(t, ·) ∈ L2
F
(τ, t;H) for t ∈ [τ, T ] and E

∫ T

τ

∫ t

τ
|f(t, s)|2dsdt < ∞, L2

F,c(△∗[τ, T ];H)

the set of f ∈ L2
F
(△∗[τ, T ];H) such that s → f(t, s) is uniformly continuous on (τ, t) and

E
∫ T

τ
sup

s∈[τ,t]

|f(t, s)|2dt<∞.

Inspired by [11,12], let L 2(△∗[τ, T ];H) be the set of f ∈L2(△∗[τ, T ];H) satisfying esssup
t∈[τ,T ]

(

∫ T

t
|f(s, t)|2ds

) 1
2 <∞ such that for any ε > 0, there exists a finite partition {Ui}

m
i=0 of [τ, T ] with

τ = U0 < U1 < · · · < Um = T satisfying esssup
t∈(Ui,Ui+1)

(∫ Ui+1

t
|f(s, t)|2ds

) 1
2 <ε, i∈{0, 1, . . . ,m−1}.

For the coefficients in the state equation and cost functional, we impose the following as-

sumptions throughout this paper:

(H1). A,C∈L 2(△∗[τ, T ];R
d×d), B,D∈L 2(△∗[τ, T ];R

d×l).

(H2). Q ∈ L∞(τ, T ; Sd), R ∈ L∞(τ, T ; Sl), G ∈ Sd.

(H3). For f
△
=A,B,C,D, there exist a modulus of continuity ρ(·) and δ such that

|f(T, s)− f(t, s)|+ |ϕ(T )− ϕ(t)| ≤ ρ(T − t), τ 6 s, T − δ 6 t 6 T.

Remark 2.1. For any ϕ ∈ L2(0, T ;Rd), we see that the terminal cost is not well-defined.

However, under (H3) a proof similar to that of [15, Theorem 2.4] guarantees the left-continuity

of the state process X(·) at t = T , and then X(T ) makes sense.
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For the sake of symbolic simplicity, we define

I
△
=

{
(τ, ϕ)

∣∣τ ∈ [0, T ), ϕ ∈ L2(τ, T ;Rd) satisfies (H3)
}
,

S[0, T ]
△
= L∞(0, T ;Rl×d)× L2([0, T ]2;Rl×d)× L∞(0, T ;Rl×d)× U [0, T ].

Definition 2.1. (i) Any 4-tuple (Θ1,Θ2,Θ3, v) ∈ S[0, T ] is called a causal feedback strategy.

(ii) For any (Θ1,Θ2,Θ3, v) ∈ S[0, T ] and (τ, ϕ) ∈ I, the pair (X,X ) ∈ L2
F
(τ, T ;Rd) ×

L2
F,c(△∗[τ, T ];R

d) is called the causal feedback solution of (1.1) if it satisfies



X(t) =ϕ(t)+

∫ t

τ

[
A(t, r)X(r)+ B(t, r)uΘ,v(r)

]
dr

+

∫ t

τ

[
C(t, r)X(r)+D(t, r)uΘ,v(r)

]
dW (r), t ∈ [τ, T ],

X (s, t)=ϕ(s)+

∫ t

τ

[
A(s, r)X(r)+ B(s, r)uΘ,v(r)

]
dr

+

∫ t

τ

[
C(s, r)X(r)+D(s, r)uΘ,v(r)

]
dW (r), (s, t)∈△∗[τ, T ],

uΘ,v(t)
△
=Θ1(t)X(t)+

∫ T

τ

Θ2(r, t)
(
X(r)⊗X (r, t)

)
dr

+Θ3(t)X (T, t) + v(t), t ∈ [τ, T ].

(2.1)

Here, X ⊗ X is in (1.7), uΘ,v is called the outcome of (Θ1,Θ2, Θ3, v) at (τ, ϕ).

Remark 2.2. As to the above definition, let us point out two interesting facts. First, we

observe (Θ1,Θ2,Θ3, v) ∈ S[0, T ] does not rely on (τ, ϕ) ∈ I while uΘ,v does. Second, there are

some important differences from [11, 12] even when the terminal cost disappear. In fact, our

strategy Θ2 is defined on [0, T ]2 instead of ∆∗[0, T ]. Therefore, the uΘ,v in (2.1) have additional

dependence on the value of X(·) in [τ, t].

The following lemma gives the existence and uniqueness of a causal feedback solution. Since

its proof is almost the same as [11, Theorem 2.4], we omit the details.

Lemma 2.1. Let (H1)-(H3) hold. For each causal feedback strategy (Θ1,Θ2,Θ3, v) ∈ S[0, T ]

and each input condition (τ, ϕ) ∈ I, the controlled SVIE (1.1) has a unique causal feedback

solution (X,X ) ∈ L2
F
(τ, T ;Rd)× L2

F,c(△∗[τ, T ];R
d).

If (X,X ) is the causal feedback solution of (1.1), then it is easy to see uΘ,v belongs to

U [τ, T ]. At this moment, let us present the definition of optimal causal feedback strategy.

Definition 2.2. A 4-tuple (Θ̂1, Θ̂2, Θ̂3, v̂) ∈ S[0, T ] is called optimal causal feedback strategy of

Problem (LQ-SVIE) if

J (τ, ϕ;uΘ̂,v̂) 6 J (τ, ϕ;u), ∀(τ, ϕ) ∈ I, u ∈ U [τ, T ].

Since the cost functional depends on the terminal state, we have to introduce some new

concepts. Instead of the above original framework (including notations I, J , etc,) with optimal

strategy, we will work in the extended framework with stronger optimality to obtain the explicit

forms and uniqueness of causal feedback strategy (once it exists). We refer to the following

Remark 2.3, Remark 3.3 and Remark 3.5 for more detailed explanations. To begin with,

inspired by [31], we define

Ĩ
△
=

{
(τ, ϕ1, ϕ2)| τ ∈ [0, T ), ϕ1∈L2(τ, T ;Rd), ϕ2 ∈ Rd

}
.
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For any (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2) ∈ Ĩ and (Θ1,Θ2,Θ3, v) ∈ S[0, T ], consider the following system:



X1(t) =ϕ1(t)+

∫ t

τ

[
A(t, r)X1(r)+ B(t, r)uΘ,v

1 (r)
]
dr

+

∫ t

τ

[
C(t, r)X1(r)+D(t, r)uΘ,v

1 (r)
]
dW (r), t ∈ [τ, T ),

X1(s, t)=ϕ1(s)+

∫ t

τ

[
A(s, r))X1(r)+ B(s, r)uΘ,v

1 (r)
]
dr

+

∫ t

τ

[
C(s, r)X1(r)+D(s, r)uΘ,v

1 (r)
]
dW (r), τ 6 t 6s <T,

X2(t)=ϕ2 +

∫ t

τ

[
A(T, r))X1(r)+ B(T, r)uΘ,v

1 (r)
]
dr

+

∫ t

τ

[
C(T, r)X1(r)+D(T, r)uΘ,v

1 (r)
]
dW (r), t ∈ [τ, T ],

u
Θ,v
1 (t)

△
= Θ1(t)X1(t) +

∫ T

τ

Θ2(r, t)
(
X1(r) ⊗ X1(r, t)

)
dr

+Θ3(t)X2(t) + v(t), t ∈ [τ, T ).

(2.2)

A method similar to [11, Theorem 2.4] ensures the existence and uniqueness of (X1,X1,X2) ∈

L2
F
(τ, T ;Rd)×L2

F,c(△∗[τ, T ];R
d)×L2

F
(τ, T ;Rd). We call (X1,X1,X2) the extended causal feed-

back solution of controlled SVIE, uΘ,v
1 the extended outcome of (Θ1,Θ2, Θ3, v) at (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2),

and (2.2) the extended closed-loop system.

For any (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2) ∈ Ĩ and u ∈ U [τ, T ], we further introduce

J̃ (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2;u)
△
=E

[
〈GX2(T ),X2(T )〉+

∫ T

τ

(
〈Q(s)X1(s),X1(s)〉+〈R(s)u(s),u(s)〉

)
ds

]
, (2.3)

where X1,X1 and X2 are the solutions of the first, second and third equations in (2.2) replacing

u
Θ,v
1 with any u ∈ U [τ, T ], respectively. We name (2.3) the extended cost functional and define

the corresponding extended value function

Ṽ (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2)
△
= inf

u∈U [τ,T ]
J̃ (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2;u).

Similar to Definition 2.2, we give the following definition.

Definition 2.3. A 4-tuple (Θ̂1, Θ̂2, Θ̂3, v) ∈ S[0, T ] is called strongly optimal causal feedback

strategy of Problem (LQ-SVIE) if

J̃ (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2;u
Θ̂,v̂
1 ) 6 J̃ (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2;u), (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2) ∈ Ĩ, u ∈ U [τ, T ].

Remark 2.3. At this moment, let us explain the terms extended and strongly in the above.

First, for any (τ, ϕ) ∈ I, by taking ϕ1
△
= ϕ and ϕ2

△
= ϕ(T ), we see that the extended

causal feedback solution in (2.2) naturally reduces to causal feedback solution in (2.1). Similar

principle also holds for the outcome, the closed-loop system, the cost functional and the value

function.

Second, since the set Ĩ is larger than I, it is clear that a strongly optimal causal feedback

strategy is also optimal in the spirit of Definition 2.2. This explains the term strongly. If G=0,

the two concepts of strongly optimal causal feedback strategy and optimal causal feedback

strategy are equivalent.

To introduce the Riccati type system, we define a suitable space and certain right (or left)

multiplicative rule. Both of them appear for the first time in the literature.
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Definition 2.4. Let Υ[0, T ] be the set of (P1,P2,P3,P4) with P1,P2 : [0, T ] → Sd, P3 :

△∗[0, T ] → Rd×d and P4 : ✷3[0, T ] → Rd×d such that

(i) P1,P2∈L∞(0, T ; Sd), P3∈L 2(△∗[0, T ];R
d×d), P4∈L2,2,1(✷3[0, T ];R

d×d);

(ii) for a.e. (s1, s2)∈ [0, T ]2, t 7→P4(s1, s2, t) is absolutely continuous on (0, s1 ∧ s2), and

for a.e. (s1, s2, t)∈✷3[0, T ], it holds that P4(s1, s2, t)=P4(s2, s1, t)
⊤.

The above Υ[0, T ] will be the solution space for our Riccati system. Next we define some

multiplicative rules that are frequently used in the Riccati system.

Definition 2.5. Let P = (P1,P2,P3,P4) ∈Υ[0, T ]. For each M :△∗[0, T ]→ Rd1×d and

N : △∗[0, T ] → Rd×d2, we define:

(M ⊳ P2,3)(t)
△
= M(T, t)P2(t)+

∫ T

t

M(s, t)P3(s, t)
⊤ds, t ∈ [0, T ],

(P2,3 ⊲ N)(t)
△
= P2(t)N(T, t) +

∫ T

t

P3(s, t)N(s, t)ds, t ∈ [0, T ],

(M ⊳ P1,3,4)(s, t)
△
=M(s, t)P1(s)+M(T, t)P3(s, t)+

∫ T

t

M(r, t)P4(r, s, t)dr, (s, t)∈△∗[0, T ],

(P1,3,4 ⊲ N)(s, t)
△
=P1(s)N(s, t)+P3(s, t)

⊤N(T,t)+

∫ T

t

P4(s, r, t)N(r, t)dr, (s, t)∈△∗[0, T ],

(M ⊳ P ⊲ N)(t)
△
=M(T, t)P2(t)N(T, t)+

∫ T

t

[
M(s, t)P1(s)N(s, t)+M(T, t)P3(s, t)N(s, t)

+M(s, t)P3(s, t)
⊤N(T, t)+

∫ T

t

M(s, t)P4(s, θ, t)N(θ, t)dθ
]
ds, t ∈ [0, T ].

Remark 2.4. Notice that if we take M(s, t) ≡ M(t), N(s, t) ≡ N(t), then “ ⊳ ” and “ ⊲ ” in

Definition 2.5 reduces to the classical multiplicative rule, e.g.,

(M ⊳ P ⊲ N)(t)=M(t)
{

P2(t)+

∫ T

t

(
P1(s)+P3(s, t)+P3(s, t)

⊤+

∫ T

t

P4(s, θ, t)dθ
)
ds
}
N(t).

At this moment, it is time for us to present the following system:




P1(t) = Q(t) + (C⊤⊳ P ⊲ C)(t)

−(C⊤⊳P⊲D)(t)
(
R(t)+(D⊤⊳P⊲D)(t)

)†
(D⊤⊳P ⊲C)(t), t∈ [0, T ],

P2(t)=G−

∫ T

t

(P2,3⊲B)(s)
(
R(s)+(D⊤⊳P⊲D)(s)

)†
(B⊤⊳P2,3)(s)ds, t∈ [0, T ],

P3(t, r)=(P2,3⊲A)(t)−(P2,3⊲B)(t)
(
R(t)+(D⊤⊳P⊲D)(t)

)†
(D⊤⊳P⊲C)(t)

−

∫ t

r

(P2,3⊲B)(θ)
(
R(θ)+(D⊤⊳P⊲D)(θ)

)†
(B⊤⊳P1,3,4)(t, θ)dθ, (t, r)∈△∗ [0, T ],

P4(s, t, r)=P4(t, s, r)
⊤

=(P1,3,4⊲A)(s, t)−(P1,3,4⊲B)(s, t)
(
R(t)+(D⊤⊳P⊲D)(t)

)†
(D⊤⊳P⊲C)(t)

−

∫ t

r

(P1,3,4⊲B)(s, θ)
(
R(θ)+(D⊤⊳P⊲D)(θ)

)†
(B⊤⊳P1,3,4)(t, θ)dθ, 06r6 t6s6T.

(2.4)

In Subsection 4.1 and 4.2, we shall show that (2.4) reduces to the so-called Riccati-Volterra

equation in [12] and the classical Riccati equation in LQ problem for SDE, respectively. There-

fore, in the current paper we will name (2.4) a Riccati system. Following the terminology in [12],

we give the concept of the regular solution for (2.4). Due to notational simplicity, we denote

R(·)
△
=R(·)+(D⊤⊳P⊲D)(·), D(·)

△
=(D⊤⊳P⊲C)(·), B1(·, ·)

△
=(B⊤⊳P1,3,4)(·, ·), B2(·)

△
=(B⊤⊳P2,3)(·).
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Definition 2.6. Let P =(P1,P2,P3,P4)∈Υ[0, T ] be a solution to the Riccati system (2.4).

It is called regular if

(i) R(t) > 0 for a.e. t ∈ [0, T ],

(ii) R
(
D(t)+B2(t)

)
⊂ R(R(t)) for a.e. t ∈ [0, T ] and R(B1(r, t)) ⊂ R(R(t)) for a.e.

(r, t)∈△∗[0, T ],

(iii) (R†D,R†B1,R
†B2) ∈ L∞(0, T ;Rl×d)× L2(△∗[0, T ];R

l×d)× L∞(0, T ;Rl×d).

3 Strongly optimal strategy and Riccati equation

This section is devoted to the equivalence (Theorem 3.1) between the existence of strongly

optimal causal feedback strategy and the regular solvability of Riccati system (2.4). To achieve

this goal, we first give a representation of the extended cost functional (Lemma 3.2).

To begin with, for any (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2) ∈ Ĩ and (Θ1,Θ2,Θ3, v) ∈ S[0, T ], we introduce the

following SVIE:

X(t) = Φ(t) +

∫ t

τ

A(t, s)X(s)ds+

∫ t

τ

C(t, s)X(s)dW (s), t ∈ [τ, T ]. (3.1)

Here, the coefficients Φ,A,C are defined by:

Φ(t)
△
=




ϕ1(t)

Θ1(t)ϕ1(t)+

∫ T

τ

Θ2(r, t)ϕ1(r)dr+Θ3(t)ϕ2+v(t)

ϕ2


 , t ∈ [τ, T ], (3.2)

and

A(t, s)
△
=




A(t, s) B(t, s) 0

A12(t, s) B12(t, s) 0

A(T, s) B(T, s) 0


 , C(t, s)

△
=




C(t, s) D(t, s) 0

C12(t, s) D12(t, s) 0

C(T, s) D(T, s) 0


 ,

where for f
△
= A,B,C,D,

f12(t, s)
△
=Θ1(t)f(t, s)+

∫ T

s

Θ2(r, t)f(r, s)dr+Θ3(t)f(T, s), (t, s)∈△∗[τ, T ]. (3.3)

Remark 3.1. Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and (H1), it is easy to see that Φ(·) ∈

L2(τ, T ; R2d+l), A ∈ L2(△∗[τ, T ];R
6d+3l) and C ∈ L 2(△∗[τ, T ];R

6d+3l). Similarly to [11,

Theorem 2.4], we can show the well-posedness of above system (3.1). Here, for the sake of page

limit, we omit the proof.

Next we give a result which reveals the structure of the extended causal feedback solution.

Its proof is slight adjustment to [11, Lemma A.4]. We omit the details.

Lemma 3.1. Let (H1)-(H2) hold and (Θ1,Θ2,Θ3, v) ∈ S[0, T ] be fixed. For any (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2) ∈ Ĩ,

(X1,X1,X2) ∈ L2
F
(τ, T ;Rd) × L2

F,c(△∗[τ, T ];R
d) × L2

F
(τ, T ;Rd) is a extended causal feedback

solution if and only if the following equalities hold:






X1(t)

u
Θ,v
1 (t)

X2(t)


 = X(t), t ∈ [τ, T ],

X1(s, t) = ϕ1(s) +

∫ t

τ

(
A(s, r) B(s, r) 0

)
X(r)dr

+

∫ t

τ

(
C(s, r) D(s, r) 0

)
X(r)dW (r), (s, t) ∈ △∗[τ, T ],

(3.4)

where X ∈ L2
F
(τ, T ;R2d+l) is the solution of the SVIE (3.1).
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The above Lemma 3.1 helps us to provide some new ideas different from [12, Theorem

4.1] in the representation of the extended cost functional (see Remark 3.2). Next, for each

(Θ1,Θ2,Θ3)∈L∞(0, T ;Rl×d)×L2([0, T ]2;Rl×d)×L∞(0, T ;Rl×d), we introduce a deterministic

system inspired by [30, Theorem 4.1]:




P1(t)=Q(t)+

∫ T

t

C(s,t)⊤P1(s)C(s,t)ds+

∫ T

t

∫ T

t

C(s, t)⊤P2(θ, s)C(θ, t)dθds, t∈ [τ,T ],

P2(r, t) = A(r, t)⊤P1(r) +

∫ T

t

A(s, t)⊤P2(r, s)ds

= P2(t, r)
⊤, (r, t)∈△∗[τ, T ],

(3.5)

where A,C are defined by (3.3) and

Q(t)
△
=




Q(t) + C(T, t)⊤GC(T, t) C(T, t)⊤GD(T, t) A(T, t)⊤G

D(T, t)⊤GC(T, t) R(t) +D(T, t)⊤GD(T, t) B(T, t)⊤G

GA(T, t) GB(T, t) 0


 . (3.6)

By the Cauchy-Shwarz inequality, (H1) and (Θ1,Θ2,Θ3, v) ∈ S[0, T ], it is easy to show that

Q ∈ L∞(τ, T ;R6d+3l), A ∈ L2(△∗[τ, T ]; R
6d+3l) and C ∈ L 2(△∗[τ, T ];R

6d+3l). Similarly to

the proof of [11, Theorem 4.11], we can obtain the well-posedness of (3.5) in the sense that

(P1,P2)∈L∞(τ, T ; S6d+3l)×L2([τ, T ]2;R6d+3l) with P2(s, t)=P2(t, s)
⊤.

We now state the representation result for the extended cost functional.

Lemma 3.2. Let (H1)-(H2) hold and (Θ1,Θ2,Θ3,v)∈S[0, T ] be fixed. Then for any (τ,ϕ1,ϕ2)∈Ĩ

and ṽ∈U [τ, T ], J̃ (τ,ϕ1,ϕ2;u
Θ,v+ṽ
1 ) admits the following representation:

J̃ (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2;u
Θ,v+ṽ
1 )=ϕ⊤

2 Gϕ2+

∫ T

τ

Φ̃(t)⊤P1(t)Φ̃(t)dt+

∫ T

τ

∫ T

τ

Φ̃(t)⊤P2(s, t)Φ̃(s)dsdt,

where Φ̃(t) is defined by

Φ̃(t)
△
=




ϕ1(t)

Θ1(t)ϕ1(t)+

∫ T

τ

Θ2(r, t)ϕ1(r)dr+Θ3(t)ϕ2+v(t)+ṽ(t)

ϕ2


 , t ∈ [τ, T ].

Proof. For any (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2) ∈ Ĩ and (Θ1,Θ2,Θ3, v + ṽ) ∈ S[0, T ], let (X1,X1,X2) be the ex-

tended causal feedback solution corresponding to (Θ1,Θ2,Θ3, v + ṽ) (recall (2.2)). Then, by

Lemma 3.1, X satisfies the SVIE (3.1) replacing Φ with Φ̃. We begin to treat the first term

E〈GX2(T ),X2(T )〉 in J̃ (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2;u
Θ,v+ṽ
1 ). Applying the Itô’s formula to t 7→X2(t)

⊤GX2(t)

on [τ, T ] yields

E[X2(T )
⊤GX2(T )]

= ϕ⊤
2 Gϕ2 + E

∫ T

τ

2X2(t)
⊤G

(
A(T, t)X1(t) +B(T, t)uΘ,v+ṽ

1 (t)
)
dt

+E

∫ T

τ

(
X1(t)

⊤C(T, t)⊤+u
Θ,v+ṽ
1 (t)⊤D(T, t)⊤

)
G
(
C(T, t)X1(t)+D(T, t)uΘ,v+ṽ

1 (t)
)
dt

= ϕ⊤
2 Gϕ2 + E

∫ T

τ

X(t)⊤G(T, t)X(t)dt,

where
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G(T, t)
△
=




C(T, t)⊤GC(T, t) C(T, t)⊤GD(T, t) A(T, t)⊤G

D(T, t)⊤GC(T, t) D(T, t)⊤GD(T, t) B(T, t)⊤G

GA(T, t) GB(T, t) 0


 .

Thus, the extended cost functional (2.3) can be rewritten as

J̃ (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2;u
Θ,v+ṽ
1 ) = ϕ⊤

2 Gϕ2 + E

∫ T

τ

X(t)⊤Q(t)X(t)dt, (3.7)

where Q is defined by (3.6).

In the following, we turn to calculating the term X(t)⊤Q(t)X(t) with the help of Itô’s

formula. To this end, we introduce the following auxiliary process X (·, ·):

X (t, r) = Φ̃(t) +

∫ r

τ

A(t, s)X(s)ds+

∫ r

τ

C(t, s)X(s)dW (s), (t, r) ∈ △∗[τ, T ].

Then, applying Itô’s formula to θ 7→ X (r, θ)⊤P1(r)X (r, θ) on [τ, r], we obtain that

E[X(r)⊤P1(r)X(r)]−Φ̃(r)⊤P1(r)Φ̃(r) = E[X (r, r)⊤P1(r)X (r, r)]−Φ̃(r)⊤P1(r)Φ̃(r)

= E

∫ r

τ

[
2X (r, θ)⊤P1(r)A(r, θ)+X(θ)⊤C(r, θ)⊤P1(r)C(r, θ)

]
X(θ)dθ, r ∈ [τ, T ].

By integrating it over [τ, T ] and using Fubini theorem, one has

E

∫ T

τ

X(r)⊤P1(r)X(r)dr −

∫ T

τ

Φ̃(r)⊤P1(r)Φ̃(r)dr

= E

∫ T

τ

∫ T

r

[
2X (θ, r)⊤P1(θ)A(θ, r)+X(r)⊤C(θ, r)⊤P1(θ)C(θ, r)

]
X(r)dθdr.

(3.8)

We see that the new term of the form X (θ, r)⊤(· · · )X(r) appears on the right hand. Next, to

handle this new term, for any (θ, r) ∈ △∗[τ, T ], using the Itô’s formula to θ′ 7→ X (θ, θ′)⊤P2(θ, r)
⊤

X (r, θ′) on [τ, r], we have

E[X (θ, r)⊤P2(θ, r)
⊤X(r)]−Φ̃(θ)⊤P2(θ, r)

⊤Φ̃(r)=E

∫ r

τ

[1
2
X(θ′)⊤G2(θ,r,θ

′)X(θ′)

+X(θ′)⊤A(θ, θ′)⊤P2(θ, r)
⊤X (r, θ′)+X (θ, θ′)⊤P2(θ, r)

⊤A(r, θ′)X(θ′)
]
dθ′,

where

G2(θ, r, θ
′)

△
=C(θ, θ′)⊤P2(θ, r)

⊤C(r, θ′)+C(r, θ′)⊤P2(θ, r)C(θ, θ
′), τ6θ′6r6θ6T.

Combining Fubini theorem with P2(θ, r)
⊤ = P2(r, θ), (θ, r) ∈ [τ, T ]2, we have

E

∫ T

τ

∫ T

r

[X (θ, r)⊤P2(θ, r)
⊤X(r) − Φ̃(θ)⊤P2(θ, r)

⊤Φ̃(r)]dθdr

= E

∫ T

τ

∫ T

r

[ ∫ T

θ

X(r)⊤A(θ′, r)⊤P2(θ
′, θ)⊤X (θ, r)dθ′

+

∫ θ

r

X (θ, r)⊤P2(θ, θ
′)⊤A(θ′, r)X(r)dθ′+

∫ T

θ

1

2
X(r)⊤G2(θ

′, θ, r)X(r)dθ′
]
dθdr

= E

∫ T

τ

∫ T

r

[∫ T

r

X (θ, r)⊤P2(θ, θ
′)⊤A(θ′, r)X(r)dθ′+

∫ T

θ

1

2
X(r)⊤G2(θ

′, θ, r)X(r)dθ′
]
dθdr.

Thus, it follows from (3.8) and the above equality that

J̃ (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2;u
Θ,v+ṽ
1 ) = ϕ⊤

2 Gϕ2 + E

∫ T

τ

X(r)⊤Q(r)X(r)dr

=ϕ⊤
2Gϕ2+E

∫ T

τ

Φ̃(r)⊤P1(r)Φ̃(r)dr+ 2E

∫ T

τ

∫ T

r

Φ̃(θ)⊤P2(θ, r)
⊤Φ̃(r)dθdr

+E

∫ T

τ

X(r)⊤
[
Q(r)+

∫ T

r

(
C(θ, r)⊤P1(θ)C(θ, r)+

∫ T

θ

G2(θ
′, θ, r)dθ′

)
dθ−P1(r)

]
X(r)dr

+2E

∫ T

τ

∫ T

r

[
X (θ, r)⊤

(
P1(θ)A(θ, r)−P2(θ, r)

⊤+

∫ T

r

P2(θ, θ
′)⊤dθ′

)
X(r)

]
dθdr.

11



Plugging (3.5) into the above equality yields the representation of J̃ (τ,ϕ1,ϕ2;u
Θ,v+ṽ
1 ). The

proof is complete.

Remark 3.2. As is shown in Remark 2.2, both the causal feedback strategy and feedback out-

come are different from [11,12]. Therefore, the methodology in [12, Theorem 4.1] may not work

well in our framework which prompts us to seek for new ideas. Thanks to the first equality in

(3.4), one can transform the cost functional into a pure quadratic form without control by some

lifting up arguments, see (3.7). Considering the fact that X satisfies a linear SVIE (3.1), it

then becomes natural for us to borrow the arguments in [30] and come up with the above (3.5),

as well as the procedures involved with Itô’s formula and Fubini theorem in the previous proof.

The following conclusion can be obtained directly by Lemma 3.2.

Corollary 3.1. Let (H1)-(H2) hold and (Θ1,Θ2,Θ3,v)∈S[0, T ] be fixed. For any (τ,ϕ1,ϕ2)∈Ĩ ,

it holds that

J̃ (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2;u
Θ,v
1 ) = ϕ⊤

2 Gϕ2 +

∫ T

τ

Φ(t)⊤P1(t)Φ(t)dt +

∫ T

τ

∫ T

τ

Φ(t)⊤P2(s, t)Φ(s)dsdt,

where Φ(t) is defined by (3.2) and (P1, P2) is the solution of the system (3.5).

To present the main result of this paper, i.e. Theorem 3.1, let us give one more preliminary

result.

Lemma 3.3. (i) Let f1 ∈ L2(0, T ;Rl×d) and f2 ∈ L2(✷3[0, T ];R
l×d) be given functions such

that for a.e. (s1,s2)∈ [0, T ]2, t 7→ f2(s1,s2,t) is continuous on [0,s1 ∧ s2]. Assume that for any

τ ∈ [0, T ], x ∈ L2(τ, T ;Rd), v ∈ U [τ, T ], it holds that∫ T

τ

v(s)⊤f1(s)x(s)ds +

∫ T

τ

∫ T

τ

v(s2)
⊤f2(s1, s2, τ)x(s1)ds1ds2 = 0.

Then f1(t)=0, a.e. t∈ [0, T ] and f2(s1,s2,t)=0, a.e. (s1,s2)∈ [0, T ]2, ∀t∈ [0,s1∧s2].

(ii) Let f : △∗[0, T ] → Rl such that for a.e. s ∈ [0, T ], t 7→ f(s, t) is continuous on [0, s].

Assume that ∫ T

τ

v(s)⊤f(s, τ)ds = 0

for any τ ∈ [0, T ), v∈U [τ, T ]. Then f(s, t)=0 for a.e. s∈ [0, T ] and any t∈ [0, s].

The proof of the above lemma is a proper adjustment to [11, Lemma 4.4]. We omit the

details for the sake of limitation space.

Theorem 3.1. Suppose (H1)-(H2) hold. Then Problem (LQ-SVIE) admits a strongly optimal

causal feedback strategy (Θ̂1, Θ̂2, Θ̂3, v̂) if and only if the Riccati system (2.4) admits a regular

solution P = (P1,P2,P3,P4) ∈ Υ[0, T ]. In this case,




(D⊤⊳ P ⊲ C)(t) +
(
R(t) + (D⊤⊳ P ⊲ D)(t)

)
Θ̂1(t) = 0, t ∈ [0, T ],

(B⊤⊳ P2,3)(t) +
(
R(t) + (D⊤⊳ P ⊲ D)(t)

)
Θ̂3(t) = 0, t ∈ [0, T ],

(B⊤⊳P1,3,4)(r, t)I[0,r](t)+
(
R(t)+(D⊤⊳P⊲D)(t)

)
Θ̂2(r, t)=0, (r, t)∈ [0, T ]2,

(
R(t) + (D⊤⊳ P ⊲ D)(t)

)
v̂(t) = 0, t ∈ [0, T ].

(3.9)

Further, for each (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2) ∈ Ĩ, the extended value function is given by
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Ṽ (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2)=ϕ⊤
2P2(τ)ϕ2+

∫ T

τ

[
ϕ1(s)

⊤
P1(s)ϕ1(s)+2ϕ⊤

2P3(s, τ)ϕ1(s)

+

∫ T

τ

ϕ1(s)
⊤
P4(s, r, τ)ϕ1(r)dr

]
ds.

(3.10)

Proof. The necessity: Suppose (Θ̂1, Θ̂2, Θ̂3, v̂) ∈ S[0, T ] is a strongly optimal causal feedback

strategy. By Lemma 3.2 and Corollary 3.1, for any (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2) ∈ Ĩ and v ∈ U [τ, T ],

J̃ (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2;u
Θ̂,v̂+v
1 )− J̃ (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2;u

Θ̂,v̂
1 )

=E

∫ T

τ

v(t)⊤
[
P

(1)
22 (t)v(t)+

∫ T

τ

P
(2)
22 (s, t)v(s)ds+2P

(1)
22 (t)v̂(t)+2

∫ T

τ

P
(2)
22 (s, t)v̂(s)ds

+2M1(t)ϕ1(t) + 2M2(t, τ)ϕ2 + 2

∫ T

τ

M3(s, t, τ)ϕ1(s)ds
]
dt,

where P
(1)
ij , P

(2)
ij , i, j={1, 2, 3} are components of the solution (P1, P2) of (3.5) and

M1(t)
△
= P

(1)
21 (t) + P

(1)
22 (t)Θ̂1(t),

M2(t, τ)
△
= P

(1)
23 (t) + P

(1)
22 (t)Θ̂3(t) +

∫ T

τ

(
P

(2)
23 (s, t) + P

(2)
22 (s, t)Θ̂3(s)

)
ds,

M3(s, t, τ)
△
=P

(2)
21 (s, t)+P

(2)
22 (s, t)Θ̂1(s)+P

(1)
22 (t)Θ̂2(s, t)+

∫ T

τ

P
(2)
22 (s1, t)Θ̂2(s1, s)ds1.

By the strongly optimality of (Θ̂1, Θ̂2, Θ̂3, v̂), for any (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2) ∈ Ĩ and v ∈ U [τ, T ] , we can

obtain that

J̃ (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2;u
Θ̂,v̂+v
1 )− J̃ (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2;u

Θ̂,v̂
1 ) > 0,

which implies that

E

∫ T

τ

v(t)⊤P
(1)
22 (t)v(t)dt + E

∫ T

τ

∫ T

τ

v(t)⊤P
(2)
22 (s, t)v(s)dsdt > 0, (3.11)

and

E

∫ T

τ

v(t)⊤
[
P

(1)
22 (t)v̂(t)+M1(t)ϕ1(t)+M2(t, τ)ϕ2+

∫ T

τ

(
P

(2)
22 (s, t)v̂(s)+M3(s, t, τ)ϕ1(s)

)
ds
]
dt=0.(3.12)

Now we take v(·)
△
= vI[τ̄ ,τ̄+ε](·), τ̄ ∈ [τ, T ), with τ̄ + ε < T and any v ∈ Rl. Then (3.11)

becomes ∫ τ̄+ε

τ̄

v⊤P
(1)
22 (t)vdt+

∫ τ̄+ε

τ̄

∫ τ̄+ε

τ̄

v⊤P
(2)
22 (s, t)vdsdt > 0.

By Lebesgue differentiation theorem,

lim
ε→0

1

ε

∫ τ̄+ε

τ̄

v⊤P
(1)
22 (t)vdt = v⊤P

(1)
22 (τ̄ )v, a.e. τ̄ ∈ [τ, T ).

On the other hand, by Hölder’s inequality,

lim
ε→0

1

ε

∫ τ̄+ε

τ̄

∫ τ̄+ε

τ̄

v⊤P
(2)
22 (s, t)vdsdt 6 lim

ε→0

(∫ τ̄+ε

τ̄

∫ τ̄+ε

τ̄

|v⊤P
(2)
22 (s, t)v|2dsdt

) 1
2

= 0.

Therefore, the arbitrariness of v leads to

P
(1)
22 (τ̄ ) > 0, a.e. τ̄ ∈ [τ, T ). (3.13)

By the arbitrariness of ϕ1 and ϕ2, let us take ϕ1 = ϕ2 = 0. Then, for any τ ∈ [0, T ) and

v∈U [τ, T ], (3.12) becomes

E

∫ T

τ

v(t)⊤P
(1)
22 (t)v̂(t)dt + E

∫ T

τ

∫ T

τ

v(t)⊤P
(2)
22 (s, t)v̂(s)dsdt = 0. (3.14)
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Thus, it follows from (3.12) and (3.14) that for any (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2)∈Ĩ , v∈U [τ, T ],

E

∫ T

τ

v(t)⊤
[
M1(t)ϕ1(t)dt+ M2(t, τ)ϕ2 +

∫ T

τ

M3(s, t, τ)ϕ1(s)ds
]
dt = 0. (3.15)

Again by the arbitrariness of ϕ1, let us take ϕ1 = 0. Then (3.15) becomes

E

∫ T

τ

v(t)⊤M2(t, τ)ϕ2dt = 0, τ ∈ [0, T ), v∈U [τ, T ], ϕ2∈Rd.

For a.e. t ∈ [0, T ), τ 7→ M2(t, τ) is absolutely continuous on [0, t]. Therefore, it follows from

Lemma 3.3 that
M2(t, t1) = 0 a.e. t ∈ [0, T ], ∀t1 ∈ [0, t]. (3.16)

Then, by (3.15) and (3.16), for any τ ∈ [0, T ), ϕ1∈L2(τ, T ;Rd), v∈U [τ, T ], we get

E

∫ T

τ

v(t)⊤M1(t)ϕ1(t)dt+ E

∫ T

τ

∫ T

τ

v(t)⊤M3(s, t, τ)ϕ1(s)dsdt = 0.

For a.e. (s, t)∈ [0, T ]2, we have τ 7→M3(s, t, τ) is absolutely continuous on [0, s ∧ t] due to the

absolutely continuity of Lebesgue integral. Thus, by Lemma 3.3,

M1(t)=0, a.e. t∈ [0, T ], M3(s, t, t1)=0, a.e. (s, t)∈ [0, T ]2, ∀t1∈ [0, s ∧ t]. (3.17)

Recall system (3.5), we can rewrite P
(2)
12 , the components of P2, as follows:

P
(2)
12 (r, t)=A(r, t)⊤M1(t)

⊤+A(T, t)⊤M2(r, t)
⊤+

∫ T

t

A(s, t)⊤M3(r, s, t)
⊤ds, (r, t)∈△∗[τ, T ].

By (3.16), (3.17) and the fact that P2(r, t) = P2(t, r)
⊤, it is easily seen that

P
(2)
12 (r, t) = P

(2)
21 (t, r)⊤= 0, (r, t) ∈ △∗[0, T ]. (3.18)

Similarly, it holds that
P

(2)
22 (r, t) = 0, (r, t) ∈ [0, T ]2. (3.19)

In addition, it follows directly from the structure of the system (3.5) that

P
(2)
31 (r, t) = P

(2)
32 (r, t) = P

(2)
33 (r, t) = 0, (r, t) ∈ △∗[0, T ]. (3.20)

Plugging (3.19) into (3.14) and utilizing the arbitrariness of v, we can obtain

P
(1)
22 (t)v̂(t) = 0, a.e. t ∈ [0, T ]. (3.21)

Substituting (3.18)–(3.20) into (3.16) and (3.17), respectively, we can see that



P
(1)
21 (t) + P

(1)
22 (t)Θ̂1(t) = 0, a.e. t ∈ [0, T ],

P
(2)
21 (r, t)I[0,r](t) + P

(1)
22 (t)Θ̂2(r, t) = 0, a.e. (r, t) ∈ [0, T ]2,

P
(1)
23 (t) + P

(1)
22 (t)Θ̂3(t) +

∫ T

t

P
(2)
23 (s, t)ds = 0, a.e. t ∈ [0, T ].

(3.22)

By inserting (3.18)–(3.22) into the system (3.5), we can rewrite P1 as

P1(t)=




Q(t)+(C⊤⊳ P ⊲ C)(t) (C⊤⊳ P ⊲D)(t) A(T, t)⊤G

(D⊤⊳ P ⊲ C)(t) R(t)+(D⊤⊳ P ⊲D)(t) B(T, t)⊤G

GA(T, t) GB(T, t) 0


 , (3.23)

where P = (P1,P2,P3,P4) is given by



P1(s)
△
= P

(1)
11 (s) + Θ̂1(s)

⊤P
(1)
21 (s), s ∈ [0, T ],

P2(s)
△
= G−

∫ T

s

Θ̂3(r)
⊤P

(1)
22 (r)Θ̂3(r)dr, s ∈ [0, T ],

P3(s, t)
△
=P

(1)
31 (s)+Θ̂3(s)

⊤P
(1)
21 (s)+

∫ s

t

Θ̂3(θ)
⊤P

(2)
21 (s, θ)dθ+

∫ T

s

P
(2)
31 (s, θ)dθ, (s, t)∈△∗ [0, T ],

P4(s, θ, t)
△
=P

(2)
11 (θ, s)+Θ̂1(s)

⊤P
(2)
21 (θ, s)+P

(2)
12 (θ, s)Θ̂1(θ)+

∫ θ∧s

t

P
(2)
12 (r, s)P

(1)
22 (r)†P

(2)
21 (θ, r)dr

=P4(θ, s, t)
⊤, (s, θ, t)∈✷3[0, T ].
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Next we represent the components of P2 in terms of (P1,P2,P3,P4). By Fubini theorem

and the structure of the system (3.5), we can get, for (s, t)∈△∗[0, T ],

P
(2)
11 (s, t) + P

(2)
12 (s, t)Θ̂1(s)

= A(s, t)⊤
[
P

(1)
11 (s) + Θ̂1(s)

⊤P
(1)
21 (s)

]

+A(T, t)⊤
[
P

(1)
31 (s) + Θ̂3(s)

⊤P
(1)
21 (s) +

∫ s

t

Θ̂3(θ)
⊤P

(2)
21 (s, θ)dθ +

∫ T

s

P
(2)
31 (s, θ)dθ

]

+

∫ T

t

A(r, t)⊤
[
P

(2)
11 (s, r)+Θ̂1(r)

⊤P
(2)
21 (s, r)+P

(2)
12 (s, r)Θ̂1(s)+

∫ r∧s

t

Θ̂2(r, θ)
⊤P

(2)
21 (s, θ)dθ

]
dr

= A(s, t)⊤P1(s) +A(T, t)⊤P3(s, t) +

∫ T

t

A(r, t)⊤P4(r, s, t)dr.

Combining the above equality with (3.18), we obtain that

P
(2)
11 (s, t)=(A⊤⊳P1,3,4)(s, t), P

(2)
11 (t, s)=(P1,3,4⊲A)(s, t), (s, t)∈△∗[0, T ]. (3.24)

Similarly, it also holds that

P
(2)
21 (s, t)=(B⊤⊳P1,3,4)(s, t), P

(2)
12 (t, s)=(P1,3,4⊲B)(s, t), (s, t)∈△∗[0, T ],

P
(1)
13 (t)+

∫ T

t

P
(2)
13 (r, t)dr=(A⊤⊳P2,3)(t), P

(1)
31 (t)+

∫ T

t

P
(2)
31 (t, r)dr=(P2,3⊲A)(t),

P
(1)
23 (t)+

∫ T

t

P
(2)
23 (r, t)dr=(B⊤⊳P2,3)(t), P

(1)
32 (t)+

∫ T

t

P
(2)
32 (t, r)dr=(P2,3⊲B)(t).

(3.25)

Substituting the representations (3.23)–(3.25) of the components of (P1, P2) into (3.21) and

(3.22), we then obtain that (Θ̂1, Θ̂2, Θ̂3, v̂) satisfies (3.9). Finally, combining (3.9) with (3.23)-

(3.25) we see that (P1,P2,P3,P4) satisfies the system (2.4). Furthermore, by slightly modi-

fying [24, Proposition A.1.5] and (3.13) it follows from that P = (P1,P2,P3,P4) is a regular

solution of the Riccati system (2.4).

The sufficiency: Assume that (P1,P2,P3,P4) ∈ Υ[0, T ] is a regular solution of the

Riccati system (2.4). Let (Θ̂1, Θ̂2, Θ̂3, v̂) satisfy (3.9). It suffices to prove that

J̃ (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2;u
Θ̂,v̂+ṽ
1 ) > J̃ (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2;u

Θ̂,v̂
1 ) (3.26)

for any (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2)∈Ĩ, ṽ∈U [τ, T ] . We first give a representation of J̃ (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2;u
Θ̂,v̂+ṽ
1 ) by the

Riccati system (2.4). In the following, for notational simplicity, we denote

ũ(t)
△
= u

Θ̂,v̂+ṽ
1 (t), Ṗ3(s, t)

△
=

∂P3

∂t
(s, t), Ṗ4(s1, s2, t)

△
=

∂P4

∂t
(s1, s2, t). (3.27)

Moreover, by (H1)-(H2), Hölder inequality and (P1,P2,P3,P4) ∈ Υ[0, T ], it is easy to see

that Ṗ3∈L2(△∗[0, T ];R
d×d) and Ṗ4∈L2,2,1(✷3[0, T ];R

d×d).

To begin with, we represent the first term E〈GX̃2(T ),X̃2(T )〉 in J̃ (τ,ϕ1,ϕ2;ũ)(recall (2.3)).

Applying the Itô’s formula to s 7→ X̃2(s)
⊤P2(s)X̃2(s) on [τ, T ] yields

E[X̃2(T )
⊤GX̃2(T )]− ϕ⊤

2 P2(τ)ϕ2

= E

∫ T

τ

[
X̃2(s)

⊤
Ṗ2(s)X̃2(s)+2X̃2(s)

⊤
P2(s)

(
A(T, s)X̃1(s)+B(T, s)ũ(s)

)

+
(
X̃1(s)

⊤C(T, s)⊤ + ũ(s)⊤D(T, s)⊤
)
P2(s)

(
C(T, s)X̃1(s) +D(T, s)ũ(s)

)]
ds,

where (X̃1, X̃1, X̃2) is the extended causal feedback solution at (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2) corresponding to

(Θ̂1, Θ̂2, Θ̂3, v̂ + ṽ) (recall (2.2)).
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We see that the new terms of the form X̃1(s)
⊤(· · · )X̃1(s) and X̃2(s)

⊤(· · · )X̃1(s) appear on

the right hand for s ∈ [τ, T ]. Next, to deal with these new terms, we use the Itô’s formula to

t 7→ X̃1(s, t)
⊤P1(s)X̃1(s, t) and t 7→ X̃2(t)

⊤P3(s, t)X̃1(s, t) on [τ, s], respectively. It is easy

to see that

E[X̃1(s)
⊤

P1(s)X̃1(s)] = E[X̃1(s, s)
⊤

P1(s)X̃1(s, s)]

= ϕ1(s)
⊤

P1(s)ϕ1(s) + E

∫ s

τ

[
2X̃1(s, r)

⊤
P1(s)

(
A(s, r)X̃1(r) +B(s, r)ũ(r)

)

+
(
X̃1(r)

⊤C(s, r)⊤ + ũ(r)⊤D(s, r)⊤
)
P1(s)

(
C(s, r)X̃1(r) +D(s, r)ũ(r)

)]
dr,

and (recall (3.27) for Ṗ3)

E[X̃2(s)
⊤

P3(s, s)X̃1(s)] = E[X̃2(s)
⊤

P3(s, s)X̃1(s, s)]

=ϕ⊤
2P3(s, τ)ϕ1(s)+E

∫ s

τ

[
X̃2(r)

⊤
Ṗ3(s, r)X̃1(s, r)+X̃2(r)

⊤
P3(s, r)

(
A(s, r)X̃1(r)

+B(s, r)ũ(r)
)
+
(
X̃1(r)

⊤A(T, r)⊤ + ũ(r)⊤B(T, r)⊤
)
P3(s, r)X̃1(s, r)

+
(
X̃1(r)

⊤C(T, r)⊤+ũ(r)⊤D(T, r)⊤
)
P3(s, r)

(
C(T, r)X̃1(r)+D(T, r)ũ(r)

)]
dr.

Similarly, we can utilize the Itô’s formula to θ 7→ X̃1(s, θ)
⊤P4(s, r, θ)X̃1(r, θ) on [τ, r] to deal

with the new term X̃1(s, r)
⊤(· · · )X̃1(r). Finally, by Fubini theorem and Riccati system (2.4),

it follows from some calculations that

J̃ (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2; ũ)=I1 + I2 + I3

+E

∫ T

τ

{[
X̃1(s)

⊤D(s)⊤+2X̃2(s)
⊤B2(s)

⊤+2

∫ T

s

X̃1(r, s)
⊤B1(r, s)

⊤dr
]
R(s)†D(s)X̃1(s)

}
ds,

where (recall the notations of R,D,B1 and B2 in the Definition 2.6)

I1
△
=ϕ⊤

2P2(τ)ϕ2+

∫ T

τ

[
ϕ(s)⊤P1(s)ϕ1(s)+2ϕ

⊤
2P3(s, τ)ϕ1(s)+

∫ T

τ

ϕ1(s)
⊤
P4(s, r, τ)ϕ1(r)dr

]
ds,

I2
△
=E

∫ T

τ

{
ũ(s)⊤

[
R(s)ũ(s)+2D(s)X̃1(s)+2B2(s)X̃2(s)+2

∫ T

s

B1(r, s)X̃1(r, s)dr
]}

ds,

I3
△
=E

∫ T

τ

{
X̃2(s)

⊤
Ṗ2(s)X̃2(s)+

∫ T

s

[
2X̃2(s)

⊤
Ṗ3(r, s)+

∫ T

s

X̃1(θ, s)
⊤
Ṗ4(θ, r, s)dθ

]
X̃1(r, s)dr

}
ds.

By the representation (3.9) of (Θ̂1, Θ̂2, Θ̂3, v̂), we observe the fact of

−R(t)ũ(t) = D(t)X̃1(t)+

∫ T

t

B1(r, t)X̃1(r, t)dr+B2(t)X̃2(t)+R(t)ṽ(t).

Thus the term I2 in J̃ (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2; ũ) can be rewritten as

I2 = E

∫ T

τ

{
2ũ(s)⊤R(s)ṽ(s)− ũ(s)⊤R(s)ũ(s)

}
ds. (3.28)

We compute the second term ũ(s)⊤R(s)ũ(s) in (3.28). Using the representation (3.9) of

(Θ̂1, Θ̂2, Θ̂3, v̂), we see that

ũ(s)⊤R(s)ũ(s)

=
[
X̃1(s)

⊤D(s)⊤+2X̃2(s)
⊤B2(s)

⊤+2

∫ T

s

X̃1(r, s)
⊤B1(r, s)

⊤dr
]
R(s)†D(s)X̃1(s)

+

∫ T

s

∫ T

s

X̃1(r,s)
⊤B1(r,s)

⊤R(s)†B1(θ,s)X̃1(θ,s)dθdr+
(
v̂(s)+ṽ(s)

)
⊤R(s)

(
2ũ(s)−ṽ(s)

)

+X̃2(s)
⊤B2(s)

⊤R(s)†
[
B2(s)X̃2(s)+2

∫ T

s

B1(r, s)X̃1(r, s)dr
]
.
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Plugging the above into (3.28) and recalling the Riccati system (2.4), we can get

J̃ (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2; ũ) = I1 + E

∫ T

τ

ṽ(s)⊤R(s)ṽ(s)ds. (3.29)

Therefore, for any (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2) ∈ Ĩ and ṽ ∈ U [τ, T ], it is easy to see that

J̃ (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2;u
Θ̂,v̂+ṽ
1 )−J̃ (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2;u

Θ̂,v̂
1 ) = E

∫ T

τ

ṽ(s)⊤R(s)ṽ(s)ds.

Since (P1,P2,P3,P4) ∈ Υ[0, T ] is a regular solution of the Riccati system (2.4), that is,

R(t) > 0, t ∈ [0, T ], we see that (3.26) holds for any (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2) ∈ Ĩ and ṽ ∈ U [τ, T ], which

implies that (Θ̂1, Θ̂2, Θ̂3, v̂) is a strongly optimal causal feedback strategy. Further, it follows

from (3.29) that the representation of the extended value function satisfies (3.10). The proof is

complete.

Remark 3.3. We point out that the above proof, especially the necessity part, indicates one

important reason of introducing extended notions in Section 2. In fact, by the previous proce-

dures we see the arbitrariness of ϕ1(·) and ϕ2 is frequently used and becomes very crucial in

obtaining (3.16), (3.17) and eventually the representation of (Θ̂1,Θ̂2,Θ̂3,v̂), the Riccati system

(2.4). Nevertheless, if we follow the original framework by using (τ, ϕ) ∈ I, we then obtain

(3.15) with ϕ1(·)
△
= ϕ(·), ϕ2

△
= ϕ(T ). The point is we may fail to obtain (3.16), (3.17) due to

the lack of enough freedom for ϕ, not to mention the other desired conclusions. Therefore, the

set of input condition Ĩ allows us to have more test conditions than I. We point out that such

an obstacle does not appear in the Lagrange cost functional of [11, 12].

Remark 3.4. Let us point out two interesting facts derived from Theorem 3.1. First, we see

that the value of Θ̂2(s, t) with s 6 t only makes sense if when R(t)+(D⊤⊳P ⊲D)(t)=0. In other

words, if D=0, and R(·)>0, then this term vanishes. Second, if the drift term is not controlled(
B = 0 in (1.1)

)
while the diffusion term does, the optimal causal feedback strategy must be

(Θ̂1, 0, 0, 0), if it exists. In other words, the optimal causal feedback strategy is a Markovian

state feedback in the sense that it only depends on the current state and not on X .

The following result shows the uniqueness of regular solution to Riccati system (2.4) in

Theorem 3.1.

Corollary 3.2. The Riccati system (2.4) has at most one regular solution.

Proof. Assume that (P1,P2,P3,P4),
(
resp.(P̃1, P̃2, P̃3, P̃4)

)
∈Υ[0, T ] is a regular solution

of the Riccati system (2.4). For any (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2)∈ Ĩ, the representation (3.10) of the extended

value function and the uniqueness of the infimum yield that

ϕ⊤
2P̂2(τ)ϕ2+

∫ T

τ

[
ϕ1(s)

⊤
P̂1(s)+2ϕ

⊤
2P̂3(s, τ)+

∫ T

τ

ϕ1(θ)
⊤
P̂4(θ, s, τ)dθ

]
ϕ1(s)ds=0, (3.30)

where P̂i
△
= Pi − P̃i, i ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}.

By the arbitrariness of ϕ2, let ϕ2 = 0. From Lemma 3.3, we get that

P̂1(t)=0, a.e. t ∈ [0, T ]; P̂4(s, t, r)=0, a.e. (s, t) ∈ [0, T ]2, ∀r ∈ [0, s ∧ t]. (3.31)

Choosing ϕ1 = 0 in (3.30), it is clear that

P̂2(t) = 0, a.e. t ∈ [0, T ]. (3.32)

From (3.30), (3.31) and (3.32), it follows from Lemma 3.3 that

P̂3(s, t) = 0, a.e. s ∈ [0, T ], ∀t ∈ [0, s]. (3.33)

Combining (3.31)–(3.33), we complete our proof.
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Remark 3.5. By the above proof, we see that the arbitrariness of ϕ1 and ϕ2 is essential to

ensure the uniqueness of the regular solution. In other words, if we follow the framework of I

rather Ĩ, we may not derive (3.31) and (3.32) due to the lack of enough test initial conditions.

This gives another reason of introducing the extended language in Section 2.

Next we show that under proper conditions, there exists (τ, ϕ1, ϕ2) ∈ Ĩ such that the optimal

control, if it exist, can not be the following form,

û(t)
△
= Θ̂1(t)X̂(t) +

∫ t

τ

Θ2(s, t)X̂(s)ds+ ṽ(t), t ∈ [τ, T ],

which gives an answer to (Q3) in the Introduction from another standpoint.

Corollary 3.3. Suppose (H1)-(H2) hold s.t. A≡B in (1.1) is invertible,

Q(t)+C(T,t)⊤GC(T,t)−C(T,t)⊤GD(T,t)
[
R(t)+D(T,t)⊤GD(T,t)

]†

D(T, t)⊤GC(T, t)6= 0, t ∈ [τ, T ].

(3.34)

Assume the 4-tuple (Θ̂1, Θ̂2, Θ̂3, v̂)∈S[0, T ] is strongly optimal. Then it must not be the form

of (Θ̂1, Θ̂2, 0, v̂) with Θ̂2(r, t) = 0 (r > t).

Proof. We prove the conclusion by contradiction. Suppose Problem (LQ-SVIE) admits a

strongly optimal (Θ̂1, Θ̂2, 0, v̂) such that Θ̂2(r, t) = 0 with r > t. Then, following the necessity

proof in Theorem 3.1 we can obtain

(B⊤⊳ P2,3)(t) = 0, t∈ [0, T ], (B⊤⊳ P1,3,4)(r, t) = 0, (r, t)∈△∗[0, T ],

where P = (P1,P2,P3,P4) is a regular solution of the following system



P1(t) = Q(t) + (C⊤⊳ P ⊲ C)(t)

−(C⊤⊳P⊲D)(t)
(
R(t)+(D⊤⊳P⊲D)(t)

)†
(D⊤⊳P ⊲C)(t), t∈ [0, T ],

P2 = G, P3 = P4 = 0.

Clearly, in this case, we see that

P1(t)=Q(t)+C(T,t)⊤GC(T,t)+

∫ T

t

C(s,t)⊤P1(s)C(s,t)ds −
[
C(T,t)⊤GD(T,t)

+

∫ T

t

C(s, t)⊤P1(s)D(s,t)ds
][
R(t)+D(T,t)⊤GD(T,t)+

∫ T

t

D(s,t)⊤P1(s)D(s,t)ds
]†

×
[
D(T, t)⊤GC(T, t)+

∫ T

t

D(s, t)⊤P1(s)C(s, t)ds
]
.

By the above (3.34), we see that P1 is nonzero. On the other hand, using the facts that

(B⊤⊳ P1,3,4)(r, t) = 0 and P3 = P4 = 0, and B is invertible, we obtain that P1 = 0, which

is a contradiction.

We point out that (3.34) is easy to check. For example, in the one-dimensional case, if

Q(·) > 0, R(·) > 0, G > 0 such that either R(·) > 0 or G > 0, then (3.34) hold true.

4 Five special cases

To demonstrate our unified treatment, we revisit several relevant literature as special cases and

give the detailed comparisons, as well as some interesting phenomena.
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4.1 The case of G = 0

In this subsection, we revisit the particular case (see e.g. [11, 12]) when the terminal cost

functional disappear (i.e., G = 0)

J (τ, ϕ;u)=E

∫ T

τ

(
〈Q(s)X(s), X(s)〉+〈R(s)u(s), u(s)〉

)
ds. (4.1)

Here the corresponding state equation is given by (1.1) with (τ, ϕ), τ ∈ [0, T ), ϕ ∈ L2(τ, T ;Rd).

We will show that both the causal feedback strategy and the Riccati system (2.4) reduce to

those in [12] under proper conditions.

Suppose (Θ̂1, Θ̂2, Θ̂3, v̂) is optimal. It is easy to see that (P1, 0, 0,P4) is a solution of Riccati

system (2.4). By Corollary 3.2, this 4-tuple (P1, 0, 0,P4) is also unique solution. Then, for

each M : △∗[0, T ] → Rd1×d and N : △∗[0, T ] → Rd×d2 with d1, d2 ∈ N, the notations in

Definition 2.5 can be rewritten as

(M ⊳ P2,3)(t) = 0, (P2,3 ⊲ N)(t) = 0, t ∈ (0, T ),

(M⋉P)(s, t)
△
=(M⊳P1,3,4)(s, t)=M(s, t)P1(s)+

∫ T

t

M(r, t)P4(r, s, t)dr, (s, t)∈△∗[0, T ],

(P⋊N)(s, t)
△
=(P1,3,4⊲N)(s, t)=P1(s)N(s, t)+

∫ T

t

P4(s, r, t)N(r, t)dr, (s, t)∈△∗[0, T ],

(M⋉P⋊N)(t)
△
=(M⊳P⊲N)(t)=

∫ T

t

M(s, t)
[
P1(s)N(s, t)+

∫ T

t

P4(s, θ, t)N(θ, t)dθ
]
ds.

We point out that the notations ⋉ and ⋊ are consistent with those in [11, 12].

As to Riccati system (2.4), it reduces to (recall Ṗ4 in (3.27)):




P1(t)=Q(t)+(C⊤⋉P⋊C)(t)

−(C⊤⋉P⋊D)(t)
(
R(t)+(D⊤⋉P⋊D)(t)

)†
(D⊤⋉P⋊C)(t), t ∈ (0, T ),

P4(s, t, t)=(P⋊A)(s, t)−(P⋊B)(s, t)
(
R(t)+(D⊤⋉P⋊D)(t)

)†
(D⊤⋉P⋊C)(t)

= P4(t, s, t)
⊤, (s, t) ∈ △∗[0, T ],

Ṗ4(s1, s2, t)=(P⋊B)(s1, t)
(
R(t)+(D⊤⋉P⋊D)(t)

)†
(B⊤⋉P)(s2, t), (s1, s2, t)∈✷3(0, T ),

which is exactly the Riccati-Volterra equation in [12]. In this case, the optimal causal feedback

strategy (Θ̂1, Θ̂2, Θ̂3, v̂) admits




(
R(t)+(D⊤⋉P⋊D)(t)

)
Θ̂1(t)+(D⊤⋉P⋊C)(t)=0, a.e. t∈(0, T ),

(
R(t)+(D⊤⋉P⋊D)(t)

)
Θ̂2(r, t)+(B⊤⋉P)(r, t)I[0,r](t)=0, a.e. (r, t)∈ [0, T ]2,

(
R(t)+(D⊤⋉P⋊D)(t)

)(
Θ̂3(t)+v̂(t)

)
=0, a.e. t∈(0, T ),

In particular, if we are given (Θ̂1, Θ̂2, Θ̂3, v̂) satisfying Θ̂2(r, t) = 0 with r 6 t, then it is easy

to see that the above obtained equalities for Θ̂i are consistent with [11, 12].

4.2 The case of SDEs

Let us consider one particular case with f(s, t) ≡ f(t), f(·, ·)
△
= A(·, ·), B(·, ·), C(·, ·), D(·, ·),

ϕ(t) ≡ ϕ, ϕ ∈ Rd. The state equation (1.1) becomes a SDE and Problem (LQ-SVIE) reduces

to classical stochastic LQ problem. Next we show that our obtained result fully covers those in

the SDEs case.
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To begin with, let us define P(t) as follows:

P(t)
△
=P2(t)+

∫ T

t

(
P1(s)+P3(s, t)+P3(s, t)

⊤+

∫ T

t

P4(s, θ, t)dθ
)
ds, t ∈ [0, T ].

Clearly, inserting the Riccati system (2.4) into Ṗ(t), it follows that




Ṗ(t) = −A(t)⊤P(t)− P(t)A(t)− C(t)⊤P(t)C(t)−Q(t)+
[
P(t)B(t)

+C(t)⊤P(t)D(t)
][
R(t)+D(t)⊤P(t)D(t)

]†[
B(t)⊤P(t)+D(t)⊤P(t)C(t)

]
, t∈ [0, T ],

P(T ) = G.

Obviously, it is just the traditional Riccati equation in stochastic LQ problem. Further, it

follows from Theorem 3.1 that

Θ̂(t)
△
=Θ̂1(t)+

∫ T

t

Θ̂2(s, t)ds+Θ̂3(t)=−
[
R(t)+D(t)⊤P(t)D(t)

]†[
B(t)⊤P(t)+D(t)⊤P(t)C(t)

]
,

which is consistent with the result in the SDEs case.

4.3 The case of stochastic VIDE with continuous free term

In this subsection, we will investigate the connections between the matrix-valued optimal causal

feedback strategy in this paper and the optimal feedback operator in [28]. To begin with, we

give the following assumptions which is useful in the sequel.

(H4). Q(t)>0, R(t)>λIl for t∈ [0, T ] and some λ>0, G>0.

We call the regular solution P=(P1,P2,P3,P4) strongly regular if there exists a constant

λ>0 such that R(t)+(D⊤⊳P ⊲D)(t)>λIl for a.e. t∈ [0, T ]. From Theorem 3.1, we can obtain

the following result.

Corollary 4.1. Suppose (H1)–(H4) hold, and the Riccati system (2.4) admits a regular solution

P=(P1,P2,P3,P4). Then the regular solution must be strongly regular, and for any (τ, ϕ) ∈

I, it holds that (ϕ⊤⊳ P ⊲ ϕ)(τ) > 0.

Proof. Let (Θ1,Θ2,Θ3, v) satisfy (3.9), (X,X ) and u1 are the corresponding causal feedback

solution and outcome of (1.1) at (τ, ϕ) ∈ I. By the sufficiency proof of Theorem 3.1, it follows

that

(ϕ⊤⊳P⊲ϕ)(τ)=E

[
〈GX(T ), X(T )〉+

∫ T

τ

(
〈Q(s)X(s), X(s)〉+〈R(s)u1(s), u1(s)〉

)
ds
]
>0,

where the first equality and the last inequality are due to (3.29) and (H4), respectively. Hence,

for any t ∈ [0, T ], it follows from (H1), (H3) and the arbitrariness of ϕ that (D⊤⊳P ⊲D)(t)>0,

which implies that the desired result.

By Theorem 3.1 and Corollary 4.1, it is easy to show the following result.

Corollary 4.2. Suppose (H1)–(H4) hold, and the Riccati system (2.4) admits a regular so-

lution P = (P1,P2,P3,P4). Then Problem (LQ-SVIE) admits a unique optimal 4-tuple

(Θ̂1, Θ̂2, Θ̂3, 0) such that Θ̂2(r, t) = 0 with r < t, and



Θ̂1(t) = −
(
R(t) + (D⊤⊳ P ⊲ D)(t)

)−1
(D⊤⊳ P ⊲ C)(t), t ∈ [0, T ],

Θ̂3(t) = −
(
R(t) + (D⊤⊳ P ⊲ D)(t)

)−1
(B⊤⊳ P2,3)(t), t ∈ [0, T ],

Θ̂2(r, t)=−
(
R(t) + (D⊤⊳ P ⊲ D)(t)

)−1
(B⊤⊳P1,3,4)(r, t), r > t.

Further, for each (τ, ϕ) ∈ I, the value function is given by V (τ, ϕ)=(ϕ⊤⊳ P ⊲ ϕ)(τ).
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Remark 4.1. We make two points on the solvability of Riccati system (2.4). First, once it

holds true, by Corollary 3.2, the strong regular solution must be unique. Second, if G = 0,

the well-posedness has been done in [12]. For the general situation with (2.4), it is undergoing

project and we shall report that in the near future.

By Corollary 4.2 and the fact that

(B⊤⊳ P2,3)(t)X̂ (T, t)+

∫ T

t

(B⊤⊳P1,3,4)(s, t)X̂ (s,t)ds = (B⊤⊳P ⊲X̂ )(t), t∈ [τ, T ],

the following defined control process û is optimal

û(t)
△
=−

(
R(t)+(D⊤⊳P⊲D)(t)

)−1[
(B⊤⊳P⊲X̂ )(t)+(D⊤⊳P⊲C)(t)X̂ (t, t)

]
, (4.2)

where (X̂, X̂ )∈L2
F
(τ, T ;Rd) × L2

F,c(△∗[τ, T ];R
d) is causal feedback solution of (1.1) at (τ, ϕ)

corresponding to the optimal (Θ̂1, Θ̂2, Θ̂3, 0).

To define the optimal feedback operator similar to [28], for each τ ∈ [0, T ) and any Banach

space Λτ , we first introduce the bilinear functional P(τ) : Λτ × Λτ → R:

P(τ)
(
N(·, τ),M(·, τ)

) △
= (M⊤⊳ P ⊲ N)(τ), ∀M(·, τ), N(·, τ) ∈ Λτ , (4.3)

where P =(P1,P2,P3,P4) is the strongly regular solution of the Riccati system (2.4). Let

S (Λτ ) be the set of all bounded R-valued bilinear functionals on Λτ × Λτ such that
P (τ)

(
M(·, τ), N(·, τ)

)
=P (τ)

(
N(·, τ),M(·, τ)

)
, ∀M(·, τ), N(·, τ) ∈ Λτ ,

under the norm

‖P (τ)‖S

△
= sup

‖M‖61

∣∣P (τ)
(
M(·, τ),M(·, τ)

)∣∣, ∀P (τ)∈S (Λτ ).

It follows from the Riccati system (2.4) that P(τ) ∈ S (Λτ ). Further, for any t ∈ [τ, T ] and

f
△
= B,D, let us denote

f(·, t)
△
=

(
f1(·, t), f2(·, t), · · · , fl(·, t)

)
,

where Bi(·, t), Di(·, t)∈L2(t, T ;Rd), i∈{1, 2, · · · ,l}. Then, we take Λt
△
= L2(t, T ;Rd) and define

a bilinear functional P1(t) : L
2(t, T ;Rd×l)×L2(t, T ;Rd×l)→Sl:

P1(t)
(
D(·, t), D(·, t)

) △
=

(
P(t)

(
Di(·, t), Dj(·, t)

))
, i, j∈{1, 2, · · · , l}. (4.4)

Moreover, we introduce a linear functional P2(t) : Λt → Rl:

P2(t)M(·, t)
△
=
(
P(t)

(
Bi(·, t),M(·, t)

)
+P(t)

(
Di(·, t), C(·, t)M(t, t)

))
(4.5)

for i∈ {1, 2, · · · , l} and any M(·, t)∈Λt. Hence, for each (τ, ϕ)∈I, the value function can be

rewritten as:

V (τ, ϕ) = P(τ)
(
ϕ(·), ϕ(·)

)
, (4.6)

and the optimal control defined by (4.2) can be denoted as:

û(t)
△
= −

[
R(t) + P1(t)

(
D(·, t), D(·, t)

)]−1
P2(t)X̂ (·, t), t ∈ [τ, T ],

which inspires us to define the optimal feedback operator as follows:

Γ̂(t)
△
= −

[
R(t) + P1(t)

(
D(·, t), D(·, t)

)]−1
P2(t). (4.7)

Next, in order to compare with the relevant results in [28], we take

Λτ
△
= C([τ, T ];Rd) = {ϕ(·, τ) : [τ, T ] → Rd

∣∣ϕ(·, τ) is continuous }, τ ∈ [0, T ],
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and consider the state equation in [28], i.e., (1.1) with the free term ϕ(·, τ) ∈ Λτ and its

coefficients satisfy the following stronger assumption:

(H5). A,C : △∗[τ, T ] → Rd×d, B,D : △∗[τ, T ] → Rd×l are bounded and partially differen-

tiable with respect the two variables, with bounded derivatives.

Then, similar to (4.4) and (4.5), for any t ∈ [τ, T ], we can define the bilinear operator P̃1(t)

and the linear operator P̃2(t) on C([t, T ];Rd×l)×C([t, T ];Rd×l) and Λt, respectively. In this

case, utilizing (4.6), the arbitrariness of ϕ and the result of [28, Lemma 2.8], it follows that

the bilinear functional P(τ) defined by (4.3) is consistent with the strongly regular solution of

so-called path-dependent Riccati equation in [28]. Consequently, we can obtain that the optimal

feedback operator determined by P̃1(t) and P̃2(t) coincides with that in [28].

4.4 The case of VIEs

In this subsection, we look at one particular case with A = C =D ≡ 0 in (1.1). Hence (1.1)

reduces to the deterministic VIEs, i.e.,

X(t) = ϕ(t) +

∫ t

τ

B(t, s)u(s)ds, t ∈ [τ, T ], (4.8)

where ϕ and B satisfy (H1) and (H3). The corresponding X becomes

X (r, t) = ϕ(r) +

∫ t

τ

B(r, s)u(s)ds, (r, t) ∈ △∗[τ, T ].

For any u ∈ U [τ, T ], we see that X (r, t) is equivalent to the so-called t-causal trajectory Xt(r)

for r > t in [20], where

Xt(r)
△
=ϕ(r) +

∫ r

τ

B(r, s)(πtu)(s)ds, r ∈ [τ, T ], (4.9)

and πt is a truncation operator defined as (πtu)(s)
△
= u(s)I[0,t](s).

In this case, the Riccati system (2.4) can be simplified as




P1(t)=Q(t), t ∈ [0, T ],

P2(t)=G−

∫ T

t

(P2,3 ⊲ B)(s)R(s)−1(B⊤⊳ P2,3)(s)ds, t ∈ [0, T ],

P3(t, r)=−

∫ t

r

(P2,3⊲B)(θ)R(θ)−1(B⊤⊳P1,3,4)(t, θ)dθ, (t, r)∈△∗[0, T ],

P4(s, t, r)=−

∫ s∧t

r

(P1,3,4⊲B)(s, θ)R(θ)−1(B⊤⊳P1,3,4)(t, θ)dθ, (s, t, r)∈✷3 [0,T ].

(4.10)

Here, we assume that (H1)-(H4) hold and the above Riccati system (4.10) admits a regular

solution P = (P1,P2,P3,P4), then Corollary 3.2 and Corollary 4.1 follow that the regular

solution must be strongly regular and unique. Further, Theorem 3.1 implies that the LQ

problem admits the unique optimal 4-tuple (0,Θ̂2,Θ̂3,0) where

Θ̂3(t) = −R(t)−1(B⊤⊳ P2,3)(t), t ∈ [0, T ],

Θ̂2(r, t)=−R(t)−1(B⊤⊳P1,3,4)(r, t)I[0,r](t), (r, t)∈ [0, T ]2.

In addition, for any (τ, ϕ) ∈ I, the following defined û(·) is optimal

û(t)
△
=

∫ T

t

Θ̂2(r, t)X̂ (r, t)dr + Θ̂3(t)X̂ (T, t), t ∈ [τ, T ], (4.11)

where (X̂, X̂ ) is causal feedback solution of (4.8) corresponding to (0, Θ̂2, Θ̂3, 0).
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We recall the relevant result in [20]. Under (H1)-(H4), û(·) is the optimal control

û(t) =

∫ T

t

Ξ1(r, t)Xt(r)dr + Ξ2(t)Xt(T ), t ∈ [0, T ], (4.12)

where Xt(·) is the corresponding t-causal trajectory defined by (4.9), and (Ξ1,Ξ2) is determined

by the solution of a Fredholm integral equation. In addition, utilizing (H1)-(H4) and the result

of [20, Theorem 5.3], it follows that the 4-tuple (0,Ξ1,Ξ2, 0) is a causal feedback strategy.

Notice that Theorem 3.1 and the strongly regular solvability of the Riccati system (4.10)

guarantee the uniqueness of the optimal feedback strategy (0,Θ̂2,Θ̂3,0). Therefore, combining

(4.11), (4.12) and X̂ (r, t) =Xt(r), r > t, it follows that (Θ̂2, Θ̂3) = (Ξ1,Ξ2), i.e., the optimal

causal feedback strategy in this paper is consistent with that in [20].

4.5 The case of VIDEs

In this subsection, let us revisit the particular VIDEs case in [21] and make careful comparisons.

Consider the following controlled VIDE:

Ẋ(t) =

∫ t

0

N(t− s)X(s)ds+Bu(t), X(0) = ϕ, (4.13)

where Ẋ denotes the derivative of X . It corresponds to the case of

A(t, s)≡

∫ t

s

N(θ−s)dθ, B(s, t)≡B, C(s, t)=D(s, t)≡0, ϕ(t)≡ϕ,

with B,ϕ ∈ Rd. Moreover, let Q(·) ≡ Q,R(·) ≡ 1 with any Q ∈ Sd in (1.2). Then Problem

(LQ-SVIE) reduces to the VIDEs case in [21].

It is clear that the corresponding X can be rewritten as:

X (s, t) = X(t) +

∫ t

0

∫ s

t

N(θ − r)dθX(r)dr, (s, t) ∈ △∗[0, T ]. (4.14)

Also the Riccati system (2.4) becomes




P1(t)=Q,

P2(t)=G−

∫ T

t

P2,3(s)
⊤BB⊤

P2,3(s)ds, t ∈ [0, T ],

P3(t, r)=(P2,3⊲A)(t)−

∫ t

r

P2,3(θ)
⊤BB⊤

P1,3,4(t, θ)dθ, (t, r)∈△∗[0, T ],

P4(s, t, t)=P4(t, s, t)
⊤ = (P1,3,4⊲A)(s, t), (s, t)∈△∗[0, T ],

Ṗ4(s, t, r) = P1,3,4(s, r)
⊤BB⊤

P1,3,4(t, r), (s, t, r) ∈ ✷3[0, T ],

(4.15)

where

P2,3(t)
△
= P2(t) +

∫ T

t

P3(s, t)
⊤ds, t ∈ [0, T ],

P1,3,4(s, t)
△
= P1(s) + P3(s, t) +

∫ T

t

P4(r, s, t)dr, (s, t) ∈ △∗[0, T ].

Suppose (4.15) admits a strongly regular solution (P1,P2,P3, P4). Then, by Theorem 3.1,

the LQ problem admits an optimal 4-tuple (0, Θ̂2, Θ̂3, 0) and optimal control

û(t)= −B⊤
[∫ T

t

P1,3,4(s, t)X (s, t)ds+P2,3(t)X (T, t)
]
, t ∈ [τ, T ], (4.16)

where (X,X) is causal feedback solution of (4.13) at (τ,ϕ) corresponding to (0,Θ̂2,Θ̂3,0). Plugging

(4.14) into (4.16), we can obtain relationship w.r.t. control
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û(t) = −B⊤
[
p0(t)X(t) +

∫ t

0

p1(t, s)X(s)ds
]
, t ∈ [τ, T ], (4.17)

where

p0(t)
△
= P2,3(t) +

∫ T

t

P1,3,4(s, t)ds,

p1(t, s)
△
=

∫ T

t

[
P2,3(t)+

∫ T

θ

P1,3,4(r, t)dr
]
N(θ − s)dθ.

Let us show the coincidence between (4.15) and the Riccati differential equation in [21].

First, by the definition of p0(·),

ṗ0(t)=
[
P2,3(t)

⊤+

∫ T

t

P1,3,4(r, t)
⊤dr

]
BB⊤

[
P2,3(t)+

∫ T

t

P1,3,4(s, t)ds
]
−Q

−(A⊤⊳P2,3)(t)−

∫ T

t

(
(A⊤⊳P1,3,4)(s, t)+(P1,3,4⊲A)(s, t)

)
ds−(P2,3⊲A)(t).

(4.18)

Using Fubini theorem and the fact of A(t, s)≡
∫ t

s
N(θ−s)dθ, we obtain that

p1(t, t)=(P2,3⊲A)(t)+

∫ T

t

(P1,3,4⊲A)(s, t)ds.

Plugging it into (4.18), we find that

ṗ0(t) = p0(t)BB⊤p0(t)−Q− p1(t, t)− p1(t, t)
⊤, p0(T ) = G. (4.19)

Next, let us calculate the derivative of p1(·, ·) w.r.t the first variable,
∂

∂t
p1(t, s)=p0(t)N(t−s)+p0(t)BB⊤p1(t, s)−

∫ T

t

[
(A⊤⊳P2,3)(t)

+

∫ T

θ

(A⊤⊳P1,3,4)(r, t)dr
]
N(θ−s)dθ, (t, s) ∈ △∗[0, T ].

To calculate the last term on the right-hand, we define

K(t, s, ρ)
△
=

∫ T

t

{∫ T

t

N(θ−ρ)⊤dθP2(t)+

∫ T

t

∫ r

t

N(θ−ρ)⊤dθP3(rt)
⊤dr+

∫ T

θ1

[∫ r

t

N(θ−ρ)⊤dθP1(t)

+

∫ T

t

N(θ−ρ)⊤dθP3(r, t)+

∫ T

t

∫ r1

t

N(θ−ρ)⊤dθP4(r1, r, t)dr1

]
dr

}
N(θ1−s)dθ1

for any 0 6 s, ρ 6 t 6 T . It is easy to see that

K(t, s, t) =

∫ T

t

[
(A⊤⊳P2,3)(t)+

∫ T

θ

(A⊤⊳P1,3,4)(r, t)dr
]
N(θ−s)dθ,

which implies that

∂

∂t
p1(t, s)=p0(t)N(t−s)+p0(t)BB⊤p1(t, s)−K(t, s, t), p1(T, s) = 0. (4.20)

At last, it is time for us to treat the new term K(·, ·, ·). By the definition of p1 and Fubini

theorem, a direct computation shows that

∂

∂t
K(t, s, ρ)=−I1−I2+

∫ T

t

{∫ T

t

N(θ−ρ)⊤dθṖ2(t)+

∫ T

t

∫ r

t

N(θ−ρ)⊤dθṖ3(r, t)
⊤dr

+

∫ T

θ1

[∫ T

t

N(θ−ρ)⊤dθṖ3(r, t)+

∫ T

t

∫ r1

t

N(θ−ρ)⊤dθṖ4(r1, r, t)dr1

]
dr

}
N(θ1−s)dθ1,

where
I1 = p1(t, ρ)

⊤N(t− s), I2 = N(t− ρ)⊤p1(t, s). (4.21)
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By (4.21), Fubini theorem, the definition of p1 and the Riccati system (4.15),

∂

∂t
K(t, s, ρ)=−p1(t, ρ)

⊤N(t−s)−N(t−ρ)⊤p1(t, s)+p1(t, ρ)
⊤BB⊤p1(t, s),K(T, s, ρ)=0. (4.22)

Combining (4.19), (4.20), (4.22) and (4.17), we can see that our Riccati system (2.4) re-

duces to the so-called Riccati differential equation in [21] and our outcome process û(·) also

coincides with their feedback control. To sum up the above arguments, we point out several

differences/advantages of the current study. First, one key notion here is optimal causal feed-

back strategy while [21] is concerned with the closed-loop/feedback representation of optimal

controls. These two notions may be essentially different in the games framework. Second, our

stochastic framework is a nontrivial extension of their deterministic one. Third, we provide

the necessary and sufficient conditions of causal feedback strategy, not just the sufficiency as

in [21].

5 Concluding remarks

In this paper we introduce a new kind of optimal causal feedback strategy and characterize it

in terms of a novel Riccati system. We also establish the connection between different forms

of causal feedback for optimal control under our unified framework. Clearly the Riccati system

is a part of novelty. A natural question is about its well-posedness. In addition, under SVIEs

framework, many issues concerning controllability, stability and games (especially mean-field

games) remain open and challenging. We will present some relevant results in our future work.
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