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Extended mean-field control problems with Poissonian common
noise: Stochastic maximum principle and
Hamiltonian-Jacobi-Bellman equation

Lijun Bo * Jingfei Wang T Xiaoli Wei * Xiang Yu *

Abstract

This paper studies the extended mean-field control problems with state-control joint law
dependence and Poissonian common noise. We develop the stochastic maximum principle
(SMP) and establish the connection to the Hamiltonian-Jacobi-Bellman (HJB) equation on
the Wasserstein space. The presence of the conditional joint law in the McKean-Vlasov dy-
namics and its discontinuity caused by the Poissonian common noise bring us new technical
challenges. To develop the SMP when the control domain is not necessarily convex, we
first consider a strong relaxed control formulation that allows us to perform the first-order
variation. We also propose the technique of extension transformation to overcome the com-
patibility issues arising from the joint law in the relaxed control formulation. By further
establishing the equivalence between the relaxed control formulation and the strict control
formulation, we obtain the SMP for the original problem in the strict control formulation.
In the part to investigate the HJB equation, we formulate an auxiliary control problem
subjecting to a controlled measure-valued dynamics with Poisson jumps, which allows us to
derive the HJB equation of the original problem through an equivalence argument. We also
show the connection between the SMP and HJB equation and give an illustrative example
of linear quadratic extended mean-field control with Poissonian common noise.

Keywords: Extended mean-field control, Poissonian common noise, relaxed control formu-
lation, stochastic maximum principle, HJB equation

1 Introduction

Mean-field control (MFC) problem, also known as the optimal McKean-Vlasov control problem,
has attracted great attention in recent years. This type of control problem is closely related to
mean-field games (MFQG) initially introduced by Larsy-Lions [35] and Huang-Caines-Malhamé
[29] as both problems are used to approximate the asymptotic behavior of large population
systems of agents with weak interactions to the whole population. On the other hand, it is
well known that these two problems focus on different types of interactions and objectives. The
MFG problem models the competitive interactions where each agent aims to maximize his own
cost that results in the Nash equilibrium as the solution, while the MFC problem models the
cooperative interactions where all agents jointly optimize the social optimum that leads to the
optimal control by the social planner. The scope of this paper is to investigate a type of MFC
problems, new to the literature, by featuring both the state-action joint law dependence and
Poissonian common noise.
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Stochastic maximum principle (SMP) and dynamic programming principle (DPP) are two
fundamental and powerful methods that have been used in tackling a wide variety of optimal
control problems in different contexts. In particular, SMP aims at establishing some neces-
sary and sufficient conditions for optimality of control by using the techniques in calculus of
variations. It states that any optimal control and the resulting controlled state process must
solve the so-called extended Hamiltonian system comprised of an adjoint process in terms of
the backward stochastic differential equation (BSDE), the controlled state equation, and the
maximum condition. Bensoussan [6] derived a form of SMP via the first-order variation for
controlled diffusion processes when the domain of control is convex. For systems of controlled
diffusion and possibly non-convex control domain, Peng [39] established a generalized SMP with
two adjoint equations, usually referred as Peng’s SMP, by utilizing the “spike-variation method”
and the second-order expansion. Bahlali [3] considered stochastic control problems in a relaxed
(measure-valued) control formulation and established SMP through the first-order expansion
even when the control domain is not convex thanks to the fact that the space of relaxed controls
is inherently convex regardless of the space of strict controls being convex or not. The SMP is
further derived for problems with strict controls in [3] by showing the equivalence between the
relaxed and stric control formulations. The methodology and main ideas in Bensoussan [6] and
Peng [39] have also been generalized to cope with MFC problems in mean-field models recently.
For example, [2, 9, 20, 31] addressed MFC problems with coefficients depending on the moments
of the population state distribution. Li [36] explored MFC problems and the SMP in scalar
interaction forms. Carmona and Delarue [14] solved a MFC problem with general dependence
on the distribution of the state process. [8] examined a linear quadratic (LQ) MFC problem
with Brownian common noise by focusing on the Gamma convergence of the optimal controls
from the N-player games to the mean-field model. Acciaio et al. [1] considered extended MFC
problems involving the joint law of the controlled state process and the control process without
common noise. Some previous studies, for instance [25, 43, 51], also addressed MFC problems in
jump diffusion or regime switching models without common noise. Recently, Nie and Yan [37]
investigated extended MFC problems with partial observations.

On the other hand, DPP is to decompose a global optimization problem into a series of
recursive local optimization problems. Due to the presence of the (conditional) distribution of
the controlled process in the coefficients, the value function needs to be defined on the lifted
space of probability measures to recover the time consistency. The DPP in the mean-field
model has been established in various contexts, such as [7, 30] under the assumption that
the distribution of the state admits a density function; Pham and Wei [41] under a Brownian
common noise setting with the closed-loop controls; [4, 17] for MFC control problem with open-
loop controls and coefficients relying on the marginal laws of the state and the control; Djete et
al. [22] for a general framework of MFC with common noise, open-loop controls and coefficients
depending on the joint conditional law of the path of the state-control; Cosso et al. [18] for
path-dependent Hilbert space valued MFC problem whose control is open-loop and coefficients
depend on the marginal laws of the state and the control. On the strength of the established
DPP, one can apply some recent developments of stochastic calculus on flow of measures to
derive and study the associated HJB equation in the Wasserstein space of probability measures.
Different notions of solutions to the HJB equation and some existence results can be found
in some recent studies. To name a few, we refer to [10, 16] for discussions on the classical
solution and refer to [5, 13, 19, 44, 49, 52] for some investigations on the viscosity solutions in
Wasserstein space and the various comparison principles.

All aforementioned studies focused on the common noise that is driven by a Brownian motion
while the idiosyncratic noise can either be a Brownian motion or a Poisson random measure.
Recently, [27, 28] introduced some interesting mean-field game problems where the common
noise is driven by a Poisson random measure. Unlike the common Brownian noise, Poissonian
common noise can effectively capture unexpected or rare events that simultaneously impact the



entire system of players, leading to distinct phenomena and mathematical conclusions comparing
with the existing results with common Brownian noise in the literature. Inspired by these MFG
problems in [27, 28], we are interested in MFC problems in the setting of Poissonian common
noise from the social planner’s perspective and aim to lay new theoretical foundations to develop
SMP and HJB equation in the presence of both Poissonian common noise and the dependence
on the conditional joint law of state-control.

Our first main contribution lies in establishing SMP for the extended MFC problem to pro-
vide a necessary and sufficient condition for the optimality in both relaxed and strict (open)
control formulations for a general control domain (not necessarily convex) under minimal as-
sumptions. We generalize and refine the methodology in Bahlali [3] to the mean-field model to
cope with our extended MFC problem with Poissonian common noise. We first establish SMP
for the problem in the strong relaxed control formulation (see Theorem 3.7 and Theorem 3.10),
which does not require the original domain of strict control to be convex and the first order
variation can be successfully exercised (see Subsection 3.1). Contrary to classical single agent’s
control problems in [3], the dependence on the conditional joint law significantly hinders some
standard arguments to prove SMP within the relaxed control formulation. In response, we
propose several new key ingredients to overcome these issues. Firstly, we propose the exten-
sion transformation (see its definition in (3)) such that we can work with the joint conditional
law of the state process and the relaxed control (instead of the strict control). Moreover, we
demonstrate that this extension transformation maintains smooth properties of original func-
tionals, see Lemma 2.2 and Lemma 2.3. Secondly, we choose to work with the linear derivative
of functionals in Banach product spaces equipped with some suitable norms. We then establish
its equivalence to the strict control formulation by using Chattering Lemma and other technical
arguments; see Lemma 2.11 and Lemma 3.12. As a consequence, we obtain the SMP in the
strict control formulation and establish the sufficient and necessary condition on the optimal
strict control as desired; see Theorem 3.13 and Theorem 3.14. It is worth mentioning that al-
though the strong relaxed control formulation is used for deriving SMP in the present paper,
it is also of independent interest. For example, the weak relaxed control formulation based on
martingale problem has been popularized in continuous time reinforcement learning thanks to
its natural connection to policy exploration during the continuous time learning procedure, see
[46, 47] for single agent’s control problems and [48] for MFC problems without common noise.
Thanks to our established equivalence between the strong relaxed control formulation and the
strict control formulation under some conditions, it will be an interesting future work to exam-
ine whether the strong relaxed control formulation can also be utilized as a new reinforcement
learning framework, especially for learning extended MFC problems with common noise.

Our second main contribution is the formal derivation of HJB equation and the establishment
of the relation between the SMP and HJB equation using strict open-loop controls. Unlike
existing studies, the presence of Poissonian common noise gives rise to the discontinuity of
the conditional joint law of the state-action, thereby posing new challenges in deriving the
HJB equation. In particular, it becomes crucial to understand how the jumps of conditional
joint law of state-action affect the value function and how to rigorously check that the HJB
equation can lead to the same BSDE problem resulting from the SMP. Motivated by Motte
and Pham [40], which addressed the extended MFC problems in the discrete time setting with
common noise and open-loop controls, we derive the HJB equation by first introducing an
auxiliary lifted control problem. To this end, we construct a new extended MFC problem (a
new lifted control problem in Subsection 4.1) with Markovian relaxed controls adapted to the
Poissonian common noise filtration (see the problem formulation in (51) and (52)) and derive
the corresponding stochastic Fokker-Planck (FP) equation for the conditional joint law of state-
action (see Lemma 4.2). We reveal in the present paper that the conditional law of the state-
action has jumps whose sizes are characterized by generalized measure shifts in terms of some
adjoint operator; see Lemma 4.1 and Lemma 4.2. This fact, combined with the It6’s formula on



flows of conditional probability measures (see Lemma 4.5), leads us to consider an associated
HJB equation in the space of probability measures in (54). By some technical arguments, we can
show the equivalence between the value functions of these two control problems, we conclude
that the value function of the original problem indeed satisfies the derived HJB equation; see
Remark 4.11. As a byproduct, the value function of the original problem satisfies the conditional
law invariance property; see Remark 4.13. We highlight that our new approach, based on the
new lifted control problem and its associated FP equation, can effectively resolve all issues
caused by the discontinuity of the joint law and is applicable to more general settings beyond
the Poissonian common noise such as the semimartingale common noise. Moreover, we also show
in the present paper that the derived HJB equation differs substantially from the counterpart
in jump diffusion models without common noise. Finally, when the HJB equation has a smooth
solution (which coincides with the value function under a measurable assumption), we verify
that the solution to the adjoint BSDE can be expressed in terms of the value function and its
derivatives with respect to the probability measures along the optimal state trajectory, and the
connection between the SMP and HJB equation holds; see Theorem 4.15. We further illustrate
this connection with explicit results in a LQ-type extended MFC problem with Poissonian
common noise, in which we can fully understand how the Poissonian common noise affects the
forms of the derived BSDE and the HJB equation.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces some technical prepara-
tions and two formulations of the extended mean-field control problems with Poissonian common
noise in both the strict and relaxed sense. In Section 3, we first develop the SMP for the ex-
tended MFC problems with Poissonian common noise in the relaxed formulation using the first
order variation. We then establish the equivalence result between two different formulations to
drive the SMP for the strict extended MFC problems. Section 4 investigates the HJB equation
of our extended MFC problem and reveals its connection to the SMP and the associated BSDE.
Section 5 studies a LQ-type example of the MFC problem with Poissonian common noise using
both the SMP and the HJB equation methods, and further illustrates the connections between
these two approaches. Finally, the proofs of some auxiliary results in previous sections are
reported in Appendix A.

Notations. We list below some notations that will be used frequently throughout the paper:

T € (0,00) Terminal time horizon

Lip,(E) Set of Lipschitz continuous functions on E with Lipschitz coefficient
no more than 1

Lip,(E) Set of bounded Lipschitz continuous functions on E

[ Euclidean norm on R”

a-b Dot product of vectors a € R™ and b € R”

Cy(R™) Set of bounded and continuous real-valued functions on R"

C(I; E) Set of E-valued continuous functions defined on I

L?((A,B(A),)\4); E) Set of square-integrable E-valued random variable (r.v.) defined on
measure space (A, B(A),\4). We shall abbreviate it as L?(4; F)
or L2(A) when there is no confusion.

P(E) Set of probability measures on E

Pp(E) Set of probability measures on E with finite p-order moments
dp.E p-order Wasserstein metric on Py (E)

Oy Partial derivative w.r.t. the argument x € R

V. (V2) Gradient (Hessian) operator w.r.t. the argument x € R”

L(§) Law of a E-valued random variable (r.v.) &

L(£]G) Regular conditional law of a E-valued r.v. £ given a o-field G
E Expectation operator under probability measure P

E’ Expectation operator under probability measure P’



2 Setup and Problem Formulation

In this section, we first introduce two formulations of the extended MFC problem with Pois-
sonian common noise, namely the strict control formulation and the (strong) relaxed control
formulation. The main feature of the extended MFC problem lies in the presence of the joint
law of the state and control in the controlled McKean-Vlasov dynamics and the objective func-
tional. More precisely, in the strict control formulation of our MFC problem, the mean-field
interaction is captured by the joint law of the state and strict control that belongs to P(R" x U),
where U is referred to as control space. In the relaxed control formulation of the MFC prob-
lem, we consider the joint law of the state and relaxed control that belongs to P(R™ x P(U)).
This essential difference motivates us to construct an extension transformation from a mapping
h:P(R" x U) — R to the corresponding mapping & : P(R” x P(U)) — R, which can preserve
some smooth properties of . This key extension plays an important role in our analysis, which
will be introduced with details in (2)-(3).

2.1 Basic spaces and extension transformation

Let (B,| - ||) be a Banach space and U C B be a compact subset. Define the product space
K = R" x B, endowed with the product norm ||(z,u)| g := |z| + |Jul| for (z,u) € K. Thus,
(K, |I|lx) is again a Banach space. Denote by M(U) the set of finite signed Radon measures
on the measurable space (U, B(U)), equipped with the Fortet-Mourier norm that

lallvms == sup / fwa(d), Vg e M),
f€Lipy (U)
[[flloo<1

where || f|loo := sup,ep |f(w)] for f: U — R being in C(U;R). Then (M(U),| - lurm) is a
separable Banach space. Let dypy be the metric induced by the norm || - ||y pm on P(U), and
it follows that (P(U),dyrm) is a compact Polish space. Here, we consider M(U) instead of
P(U) directly because we are going to define partial L-derivative with respect to ¢ € M(U).

Let V :=R" x M(U) be a separable Banach product space equipped with the product norm
| - |lv defined by ||(z,q)|lv := |z| + |lgllupm for (z,q) € V. For any &, & € P2(V), consider
the Kantorovich-Rubinstein metric (which is equivalent to 1-Wasserstein metric according to
Kantorovich duality) that

dxr(&1,82) =  sup </ f(z,q)&1(dzr,dg) — / [z, q)&(dz dCD) (1)
f€Lipy (V)

Then, (P2(V),dkr) is a Polish space and we have the next result.

Lemma 2.1. For any &,& € P2(R" x P(U)) C P2(V) (one can identify & € P2(R™ x P(U))
as an element in Po(V') with support in R™ x P(U)), it holds that

wisir= e ([ s [ [ seatsonan).

Proof. On one hand, the restriction of f € Lip;(V') to R" x P(U) belongs to Lip; (R™ x P(U)).
On the other hand, any f € Lip;(R™ x P(U)) can be extended to be an element in Lip; (V)
according to McShane [32]. O



Let M(K) be the set of finite signed Radon measures on the measurable space (K, #(K))
equipped with the following Fortet-Mourier norm:

lollken = sup / Fw)p(dw), ¥pe M(K).
f€ELip, (K)
I fllo<1

In the sequel, we denote by x,u, q, p,& the generic elements in R™, U, M(U), M(K), P2(V)
respectively, and denote by p, v the marginals of £. Note that Po(R"™ x U) C Po(K) C M(K).
We endow P2 (R™ x U) with the metric induced by ||-|| x,rm, and hence it becomes a Polish space.
Similar to Lemma 2.1, the topology induced by this metric is equivalent to the weak convergence
topology on Py(R™ x U). Because U is compact, it holds that, for all & € Po(R"™ x P(U)),

/ q(du)é(dz,dq) = / q(du)¢(dz,dq) € Po(R™ x U).
M(U) PU)

We can then define an affine mapping & : Po(R™ x P(U)) — P2(R™ x U) as a Bochner integral
that

Z(&)(dx, du) := /M(U) q(du)é(dz,dg), V€€ Po(R" x P(U)). (2)

For any mapping h : Po(R™ x U) — R, we define h : Po(R™ x P(U)) — R as its extension
transformation to Pa(R™ x P(U)) in the sense that

h(E) = h(2(€)), VE € Py(R" x P(U)). (3)
Then, we have the next result.

Lemma 2.2. Ifh: Py(R" x U) — R is Lipschitz continuous, so is its extension transformation
h:Pa(R™ x P(U)) — R defined by (3).

Proof. In view of the definition in (3), it suffices to show that & : Po(R" x P(U)) — Pa(R" x U)
given by (2) is Lipschitz continuous. We have that, for any &1,&, € Pa(V),

f€Lip (K
||f||c>o<1

12&) - Pk =  sup (/ / )<§1<dm,dq>—§z<dx,dq>>>

- o < / / F(, w)g(du) (& (dz, dg) — Ex(da, dq>>)
[Iflle<1

< sw ( / / F(z,0)(& (de, dg) — 52<dx,dq>)>
FeLip, (R*xP(U)) n
= dxr(&1,62)-
The last inequality above holds because the mapping Fy : R" x P(U) — R that
Fye.) = [ S, V) B xPO) (4)

belongs to the space Lip, (R™ x P(U)) for each fixed f € Lip,(K) satisfying || f|lcc < 1. In fact,
it follows from (4) that, for any (z;,q;) € R" x P(U) with i = 1, 2,

Fp(anar) — Fy(am )| = \ [ 1@ wmi@n) - [ res i)
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< /U £ors) = Floz, )| ) + [ Floz,n)(an(du) — aa(da)

U
<[ - mla() - s ( / g<u><q1<du>—q2<du>>)
lglloo <1

= |z — 22| + [|@1 — @2]lu,Fm
= |l(z1,q1) — (22, 2) v

Thus, we complete the proof of the lemma. O
The next result also holds.

Lemma 2.3. Let (2, F,P) be a given probability space and G C F be a sub-o-algebra. Then, for
any R™-valued square-integrable random variable X and U-valued random variable «, it holds
that, P-a.s.

h(L((X,6a)|G)) = h(L((X,)|G)),
where d,, denotes the Dirac measure concentrated on c.

Proof. The claim can be easily verified by noting the equivalence that

| au)£((X.8)/0)(de.de) = | 5u(dwE((X,0)[G)(ds, ) = £((X. )]G)(dr. dw).
M(U) U
O

2.2 Linear derivatives w.r.t. measures of the extension

We adopt the definition of linear derivative in Banach space as in Buckdahn et al. [12].

Definition 2.4. Let (K, ||-||x) be a Banach space and I C P2(K) be a convex subset. We say
that a mapping h : I — R has a linear derivative % XK — R, if% s a continuous function
over I x K such that, for all m,m’ € I,

1
h(m') — h(m) = /0 /IC ;—:;L(m + A(m' —m),y)(m' —m)(dy)dA.

Moreover, there exists a constant C' > 0 such that |2&(m,y)| < C(1 + ||yl[%) for all y €

U supp(m).

mel
Then, we have the following result regarding the extension transformation.
Lemma 2.5. Assume the existence of the linear derivative g—z :Po(R"xU)x K — R for a given

mapping h : P2(R" x U) = R. Then, the associated extended mapping h : Po(R™ x P(U)) C
Po(V) = R in (3) also has a linear derivative % : Po(R™ x P(U)) x V + R such that, for all

(x,q) €V, *
%@(x,q) - /U %<ﬁ<s>><x,u>q<du>, (5)

where & : Po(R™ x P(U)) — Po(R™ x U) is the affine mapping given in (2).



Proof. First of all, we have from (2) that, for any &1,& € Po(R™ x P(U)),
h(&) = &) = WP (&) — (2 (&)
- [ / n / P(60) + N2(&) - 2(60))) (@ 0)(P(&) - 2(6))(dr, du)d)

/ L) / o) 56 X&) ()€ — ), )

/ /n / M) ( P61+ A& — &)z, )Q(du)> (& — &) (dw, dg)dA,

where we apply Fubini theorem to interchange the order of integral in the last line and recall
that B stands for the Banach space introduced in Subsection 2.1. In lieu of Definition 2.4,
the representation (5) holds. It remains to show that the growth condition in Definition 2.4 is

satisfied by the linear derivative ‘;—Ig.

According to Definition 2.4, there exists a constant C' > 0 such that

B(2(©) )| <

C(1+ ||(z,u)||%) for all (z,u) € |J supp(n) with I := P(R"™ x U). Then, by (5) and the
nel

compactness of the control space U, for all (z,q) € UgePQ(R”xP(U)) supp(§) = R™ x P(U), it

holds that

50
%

oh

)z, q)| = . 5(97’(5))(967 u)g(du)

< Cuy(L+ [z* + [|gllv,pm)
= Cu(1+|[(z,9)I}),

where Cp is a positive constant that depends on U. Thus, the proof is completed. ]

2 2
< ‘ /U C(1+ [ + ul?)g(du)

In what follows, we consider a mapping h : Po(R™ x U) — R such that its linear derivative
g—z exists. We also assume that the partial derivative (9x(§—];(p)(x,u)) w.r.t. the argument x
exists, is continuous and of at most linear growth, i.e., there exists a constant C' > 0 such that

0y (%@)@,@)‘ <O+ z)), Y(z,u)eR"xU.

The next result is a direct consequence of Lemma 2.5.

Lemma 2.6. The linear derivative % 65 is Frechét differentiable, and the vector of partial deriva-
tives:

0§ &7 1 0¢

1s continuous. Furthermore, it holds that

Sh Sh o
o, ((%(s)( q>> /U o, (%@(s))(m,m) o(du) € R™;

a— - (alﬂ B @> CPy(R™ x Py(U)) x V = V* 1= R" x M*(U)

oh Sh Sh i
9y (E(ﬁ)(ﬂc,q)> (-)=/U$(9?’(§))( u)(-)(du) = 55(5)( ;1) € MA(U).

In particular, there exists a constant C' > 0 such that, for all (x,q) € R™ x P(U),

5h
Ox <5§ (&) (, q))

8

<C(1+|z|).




Notably, by Lemma 2.6, the differentiability of % w.r.t. ¢ € P(U) after extension does not

require the differentiability of ‘;—Z w.r.t. u € U. Hence, the extension lifts the differentiablity in
this sense.
Similar to Proposition 4.1 in Buckdahn et al. [12], we also have the following result.

Lemma 2.7. Let (Q, F,P) be a probability space. For any (X,q) € L*((Q, F,P);R" x P(U)),
as € . 0, it holds that

Sh
0§

w%axﬂ»m&@d¢—@mm]+da

ﬁ(ﬁ((X,Q)JFE(X/—X,q’—q)))—fL(E(X,q))ZH'Elf9 ( (L(X, Q))(XaQ)>€‘(X/—X)]

oh

E
+[5p

for all (X',q") € L2((, F,P);R™ x P(U)).
We also give the definition of the (partial) L-derivative as below.

Definition 2.8. The partial L-derivative of the mapping h : P2(R™ x U) — R w.r.t. the
probability measure p € Po(R™) is defined by, for all (p,xz,u) € Po(R" x U) x R" x U,

Iuh(p)(w,u) := p—(p)(x,u).

Similarly, we can also define the partial L-derivative w.r.t. the probability measure v € Po(M(U))
for the mapping h : Py(R™ x P(U)) — R. The partial L-derivative of h with respect to v is
defined by, for all (§,x,q) € Po(R™ x P(U)) x R™ x P(U),

00 (w.0) = 0,57 (€) . 0).

Note that we are not using the classical definition of L-differentiability here (more precisely,
define the L-derivative via lifting functions) because we are considering the joint law involving
the law of controls that are defined on another Banach space. This leads that the classical
methods are not applicable here. It follows from Lemma 2.6 that, the (partial) L-derivative of
the extension of h is given by

mMQm@:a )z, 9) /ah r,u)q(du), (6)

~ 5h

Ayh(&)(x, q)(-) = q5§(§)( D0 = [ L)) (@) (7)

U5P

2.3 Formulations of extended MFC with Poissonian common noise

Let (Q0, F9,F%, P) be a Polish atomless filtered probability space with filtration FO = (F7 )0,y
satisfying the usual conditions. Consider a standard d-dimensional Brownian motion W =
(Wt)tejo,r) defined on the probability space (Q', F1,P') and a Poisson random measure N (dz, dt)
on some measurable space (Z, Z) with intensity A(dz)d¢ satisfying A(Z) < oo on the probability
space (92, F2,P?). Furthermore, we define

Q=x0'x0* F=FeFaF, P=P xP xP. (8)

To simplify the notations, we denote by W and N the natural extensions of W and N to €,
respectively. Define the filtration F = (F).c(0,7) by

Fo=FReoFoFN, FV=0cW,s<t)cF,



FN =o(N((0,s] x A);s <t,Aec &) cC F>.

Let G = (Gt)iejo,r] be the natural extensions of FN = (F¥),co 77 to ©, and also denote by F}”

the natural extension of F}V.
We also assume that (2, F,F,P), (Q,F,F",P) and (22, F, G, P) satisfy the usual conditions
without loss of generality. Then, for any F-adapted process Y = (Y}).¢(0,7], it holds that, P-a.s.

LOGIN) = L(Vi[Gy), Vi e [0.T),

where the notation L£(:|IN) stands for the conditional distribution given the Poisson random
measure N under the probability measure P.

Consider measurable functions b : R” x Po(R" x U) x U — R", 0 : R" X Po(R" x U) x U
R4~y R Py(R*xU)xUx Z = R™, f: RPxPa(R*"xU)xU > R™ and g : R"x Po(R") — R
as the coefficients of the underlying controlled state process and the objective functional. We
impose the following assumptions throughout the paper.

Assumption 1. We make the following assumptions on model coefficients:

(A1) b(z, p,u),o(z, p,u),v(x,p,u,2), f(z,p,u),g(x,1n) are continuous functions on their do-
mains of definition; b(xz, p,u),o(x, p,u),y(x, p,u,z) are uniformly Lipschitz continuous
in (x,p) in the sense that, there is a constant L > 0 independent of u € U such that, for
all (z,p), (2, p') € R™ x Po(R™ x U),

{qﬁ(x',p',u) - (b(%',p, u){ <L (‘.%' - 1'/’ + Hp - pIHKfM) )
where ¢ = b(-),0(-) or v(-, 2).
(A.2) the partial derivatives Vb,V 0,V v,V f, Vg are uniformly bounded and continuous.
(A.3) there exists a constant K > 0 such that, for all (z,p,u) € R" x Py(R" x U) x U,
6z, pyu)| < K (1+ Jo] + Ma(p))
with 6 = b(), 0(), F(-) or (- 2) and Ma(p) = (fin gy (22 + ul]2)p(dz, duw)) . Moreover,
it holds that [, |y(z, p,u,2)[*A(dz) < K(1 + |z|* + Ma(p)?).

(A.4) the coefficients b,o,7, f,g have linear derivatives g—z,g—‘;, g_Z’ %, g_Z’ respectively. These
linear derivatives have bounded continuous partial derivatives w.r.t. the state wvariables.
That is, the L-derivatives of b,o,~, f,g with resepct to p defined in Definition 2.8 are

bounded and continuous.

We are now at the position to formulate the extended MFC problem with Poissonian common
noise in both strict and relaxed senses. To this purpose, let % be the set of F-adapted process
a = (ay)ejo,r) taking values in U with cadlag trajectory such that E[fOTHatHth] < 4o00. We
first introduce the following extended MFC problem with Poissonian common noise in strict
sense, which is given by

T
o) =B | [ (X0, (X 0)1G0). )t + 9(Xo, £(Xr1G1) )
subject to the constraint:

dX; = b(Xy, L((Xy, a)|Gr), o )dt + o (X, L((Xe, ) |Ge), o )dWe
+ / V(X LKy e )[Go ), v, 2) N (dt, d2), (10)
Z
L(Xo) = p € Pa(R™).
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Here, N(dz,dt) :== N(dz,dt) — A\(dz)dt is the compensated Poisson random measure. It is not
difficult to show that problem (9)-(10) is well-defined under Assumption 1. An adapted process
a* € % is an optimal (strict) control of problem (9)-(10) if it holds that

J(a*) = inf J(«a).
Q€U

Next, we consider the relaxed control formulation of the extended MFC problem with Pois-
sonian common noise. Denote by 2 the set of F-adapted process taking values in Po(U) with

cadlag trajectory such that E[ fOT Jollull? @ (du)dt] < 4-co. Furthermore, we also define that
U )= {q = (Qt)te[O,T] with q; = 0q,; a = (at)te[O,T} € %} (11)

Then, it automatically holds that §(%) C 2.

Let b, 5,7, f be the respective extensions of the coefficients b, o, v, f according to (3). Then,
under Assumption 1, by applying Lemma 2.2, Lemma 2.3, Lemma 2.5 and Lemma 2.6, we can
obtain that the corresponding extensions b, Y, f satisfy the following properties:

(B.1) b(x,&,u),6(x, & u),5(x, & u, 2), f(x, € u), g(z, 1) are continuous functions on their domains
of definition; B(m,§,u), o(x, & u),5(x,&, u, z) are uniformly Lipschitz continuous in (z, &)
in the sense that, there is a constant L > 0 independent of v € U such that, for all
(2,€), (&', €) € R x Pa(R" x P(U),

|p(2', & u) — ¢(x, €, u)| < L(|lz — 2’| + dkr(€,£)),
where ¢ = b(-),5(-) or A(-, 2).
(B.2) the partial derivatives Vb, VG, V2, Vaf, Vg are uniformly bounded and continuous.

(B.3) there exists a constant K > 0 such that, for all (z,&,u) € R™ x Po(R" x P(U)) x U,

with ¢ = b(-),5(), f() or 5(,2) and Ma(€) = (fpay (2> + [ull?)2()(d, du))2.
Moreover, it holds that [, |§(z,&, u, z)[?A(dz) < K(1 + |z|* + M3(£)?).

(B.4) the extensions b,5,9, f,g have linear derivatives g—é’, ‘;—‘Z, ‘;—Z, ‘;—Jg, g—z, respectively. These
linear derivatives have bounded continuous partial derivatives w.r.t. the state variables.
That is, the partial L-derivatives of b, 5,7, f, g with respect to u defined in Definition 2.8
are bounded and continuous.

(B.5) for any (x,u) € R" x U, any square-integrable R™ x U-valued random variable (X, a) on
some probability space and a o-field G on it, we have

¢z, L((X,)[G),u) = ¢z, L((X,0a)|G), u),

59 5o

5p 13
where ¢ = b(-),0(+), f(-) or v(:, 2).

For any q € 2, the controlled state process in the relaxed control formulation is now governed
by, for t € [0,T],

(2, L((X, @)[9),u) = == (x, L((X, 0a)|G), u),

dXt:/UB(XmE((Xt,Qt)’gt)au)%(du)dt+/ (X, L£((Xt, ¢1)|Ge), w)ge (du)dWy

U
i ~ 12
+ /U /Z Y(Xi— s LU(Xe—, @t )|Ge— ), u, 2)qe— (du) N (di, dz), "
L(Xo) = p.

11



We then aim to minimize the following cost functional over ¢ € 2 that

T ~
=k | [ [ F06LXalg) i + o(Xr. Lxrign)| - b (3)

A standard moment estimate under Assumption 1 yields that E[sup;cjo 1 |X¢|?] < oo, which
implies that the control problem (12)-(13) is well-defined under Assumption 1. It is straight-
forward to see that the problem (12)-(13) will reduce to the problem (9)-(10) when ¢ € §(%).
If one can find a control ¢* € 2 such that

qlg; J(q) =T(q"),

we call ¢* an optimal relaxed extended mean-field control.
We provide below the so-called chattering lemma without proof (c.f. Lemma 4.2 in Mez-
erdi [33]), which will be used later.

Lemma 2.9 (Chattering Lemma). Let g € 2. Then, there exists a sequence of adapted process
(™)p>1 taking values in U such that the sequence of random measures don converges to q as
n — oo in the sense that, for any continuous function f :[0,T] x U — R, it holds that, a.s.

lim ftoztdt //ftuqtdu
n—oo 0

or equivalently fOTH(Sa? — ¢t|lupmdt = 0, a.s.. Moreover, due to the boundedness of the norm
|-l Fm, we have foTHéa? — thfJ’FMdt =0, a.s., for any p > 1.

The above lemma, together with Lemma 3.3 in Ma and Yong [34], yields the following
convergence result.
Lemma 2.10. Let ¢ € 2 and o™ be stated in Lemma 2.9. For any R™ x P(R™ x P(U))-valued
r.v. (X,€) defined on the probability space (Q, F,P) satisfying E[| X |> + |M2(¢)|?] < +oo, we
introduce that, for (t,w) € [0,T] x Q,

MP(tw) = DX (@), Ew), af (@), Mt w) = /U B(X (), £(w), w)a(w, du);
ME(tw) = 5(X(@), £@), af (@), Ms(tw) = /U 5(X (@), £(w), w)q(w, du): (14)

M3 (h:2) = (X)), 07 (61,2 My(tw:2) = [ 5(X@),60). . oo du).
Then, it holds that, as n — oo,
M — My, MY — Mg, in L*([0,T] x ),
M2 — My, in L*([0,T] x Q x Z).
Now, we can show an equivalence result on the value functions between two formulations.

Lemma 2.11. Let Assumption 1 hold. The (MFC) value function defined by (9) in the strict
control formulation coincides with the one defined by (13) in the relazed control formulation,
i.e., it holds that

2] ) = 70 )

Proof. For any q € 2, let (a"),>1 be stated as in Lemma 2.10. For any n > 1, denote by
X" = (X{)ejo,r) and £" = (&')iefo,7] the corresponding state processes (10) but under a™ and
the joint conditional law (L((X}", dar)|Gt))icfo, 1], Tespectively. With the help of Lemma 2.9 and
Lemma 2.10, one can obtain limy, o0 E [|X]" — X¢|? + dkg (&7, &)] = 0. Here, we recall that X =
(Xt)ejo,m is the state process (12) controlled by the relaxed control ¢, and & = L((X¢, q:)|G:)
for ¢t € [0, T]. Hence, the desired result follows from the continuity of the coefficients f and g
imposed in Assumption 1. O
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3 Stochastic Maximum Principle

In this section, we develop the SMP for the extended MFC problem with Poissonian common
noise. Recall that the strong relaxed control formulation of the extended MFC problem has
been given in the previous section. We will first prove the SMP for the relaxed extended
MFC problem using the first order variation and then derive an equivalence result of the value
functions between the strict control formulation and the relaxed control formulation. Building
upon these two key results, we finally etablish the SMP using the first order adjoint process for
the original extended MFC problem with strict controls on general control domain that may
not be convex.

3.1 First-order variation

For the relaxed control problem, P(U) is compact and convex, and hence we can apply the
first-order variation. That is, for any two relaxed controls ¢q,v € 2, we define a new relaxed
control as follows ¢ := ¢+ e(v — q) € 2 for € € [0,1]. Denote by X = (Xf).c(o,r) the state
process under the relaxed control ¢¢ according to the dynamics (12).

We first have the following lemma, whose proof is given in Appendix A.

Lemma 3.1. Let X = (Xy);e[o,1] e the state process satisfying (12). Then, under Assumption 1,
we have, as € ] 0,

sup E [|X; — Xi|*] = O(é?). (16)
te[0,7)

For w € Q, let @, be the r.c.p.d. of the probability measure P in (8) given Gr. It is clear
that, under @, the law of (X, ¢q) coincides with £((X¢, ¢:)|G)(w) for P-a.s.. We consider the
copy measurable space (', F') = (2, F). For any w € , let us define by r.c.p.d. that

P = Qu,

which is a probability measure on (Q', 7). We can define a copy random variable X’ on (€', F')
for every random variable X on (£2, F) in the sense that X'(w) = X (w) for all w € Q' = Q. It
is easy to see that X’ is indeed a random variable on (€', 7', P’), and moreover we have

L9(X") = L(X|G7)(w), (17)

where £@+(X’) denotes the law of the random variable X’ under the probability measure Q..
In the sequel, E’ refers to the expectation in (£, ') under the probability measure P’

Remark 3.2. We also stress the next property of the expectation w.r.t. P'. For random variables
X and its copy X' respectively defined on (Q, F,P) and (', F',P"), and let F : R™ x R" — R"
be measurable, the expectation is understood in the following sense:

E' [F(X(w)’X/)] = EP/ [F(:C,X/)] |m=X(w) = EQW [F(:C,X/)] |m=X(w) = E[F(x’XNgT”m:X(w)-

It is emphasized that the above equality should not be limited to Euclidean-valued random vari-
ables. For any random variables defined on the new space (Q',F',P') taking values in any
measurable space, the above equality still holds.

Thus, we have the following result on the variational equation whose proof is reported in
Appendix A. Recall that & = L((X, ¢:)|G) for t € [0,T7] is defined in the proof of Lemma 3.1.

Lemma 3.3. Let Assumption 1 hold. Then, there exists a unique solution V- = (V;).cjo,) taking
values in R™ to the following variational equation, Vo =0, and

AV = {\Vi + By + eV + G e+ {A Vi + By + E'[i Vi + Gl HW,
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+ / M- (Ve + B (2) + B[ (2)Vi- + G (2)]}N (dt, dz). (18)
z
Here, V' = (V{)co,1) 15 a copy of V.= (Vi)iejo,m on (', F'), and the coefficients are given by
n= [ 250 g wadu) € B 6= [ B0 upuna) — [ X6 uandu) € B,
U U U

n = /Uax <&(ft)) (Xt,X,g,q{,u)qt(du) € Rnxn7 Gt =/ (55 (ft)) (Xt7X£7q{7U)(U£ - q;)qt(du) € R",

Uaxt

j‘t = ax&(xhghu)qt(du) € Rnand7 Bt :/ &(Xt7£t7u)vt(du) _/ &(thtvu)qt(du) € RnXd7
U U

U

ﬁt=/U 5—&(&)) (Xe, X7, q), u)qe(du) € R™™4 ¢ = / <5£ (gt)) (Xe, X by u) (v — q))qe(du) € R™,
)\t(z):/Ua (X, &, u, 2)ge(du) € R, Bt(z):/U;y(Xt7£t7u7z)Ut(du)_/U;?(Xt7§t,u7z)qt(du) cR",
(0 = [ 00 (F60) 00 X ) €2, &) = [ 00 (F60) (KXt 10— () € B
Furthermore, it holds that

2

lim sup -V | =0.

10 te(0,7]

UX X,

Here, we have used the notation Mz := (Myz, -, Mgz) € R™*? for any M = (My,--- ,My) €
R™*nXd gnd 2 € R™.

Remark 3.4. In the variational equation (18), the coefficient processes ((, ¢, ) admit the pre-
sentations:

( &b 5D
Ct:/ 5£(§t)(Xt,Xt,vt, )qt(du)—/ 6£(§t)(Xt,XT,qt, w)ge(du),

N (50’ 5

Gt = 5(£t)(Xt’Xt’vt’ )Qt(du)—/ 5(5t)(Xt,XTaQt, u)qy(du),

(ilz) = 5z(§t)(Xt,X£7vt,u 2)qi(du) / 3% (€)(Xy, X, qhou, 2) gy (du),

which are consistent with [, Bt, Bt according to Lemma 2.6.
We also need the following auxiliary result whose proof is delegated to Appendix A.

Lemma 3.5. Let ¢ € 2 be an optimal relaxed control that minimizes the cost functional J in
(13) over 2 and let X = (Xt)te[o,T] be its resulting state process satisfying the dynamics (12).
For any v € 2, we have

0 SE{(%;Q(XT,MT)'VT+/T/ 0uf (X1, &1,u) - Vigi(du)dt
o Ju
+/T (/ F(Xt, &, upvr(du) —/ f(Xt7§t7u)Qt(du)> dt
o0 (L)) v xp) v [ [ ( )(Xt,Xt,qt, ) Vig(du)t

/ / ( )(Xt,xt,qt, ><;—q;>qt<du>dt”. (19)

Here, the process V. = (Vy)icpo,r] s given in Lemma 3.8, and pr = L(X7|Gr) is the marginal
law of &r, and the copies (X', ¢, V') of (X,q, V) are constructed on (', F',P').

+F
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We will first prove the SMP in the relaxed control formulation, and then employ the above
equivalence result in Lemma 2.11 to establish the SMP for the problem in the strict control
formulation without imposing the convexity assumption on the control space U.

3.2 Hamiltonian and first-order adjoint process

In this subsection, we introduce the so-called relaxed Hamiltonian and the first-order adjoint
process. Let us first define the relaxed Hamiltonian H : R™ x P(U) x Po(R™ x P(U)) x R™ x
R4 x [2((Z,2,)\);R") = R by

Hea.6n. P = [ o catan) pir ([ ot na@orT) + [ g g
+ /Z /U 5 (2, €, u, 2)g(du) - K (2)A(d2). (20)

The term appeared in the second line of (20) is due to Poissonian common noise. Moreover, we
define the relaxed d-Hamiltonian 6H : R™ x P(U) x Po(R™ x P(U)) x R* x P(U) x R x R"*4 x
L*((Z,2,)\);R™) = R as follows:

8b 85
H(z,q,&, 2", ¢',p, P, K) := / —(©(z, 2", ¢",u)q(du) - p + tr (/ —(5)(:v,x’,q’,U)Q(dU)PT>
v 0§ v 0§
6f / / 65/ / /
+ | (2" ¢ u)g(du) + — (), 2", ¢, u, 2)q(du) - K(2)A(dz). (21)
v 0§ z Ju 0§
Then, for any (z,q,&,2',q¢',p, P, K) € R" x P(U) x Po(R" x P(U)) x R* x P(U) x R x R"*4 x
L*((Z, Z,)\); R™), it holds that
/ / 67_[ / /
57-[(:6’@[’5’:6 »q ’p’PaK) = Tg(&)(gﬂ,g,x »q apaP’K)' (22)
The adjoint process is defined as a (triplet) F-adapted process (p, P, f() = (py, P, f(t)te[o,T}
taking values in R™ x R"*4 x L2((Z, Z,\); R™) that satisfies the integrability condition

E

T T
sup |;5t|2+/ |Pt|2dt+/ /|Kt|2)\(dz)dt] < 00, (23)
te[0,7 0 0 JZ

and the BSDE:

dﬁt - - {3xH(Xt7Qt7§t7]5t7pt, }?t) + E/ [axléH(Xéa q1/£7§t7Xt7 qt7ﬁz/£7ptl7}?£):| } dt
+PdW; + / K;-N(dt, dz) + dMy, (24)
7
- / og /
pr = 0x9(Xr, pr) + E' |0 a(MT) (X, X7)| -

Here, recall that X’ is a copy of the random variable X constructed on the probability space
(QV, F',P') as before. The same fashion applies to the notations 7, P’ and K’. In addition,
W = (Wi)eo,r) is a d-dimensional Brownian motion, N(dt,dz) is a compensated Poisson
random measure and M = (Mt)te[o,T] is an F-martingale with My = 0 independent of (FV,G)
and has zero covariance with W and N.

Remark 3.6. It can be observed that the BSDE (24) is a linear BSDE. Hence, with the help of
Assumption 1, for any relazed control ¢ € 2 and the corresponding state process X = (Xt )sejo,1)
satisfying the dynamics (12), the BSDE (24) always admits an F-adapted and R™ x R™*% x
L*((Z, %2, ));R™)-valued solution (p,P,K) = (ﬁtaphkt)te[QT} (c.f. Hao [26]).
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3.3 Necessary and sufficient conditions for optimal relaxed control

For the probability space (2, F,P), we recall the specific definition of its copy (Q,L]:/ ,P") given
in Section 3.1. We then define a unique probability measure P on (2 := Q x Q' F := F @ F')
via:

P(A x B) = / P'(dw')P(dw), VA€ F,BeF.
AxB

Recall that, for any w € Q, P’ := @Q,, is the r.c.p.d., which is a probability measure on (Q', F").
Denote by R the second marginal law of P. Then, for all A € F,

R(A) = /Q | PAPE) = [ QuldePlds) = /Q Qu(A)P(dw) = P(A).  (25)

Ox A

We can thus write P in the disintegration form due to Radon-Nikodym theorem I@)(dw, dw') =
Q' (dw)R(dw') where @', (-) is the Randon-Nokodym derivative of P w.r.t. R given o’. Recall
that (', F") = (2, F) is Polish, and hence is countably determined, we can conclude that
Q. = Q!, on F, P-a.s.. Then, we have the next result.

Theorem 3.7 (Necessary Condition). Let ¢ € 2 be an optimal relazed control attaining the
minimum of the cost function J in (9) over 2 and X = (Xi)icpo,1] be the associated controlled

state process satisfying the dynamics (12). Then, there exists an F-adapted solution (p, P, I?) =
(Dts Pty Kt)iepo,r) to the BSDE (24). Furthermore, for the relazed Hamiltonian H defined by
(20) and the relazed 0-Hamiltonian dH defined by (21), we have that, dt x dP-a.s.

H(Xta qt, gta]ata pt7 Rt) + E, [5%(Xt/7 qza §t7 Xt7 QtJ;:u ptla kt/):|
S H(Xt,vagt?ﬁtaﬁt,Kt) +EI [5H(X£,q£,£t,Xt,U,ﬁ;,ﬁ{,f({)] ) V’U € P(U) (26)

Here, X}, q,,p,, P/, K| with t € [0,T] are the corresponding copies defined on the space (', F').

Proof. Let EE, EQ~ and EQw represent expectation operators under probability measures R,
Q. and @, introduced above, respectively (recall that E is the expectation w.r.t. P but here
we use EF to emphasize which probability measure we are taking expectations with respect to).
Then, it follows from Fubini’s theorem that

E" [pr - V] = EY | 9,9(Xr, pr) + E9 [&c (%(w)) (X7, Xr) - VTH
— B 09X, r) - Vel + 57 [89 00 (§2ur) ) (). Xr () Vil
~ B 09X, r) - Vil + E7 [0 [0, (320 ) (), X)) Vi)
— B 09X, r) Vil + B (8% [0, ($20ur) ) (X)X @) - Vi)
~ B 00t pr) Vil + 7 B [0 (20um)) () 7|

Here, the process V' = (V})ejo,r) satisfies (18) provided in Lemma 3.3. The fourth equality in
the above display stems from the representation (25) and the fact Q, = Q/,, on F, P-a.s. and
P = R on F. On the other hand, we have from It6’s formula that

T
Elpr -Vr]=E /0 {]515 AV + B + E' V] + ¢} — {0.H + E'[0p0H]} - Vi
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+ tr [ptT(dt‘/zt + B + BV + CAt])]
b [ R (e @V + B () 4 BTV + G () dt] -
z

By combining the above two equalities with (20) and (24), inserting them into (19) and recalling
Remark 3.4, we obtain that, for all v € 2,

T
E |:/ {H(Xta qt7§t7ﬁt7 Pt7Kt) + EI[(SH(Xga qzl£7§t7Xt7 qt7ﬁz/£7PtI7K1{)]} dt:|
0

T
<E [/ {”H(Xt, v, &, Pty Pry Ky) + B OH(XT, g1, & Xoy v, B, P K;)]} dt] ,
0

The desired result then follows from the arbitrariness of v € 2. O

Before introducing our sufficient condition, let us follow Acciaio et al. [1] to give a definition
of so-called L-convexity (note that here we are considering the joint law):

Definition 3.8 (L-convexity). A continuously differentiable function | : R™ X Po(R™ x P(U))
R is said to be L-convez, if for every (x1,&1), (x2,82) € R™ x Po(R"™ x P(U)), it holds that

l(z2,&) — l(x1,&1)
> Opl(21,61) - (w2 — 21) + B [Oul(21,£) (X1, 1) - (X2 — X1) + Dyl(wn, €0) (X2, 02) (g2 — an)]

where (X1,q1) and (X2, q2) are R"xXP(U)-valued r.v.s defined on some probability space (2, F,P)
such that their distributions coincide with &1 and &, respectively.

Remark 3.9. Note that there are several notions of “convezity”. For example, by McCann [38]
and Villani [42], we have

(i) A function I : R™ x Po(R™ x P(U)) — R is said to be convex in the classical sense if for
any (r1,&1), (x2,&2) € R™ x Po(R™ x P(U)) and 0 € [0, 1], we have

Z(Hxl + (1 — 9)$2, & + (1 — 9)52) < 9[(2?1,51) + (1 — 9)l($2,£2) (27)

(ii) A function | : R™ x Po(R"™ x P(U)) +— R is said to be convez in the displacement convex
sense if for any x1,x9 € R™, R™ x P(U)-valued random variables (X1,q1),(X2,q2) on
some probability space and 0 € [0, 1], we have

l(@xl + (1 — 6).%'2, ﬁ(@Xl + (1 — H)XQ, g1 + (1 — (9)q2))
< (91(.%’1, ﬁ(X17q1)) + (1 — (9)[(1‘2,£(X2, QQ)). (28)

The above two definitions do not require the L-differentiability of the mapping l. However, we
choose to use the L-convexity in Definition 3.8 because it is most suitable in our setting. By
using Proposition 5.79 in Carmona and Delarue [15], if | is L-differentiable, then L-convezity
and displacement convexity are equivalent in the space of measures on Euclidean space.

Theorem 3.10 (Sufficient Condition). Let ¢ € 2 be a relazed control, X = (Xi)wc1] be

the resulting controlled state process, and (p, P, K) = (ﬁt,pt,Kt)tem’T] be the adjoint process
satisfying BSDE (24). Assume that the Hamiltonian H is L-convex in (z,£) € R™ x Py(R™ X
PU)) and g is L-conver in (x,u) € R™ x Po(R™). Then, this ¢ € 2 is an optimal relazed
control provided the inequality (26) holds.
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Proof. For any v € 2, denote by XV = (X} )te[O,T] the resulting controlled state process. By
the convexity of g on R™ x Py(R"™), we have

E [g(X7, p7) — 9(X1, pr)]

> & [0ng(Ctrr) - (6 — X3+ B [0 (32m)) O X0) - (- 70|

=F [Bxg(XT, pr) - (X% — Xp) + E [&3 <§—Z(MT)> (X7, X1) - (X7 — XT)H

=Epr- (X7 — Xr)].
Applying It6’s formula to p; - (X} — X{), we arrive at

/OT {pt. </UB(X;},£;),U)%(dU)_/[]B(Xt’gt’u)%(du)>

- (X;) - Xt) . <8$H(Xt7 qt7§t7]5t7 pt7}?t) + E,[ax’(sH(Xt/7q£7§t7Xta Qt7ﬁ;7pt/7}%t,)])

+tr (PJ (/U&(X;f,gf,u)vt(du)—/U&(Xt,ﬁtm)qt(dU)))

E[pr- (X7 —Xr)] =E

LR / < / S(XP €0 u, 2)un(du) — / (X, &, z)qt(du)> )\(dz)] dt],
Z U U
where we recall & = L((X},v4)|G;) for ¢t € [0,T]. Hence, we have
J(v) = J(q)
T ~ ~
= [ ([ Fextgramian — [ FOtgwaian) ) di+ o5k ) - o6, )|
> E[H(Xz};vtagf?ﬁt,phkt) - H(Xt,qtaébﬁt,pta Kt)
- 8J:H(Xt7 qtagtaﬁta pta Kt) : (Xtv - Xt) - E,[ax’(sH(tha q£7§t7Xt7 Qt7ﬁ;7 1515,7[?15,) : (Xtv - Xt)]:|
=E [H(Xg},vt,ff,ﬁt, Pt’ Kt) - /H(Xta qtagt,ﬁta Pt,f{t)
- 8$H(Xt7qt7§ta]5tapta}?t) ' (Xtv - Xt) - E,[axldH(Xt7qt7§taXt/7q£7ﬁtapt7kt) : (Xtv, - Xt,)]] .

Note that H is L-convex in (x,&) and is linear in ¢. Using the Clarke generalized gradient of
‘H, we then have from Lemma 2.6 that

J(w)—=J(q) = E [H(Xfavtaff,ﬁnpt, Ky) — H(X¢, a1, & B, Pry K)
— OH (X, qr, &, Br Py Ky) - (X} — Xy) — B[00 6H(Xy, g1, &0, XY ) B, P ) - (X7 — Xz{)]]
>E [axH(Xt7Qt7§t7ﬁt7pt7kt) (X - Xy) - 3xH(Xt7Qt,§t7ﬁt715t, f(t) (XY = Xy)
+ B[00 0H (X, a1, &0 X[ g1 e P K) - (X7 — X))
— B0, 6H(Xe, ar, &, X[, a1 B, Pr Ko) - (XY — X))
+ H(Xp, 01, & P Py Ky) — H( X, 0, & B Pr )
+OH(X{, a1, &, Xo, 0,5, P KY) — 0H(X{, q1, &0, X, Qtaﬁz/t’ptl?f{z{)}
=E |:H(tht7§t7ﬁta pnkt) - H(Xt, Qt7§t7ﬁt7pt7kt)
+OH(X{, a1, &, Xo, 0,5, P KY) — 0H(XY, q1, &0, X, C]t,ﬁé,p{,ffé)} > 0.

The last inequality follows from (26). As v € 2 is arbitrary, we can finally conclude that ¢ € 2
is an optimal relaxed control. ]
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3.4 Necessary and sufficient condition for optimal strict control

Define the Hamiltonian H : R™ x U x Pa(R" x U) x R™ x R"™4 x L2((Z, Z,\); R") + R in the
strict control formulation that

H(xz,u,p,p, P,K) :=b(x,p,u) - p+tr (a(x,p,u)PT) + f(z,p,u)
+/ y(x, p,u, z) - K(z)\(dz), (29)
z

and consider the strict d-Hamiltonian 6H : R™ x U x Po(R™ x U) x R® x U x R™ x R"*% x
L*((Z,2°,)\); R™) R defined by

SH(x,u, p, 2’ ,u',p, P,K) = g—Z(p)(x,x',u’,u) “p+tr (g—;(p)(x,x',u',u)PT>

Lof
5p( p)(x, 2’ ' ) /5/) (, 2" v u,2) - K(2)\(dz).  (30)
It then holds that 6H (z,u, p,2’,u',p, P, K) = 5 S (o) (x,u, 2’ !, p, P, K).

Consider the triplet (p, P, K) = (pt, Pr, Ki)ejo,r) as an R™ x R4 x [2((Z, Z, \); R™)-valued
F-adapted process that satisfies

E
t€[0,T]

T T
sup |pt|2+/0 |Pt|2dt—i—/0 /Z|Kt|2)\(dz)dt] < 00, (31)

and solves the BSDE under the strict control that
dpt = - {a:vH(Xt, Aty Pty Pty Pta Kt) + E, [ax/(;H(Xt/? 047 Pt; Xta atap:ﬁa Pt,a Kt/)] } dt

AW, + / K- N(dt,dz) + dM,, (32)
Z

pr = 0z9(X7, pr) + E [f% (%(MT)> (X'TaXT)] )

where p; = L((X¢, a¢)|Gy) for t € [0, T]. Then, we call the above triplet (p, P, K) = (pt, P, K¢)efo,1]
a solution to BSDE (32).

It is stressed that, when q = (0u, )ejo,r] € (%) With a = ()01 € %, the dynamics
in the relaxed control formulation is the same as the one in the strict control formulation,

and hence the two state processes must be indistinguishable. Moreover, it holds that, for P-
as. @ = (w,w) e V(o pP,K)cR" x R* x R x R"*% x L2((Z, Z,\);R"),

H(x’at,ptapaP’K) = %(x’u’qtapaP,K)a
6H(:c,at,pt,:c',a;,p, P, K) = 57'[(55,%,515,33,,(12,1% Pa K),

ax’éH(xaat’ptax/aa;apa P, K) = 61/57{(33,(115,&,55/,@12,?’ P, K)

Here, for t € [0,T], o and ¢; defined on the new space (€', F') are copies of a; and ¢, re-
spectively. Therefore, by using the pathwise uniqueness of BSDE (32), the solution (p, P, K) =
(pes Prs Kt)iefo,) to BSDE (32) is indistinguishable from the solution (p, P,K) = (p1, P, Kt)te[O,T]
to BSDE (24).

Remark 3.11. If we set & = L(X,0,) when L(X,a) = p with (X,a) being an R™ x U-
valued random variable on some probability space, then (&) = p and for any (z,q,p, P, K) €
R™ x P(U) x R x R™*% x L2((Z, Z,\);R™), it holds that

W06 P.K) = [ Ao gop PR)a(n) = [ B pop. PK)a(du),
Here, H is the relaxed Hamiltonian defined by (20) and H is the extension of H defined by (3).
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Before stating our stochastic maximum principle under the strict control, we need the fol-
lowing auxiliary result whose proof is the similar to that of Lemma 16 in Bahlali [3].

Lemma 3.12. Let a = (ay4)scjo,r) € # . Then, a minimizes the objective functional (9) of the
strict MFC problem over % if and only if ¢ = (0 )tejo,r) minimizes the objective functional
(13) of the relaxed MFC problem over §(% ).

Based on the above results, we have the following necessary condition for the existence of
an optimal strict control.

Theorem 3.13 (Necessary Condition for Strict Control). Let o € % be an optimal strict
control minimizing the cost J in (9) over % and X = (Xi)iejo,r) be the corresponding state
process under this strict control o € % . Consider the solution (p, P, K) = (pt, Py, Ki)iejo,1) of
BSDE (32). Then, we have, dt x dP-a.s.

H(Xt7 Oty Pty Pty Pta Kt) + E/ [5H(X£7 042/5, Pt Xt7 atap:€7 Ptla Ké)]
S H(Xtauapt7pt7ptaKt) +E/ [5H(Xt,7a;apt7Xt7u7p;7Pt/7Kt/):| ) vu € U7 (33)

with Pt = E((Xt,ozt)|gt) with t € [O,T]

Proof. 1t follows from Lemma 2.11, Lemma 3.12 and the prescribed optimal condition stated
that, one can conclude that ¢ = (da, )sejo,r) minimizes the objective functional J defined by (13)
over 2. Hence, we have from Theorem 3.7 that, dt x dP-a.s.

H (X, a1, &, Pty Py, Ki) + E [5H(X£’qg’£t,Xta C]t,ﬁ;,p{,f({)}
< H(Xp,0,&,Pr, P, Ky) + E [57-[(X£,q,'t,St,Xt,v,ﬁ;,p{,f(é)} , Yo e P(U).
Note that 6(U) = {d,; we U} C P(U), it holds that, dt x dP-a.s.
H(Xe, a0, &P P, Ky) + B [5%(X£aQ£,ft,Xt,Qt,ﬁ:ea]St/,f{zg)]
< H(Xp, 0,8, P, P, Ky) + B |:5/H(Xt,7q£7§taXt7Uaﬁ27pt/7kt,)} , Yo € 6(U).
Therefore, we arrive at, dt x dP-a.s.

H(Xt7at7pt7pt7 Pt7Kt) + EI [5H(X£7041/57Pt7Xt= atapia Pt/7K£)]
S H(Xtauapt7pt7Pt7Kt) +EI [5H(X£7a:ﬁapt7Xt7uap:€7PtI7K£)j| ) vu € U

which yields (33) as desired. O

The next result provides the sufficient condition for the strict control formulation:

Theorem 3.14 (Sufficient Condition for Strict Control). Let o € %, and X = (X¢)ic(o,1) be the
corresponding state process under this strict control o € %, and (p, P, K) = (pt, P, Kt)efo,1)
be the corresponding adjoint process satisfying (31)-(32). Assume that the extension of the
Hamiltonian H in Remark 3.11, denoted by H, is L-convez in (z,£) € R™ x Po(R" x P(U))
and g is L-convez in (z,u) € R™ x Po(R™). Then, this « € % is an optimal strict control in
the sense that it minimizes the cost functional (9) over % provided the inequality (33) holds.

Proof. In view of Remark 3.11 and the discussion above Remark 3.11, we deduce that, for any
vePUU),

%(Xta v, gt)ﬁt, pta Kt) + ]E/[(SH(Xt/) 60{;7 gt? Xt’ U,ﬁ;, Pt,? Kt,)]
> lnf {H(Xt7 U, Pty Pt Pta Kt) + E/[(SH(Xga a:ﬁa P, Xt7 u7p1/£7 Ptla Ké)]}

ueY

20



= H(Xt, Oétapt,pt,Pt, Kt) + E' [5H(Xt,a a;apt,Xt,at’p;’Pt/’Kt,)]
— H(Xt7qt7§t7ﬁt7pta }?t) + E/[(SH(Xéa q1/£7§t7Xt7 qt7ﬁz/t7ptl7k£)]7

where ¢ = 0q4,, pr = L((X¢,0)|Gr) and & = L((Xy,04,)|Ge) for t € [0,T]. Thus, using
Theorem 3.10, we conclude that ¢ = (gt);c[0,77 is an optimal relaxed control and a = () ejo,7] €
7/ is an optimal strict control. O

Remark 3.15. When applying first order variation to prove the SMP, there is always a trade-
off in choosing an appropriate control space U. When U is convex, such as in Acciaio et al. [1],
one can directly derive the SMP for strict control. When U is nonconvex, a common method is
to consider relaxed control by imposing compactness on U and make use of Chitering Lemma
(Lemma 2.9) to derive the SMP , such as in Bahlali [3]. Here we adapt the latter methodology.

Remark 3.16. It should be noted that we do not require the convezity of the Hamiltonian w.r.t.
the control variable, the L-differentiability w.r.t. the second marginal law (the law of control)
and the control space U which is restricted to be compact in our framework is not necessary to
be convex . Compared with Acciaio et al. [1], they work in a framework without common noise
and can not remove the three assumptions we stated above, we strongly alleviate the condition
there and we arrive at a more powerful result—the equivalence of minimizing the Hamiltonian
and minimizing the original problem which can not be deduced in Acciaio et al. [1]. This is due
to the use of relaxed formulation we introduced before.

Remark 3.17. However, one can also follow the method in Acciaio et al. [1] to directly prove the
SMP for strict control by assuming the convexity of the policy space U (hence we can remove
the compactness of U). But, in the sufficient part, the convex condition on the Hamiltonian
should be enhanced to match that of Acciaio et al. [1]. Hence, the SMP will always hold when
either convexity or compactness is fulfilled by the policy space U.

3.5 Poissonian common noise vs McKean-Vlasov jump-diffusion model

To better elaborate how the Poissonian common noise affects our SMP and the associated
adjoint equation, we next apply our previous SMP to the extended MFC problem in the jump-
diffusion model without common noise, where the jump term only stands for idiosyncratic noise.
The McKean-Vlasov jump-diffusion controlled state process is given by

dXt = b(Xt, ﬁ(Xt, at), Oét)dt + O'(Xt, £(Xt, at), Oét)th
+ / V(Xt—7 £(Xt—7 at—)a Qg Z)N(dt7 dZ), (34)
Z
L(Xy) =v € Pa(R"),

where N (dz,dt) := N(dz,dt)—A(dz)dt is the compensated Poisson random measure and a € %
is an admissible strict control. Now, the Brownian motion and Poisson random measure are
both idiosyncratic noises and there is no common noise. Hence, the mean field term appeared in
the controlled dynamics (34) is merely joint law of state and control instead of their conditional
law. We aim to minimize the following cost functional over o € % :

aEU

T
J(a) =E [/0 f( X, L(Xy, o), 00)dt + g( X7, L(X7))| — inf . (35)

It is not difficult to show that problem (35)-(34) is well-defined under Assumption 1. We then
replace the probability measure on the copy measurable space with P. In other words, we use
P’ = P as the probability measure on the copy measurable space instead of P’ = ), and other
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notations follow as before. Then, we follow closely the above derivation, we can derive a similar
result for this jump diffusion case. Now the adjoint BSDE can be verified to be

dp; = — {3xH(Xt7Oét7Pt,pt, Py, Ky) + E'0,0H (X, o, pr, X, o, iy, P[,K{)]} d

+P,dW, + / K N(dt,dz) + dM;, (36)
7

pr = 0x9(Xr, pr) + E [f% <§—Z(MT)> (XIT,XT)] ,

where py = L(X¢, o) for t € [0,T], and the other notations are the same as before. Similarly as
before, we have

Corollary 3.18 (Necessary Condition). Let o € % be an optimal strict control minimizing the
cost J in (35) over % and X = (Xi)icpo,1] be the state process (34) under this a. Then, there ex-
ists an F-adapted and R" xR™4x L2((Z, Z, \); R™)-valued solution (p, P, K) = (p;, P;, K)o,
to BSDE (36). Furthermore, we have, dt x dP-a.s.

H(Xt7 at7pt7pt7pta Kt) + E, [5H(Xt,7 a:f7pt7Xt7at7p;7Pt/7 Kt/)]
S H(Xt7u7pt7pt7Pt7Kt) +E/ [5H(Xt,7a;apt7Xtauap:faPt,7Kt,)] ) Vu € U (37)

with py = L(X¢, ap) for t € [0,T].
On the other hand, we also have that

Corollary 3.19 (Sufficient Condition). Let o € % be a strict control, X = (Xt)se(0,1) be the
corresponding controlled state process in (34) under o € % , and (p, P, K) = (p, Py, Kt)iepo,1] be
the corresponding adjoint process satisfying (31) and (36). If the extension of the Hamiltonian
H, denoted by H, is L-convez in (z,&) € R" x Po(R" x P(U)) and g is L-convez in (x,p) €
R™ x Po(R™). Then, o € % is an optimal strict control if the equality (37) holds.

Although it looks like that the adjoint BSDE (36) of the jump diffusion resembles (32), the
solutions are in fact fundamentally different, primarily due to the different interpretations of E/
in (32) and (36), see Theorem 4.15 and Section 5 for more details.

4 Connection to the HJB Equation

This section is devoted to deriving the HJB equation for our extended MFC problem with
strict open-loop controls and relate the PDE to our BSDE under the previous SMP. To derive
the HJB equation, we generalize the method proposed in Motte and Pham [40] in a discrete-
time setting to our continuous-time setting with Poissonian common noise. Firstly, we shall
propose a new lifted control problem whose state process related to the Fokker-Planck equation
of the original problem. Thus, we can heuristically establish the HJB equation from the new
problem. Secondly, by imposing some mild assumptions, we show that, given a smooth solution
to the HJB equation, this candidate coincides with the value function of the original extended
MFC problem, which can be almost viewed as a verification theorem. As a result, we prove
the equivalence between the value functions of these two control problems, and the two value
functions should solve the HJB equation we derived in the last step. The conditional law
invariance can be obtained as a byproduct. Thirdly, we will relate the HJB equation to the
BSDE derived from our previous stochastic maximum principle.
Recall the original MFC problem as follows. The state process is given by, for s € (¢,T7,

dXs = b(Xs, L((Xs, 5)|Gs), as)ds + 0(Xs, L((Xs, as)|Gs), as)dW
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+/ V(X L((Xs_, a5 |Gs_), s, 2)N(ds,dz), X; =€ R (38)
Z

Note that here in this section we refer £ to a square-integrable random variable in L?((£2, F, P), R")
instead of an element of Po(R™ x P(U)) in last section. The cost functional is given by, for
(t.€,0) € [0,T] x LA(QRY) x 2,

T
J(t,&; ) ::E[/t f(Xs L((Xss, @5)|Gs), as)ds + g( X1, L(X7|GT)) | - (39)

We aim to minimize the above cost functional J, and the value function is given by

J*(t,€) := inf J(t,& ). (40)
aEU

4.1 Lifted control problem

Before formulating the lifted control problem, we first make the following preparations. Denote
by % (R™) the set of transition kernels on R” x U. That is, an element of % (R") is a measurable
mapping 7 : R” — P(U) in the sense that 2z — m(x)(A) is measurable for all A € B(U), where
B(U) is the Borel sigma algebra of U.

We denote by U the set of G-adapted process valued in U (R™) and introduce functions
b:R" x Py(R?) x % (R") = R", 6 : R" x Po(R") x % (R") — R4 and 4 : R" x P(R") x

U (RM)xZ — R" by

( ~

b(x,,u,ﬁ):/ b(xvua7u)ﬁ(madu)a
U

56" (z ) = oo (z. - 4. w)a(x, du
m,)/U (&, - 1, w)it(e, ), (41)

Az, py i, 2) = / Y(z, -y u, 2)0(z, du).
U

\

For any (u,4,z) € Pa(R™) x % (R™) x Z, let us consider the following linear mapping I*%* :
Cy(R™) — Cy(R™) defined by

Iu’mz(g)(') = /Ug ( + 7(3:“ : zl,u, Z)) ﬂ(" du)’ Vg € Cb(Rn)' (42)

It can be easily verified that ||[I#%2| =1 for all & € % (R™). Define (g, u) := Jzn g(x)p(dz) for
any p € P2(R™). Denote by I#"** : C¥(R") — Cy(R") the adjoint operator of the mapping
T2 with C; (R™) being the dual space of Cy(R™). By virtue of Riesz Representation Theorem,
one can identify any element in Cj(R") as a signed Radon measure on R"™ by noting that
Co(Rn) C Cb(Rn).

We claim that I*%** maps each v € Py(R") into Py(R") for any @ € % (R™). In fact, it
holds that (I*®%(g),v) = (g, I*®**V) for all g € Cy(R™). As a result, [»%**v is a (positive)
measure. By considering g = 1, it is then indeed a probability measure on R™. Thus, it remains
to show that I*®**y belongs to Pa(R™) whenever v € Py(R"). However, this can be easily
verified by considering g, (z) = |z|> An for z € R”, using the linear growth of v with respect to
x and then letting n — oo. For this adjoint operator, we have the next important observation:

Lemma 4.1. Let (X,a) be an R™ x U-valued random variable defined on some probability
space (0, F,P) with a o-algebra G C F. Set p = L((X,®)|G), p = L(X|G) and &(z)(du) =
L(a|G, X = z)(du). Then, it holds that, P-a.s.

IM&’Z’*M = K(X +’Y(X7P=O¢vz)’g) (43)
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Let us define h?"*(z) := x + y(z, p,u, z) for x € R", then I"%**u = L(h"**(X)|G), P-a.s..
Here I"%%*(w) should be interpreted as I“’f"z,u(w)\ﬂ:d(w) for any w € Q. Thus the adjoint
operator IM®** can be identified as a generalized measure shift.

Proof. For any ¢ € Cy(R™), note that, P-a.s..

0.0 = (050). ) = [ [ (e #9102 dup(an)
= [ Elbla +(p.0,2)I, X = 2] u(de) = E[6(X +1(X.p.at2))lG]

Then, the desired result follows from the arbitrariness of ¢ € Cp(R™). O

For any ¢ € C?(R"), applying Ito’s formula to ¢(X,) from ¢ to s € [t,T], and taking the
conditional expectation on G, we obtain that

E[¢(X5)|Gs] — E[o(X)[Gi]
= /t E [(b(Xr, L(( X7, ar)[Gr), )02 0( X)) — (y( X, L((Xry 07)|Gr ), iy +), A)) O p(X)

—|—%tr [O‘O‘T (X, L((Xy, )Gy, ar)am¢(Xr)] >

G, | ar (1)
¢
[ ] R0 +9( £((3 016001 2) = (X)) G| N )
Observing that R.H.S. of (44) is expressed in terms of L((X,, a,)|G,), we obtain that

E [(b(Xr, L((X7, ) |Gy )5 )0 ( X)) — (Y ( Xy LU(Xrs r)[Gr)s2)s A)) O2p(X )

—|—%tr (O'UT(XT, ,C((Xr, Oér)|gr), ar)amm¢(Xr)> > gT:|

= /RnxU { (b(z, L((Xry ) |Gy )y u) — (y(2, LU( Xy ) |Gr)s 1y +), A)) Onp()

+ 5t [0 (@, £, 00)IG), w)0ee ()] FE((Xe )16 (e, du),
and
E [(6(X,— +9(Xr—, £((Xr—a00)[Gr). - 2)) — (X, )G,
= [ @ (0l 2) = 6(0) £((X )| G-) ),

where we recall (y(x, py - &4, u,-), A) = [, y(2, piy - &4, u,-)A(dz). This motivates us to consider
the following relaxed control associated with the open-loop control o = (at)te[O,T] € % that,
for s € [t, T,

Gs(z)(du) == L(as|Gs, Xs = z)(du), (45)

which is G = (Gs)sep,r-adapted process taking values in U (R™). For s € [t,T], let s be the
regular conditional distribution of X, given G,. It results from the Bayes’ formula that

L((Xs, a5)|Gs) (A, du) = ps(dz) - () (du). (46)

We then have the next auxiliary result.
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Lemma 4.2. Fizt € [0,T], for any s € [t,T], us satisfies the following (Fokker-Planck) SPDE
(in the sense of distributions):

ity = Afuds + [ A N(ds,d2). = LG (47)
Z

Here, & = (Gs)sefo,r) € U 5 Gs() = L(as|Xs =+, Gs) € U, and A and A§ are operators defined
by

géius = _8:1: <<B(x’,us,ds) - <'AY(x’,U/Sad3a )’>‘>) Ms) + %amm (66_T(x’M3ads)Ns) ) (48)

s = 110> g — g,
Proof. In view of (41), we have that, for r € [t, s] and ¢ € C?(R"),
E[(0(Xr, L((Xr, 00)|Gr), ar) Do d(Xy) — {(y( X, L((Xr, 00)|Gr), 1), A)) Oud(Xr)

—|—%tr [UO‘T(XT, E((Xr, Oér)|gr), ar)axx¢(Xr)] ) gr:|

— /RWU {(b(:c,ﬁ((Xr,ar)|gr),u) — (v(z, L((Xy, 00)|Gr ),y ), N)) O ()

n %tr [JUT(QJ,E((XT,QTNQT),u)(?mgb(:c)] }L((Xr,a,.)|gr)(dx,du)

- b, pss Gs) — (32, 13 s, ) A) ) 0u(@) + ot [667 (@, e, 1) Bue (@) | | par(da)
n 2
= (¢, Aj pir),

as well as
E [(@(XS, + V(XT*’ E((era ar7)|gr7)a Qp—, Z)) - ¢(Xr7))|grf]

_ /RnxU (6 + 7@ LK, e )G )1, 2)) — D)) LK, )| Go ) (A, )

N / (I“”’d”’z(@(x) - ¢($)) pr—(dz) = (¢, "= =2 — i) = (o, AT py—).
The desired result readily follows. U

Remark 4.3. By virtue of Lemma 4.2, we highlight that the measure s has jumps caused by
the Poissonian common noise, which differs substantially from the case of jump diffusion model
in which the measure s is continuous in time s (see the discussion in Burzoni et al. [13]
and Guo et al. [23]). Moreover, from Lemma 4.2, we can observe that the state Xy and the
conditional law ps have exactly the same jumps.

We next give an alternative representation of the objective functional in (39). By the law
of iterated conditional expectation, for (t,&,a) = [0,T] x L*(Q;R") x % , we have that

r pT
a6 =/ [ f<Xs,z<<Xs,as>\gs>,as>ds+g<XT,c<XT\gT>>]

=K E [/tT f(Xs, L((Xs, a5)|Gs), s )ds + g(XT,ﬁ(XT’gT))‘gT]]

T
=E /t E[f(Xs,ﬁ((Xs,as)lgs),as)lgs]d8+E[g(XT,E(XTIQT))IQT]}

T
5| [ Fluads+ ()| (49)
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where we define

fwd) = [ oo d)de,do), and g0 = [ glaa(do). (60
RxU n

From the above argument, we shall consider a lifted stochastic control problem described by
(51)-(52) below with the new state space Po(R™), the new control space % (R™), the transition
dynamics (52) and running cost function (50). In general, the new control space % (R™) will
cause some measurability issues (see Motte and Pham [40]). This, however, does not affect
the heuristic derivation of the HJB equation. Therefore, we do not take into account the
measurability issue for the moment.

Recall that % is the set of G-adapted process valued in % (R™). Let us consider the lifted
stochastic control problem whose value function is defined by

T N ~ ~
Htupi) = | [ fla s+ 9Gur)| . (0 = int Te,p50), (51)

where the controlled dynamics is given by, for all s € [t, T,
dps = AGpsds +/ Tus—N(ds,dz), = p. (52)
Z

Remark 4.4. The discussion in last subsection shows that we can construct a lifted problem
from an original problem. However, we cannot recover an original problem from the lifted one.

4.2 Derivation of the HJB equation

Let us introduce the space C11:1([0, T] x P2(R™)) as the set of mapping J : [0, T] x P2(R") — R
such that 0, J (¢, i), 0, J (t, p)(x) and 0,0, (t, ) (x) are jointly continuous, where 0,.J stands for
the L-derivative of the mapping J. We first provide below the It6’s rule to be used in deriving
the HJB equation, whose proof is reported in Appendix A.

Lemma 4.5 (Ito’s formula). Suppose that the measure-valued process p = (pis)gee,) satisfies
the dynamics (47) and assume that J € CHLL([0,T] x Po(R™)). Then, it holds that

dJ (s, ps) = [8SJ(S,MS) + /n ((B(x,us,ds) — (@, s, s, )y ) - O d (s, ps) ()
—i—%tr(&&T(aﬂ,,us,ds)aggauj(s,us)(x))) us(dx)] ds
+/Z (J(S,I“S"ds"z’*,us,) - J(s,,us,)> N(ds,dz).

Remark 4.6. It follows from Lemma 4.1 that, when the control & can be related to an original
control o as in (45), the jump term can be rewritten as a measure shift form:

dJ(Sa Ms) = [asJ(Sa MS) + /n ((i)(m’ s, ds) - <'AY(x’ s, ds’ ')’ >‘>) : (9“1](8, MS)(x)
—l—%tr(&&T(x, s, Cis) 020, (5, ,us)(ac))> us(dx)} ds
T /Z (s, L= 02X, )[G ) = (s, £(X,-|G,-)) ) N(ds, d2),

where h?"*(-) is defined in Lemma 4.1.
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It is easy to verify that = (11¢),c(0,7) satisfies the flow property whenever (47) has a unique
solution. We assume that the following dynamic programming principle (DPP) for the value
function J* holds in order to heuristically derive the HJB equation that, for h > 0,

_ t+h ~ _
() = inf E[ Fljtsr Go)ds + 72 + b e n)| (53)
t

Qe

Suppose that J* has sufficient regularity. Then, for any & € ?//\, from Lemma 4.5, the DPP (53)
and Lemma 4.2, it follows that

1 t+h aj* R R -
0= Jim ZEIE / (E(&us) + fps, 6a) + (b(Xs, pa, Gs) = (H(Xa, prs, sy 1), A)) - Oud " (5, 1) (X)
t

+ %tr(&&T(XS,,uS,&S)azauj*(s,us)(Xs)))ds + /fh/z (J*(s,usf + Afps—) — J*(s,us))N(ds,dz)(gTH

1 t+h aj* t+h . t+h .
= lim 7E [ [ S st [ Fandst [ (a0 = Gl e X)) - 0.5 (5 10) 0)
t t t

h—0

+ %tr (6[7T(:v,,us, Grs) 000, T (5, us)(x)) ),us (dz)ds + /tt+h/z (j* (5, pts— + ASps—) = J* (s,uS,))N(ds, dz):| .

—

By the arbitrariness of & € %, we arrive at the following dynamic programming equation
satisfied by the value function J*:

8tj*(tnu’) + dei“;(fR”) |:/n (f(lu” d) + (B(xnu’ d) - <rA7(xnu’ d’ ')’ >‘>) : a“j*(t,,u)(x)

n %tr (a&T(x, 1, &) D0y T (8, ,u)(ﬂ:)) ) p(dz) + /Z <j*(t, [y (e, M)) )\(dz)] —0,
THT, ) = §(), (54)

where b, &, 4 and f are given in (41) and (50), respectively.

It is easy to see from Remark 4.4 that J*(t, ) < J*(t,€) with £(£|G;) = p € Po(R™) which
is deterministic. We are going to show that the converse inequality holds. Similar to the result
in Motte and Pham [40], we provide several alternative forms of the HJB equation (54).

Lemma 4.7. Let us define the following operator on CHLL([0,T] x Po(R™)) that, for any J €
CHELL([0,T] x Pa(R™)),

7o) i= int {7000+ (6o10.6) = G000, 0,0)()

ae% (R)
gt (067 (o, @00,0,7 1)) | o) + [ [0 — g0, 0] M) |

Then, for any J € CHLL([0,T) x Po(R™)), it holds that
TI(t 1) = T 1) = TI(tos), V(1) € [0,T] % Po(R™).

Here, the operators T and T are defined respectively by, for (t,u) € [0,T] x Pa(R™),

TJ(t = i
( ,/L) aEL(RIE[O,l];U

Lo {E [f(&ﬁ(&a(& 1)), a(&, 1)) + (b(&, £(& (€. 1)), a(&, 1))
— (6 £(6 a6, 1), a(E1), ), )T (1 1) €1 tr (00T (6 L(E, al€, 1)), al, D)2, T (1 1)(€) ) ]
+ [ L6+ (€ L6 al€ Dl D) - J(W))A(dz)},
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acL(Q,U

TJ(t p) ;= inf ){E[f(ﬁ,ﬁ(&a),a)+(b(£,ﬁ(£,a),a)—<7(£,E($,Oé),04,'),/\>)5u<7(75,u)(£)

5t (707 (6 £(6.0). 0050, (O [+ [ (700 £(E+2(6. L6 ) 2)) — Tt i) M) |

where the random variable (§,1) ~ uxU(0,1), we denote by L(Rx[0,1];U) the set of measurable
functions from R x [0,1] to U, and L(Q,U) is denoted as the set of all measurable random
variables valued in U .

Remark 4.8. [t is straightforward to verify that the operator T also admits following equivalent
form:

i) = it /R () bl ) = (). N0, @)
p1=H

+%tr (JUT(x,p, u)@wauJ(t,u)(x)>> p(dz, du) + /Z <J(t,[“’5"z’*,u) - J(t,,u)) A(dz),

where p1 € Po(R™) stands for the first marginal of p and & is the regular conditional distribu-
tion of the second variable given the first variable (or more precisely, it is the Radon-Nikodym
derivative of p w.r.t. p when x € R™ is given).

In the sequel, we will impose the next assumption:

Assumption 2 (Regularity). There exists a solution J € CHV1([0,T] x Py(R™)) to the HJB
equation Oy J(t, ) + T J(t, ) = 0 with J(T, ) = ().

When the dynamic programming principle (DPP)~ for the lifted control problem holds and
the new value function J* is smooth in the sense that J* € CH11([0, 7] x P2 (R™)), Assumption 2
is automatically fulfilled. Then, under Assumption 2, by applying Itd’s rule to J(t, p¢) for any

& € %, one can easily conclude that

A

J(t, ) < J*(t,p), V(t,p) €[0,7] x Po(R™). (55)

To show the equivalence, it is enough to verify that J*(t, ) < J(t, ) for all (t,p) € [0,T] x
Po(R™). Thus, we will prove that J = J* = J*, and both J*, J* solve the same HJB equation
in (54).

We call that m = (m¢);e[0,77 is a feedback control if there exists some measurable mapping
71 [0,T] x Po(R™) — % (R™) such that m; = 7(t, jt). There may be some confusion between the
control process m = (7¢)yc[0,7] and merely the measurable mapping 7 : [0, 7] x P2(R™) U (R™),
but readers can easily tell apart when we use this notation. Then, we define that, for all

J € OLLL([0,T] x Po(R™)),
TTI(t, p) = /R [f(um(w)) + (b, p, w(t, 1) — (3, (it 1), ), Ay (£, 1) ()
5t (&&Was,u,w(t,mmxaw(t,u)(x))} p(de) + /Z (1T ) = (2, )| A(d2).

Recall the objective functional .J (¢, i1; &) defined by (51). Introduce J™(t, ) = J(t, u; ), and it
then holds that

Op T (t, ) + T (t, ) = 0, J™(T, ) = §(p)-

We follow Motte and Pham [40] to define the lifted randomized control.
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Definition 4.9 (Lifted Randomized Feedback Policy). A policy m € L([0,T] x Po(R™); % (R™))
is called a lifted randomized feedback policy if there exists a measurable mapping a € L([0,T] x
Pa(R™) x R™ x [0,1]; U), called a randomized feedback policy, such that a(t,p, &, I) ~ 7w(t,u), for
all (t,p) € [0,T] x Po(R™) with (&,1) ~ u x U(0,1).

The randomized feedback policy a(t, 1, &, I) is termed as the action in reinforcement learning.
The (lifted) randomized feedback policy is a bridge to link controls of the original extended MFC
problem with those of the lifted control problem. We also make the following assumption:

Assumption 3 (Measurability). For any € > 0, there exists a randomized feedback policy a*
such that the lifted randomized feedback policy me(t, ju)(-) = L(a“(t,p,-, 1)) is an €/T-optimal
control of J in the sense that T™ J(t, ) < TJ(t, 1) + €/T for all (t,p) € [0,T] x Po(R™) with
I ~U(0,1).

In the case of LQ mean-field control, it is easy to verify that both Assumption 2 and
Assumption 3 above are satisfied (c.f. Section 5). Then, as one of the main results of this
section, the next result holds.

Theorem 4.10. Fiz e > 0. Assume that there is an €/T-optimal feedback control 7. for J in
the sense that

T J(t, ) < TJ(t, 1) +€¢/T, Y(t,pu) € [0,T] x Po(R™).

Then, m. is also e-optimal for J. Moreover, let Assumption 3 hold true. Then, of = a(t, pe, Xe, It)
with t € [0,T] is an e-optimal control for J (here the state process X = (Xi)ic(o,1) s controlled
by the (feedback) control af), and thus J*(t,€) < J*(t,u) — € with p = L(£|G;) for t € [0,T).
Here, (It)icjo,r) s a family of independent r.v.s which have the common law U(0,1) and are
independent of state process X = (Xy)ieo,r), where the existence of independent (Iy)iejo,) 15
guaranteed by Fubini extension (c.f. [45]).

Proof. For the first assertion, let ¢ € [0, 7] and (ps)sef,7] satisfies the controlled dynamics (52)
with gy = p under the control m.. Then, it follows from Ito’s rule that

E [j(T, ) — j(t,u)} =E MT (8sf(s,us) + T (s, ps) — f(saus,m(é”us))) dé}

T, A T ) ) r
=8| [ (0T Ty dot [ (775 sn) = Tisn)) = [ Famelospas]
t ' \
<e+ E |:j7r6 (T7 MT)] - jﬂe (t, M)a (56)
where in the last inequality we have exploited the fact that

Fre(t, ) [ / F e, me(s, Ms))ds+g(MT)] _E [ / " (e (s pe))ds + J7(T, wﬂ .

By noting J™(T, ur) = §(pur) = J(T, pr) and (55), the desired result holds. For the last two
assertions, just notice the fact that

T
J(t, € 0f) = E [ / F(Xor £(Xo,09)[Ga), a)ds + g(XT,aXTrgT))}
T A A
=E [/t f(/’LS77TE(87/’LS))dS+J(T7:uT) )

whenever 1 = L(£|G;). Then, one can conclude that J(¢,&;a¢) < JA(t~ W) — by using (56).
Thus, the assertions follow through J*(t,€) < J(t,&;a) and J(t, ) < J*(t, ) < J*(t,€). O
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Remark 4.11. From Theorem 4.10, we can conclude that J = J* = J* when Assumption 2 and
Assumption 3 are both fulfilled. As a byproduct of Theorem 4.10, the conditional law invariance
holds for the original MFC problem, and hence we can denote by J*(t,u) the original value
function instead of merely J*(t,€) and it holds that OpJ*(t, ) + TJ*(t, u) = 0.

Also note that, in Assumption 2, we do not assume the uniqueness of the solution. It may
happen that there are multiple J solving the HJB equation. However, once some of J satisfies
Assumption 3, they must coincide with J* due to Theorem 4.10.

We also have the following remark when the jump coefficient in the state process does not
depend on the control.

Remark 4.12. In particular, when the jump coefficient () does not depend on the control
variable, the above results can be reduced to a simpler formulation. In this case, I"%* becomes
an explicit measure shift operator that

1"%%g(x) = g(W"*(x)), Vo € R",

where W% (z) = 2 + (2, 1 - 4, z) for any (u,G,z) € Po(R™) x % (R") x Z and g € Cy(R™).
Hence, I"%** 1 can be rewritten by a push-forward form p o h*®*~

Remark 4.13. Without proving the DPP and the law invariance property, we obtain the PDE
characterization of the value function for the original extended MFC problem as the solution
to the HJB equation by appropriately introducing the lifted control problem over the space of
probability measures and its associated stochastic Fokker-Planck equation. We expect that the
derived stochastic Fokker-Planck equation is of help to prove a propagation of chaos result (c.f.
[21]). The formal derivation of the HJB equation of J* can be alternatively accomplished by
establishing the DPP for the original MFC problem, proving the conditional law invariance
property of J* (c.f. Cosso et al. [18]), and applying Ité’s formula (c.f. Theorem 2.7 in Guo
and Zhang [24]) to J*(s, ps) with ps = L(Xs|Gs), and Xy is the solution to (38):

A1) = {07 601) + B[ X 0] = (X000 ) 0T (5,1 (X

+5t2(00 T (X, 0, 05)000,T(5,110) (X))

s”dw /Z (J (s, ps) — J (5, p1s—)) N(ds, dz).

Noting (41), Lemma 4.1 and Remark 4.6, one can then observe that the above Ito’s formula co-
incides with the one in Lemma 4.5, and hence the two HJB equations derived from two different
methods are the same, which is consistent with our result J* = J*.

4.3 Relationship between HJB equation and SMP

In this subsection, we investigate the connection of the HJB equation to the BSDE induced
by the SMP. A simple calculation, together with Lemma 4.1, results in the next result, whose
proof is hence omitted.

Lemma 4.14. For any p € Po(R* xU), z € Z and L € CHY(Po(R™)), let (X, a) be an R™ x U-
valued random wvariable defined on some probability space such that p = E( ), &(x)(du) =
L(a|X = x)(du) and p = L(X,a). Define Ly : Po(R" x U) — R as Li(p) := L(I"%* ).
Then, 0, L1 (recall Definition 2.8) exists, and for all (x,u) € R™ x U,

aﬂLl(p)(x? u) = aﬂL(I“7a7z7*//’)(x + 7(3:, Py, Z)){l + (9;,;7(@ P, U, Z) + E [8;14’7(X5 Py &, Z)(x? u)]}

The next theorem is the main result of this subsection.
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Theorem 4.15. Let Assumption 2 and Assumption 8 both hold. Suppose that the original
extended MFC' problem (9)-(10) has an optimal control o = (a7 )icjo,r) € %, and let X* =
(X{)teo,) be the resulting state process. Define pi = L(X[|Gt) and p;(-) = L((X}, af)|Gt) for
t € [0,T]. Then, by Theorem 4.10, J* solves the PDE that, dt x dP-a.s.,

0= /R - (i - (oo = o), X 1) )
+ %tr (00 (@, 7, 10) DI (1, 1) (@) ))p?(dw, du) (57)
+/Z<J(t [HEAT Y gt ut)) A(d2) + 9T (t, 1),

where & (z)(du) := L(af|Gy, Xi = x)(du). Moreover, consider the processes defined by

ptzau‘]*(tauraX*) = 0,0 J*(t Mt7X ) (X:7pt7at)
= O, J* (¢, TH00=* X*—i—fy(Xt,Mt,at,z))—[“)MJ*(t,ut,Xt*).

Here, the L-derivatives are defined in the sense of Definition 2.8. We then have that the triplet
(p, P, K) = (pt, Pr, Kt)iepo,1) defined above is the unique solution to the BSDE in (32) that

dpe = — {0 H(XT, 0f, pf i, P 1) + B! (000 H(XT 0, X0ty PL )|
+ PdW; + / K;_N(dt,dz),
Z
1 =0ng(Xi, ) + B [0u9(X3 e, Xi)|

Proof. The first assertion of the theorem results directly from Lemma 4. 7 and Remark 4.8. We
next verify the second assertion. Note that J*(T', u) = g(u fRn p(dx), and hence

pr = 0 (T, i) = 0ag(X7 i) + E/ [wx;/,u;;, Xéﬁ)} .

As a result, the terminal condition is fulfilled. Differentiating on both sides of (57) with respect
to p and evaluating at (¢, X/, u}), one can conclude by Lemma 4.14 that

0 = Ou0, " (b it X7) + Oub(XT it 0 e + DX )00 T (b, X7
B |0,b(X7 7 0f X7 0 W+ B(XT ot 03 )00, (b i, XL X7

b (Ptaxcr(X;&ur, i) + 5007 (X7 i 00)00s0," (0, XD

L E [tr (p Do (XY it ol X a) + ;UUT(XfI,uf,afl)auaxauj*(taMr7X£k7X£k,)>]
+ 0 (X7 o7 o) + B [0,0(X7 i o X 0) | = 0, (b i X7)

0T (1 X (X 0, 2) 1+ 01 (X7 0 2)A)

s [ B [0 1 X 2O i )0 (X7 610 X7 0] M)
— [ QAKX i 2+ (X i 020020, 1 X)) M)

-~ [/Z (aw(Xt*',p?, of 2, Xi ), + (X ot 20,0, T (., iy, X7 X;’)) )\(dz)} ,
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On the other hand, applying 1t6’s formula (c.f. Theorem 2.7 in Guo and Zhang [24]) to p; =
OpJ*(t, py, X[), we arrive at

Ape = 00" (1 13, X0)AE + DX i 0 )0u T (1 i, X )
— /Zv(X:_,pZ‘_,a:_,z)(?m@ﬂJ*(t,ut,Xt))\(dz)dt
b atr (00T (X701 )0ne 0yt X7) ) AL+ 0,0, (0t XD ) (X o)AV,
/Z(a Tt X)) — 0" (8, i, X7)) N(dt, dz)
+E [b(X;’ Pl )0,0, T (i X X;i)} dt
+ %E’ (00T (X 0701 10,050, T (1 i X7 X))
+ /Z (Oud™ (b, puf s X[) — 0 (t, py—, X)) N(dt, dz)
| [ 07 1 210,00 o X7 X A@) .
Combining the above two terms, one can conclude that

dp, = — {amH(X:, & ptpe, P Ky) + [(9x/5H(X;‘/,af,pf, X7, ol pl, Pl Kg)] } dt + BdW,

/ K,_N(dt, dz) { / O (b, P00 X (X7t 2))(1+ 0y (XE i 0, 2)A(d2)

+/E, |:8MJ*(t’Iur7at’Z* ; X* +'7(Xt* 7:u't7at ’ ))8M7(X£klap:7a:,aZaXt*7a;k):| })\(dz)dt
Z
— 0" (b 115, X)) — /Z B [0, (it X )0 (X7 70,2 X7 o) A(d)
/Z(B T (i, X)) = 0p ™ (8, pi—, X)) Md2)di+ ZBMJ*(t,uf,XZ‘)@wfy(X;_,pZ‘_,a:_,z))\(dz)dt
+ | B [0 o X7) = 0,77 X7 M)

{8 H(Xt7at7pt7pt7Pt7Kt)+E |:a 5H(X£k 7atl7pt7Xt7atapt7Pt,7 )]}dt+Ptth

- / K;_N(dt,dz).
Z

The last equality holds by using the fact that the jump time is at most countable, and hence
a.s. {t €[0,T]; X; # X;} forms a Lebesgue zero measure set while the remainders vanish on
the set {t € [0,T]; X; = X} }. Thus, we complete the proof of the theorem. O

Remark 4.16. Let Y, = X/ +~v(X}, pi, o, 2) fort € [0,T]. Then K; = 0,J*(t, L(Y;"|Ge), Y{*)—
OuJ* (t, L(X[|Gr), X[) includes both jumps in the conditional law and the state process. The
jump of the measure term comes from the existence of jump common noise. While in jump
diffusion case, the law of X; is continuous in t, and hence the jumps only come from the state

(c.f. Remark 4.3).

Remark 4.17. Note that we only require the existence of an optimal open-loop control instead
of the existence of a feedback control here.
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5 An Example of Linear-Quadratic Extended MFC

In this section, we study a concrete example of LQ-type extended MFC problem to further
illustrate the relationship between stochastic maximum principle and HJB equation we obtained
in last two sections (Theorem 4.15) and the difference between the adjoint BSDE (32) and (36).
In particular, we will apply both methods to solve the LQ MFC problem. For comparison
purpose, we also present the results under a jump diffusion dynamics with the same coefficients
to illustrate the distinctions in the adjoint processes caused by the common noise. To ease the
presentation, we only consider one dimensional state process with the control space U = R.

Fix ¢t € [0,T], for any s € [¢t,T], the controlled state process considered in this section is
governed by the dynamics that

dXs = {01 E[X|Gs] + b2E[as|Gs] + bgas} ds + o X d W, + / W(z)as,N(ds,dz), Xy =¢, (58)
Z

where by, bs,b3,0 € R, y(-) € L2((Z, 2, )\); R) and other notations remain the same as before.
We aim to minimize the following cost functional over a = (as)sepy, ) € %:

T
.0 = 38| [ ads + el ~ ELX2IG] (59)

Here, we recall that G = (Gt);c[o,7] is the natural extensions of FN = (FN )eefo,r] to © given in
Section 2.3, and ¢ > 0 is a parameter for regulating the weight of deviation of the dynamics
from its conditional expectation. This yields from our objective functional (59) that we are
considering the case where the Poisson noise is viewed as the common noise. The value function
is thus defined by

J'(t,6) = inf J(t,€:a). (60)

We first apply the SMP method to solve the LQ MFC problem (58)-(60). Recall (29) and
(30). Then, the Hamiltonian and delta Hamiltonian can be written as, for (x,u, p,p, P, K) €
RxUxP2(RxU)xRxRx L2(Z,Z,)\);R),

1
H(z,u,p,p,P,K) = </ (b1 + bou)p(dx, du) + b3u> p+oxP + / v(2)uK (2)A(dz) + §u2,
R xU 4
SH (x,u.p, 2’ v p, P, K) = (b2’ + bot)p.

The extension of H clearly satisfies the L-convexity stated in Definition 3.8, and hence we can
apply Theorem 3.14 to conclude that o € % is an optimal control if

0y = — ( /Z v(2) Ks(2)A(dz) + boElps|Gs] + b3p5> , VseltT], (61)

where the adjoint process (p, P, K(z)) = (ps, Ps, Ks(2))se,7) is the unique solution to the
following BSDE that, for s € [¢,T],

dps = —{0Ps + b1 E[ps|Gs]}ds + PsdWs + / KS(z)N(d*S? dz),
Z

(62)
pr = { X7 — E[X7|Gr]}.
Consider p = (ps)sep, 7 with the form given by
pS — 5SXS + 773E[X3|gs], vs e [t? T]’ (63)

33



with the deterministic functions 8,7 € C([0,T];R) that Sr = ¢ and np = —c. Differentiating
on both sides of (63) leads to that, for s € [t,T],

dps = BsXsds + B:d X, + 7sE[X|Gs]ds + nsdE[X ]G]

= BsXst + Bs {(blE[Xs|gs] + b2E[as|gs] + b3as)d5 + o X dWs + / V(Z)O‘SN(dS’ dz)}
Z

+ NsE[Xs|Gs]ds + ns {[blE[XS‘QS] + (b2 + b3)E[as|Gs]lds + /Z’y(z)E[ozS]gs]N(ds, dz)} )

where we used notations Bs = d(ﬁ s and 1, = %ZS Comparing the above equation with (62), we

can conclude that

_{UPS + blE[ps‘gs]} - /BSXS + nsE[Xs’gs] + (58 + ns){blE[Xs‘gs] + bZE[as’gs]}

+b3{ﬂsa5 + USE[QS‘QS]}, (64)

Py = B0Xs, Ks(z) =v(2){Bscs + nsElas|Gs]}
Combining with (61) and taking the conditional expectation, we deduce that

(b2 + b3)(Bs + ns)

Bleloe] = o e B ) o
_ (bZ + b3)(/85 + 775) . b3/85 _
S T P B T ) e T T Ry, U T EIG - (60)

Substituting s and E[as|Gs] into the first equation of (64) according to (66), (65), and compar-
ing coefficients before X and E[X|Gs], one can derive the following Riccati equation satisfied
by s and 7y that, for s € [t,T],

; 2, b:% 2 _ .
ﬁs"’o' /83 1—|—fZ’)/2(Z))\(dZ),BSIBS_O’
b3 (bg +b3)*(Bs + 1) o
.s 3 2 2b _ 2 3 S 778 > ; 3 — 0
it e (P T N ) O
with terminal conditions 8y = ¢ and ny = —c.

In fact, Eq. (67) is a decoupled Riccati equation. From Theorem 7.2 in Chapter 6 of Yong
and Zhou [50], it follows that (67) admits a unique (smooth) solution (3,7) = (Bs,7s)sef, 1
satisfying 1 + [,72(2)A(dz)Bs > 0, 1+ [,7*(2)A(d2)(Bs + ns) > 0 and Br = ¢, nr = —c.
Moreover, using the uniqueness of the solution to the BSDE (62), we deduce that Eq. (67) has
a unique solution (3,7) = (Bs,7s)seft,r] and the optimal control is given by (66).

Before deriving the HJB equation, we need a technical lemma whose proof is delegated into
Appendix A.

Lemma 5.1. Let a,b,c,d € R satisfy a > 0 and a + ¢ > 0. For a given squared-integrable r.v.
X on some probability space (0, F,P), introduce the functional F : L?>((Q, F, P);R) — R by

F(§) = aE[§?] + bE[EX] + c|E[)| + dE[¢), V¢ € L*((2, F, P);R).
Then, the functional F' admits a unique minimizer which is given by

PE[X] + d

&=- 2(a+ c)

b
— —{X - E[X]}.
(X ~E[X]}
Moreover, the minimum of the functional F' is given by

2 2
F(¢) = —z—aVar(X) — %.
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It follows from (54) and Lemma 4.7, the HJB equation can be written as:

2
@ﬂum+Tﬂum:oﬂwnm:§[Ax%mm—(éxmwﬂ], (68)

where the operator T is defined by

i

%oﬂ + (blE[X] + boE[a] + by — /Z *y(z)A(dz)a) 9, J(t, 1) (X) (69)

+ %JQXQBxBMJ(t,,u)(X)} + /Z {J(t, L(X +~(2)a)) — J(t, 1)} )\(dz)}, X ~ p.

From BSDE and Theorem 4.15, we assume heuristicly that Eq. (68) has a classical solution J
(note that the classical solution may not be unique) takes the following form:

A

Jtm) = 5 {BEIX +mEXIP}, X ~op, vie[0,T] (70)

Here, ,m € C([0,T];R) satisfy 1+ [, v*(2)A(d2)B; > 0 and 1+ [, v*(2)A(d2)(B + m) > 0 for
all t € [0, T]. Hence, we also have 7 = ¢ and np = —c. Thus, it holds that

J(t, L(X +7(2)a)) = J(t,p) = % {27(2)(BE[aX] + niE[a]E[X]) + +*(2)(BE[?] + m:(E[a])?) }
Moreover, it holds that
O J(t, 1) (X) = B X +nE[X], 9.0, J(t, 1)(X) = Bi.

Inserting the above equations into (69), and by applying Lemma 5.1, we conclude that the
optimizer of operator T in (69) satisfies

(b +b3)(Be +me) B bs B
L+ [, 7*(2)A(d2) (Be + 11e) 1+ [,7%(2)A(d2)B;

which resembles the optimal control of the form in (66). The HJB equation then becomes

b3 n ( (b2 + b3)2 (B + )
L+ [, 72(2)\dz)B L+ [, 72(2)A(d2)(Be + ne)

b3 37 2
Lagﬁwuma@>le

It thus leads to the following Riccati equations, for ¢ € [0, 77,

Be+ 0B — b ~0
' L+ [ 2()Ad)B

b3 57 4 <2b _ (bo 4 b3)*(Be +1me)
1+ [,72(2)A(dz)5; L L7 7 (2)A(dz)(B + )

with 1+ [, v*(2)A(d2)B > 0, 1+ [, ¥*(2)A(dz)(Bs + ) > 0 and By = ¢, np = —c. Using
Theorem 7.2 in Chapter 6 of Yong and Zhou [50] again, we can claim its well-posedness. By
the uniqueness, the solutions should coincide. In fact, one can find that the above Riccati
equation resembles (67) and by uniqueness, these two solutions should coincide with each other.
Now, J defined in (70) with (8,7) = (B, Mt )tejo,r) the unique solution to Eq. (72) is indeed
a classical solution to (68), and hence Assumption 2 is fulfilled. Moreover, (71) ensures the
existence of optimal lifted (randomized) feedback policy, and thus As§umption 3 holds. Then,

we may apply Theorem 4.10 to conclude the value function J*(¢, u) = J(t, ). As a consequence,
Theorem 4.15 also holds.

o =

{X —E[X]}, (71)

2b; —

=i+ ) B+ )| B

+ (Bt +0%B; —

(72)

e + >(5t+77t):0
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Remark 5.2. With the aid of Theorem 7.2 in Chapter 6 of Yong and Zhou [50], both our
two methods can handle the general type of LQ extended MFC with Poissonian common noise.
When dealing with the general case, the above procedures still work well, but the computations
might be more complicated. To simplify the illustration of how to apply these two methods to
solve the L@ problems, we only consider a simple example (uncontrolled diffusion) in this section
to work with details.

To compare with the case in the presence of Poissonian common noise, we here discuss
the MFC problem with Poisson idiosyncratic noise as McKean-Vlasov jump-diffusion dynamics
that, for s € [t,T],

dX, = {01 E[X] + b2E[as] + bsas }ds + o X dW + / v(2)as_N(ds,dz), X; =€ €R. (73)
z

To this end, in contrast to (59), we introduce the following objective functional without common
noise, for a = () sepr,r) € %

1 T
J(t, & a) = §E [/0 a?ds +c| Xt — EXT\Q] , (74)

where ¢ > 0 is a parameter for regulating the weight of deviation of the dynamic from its
conditional expectation. The value function is thus defined by

JH(t,€) = inf J(t,& o). (75)
aEU

Similar to the case with Poissonian common noise, with the help of Corollary 3.18 and
Corollary 3.19, the Hamiltonian and delta Hamiltonian here can be written as, for (z,u, p,p, P, K) €
RxUxP2(RxU)xRxRx L2((Z,Z,)\);R),

1
H(z,u,p,p,P,K) = </ (b1 + bou)p(dex, du) + b3> p+oxP +/ Y(2)uK (2)A(dz) + §u2,
R xU Z
SH (x,u, p, 2’ u',p, P, K) = (bia’ + bou/)p.

The extension of H clearly satisfies L-convexity stated in Definition 3.8, and hence we are ready
to apply Theorem 3.14 to conclude that o € % is an optimal control if

0= = ([ RN + Bl +ap, ) Vs € [T (76)

Here, the adjoint process (p, P, K(2)) = (ps, Ps, Ks(2))sep,7] 18 the unique solution to the fol-
lowing BSDE, for s € [t, T,

dps = —{oPs + b1 E[ps]}ds + PsdW, + / K,(z)N(ds,dz),
z

(77)

pr = { Xy — E[X7]}.

Let us consider pg in the form given by
ps = BsXs + nsE[X,], Vs € [t,T] (78)
with deterministic coefficients 5,7 € C([0,T];R). Then, we have 7 = ¢ and npr = —c by

matching (77), and letting s = T". Moreover, differentiating both sides of (78) with respect to ¢
leads to

dps = Bs Xsds + Bsd X + 0sE[X]ds + nsdE[X]
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= B Xsds + Bs {(blE[XS] + boE[avs] + bsars) ds + o X dWs + / v(2)asN(ds, dz)}
z
+ B[ X]ds + ns{b1E[X] + (b2 + b3)E[as] }ds.

Comparing the above equation with (77), we conclude that
—{oPs + 0 E[ps]} = BsXs + N E[XS] + (Bs + ns) {01 E[X] + boE[ovs]}
+03{Bsas + nsEla]}, (79)

P = BSO-XSa Ks(z) - W(Z)/Bsas-
Combining with (76) and taking conditional expectation, we arrive at, for s € [¢,T],
_ (b2 + b3)(/83 + 773)
L+ [ 72(2)M(d2)Bs
b b S S b S
1+ fZ Y (Z))‘(dz)ﬁs 1+ fZ v (Z)A(dz)ﬁs

Substituting a, and E[as] in the first equation in (78) according to (80), and matching coeffi-
cients before X and E[X], we derive the Riccati equations satisfied by the coefficients 55 and
ns that, for s € [t, T,

Elas] =

E[X],
(80)

{Xs - E[Xs]}

. b2
/85+02/85_ 2 /83:03
L+ [;72(2)A(dz)Bs 1)
: b3 2 (b2 + b3)(Bs + 1s)
s+ Bs + |21 — Bs+ns) =0
O AT T A Ry A T R
with terminal conditions Sr = ¢ and nr = —c. One can easily observe that (81) is also well-

posed thanks to Theorem 7.2 in Chapter 6 of Yong and Zhou [50]. The optimal control is hence
given by (80) with (3,7) = (Bs,7s)selt,r) as the unique solution to Riccati equation (81).

Remark 5.3. Note that the last line of (79) in the case with Poissonian idiosyncratic noise
differs substantially from that of (64) in the case with Poissonian common noise. This is because
N(ds,dz) is involved in E[X,|G,] while s — E[X,] is continuous, which is the key difference
between the problems with Poissonian common noise and Poisson idiosyncratic noise. This
leads to a completely different adjoint process Kq(z) whose jumps only stems from X instead
from both X, and E[X|Gs] jointly in the case of Poissonian common noise.
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A Proofs of Auxiliary Results

In this appendix, we collect proofs of some auxiliary results in the main body of the paper.

Proof of Lemma 3.1. Denote by & and & the conditional law £((X¢, ¢:)|G:) and L((Xf, q5)|Gt),
respectively. Then, we have

t ~ ~
XE- X, — /O < /U DX, €5, u)g(du) — /U b(X;,s;,mqs(du)) s
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X)) ) s
) ds

B(X& §Sa u)Qs(du)

Qe

(X, €5, )qs<du>) aw,

-,
-,
[ ot g mastan - [ a0x5 € waan) ) aw,
-,
-,

57X, €, )qs<du>> i

:
J
/Ot

s [ @ - [ 5006w Fana)
J

By applying It6’s lemma and utilizing the martingale term, we get that (in the sequel, let C' be
a generic constant that may be different from line to line):

2
B [1X; - 7] < e | t ( [z g wvaan - [ B<X;,s;,u>qs<du>) s

where dgg(-,

+CE

/Ot </[JB(X§af§,u)qS(du)—/[]l;(Xs,£§,u)qs(du)>2dS]
/Ot </[JB(XS,§§,U)Qs(du)—/Ul;(Xs,Es,u)qs(du)>2d5]
t (XE €8 u)vg(du) — [ F(XE, €5 u)gs(du) st
VA / )
/ </ 5 &5 u)gs(du) — /U5(Xs,£§,u)qs(du)>2d5]
/(/ 7(Xs, &5, u)gs(du) — /U&(Xs,fs,u)qs(du)>2dsl
’?(X;f;,u,z)vs(du)— F(XE, €5 u, 2)qs(du) 2)\(dz)ds
U
/ / ( / € €1, 2)qa(du) /U fy(xs,gg,u,z>qs<du)>2A(dz)dS]
//(/ (X, &5, u, 2)qs(du) — /U’NY(Xs,fs,u,z)qs(du)f)\(dz)dsl

t
< x| [ixi- x|+ CE [ di(es €5+ 02,
0 0

-) is the metric defined by (1).

+CE

+ Ce’R

+CE

+CE

+ CER

+CE

+CE

Recall that, for each w € Q, Q,, denotes the r.c.p.d. of the probability measure P (c.f. (8))
given Gp. Then, we have

E [dkn (€5, &) < B2 X5 - X, | + a5 — as o]
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<E ||IXS = X,| + €E [Jvs = qslFrn] -

We can conclude by Gronwall’s inequality that sup,cjo ) E[| X{ — X¢|?] € C¢?, which completes
the proof of the lemma. O

Proof of Lemma 3.3. Let us set Y; :=

o= | ] (o

— V; for ¢t € [0,T]. Then, it holds that

XEE6 ) — B(X s €a) — Db(Xi s )V )qé<du>d

//(1 (X, ’“)Z’(Xs,&vU))E’[th’+<t]) gs(du)ds
//(1 (6(X5, &5 u) — (X, &5, u) — 0,0(Xy, &, u)V, )qs(du)d
t//(iﬁ&f u) = ﬂ&imeWW+G)mmmm

- /0 /Z /U <z<7<Xs—’ €vu,2) = A(Xom €0 1, 2)) = 07 (Xom oy z>v;> go_ (du) N (ds, d2)
+ /Ot /Z/U (%(?(Xs—,ffﬁ_,u,z) —F(Xoo, oo yu, 2)) — B[,V + és—]) gs—(du)N(ds, dz)

:/ / {815(XS,ES,U)§G+E’ < §(§S)> (Xs, Xo, 4, w)YY }qs(dU)dS+/ {rs +E'[d;]}ds
0o JU

w [ footcgmi e o, () coxt oy atwaw + [ e+ i,

+Kiéé{mﬂxsﬁﬂman+E{m<£@sQca,xgﬂ;mﬁwgnqsmmNM&M)

+/O {Rs— +E'[0,_]}N(ds,dz),

where k¢, Oy, Ry, ot Fit, 0, thanks to Lemma 2.7, Assumption 1 and (16), satisfy that
m1wpEﬂmﬁ+m%mﬁﬂmﬁ+mwgyﬂmﬁ+mﬁmﬂ:o. (82)
40 ¢ef0,7)

In lieu of the boundedness of derivatives in Assumption 1, we can derive that, a.s.
¢ ¢
WP <c [P+ [ ViPdst g Ve 0T)
0 0

where p; is the remainder satisfying p; — 0 as € | 0 in light of (82). Thus, similar to the proof
of Lemma 3.1, we can conclude with the help of Gronwall’s inequality that

2
lim sup -

el0 tefo, 1)

=lim sup E UY}\ ] =0.

‘ Xf— X,
10 ¢ef0,7)

Proof of Lemma 3.5. We have from the definition of the relaxed cost functional J that
0<J(q") —T(q)
T
— 8 ot ) o) + [ ([ 10 6 aaitan) - [ 10w ) at].
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Using Lemma 2.7, Lemma 3.3 and Assumption 1, one can derive that

T
0 < 0(6) + ek {8$9(XT7MT) : VT + /0 /I;a$f(Xt7§t7u) : W(]t(du)dt

+ /OT </Uf(Xt,£t,u)Ut(du) — /OT/Uf(Xt,Et,u)qt(du)> dt
s (%(“T)> (X1, XF}) - Vi +/OT/Uax (%@) (Xo, X!l w) - Vigu(du)dt
/ / ( ) (X, Xy, qp,u)(vp — q;)%(du)dt] } )

The desired result holds by taking € | 0 on both sides of the inequality above. U

+E

Proof of Lemma 4.5. Fix t € [0,T]. Let (0y)r>0 be the jump times of the Poisson noise with
oo = t. Then, for s € [t,T], we have

[e.e]

J(Snus - t#t = Z O'm/\S,,uomAS) _J(O'm/\sa/‘omAsf))

m=1
o0
+ Z(J(O’m NSy Phomns—) — J(Om—1 A S, lo,_1As))
k=1
= Il + -[2,

where the first term can be written as:
B [0ttt ) = F )N, de).
t Z
It thus suffices to analyze the term 5. To this end, let us set 7 = (o) A s) — (0m—1 A s) and
T . . .
m:(am_l/\s)—i—j, m,j7 €N, i1 =1,2,...,7. (83)
Then, it holds that
J(Ti-i-lv Mm+1) - J(ria Mn‘) = J(Ti-i-lv Mm+1) - J(rﬁ :U'T’i+1) + J(Tiv Mm+1) - J(riv Mm)
1
- / as‘](ri + )‘(TiJrl - Ti)’ Nri+1)(ri+1 - Tl)d)‘ (84)
0
Lo
+ _(Tia o, + A(/‘nﬂ - :un))(x)(:unﬂ - /‘n)(dx)d)‘
0 Jrn Op
0J
= 88J(7ai7l’l'ri) + & a(mﬂri)@)(ﬂml - :U'T’i)(dx) + Ry,

where the remainder is given by
1
Ri :/ (8 J(rz + )\(Tz+1 - Ti)a /1/7"1'+1) - 88J(7ai, /’LT’,)) (ri—f—l _ Tl)d)\

/n/ ( (ris by + M ptrisy — ) (@) — g—i(m,um)(x)> (Hrier — ;) (dz)d,

Let us set 57
F(x):= a(ri,,un)(x), Vo € R",
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it then holds that F' € C?(R™). Choose a sequence (F})reny C C?(R™) such that Fy(x) = F(z)
when |z| < k and Fj(x) = 0 when |z| > k and |Fi(z)| < |F(z)|. Then, is is easy to see that
Fj,(x) converges to F'(x) pointwise, as k — oo. For each Fj,, we can always select ¢, ; € Co°(R™)
converging to Fy in C2(R™) as k — oo, which yields that

||¢lc,l - Fk“oo + ||al“¢k7l - 8:):Fk||oo + Hamm(;sk,l - amkaHoo — 0, k — oo. (85)

Hence, by (47), we have

Tit1 .
<Fk7/j/7"i+1 - /1/7"1> - llif{.lo <¢k,l7,u7’i+1> - <¢k,l7/j/7‘i>) - llif{.lo/ <¢k,la Agﬂr>dr
i
Tit1

= lim <A§’*¢k,z, po)dr

l—00 ri

Tit1

R 1
= lim <(b(7 Moy 647") - <'AY(7 Moy 647"7 ')7 )\>)aa:¢k,l() + §t1‘ <&&T(a Moy @r)axx¢k,l()> 7,U'r> dr

l=oo Jp,
- /:Hl <(l3(-,ur,dr) — (A s Gy ), AN Fi () + %tr (&5T(-,ur,dr)3ka(-)> ,Mr> dr.

In view of (85) and letting £ — oo in the above equality, we can derive by Dominated Conver-
gence Theorem that

(F, Hri+l — ;)
:/,,, i1 <(3(-,/~6r,dr) — (A0 Gy ), A))OLF (1) + %tr <&6T(-,Mm@r)3mF(-)) 7Mr> dr. (86)

As a result of (86), we also have R; = o(rj+1 — 7). Recalling (83) and dividing both sides of
(84) by 741 — r; and letting j — oo, we have

. J(TiJrl, :U’n+1) - J(Ti’ /‘n)
lim
J—roo Tig1 — T

- <<6<-,Mm 1) = (1t s ) N0 FC) + 515 (567 iy 60 )00 F ) u> -

Thus, we can conclude that

L=y / " <<6<-,ur,@r>—<fv<-,ur,ar,->,A>>axF<->+%tr (&N(-,ur,@r)%F(-))7ur>dr

— Jom_1hs
= [ (00t 0) = G0 000 FC) gt (697 (o610 i)
Putting I; and Iy together, we complete the proof of the lemma. O
Proof of Lemma 5.1. Note that, for any &, € L?((Q, F, P);R) and X € [0, 1], it holds that
AF(€) + (1= NF(n) — FO& + (1= \)n) = aVar(§ —n) + (a + ) [E[§ — ][,

Then, F : L?((Q, F, P);R) — R is a strictly convex functional, so it suffices to find the unique
zero of its Fréchet differential. That is, it is sufficient to solve

2a€ + bX + 2¢E[¢] +d = 0. (87)

Taking expectations on both sides leads to



Inserting this result into (87), we conclude that the unique minimizer of F'is given by

bEX]|+d b
f=e——— — —{X - E[X]}.
§ 2(a+c) 2a{ X1}
The last assertion on the minimum of F' readily follows by some simple calculations. O
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