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Abstract: This paper is concerned with a two-person zero-sum indefinite stochastic linear-

quadratic Stackelberg differential game with asymmetric informational uncertainties, where both

the leader and follower face different and unknown disturbances. We take a robust optimization

approach and soft-constraint analysis, a min-max stochastic linear-quadratic optimal control

problem is solved by the follower firstly. Then, the leader deal with a max-min stochastic linear-

quadratic optimal control problem of forward-backward stochastic differential equations in an

augmented space. State feedback representation of the robust Stackelberg equilibrium is given

in a more explicit form by decoupling technique, via some Riccati equations.
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1 Introduction

The Stackelberg game, also known as the leader-follower game, is widely involved in many fields,

such as economics, finance and engineering. The research of Stackelberg game was first intro-

duced by von Stackelberg [28], who proposed the concept of a hierarchical solution in static com-

petitive economics. Bagchi and Başar [4] initially studied the stochastic linear-quadratic (SLQ)

Stackelberg differential game, while the diffusion term of the state equation does not contain

the state and control variables, and the Stackelberg solution was expressed in terms of Riccati

equations. Yong [36] formulated a general framework, in which the coefficients could be random,
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the control variables could enter the diffusion term of the state equation and the weight matri-

ces of the control variable in the cost functionals need not to be positive definite. The leader’s

problem was described as an optimal control problem of forward-backward stochastic differential

equations (FBSDEs). By a decoupling method, the open-loop solution can be represented as a

state feedback form, provided the associated stochastic Riccati equation is solvable. From then

on, there has been extensive research on stochastic Stackelberg differential game problems. Let

us mention a few related to this article. Bensoussan et al. [5] established maximum principles

for the stochastic Stackelberg differential game with the control-independent diffusion term in

different information structures. Shi et al. [26, 27] investigated SLQ Stackelberg differential

games with asymmetric information, and Li et al. [17] solved a similar problem by a layered

calculation method. Li and Yu [18] characterized the unique equilibrium of a nonzero-sum SLQ

Stackelberg differential game with multilevel hierarchy. Moon and Başar [23] considered an SLQ

Stackelberg mean field game (MFG) with one leader and arbitrarily large number of followers

by fixed-point approach, while recently Wang [32] solved it by a direct approach. Lin et al. [20]

considered LQ Stackelberg differential game of mean-field type stochastic systems. Moon and

Yang [24] discussed the time-consistent open-loop solutions for time-inconsistent SLQ mean-field

type Stackelberg differential game. Zheng and Shi [40] researched a Stackelberg stochastic dif-

ferential game with asymmetric noisy observations. Feng et al. [7] investigated the relationships

between zero-sum SLQ Nash and Stackelberg differential game, local versus global information.

The research of zero-sum SLQ Nash differential games is very fruitful, such as Mou and

Yong [25], Sun and Yong [31], Yu [39] and the references therein. For zero-sum SLQ Stackelberg

differential games, Lin et al. [19] formulated an optimal portfolio selection problem with model

uncertainty as a zero-sum stochastic Stackelberg differential game between the investor and the

market. Sun et al. [30] studied a zero-sum SLQ Stackelberg differential game, where the state

coefficients and cost weighting matrices are deterministic. Wu et al. [34] investigated a zero-sum

SLQ Stackelberg differential game with jumps, with random coefficients. Aberkane and Dragan

[1] investigated the zero-sum SLQ mean-field type game with a leader-follower structure.

For traditional research on Stackelberg games, most works assume that model parameters

can be accurately calibrated without information loss. The decision-makers specify the true

probability law of the state process. Due to the basic facts such as parameter uncertainty and

model ambiguity, etc., these perfect model assumptions are sometimes noneffective. Thus, it is

very meaningful to investigate model uncertainty. Aghassi and Bertsimas [3] introduced a robust

optimization equilibrium, where the players use a robust optimization approach to contend with

payoff uncertainty. Hu and Fukushima [9] focused on a class of multi-leader single-follower

games under uncertainty with some special structure, where the follower’s problem contains

only equality constraints. Jimenez and Poznyak [15] considered multi-persons LQ differential

game with bounded disturbances and uncertainties in finite time. van den Broek et al. [6]

analyzed the robust equilibria in dynamic games, where players are looking for robustness and
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take model uncertainty explicitly into account in decisions, and considered the soft-constrained

and hard-bounded cases. Huang and Huang [10] initially considered the robust MFG with a hard

constraint, and [11] studied MFG with model uncertainty, where the uncertainty disturbance is

deterministic on the drift term only. Moon and Başar [22] studied a risk-sensitive SLQ robust

MFG. Xie et al. [35] researched a robust SLQ mean field social control by a direct approach.

Wang et al. [33] considered social optimal control of mean field SLQ with uncertainty which is

an uncertain drift, while Huang et al. [12] studied mean field SLQ social optimum control with

volatility uncertainty. Jia et al. [14] focused on a robust backward SLQ differential game and

team. Feng et al. [8] dealt with an LQ large population system with uncertain volatilities.

However, research about Stackelberg differential games with model uncertainty is very lack-

ing. To the best of our knowledge, only Huang et al. [13] investigated two types of drift stochastic

uncertainties in Stackelberg differential game, where information uncertainty and temporal un-

certainty are connected with soft-constraint and hard-constraint min-max control, respectively.

In this paper, we consider a zero-sum SLQ Stackelberg differential game with asymmetric in-

formational uncertainties for two players. Specially, we focus on the drift uncertainty by adding

two unknown L2-disturbance f1, f2 to characterize the different model uncertainties and repre-

sent the influence from the common environment for the leader and the follower, respectively.

This has practical significance. For example, in the market there exists information asymmetry

between suppliers and purchasers, who cannot know all the information about the market. The

leader, as the dominant player, possesses superior informational ability, so the leader may ac-

cess more information than the follower. Due to the limited personal abilities and complicated

information environment, the follower cannot completely access all information. Thus, f1 is

fully observed by the leader and f2 is formalized as an unknown disturbance. Meanwhile, f1

and f2 are both unknown to the follower. We address model uncertainty by the soft-constraint

approach ([6], [11], [13]), by using a cost penalty term for the disturbance and viewing it as an

adversarial player. Our main contributions are summarized as follows.

• We formulate a class of zero-sum SLQ Stackelberg differential games where the leader and

the follower face different uncertainty sources having hierarchical relationship, and utilize the

robust optimization approach to solve the corresponding soft-constraint min-max control and

soft-constraint max-min control problems.

• Via convex optimization approach, the “worst case” disturbances and two optimal controls

for the players are derived.

• The weighting matrix of the follower is allowed to be indefinite, then the leader’s problem

could still be indefinite.

• By applying the decoupling technique, with the solution to Riccati equations, the state

feedback representation of the robust Stackelberg equilibrium is obtained.

The rest of this article is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces some preliminary no-

tations and the formulation of zero-sum Stackelberg differential games. Section 3 discusses the
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informational uncertainty and related robust strategy design for the follower. Section 4 solves the

augmented LQ optimal control problem of FBSDE for the leader, to ensure the robust Stackel-

berg equilibrium. Section 5 provides the state feedback representation of the robust Stackelberg

equilibrium. The results are applied to a production supply problem of two producers in the

market. Section 6 concludes the paper.

2 Preliminaries and problem formulation

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

Brownian motionW = {W (t), 0 ⩽ t <∞} is defined, where F = {Ft}t⩾0 is the natural filtration

ofW (·) augmented by all the P-null sets in F . Let Rn denote the n-dimensional Euclidean space

with Euclidean norm |·| and inner product ⟨·, ·⟩. The transpose of a vector (or a matrix) x is

denoted by x⊤. Tr(A) denotes the trace of a square matrix A. Let Rn×m be the Hilbert space

consisting of all (n × m)-matrices with the inner product ⟨A,B⟩ := Tr(AB⊤) and the norm

∥A∥ := ⟨A,A⟩
1
2 . Denote the set of symmetric n × n matrices with real elements by Sn. If

M ∈ Sn is positive (semi-)definite, we write M > (⩾)0. If there exists a constant δ > 0 such

that M ⩾ δI with the identity matrix I, we write M ≫ 0.

Consider a finite time horizon [0, T ] for a fixed T > 0. Let H be a given Hilbert space. The

set of H-valued continuous functions is denoted by C([0, T ];H). Let

Lp
F(0, T ;H) :=

{
ϕ : [0, T ]× Ω 7→ H

∣∣∣ϕ is F-progressively measurable

with

(
E
∫ T

0
|ϕ(s)|pds

) 1
p

< +∞
}
, p ≥ 1,

L∞
F (0, T ;H) :=

{
ϕ : [0, T ]× Ω 7→ H

∣∣ϕ is F-progressively measurable

with esssup
s∈[0,T ]

esssup
ω∈Ω

|ϕ(s)| < +∞
}
,

L2
F(Ω;C([0, T ];H)) :=

{
ϕ : [0, T ]× Ω 7→ H

∣∣ϕ is F-adapted, continuous

with E
[

sup
s∈[0,T ]

|ϕ(s)|2
]
< +∞

}
.

When a stochastic process reduces to be deterministic, L2
F(0, T ;H), L∞

F (0, T ;H) are denoted by

L2(0, T ;H), L∞(0, T ;H), respectively. For ϕ ∈ L2
F(0, T ;H) (resp., L2(0, T ;H)), we denote

∥ϕ∥L2 :=

(
E
∫ T

0
|ϕ(s)|2ds

) 1
2

resp.,

(∫ T

0
|ϕ(s)|2ds

) 1
2

 .
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Consider the following controlled linear stochastic differential equation (SDE) on [0, T ]:
dx(t) =

[
A(t)x(t) +B1(t)u1(t) +B2(t)u2(t) + f1(t) + f2(t)

]
dt

+
[
C(t)x(t) +D1(t)u1(t) +D2(t)u2(t) + σ(t)

]
dW (t),

x(0) = ξ,

(2.1)

where A(·), B1(·), B2(·), C(·), D1(·), D2(·), σ(·) are deterministic functions of proper dimensions,

f1(·), f2(·) are F-adapted processes, ξ ∈ Rn is the initial state. The process ui(·) represents the
control of Player i, which belongs to the following space:

Ui[0, T ] :=

{
ui : [0, T ]× Ω 7→ Rmi

∣∣∣ui(·) is F-progressively measurable

with E
∫ T

0
|ui(s)|2ds < +∞

}
, for i = 1, 2.

(2.2)

The solution x(·) ≡ x(·; ξ, u1, u2, f1, f2) ∈ Rn of (2.1) is called the state process corresponding

to ξ and (u1(·), u2(·), f1(·), f2(·)). The criterion for the performance of u1(·) and u2(·) is given

by the following quadratic functional:

J(ξ;u1(·), u2(·)) = E
{∫ T

0

[
⟨Q(t)x(t), x(t)⟩+ ⟨R1(t)u1(t), u1(t)⟩

+ ⟨R2(t)u2(t), u2(t)⟩
]
dt+ ⟨Gx(T ), x(T )⟩

}
,

(2.3)

where G ∈ Sn, Q(·) and Ri(·) (i = 1, 2) are symmetric matrix-valued functions.

In the Stackelberg game without asymmetric informational uncertainties, player 2 is the

leader, who announces his/her control u2(·) first, and player 1 is the follower, who chooses

his/her control as the optimal response accordingly. The criterion functional J(ξ;u1(·), u2(·)) is
regarded as the loss of player 1 and the gain of player 2. For any choice u2(·) ∈ U2[0, T ] of the

leader and a fixed initial state ξ ∈ Rn, the follower would like to choose a ū1(·) ≡ ū1[ξ, u2(·)](·) ∈
U1[0, T ] such that J(ξ;u1(·), u2(·)) is minimized. Knowing this, the leader wishes to choose some

ū2(·) ∈ U2[0, T ] so that J(ξ; ū1[ξ, u2(·)](·), u2(·)) is maximized. We refer to such a problem as

a zero-sum SLQ Stackelberg differential game. The main objective of two players is to find the

Stackelberg equilibrium of the game, mathematically defined as follows.

Definition 2.1. A control pair (ū1(·), ū2(·)) ∈ U1[0, T ]×U2[0, T ] is called a Stackelberg equilib-

rium of the zero-sum SLQ Stackelberg differential game for the initial state ξ, if

inf
u1(·)∈U1[0,T ]

J(ξ;u1(·), ū2(·)) = J(ξ; ū1(·), ū2(·))

= sup
u2(·)∈U2[0,T ]

inf
u1(·)∈U1[0,T ]

J(ξ;u1(·), u2(·)).
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We assume that the coefficients of state equation (2.1) and the weighting matrices in cost

functional (2.3) satisfy the following conditions: for i = 1, 2,

(A1) A(·), C(·) ∈ L∞(0, T ;Rn×n), Bi(·), Di(·) ∈ L∞(0, T ;Rn×mi), fi(·) ∈ L2
F(0, T ;Rn),

σ(·) ∈ L∞(0, T ;Rn), ξ ∈ Rn.

(A2) Q(·) ∈ L∞(0, T ; Sn), Ri(·) ∈ L∞(0, T ;Smi), G ∈ Sn.
Let (A1) hold. For any (ξ, u1(·), u2(·), f1(·), f2(·)) ∈ Rn×U1[0, T ]×U2[0, T ]×L2

F(0, T ;R2n),

there exists a unique strong solution x(·) ≡ x(·; ξ, u1, u2, f1, f2) ∈ L2
F (Ω;C([0, T ];Rn)). Then

under assumption (A2), the cost functional (2.3) is well-defined.

In this article, we may suppress many time indices t if it causes no confusion.

3 Robust Stackelberg strategy for the follower

We first introduce the asymmetric informational uncertainties that may connect to some infor-

mation transmission distinctions between the leader and the follower. In (2.1), the stochastic

process fi(·) ∈ L2
F(0, T ;Rn) (i = 1, 2) are unknown disturbances to characterize the model un-

certainty and represent the influence from the common environment for decision-making. Here,

the fi is set to be random, the disturbance, the adversarial will use the sample path informa-

tion of Brownian motion to play against the leader and the follower, instead of considering a

deterministic disturbance. In this article, we think that the leader and the follower confront

the possible modeling disturbance in dynamic evolution. As mentioned in the introduction, f1

is fully observed by the leader and f2 is formalized as an unknown disturbance. Meanwhile, f1

and f2 are both unknown to the follower. For any given u2(·), the follower should make his best

response but now faces the uncertain disturbance f1 and f2, which enters the state equation

(2.1). The follower may adopt some soft-constraint analysis and his cost functional is

Jf (f(·); ξ, u1(·), u2(·))

= E
{∫ T

0

[
⟨Q(t)x(t), x(t)⟩+ ⟨R1(t)u1(t), u1(t)⟩+ ⟨R2(t)u2(t), u2(t)⟩

− α

2
⟨R0(t)f(t), f(t)⟩

]
dt+ ⟨Gx(T ), x(T )⟩

}
,

(3.1)

where the constant α > 0 is called the attenuation parameter of soft-constraint (see [11], [13]),

and the matrix-valued function R0(·) > 0, with f(·) := f1(·)+f2(·) in this section of the follower’s

problem. The follower considers the worse-case analysis and the following inf-sup problem:

Problem (Inf-Sup):

inf
u1(·)∈U1[0,T ]

sup
f(·)∈L2

F(0,T ;Rn)

Jf (f(·); ξ, u1(·), u2(·)), for any ξ ∈ Rn, u2(·) ∈ U2[0, T ].

In the following we solve the follower’s problem in two steps. We need first tackle the inner

LQ maximizing problem for disturbance:
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Problem (LQ-F1): To find f̄(·) ∈ L2
F(0, T ;Rn) such that

Jf
(
f̄(·); ξ, u1(·), u2(·)

)
= sup

f(·)∈L2
F(0,T ;Rn)

Jf (f(·); ξ, u1(·), u2(·)),

subject to ξ ∈ Rn, (u1(·), u2(·)) ∈ U1[0, T ] × U2[0, T ] and the state equation (2.1) with f(·) ≡
f1(·) + f2(·).

Define a map ᾱ1 : Rn × U1[0, T ] × U2[0, T ] 7→ L2
F(0, T ;Rn). We may denote the maximizer

f̄(·) = ᾱ1 [ξ, u1(·), u2(·)] (·) to emphasize its dependence on the triple (ξ, u1(·), u2(·)). Denote

Jwo(u1(·); ξ, u2(·)) := Jf (ᾱ1 [ξ, u1(·), u2(·)] (·); ξ, u1, u2) .

Here, the superscript “wo” stands for the worst-case disturbance of the follower (Korn and

Menkens [16]). Given the mapping ᾱ1, the follower needs solve the outer LQminimizing problem:

Problem (LQ-F2): To find ū1(·) ∈ U1[0, T ] such that

Jwo(ū1(·); ξ, u2(·)) = inf
u1(·)∈U1[0,T ]

Jwo(u1(·); ξ, u2(·)),

subject to ξ ∈ Rn, u2(·) ∈ U2[0, T ]. Similarly, denote the minimizer ū1(·) = ᾱ2 [ξ, u2(·)] (·) to

indicate its dependence on ξ and u2(·), where ᾱ2 : Rn × U2[0, T ] 7→ U1[0, T ] is a map.

3.1 Problem (LQ-F1)

We first deal with the inner LQ maximizing problem. Problem (LQ-F1) can be rewritten as

an equivalent problem:

Problem (LQ-F1a): To find f̄(·) ∈ L2
F(0, T ;Rn) such that

J ′
f (f̄(·); ξ, u1(·), u2(·)) = inf

f(·)∈L2
F(0,T ;Rn)

J ′
f (f(·); ξ, u1(·), u2(·)),

subject to ξ ∈ Rn, (u1(·), u2(·)) ∈ U1[0, T ] × U2[0, T ] and the state equation (2.1) with f(·) ≡
f1(·) + f2(·), where

J ′
f (f(·); ξ, u1(·), u2(·)) := E

{∫ T

0

[
−⟨Q(t)x(t), x(t)⟩+ α

2
⟨R0(t)f(t), f(t)⟩

]
dt

− ⟨Gx(T ), x(T )⟩
}
.

Definition 3.1. Let F (g) be a real-valued functional of g ∈ L2
F(0, T ;Rn). If F (g) ⩾ 0 for all

g ∈ L2
F(0, T ;Rn), F (·) is said to be positive semidefinite. If furthermore, F (g) > 0 for all g ̸= 0,

F is said to be positive definite.
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Lemma 3.1. Let (A1)-(A2) hold. For any ξ ∈ Rn and (u1(·), u2(·)) ∈ U1[0, T ] × U2[0, T ],

J ′
f (f(·); ξ, u1(·), u2(·)) is convex (resp., strictly convex) in f(·) ∈ L2

F(0, T ;Rn) if and only if

J ′
1(h(·)) is positive semidefinite (resp., positive definite), where

J ′
1(h(·)) := E

{∫ T

0

[
−
〈
Qz′1, z

′
1

〉
+
α

2
⟨R0h, h⟩

]
dt−

〈
Gz′1(T ), z

′
1(T )

〉}
,

and z′1(·) satisfies: {
dz′1(t) = [Az′1 + h]dt+ Cz′1dW,

z′1(0) = 0.
(3.2)

Proof. For any ξ ∈ Rn, (u1(·), u2(·) ∈ U1[0, T ] × U2[0, T ], let x1(·), x2(·) be the states of (2.1)

corresponding g1(·), g2(·), respectively. Taking any λ1 ∈ [0, 1] and denoting λ2 := 1−λ1, we get

λ1J
′
f (g1(·)) + λ2J

′
f (g2(·))− J ′

f (λ1g1(·) + λ2g2(·))

= λ1λ2E
{∫ T

0

[
−⟨Q(x1 − x2), (x1 − x2)⟩+

α

2
⟨R0(g1 − g2), (g1 − g2)⟩

]
dt− |x1 − x2|2G

}
.

Denote h := g1 − g2, z
′
1 := x1 − x2. Therefore, z

′
1(·) is deterministic and satisfies (3.2). Hence

λ1J
′
f (g1(·)) + λ2J

′
f (g2(·))− J ′

f (λ1g1(·) + λ2g2(·)) = λ1λ2J
′
1(h(·)),

and the lemma follows.

Remark 3.1. When the attenuation index α or R0(·) is sufficiently large, the convexity of

J ′
f (f(·); ξ, u1(·), u2(·)) can usually be ensured.

We need the following assumptions.

(A3) R0(·) ≫ 0.

(A4) The map h 7→ J ′
1(h) is uniformly positive definite.

Proposition 3.1. Let (A1)-(A4) hold. Let ξ ∈ Rn, (u1(·), u2(·)) ∈ U1[0, T ] × U2[0, T ] be

given. Then, Problem (LQ-F1) is (uniquely) solvable if and only if there exists a (unique)

triple (x̄(·), p̄(·), β̄(·)) satisfying the FBSDE:
dx̄(t) =

[
Ax̄+B1u1 +B2u2 −

2

α
R−1

0 p̄

]
dt+

[
Cx̄+D1u1 +D2u2 + σ

]
dW,

dp̄(t) =
[
−A⊤p̄− C⊤β̄ +Qx̄

]
dt+ β̄(t)dW,

x̄(0) = ξ, p̄(T ) = −Gx̄(T ).

(3.3)

Moreover, the optimal maximizer f̄(·) is given by

f̄(t) = − 2

α
R−1

0 (t)p̄(t), t ∈ [0, T ]. (3.4)
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Proof. If Problem (LQ-F1) is solvable with an optimal maximizer f̄(·), then by applying the

well-known stochastic maximum principle, p̄(·) is indeed the adjoint process. Thus the worst

case of the disturbance is based on above Hamiltonian system (3.3).

Conversely, if (3.3) admits a solution (x̄(·), p̄(·), β̄(·)), then defining f̄(·) by (3.4), for any

λ ∈ R, f(·) = f̄(·) + λδf(·) ∈ L2
F(0, T ;Rn). Let the resulting solution be denoted by (x̄(·) +

λδx(·), p̄(·) + λδp(·), β̄(·) + λδβ(·)), where
dδx(t) = [Aδx+ δf ]dt+ CδxdW,

dδp(t) =
[
−A⊤δp− C⊤δβ +Qδx

]
dt+ δβ(t)dW,

δx(0) = 0, δp(T ) = −Gδx(T ).

Thus,

J ′
f (f(·))− J ′

f (f̄(·))

= λ2
{
E
∫ T

0

[
−⟨Qδx, δx⟩+ α

2
⟨R0δf, δf⟩

]
dt− E ⟨Gδx(T ), δx(T )⟩

}
+ 2λ

{
E
∫ T

0

[
−⟨Qx̄, δx⟩+ α

2

〈
R0f̄ , δf

〉]
dt− E ⟨Gx̄(T ), δx(T )⟩

}
.

(3.5)

By applying Itô’s formula to ⟨p̄(·), δx(·)⟩, we obtain

−E ⟨Gx̄(T ), δx(T )⟩ = E
∫ T

0

[
⟨Qx̄, δx⟩+ ⟨p̄, δf⟩

]
dt. (3.6)

Therefore, by (3.5) and (3.6),

J ′
f (f(·))− J ′

f (f̄(·))

= λ2
{
E
∫ T

0

[
−⟨Qδx, δx⟩+ α

2
⟨R0δf, δf⟩

]
dt− E ⟨Gδx(T ), δx(T )⟩

}
+ 2λE

∫ T

0

〈
p̄+

α

2
R0f̄ , δf

〉
dt

= λ2
{
E
∫ T

0

[
−⟨Qδx, δx⟩+ α

2
⟨R0δf, δf⟩

]
dt− E ⟨Gδx(T ), δx(T )⟩

}
.

Due to (A4), hence

J ′
f (f(·)) ⩾ J ′

f (f̄(·)).

The uniqueness part follows easily.

We discuss the solvability of the Hamiltonian system (3.3), which is a fully-coupled FBSDE.

We introduce the following Riccati equation:

Ṗ1 + P1A+A⊤P1 −
2

α
P1R

−1
0 P1 + C⊤P1C −Q = 0, P1(T ) = −G, (3.7)

9



and the following BSDE:
dφ1(t) = −

[(
A⊤ − 2

α
P1R

−1
0

)
φ1 + P1(B1u1 +B2u2)

+ C⊤P1(D1u1 +D2u2) + C⊤P1σ + C⊤θ1

]
dt+ θ1(t)dW,

φ1(T ) = 0.

(3.8)

By Theorem 4.5 of Sun et al. [29], (A4) can ensure that Riccati equation (3.7) admits a unique

solution P1(·) ∈ C([0, T ];Sn). Then, (3.8) admits a solution (φ1(·), θ1(·)) ∈ L2
F(Ω;C([0, T ];Rn))×

L2
F(0, T ;Rn). Thus (3.3) is decoupled and solvable (see the Theorem 3.7 and Theorem 4.3 of

Chapter 2 in Ma and Yong [21]). The wellposedness of (3.3) is obtained and further allows a

closed-loop representation of the worst disturbance f̄(·) being given

f̄(t) = − 2

α
R−1

0 (t)
[
P1(t)x̄(t) + φ1(t)

]
, t ∈ [0, T ].

3.2 Problem (LQ-F2)

By Proposition 3.1, the worst disturbance f̄(·) for given ξ ∈ Rn, (u1(·), u2(·)) ∈ U1[0, T ]×U2[0, T ]

can be determined. This leaves the outer minimizing Problem (LQ-F2) for the follower:

Problem (LQ-F2): To find ū1(·) ∈ U1[0, T ], maximizing

Jwo(u1(·); ξ, u2(·)) ≡ Jf
(
f̄(·); ξ, u1(·), u2(·)

)
= E

∫ T

0

[
⟨Q(t)x(t), x(t)⟩+ ⟨R1(t)u1(t), u1(t)⟩+ ⟨R2(t)u2(t), u2(t)⟩

− 2

α

〈
R−1

0 (t)p(t), p(t)
〉 ]

dt+ E ⟨Gx(T ), x(T )⟩ ,

(3.9)

subject to the state equation (3.3) which now becomes a FBSDE.

Problem (LQ-F2) is a LQ optimal control problem with FBSDE state. We need to discuss

the convexity of (3.9) firstly.

Proposition 3.2. Let (A1)-(A4) hold. For any (ξ, u2(·)) ∈ Rn ×U2[0, T ], J
wo(u1(·); ξ, u2(·)) is

convex (resp., strictly convex) in u1(·) ∈ U1[0, T ] if and only if J1
′′(v1(·)) is positive semidefinite

(resp., positive definite), where

J
′′
1 (v1(·)) := E

{∫ T

0

[ 〈
Qz1

′′, z1
′′〉+ ⟨R1v1, v1⟩ −

2

α

〈
R−1

0 p1, p1
〉 ]

dt+
〈
Gz1

′′(T ), z1
′′(T )

〉}
,

and (z
′′
1 (·), p1(·)) satisfies the FBSDE

dz
′′
1 (t) =

[
Az

′′
1 +B1v1 −

2

α
R−1

0 p1

]
dt+ [Cz

′′
1 +D1v1]dW,

dp1(t) =
[
−A⊤p1 − C⊤β1 +Qz

′′
1

]
dt+ β1(t)dW,

z
′′
1 (0) = 0, p1(T ) = −Gz′′

1 (T ).

(3.10)

10



For our further existence analysis, we introduce the following Riccati equation:
Ṗ + PA+A⊤P + C⊤PC +Q

− (PB1 + C⊤PD1)(R1 +D⊤
1 PD1)

−1(B⊤
1 P +D⊤

1 PC) = 0,

P (T ) = G, R̃1 := R1 +D⊤
1 PD1 ≫ 0.

(3.11)

Let us introduce the following assumptions, which will be used later.

(A5) (3.11) admits a unique strongly regular solution P ∈ C([0, T ];Sn).
(A6) The map v1 7→ J

′′
1 (v1) is positive definite.

Proposition 3.3. Let (A1)-(A4) hold and (ξ, u2(·)) ∈ Rn × U2[0, T ] be fixed. Supposed for

any δu1(·) ∈ U1[0, T ], the unique adapted solution (δx(·), δp(·), δβ(·), δy(·), δz(·), δq(·)) of the

FBSDEs

dδx(t) =
[
Aδx+B1δu1 −

2

α
R−1

0 δp
]
dt+ [Cδx+D1δu1]dW,

dδp(t) =
[
−A⊤δp− C⊤δβ +Qδx

]
dt+ δβ(t)dW,

dδy(t) =
[
−A⊤δy − C⊤δz +Qδx−Qδq

]
dt+ δz(t)dW,

dδq(t) =
[
Aδq +

2

α
R−1

0 δy − 2

α
R−1

0 δp
]
dt+ CδqdW,

δx(0) = 0, δp(T ) = −Gδx(T ), δy(T ) = −Gδx(T ) +Gδq(T ), δq(0) = 0,

(3.12)

satisfies

E
∫ T

0

〈
R1δu1 −B⊤

1 δy −D⊤
1 δz, δu1

〉
dt ⩾ 0. (3.13)

Then Problem (LQ-F2) is solvable with (x(·), p(·), β(·), ū1(·)) being an optimal 4-tuple if and

only if (x(·), p(·), β(·)) is the adapted solution to (3.3) corresponding to the triple (ξ, ū1(·), u2(·))
and the FBSDE 

dy(t) = −
[
A⊤y + C⊤z +Qq −Qx

]
dt+ z(t)dW,

dq(t) =
[
Aq +

2

α
R−1

0 y − 2

α
R−1

0 p
]
dt+ CqdW,

y(T ) = Gq(T )−Gx(T ), q(0) = 0,

(3.14)

admits a unique adapted solution (y(·), z(·), q(·)) such that

−R1(t)ū1(t) +B⊤
1 (t)y(t) +D⊤

1 (t)z(t) = 0, t ∈ [0, T ]. (3.15)

Proof. The proof is trivial and omitted.

Remark 3.2. We note that when (A6) holds, (3.13) holds automatically.

Proposition 3.4. Let (A1)-(A4) hold. Then for any (ξ, u2(·)) ∈ Rn × U2[0, T ], Problem (LQ-

F2) admits a unique optimal control ū1(·) ∈ U1[0, T ], which is given by

ū1(t) = R̃−1
1

[
B⊤

1 ȳ(t) +D⊤
1 z̄(t)− R̃1x̄(t)−D⊤

1 PD2u2(t)−D⊤
1 Pσ

]
, (3.16)
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where (x̄(·), ȳ(·), z̄(·)) is solved by the FBSDEs:

dx̄ =

{[
A−B1R̃

−1
1

(
B⊤

1 P +D⊤
1 PC

)]
x̄+B1R̃

−1
1 B⊤

1 ȳ +B1R̃
−1
1 D⊤

1 z̄ −
2

α
R−1

0 p̄

+
(
B2 −B1 −

2

α
R−1

0 p̄−1D⊤
1 PD2

)
u2 −B1R̃

−1
1 )D⊤

1 Pσ

}
dt

+

{[
C −D1R̃

−1
1

(
B⊤

1 P +D⊤
1 PC

)]
x̄+D1R̃

−1
1 B⊤

1 ȳ +D1R̃
−1
1 D⊤

1 z̄

+
(
D2 −D1R̃

−1
1 D⊤

1 PD2

)
u2 +

(
I −D1R̃

−1
1 D⊤

1 P
)
σ

}
dW,

dp̄ =−
[
A⊤p̄+ C⊤β̄ −Qx̄

]
dt+ β̄dW,

dȳ =−
{[
A−B1R̃

−1
1

(
B⊤

1 P +D⊤
1 PC

)]⊤
ȳ +

[
C −D1R̃

−1
1

(
B⊤

1 P +D⊤
1 PC

)]⊤
z̄

+Qq̄ +
[(
PB1 + C⊤PD1

)
R̃−1

1 D⊤
1 PD2 − PB2 − C⊤PD2

]
u2

+
2

α
PR−1

0 p̄− C⊤Pσ

}
dt+ z̄dW,

dq̄ =

{
Aq̄ +

2

α
R−1

0 ȳ − 2

α
R−1

0 p̄− 2

α
R−1

0 Px̄

}
dt+ Cq̄dW,

x̄(0) = ξ, p̄(T ) = −Gx̄(T ), ȳ(T ) = −Gx̄(T ) +Gq̄(T ), q̄(0) = 0.

(3.17)

Hence, the above result characterizes the Hamiltonian system of Problem (LQ-F2) which

is a coupled system of high-dimensional FBSDEs:
dX̄(t) =

[
Â1X̄ + B̂1Ȳ + B̂3Z̄ + B̂2u2 + b̂

]
dt+

[
ĈX̄ + D̂1Ȳ + D̂3Z̄ + D̂2u2 + σ̂

]
dW,

dȲ (t) =
[
− Â⊤

2 Ȳ − Ĉ⊤Z̄ + Q̂X̄ + F̂ u2 + v̂
]
dt+ Z̄(t)dW,

X̄(0) = ξ̂, Ȳ (T ) = ĜX̄(T ),

(3.18)

where by (3.3), (3.14) and (3.15), we have denoted

X̄ := (x̄⊤, q̄⊤)⊤, Ȳ := (ȳ⊤, p̄⊤)⊤, Z̄ := (z̄⊤, β̄⊤)⊤,

Â1 :=

(
A−B1R̃

−1
1

(
B⊤

1 P +D⊤
1 PC

)
0

− 2
αR

−1
0 P A

)
,

Â2 :=

(
A−B1R̃

−1
1

(
B⊤

1 P +D⊤
1 PC

)
0

2
αR

−1
0 P A

)
,

Ĉ :=

(
C −D1R̃

−1
1

(
B⊤

1 P +D⊤
1 PC

)
0

0 C

)
,

B̂1 :=

(
B1R̃

−1
1 B⊤

1 − 2
αR

−1
0

2
αR

−1
0 − 2

αR
−1
0

)
, B̂3 :=

(
B1R̃

−1
1 D⊤

1 0

0 0

)
,
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and 

B̂2 :=

(
B2 −B1R̃

−1
1 D⊤

1 PD2

0

)
, D̂1 :=

(
D1R̃

−1
1 B⊤

1 0

0 0

)
,

D̂3 :=

(
D1R̃

−1
1 D⊤

1 0

0 0

)
, D̂2 :=

(
D2 −D1R̃

−1
1 D⊤

1 PD2

0

)
,

b̂ :=

(
−B1R̃

−1
1 D⊤

1 Pσ

0

)
, σ̂ :=

((
I −D1R̃

−1
1 D⊤

1 P
)
σ

0

)
,

v̂ :=

(
C⊤Pσ

0

)
, ξ̂ :=

(
ξ

0

)
,

F̂ :=

(
−
(
PB1 + C⊤PD1

)
R̃−1

1 D⊤
1 PD2 + PB2 + C⊤PD2

0

)
,

Q̂ :=

(
0 −Q
Q 0

)
, Ĝ :=

(
−G G

−G 0

)
.

Proof. The proof is trivial and omitted.

Proposition 3.5. Let (A1)-(A2), (A5) hold and u2(·) ∈ U2[0, T ] be fixed. Supposed the Riccati

equation 
Ṗ2 + P2Â1 + Â⊤

2 P2 + P2B̂1P2 − Q̂

+ (Ĉ⊤ + P2B̂3)(I − P2D̂3)
−1(P2Ĉ + P2D̂1P2) = 0,

P2(T ) = Ĝ,

(3.19)

and the following BSDE:

dφ2(t) =−
{(

Â⊤
2 + P2B̂1 + (Ĉ⊤ + P2B̂3)(I − P2D̂3)

−1P2D̂1

)
φ2

+ (Ĉ⊤ + P2B̂3)(I − P2D̂3)
−1(P2D̂2u2 + P2σ̂ + θ2)

+ (P2B̂2 − F̂ )u2 + P2b̂− v̂

}
dt+ θ2(t)dW,

φ2(T ) = 0,

(3.20)

admit solutions P2(·) ∈ C([0, T ];R2n×2n), (φ2(·), θ2(·)) ∈ L2
F(Ω;C([0, T ];R2n)) × L2

F(0, T ;R2n),

respectively. Then, the wellposedness of (3.18) follows.

Proof. The main idea of the proof is applying Itô’s formula to P2(·)X̄(·) +φ2(·) and comparing

the coefficients with (3.18), we omit it here.

4 Robust Stackelberg strategy for the leader

Given Proposition 3.4 and Proposition 3.5, if Riccati equation (3.19) is solvable, the best response

of follower can be characterized for any given (u2(·), ξ) ∈ U2[0, T ] × Rn. Now we turn to the
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optimal control problem from the viewpoint of the leader to have robust design. Because of

unknown process f2(·), we approach the SLQ problem from a robust optimation viewpoint

where f2(·) is treated as an adversarial (minimizing) player. Here, a soft-constraint for the

disturbance is adapted in that the term γ
2 ⟨R̂0f2, f2⟩ is included in the following

J̃f (f2(·); ξ, u2(·)) ≡ Jf (f2(·); ξ, ū1(·), u2(·))

= E
{∫ T

0

[
⟨Qx, x⟩+

〈
R1R̃

−1
1

[
B⊤

1 (t)ȳ(t) +D⊤
1 (t)z̄(t)

− (B⊤
1 P +D⊤

1 PC)x̄(t)−D⊤
1 PD2u2(t)−D⊤

1 Pσ
]
, R̃−1

1

[
B⊤

1 (t)ȳ(t)

+D⊤
1 (t)z̄(t)− (B⊤

1 P +D⊤
1 PC)x̄(t)−D⊤

1 PD2u2(t)−D⊤
1 Pσ

]〉
+ ⟨R2u2, u2⟩+

γ

2
⟨R̂0f2, f2⟩

]
dt+ ⟨Gx(T ), x(T )⟩

}
,

(4.1)

while f2(·) attempts to minimize the functional J̃f (f2(·); ξ, u2(·)). Note that γ is called the

attenuation parameter of soft-constraint ([11], [13]).

Summarizing the above mentioned discussion, because of the informational uncertainty, the

leader considers the worst-case analysis and confronts the following sup-inf problem:

Problem (Sup-Inf):

sup
u2(·)∈U2[0,T ]

inf
f2(·)∈L2

F(0,T ;Rn)
J̃f (f2(·); ξ, u2(·)), for any ξ ∈ Rn.

Given the above mentioned sup-inf formulation, we need first tackle the inner LQ minimizing

problem for disturbance:

Problem (LQ-L1): To find f̄2(·) ∈ L2
F(0, T ;Rn) such that

J̃f (f̄2(·); ξ, u2(·)) = inf
f2(·)∈L2

F(0,T ;Rn)
J̃f (f2(·); ξ, u2(·)),

subject to ξ ∈ Rn, u2(·) ∈ U2[0, T ].

Define a map ᾱ3 : Rn × U2[0, T ] 7→ L2
F(0, T ;Rn). We may denote the optimal minimizer

f̄2(·) ≡ ᾱ3 [ξ, u2(·)] (·), which depends on the tuple (ξ, u2(·)). Define

J̃wo(u2(·); ξ) = J̃f (ᾱ3 [ξ, u2(·)] (·); ξ, u2(·)).

Given the mapping ᾱ3, the leader needs solve the outer SLQ problem:

Problem (LQ-L2): To find ū2(·) ∈ U2[0, T ] such that

J̃wo(ū2(·); ξ) = sup
u2(·)∈U2[0,T ]

J̃wo(u2(·); ξ), subject to ξ ∈ Rn.
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4.1 Problem (LQ-L1)

We first deal with the inner minimizing problem, namely (LQ-L1), the state is given by the

following FBSDEs:

dx =
{
Ax−B1R̃

−1
1

(
B⊤

1 P +D⊤
1 PC

)
x̄+B1R̃

−1
1 B⊤

1 ȳ +B1R̃
−1
1 D⊤

1 z̄

+
(
B2 −B1R̃

−1
1 D⊤

1 PD2

)
u2 + f2 + f1 −B1R̃

−1
1 D⊤

1 Pσ
}
dt

+
{
Cx−D1R̃

−1
1

(
B⊤

1 P +D⊤
1 PC

)
x̄+D1R̃

−1
1 B⊤

1 ȳ +D1R̃
−1
1 D⊤

1 z̄

+
(
D2 −D1R̃

−1
1 D⊤

1 PD2

)
u2 +

(
I −D1R̃

−1
1 D⊤

1 P
)
σ
}
dW,

dx̄ =
{[(

A−B1R̃
−1
1

(
B⊤

1 P +D⊤
1 PC

)]
x̄+B1R̃

−1
1 B⊤

1 ȳ +B1R̃
−1
1 D⊤

1 z̄

− 2

α
R−1

0 p̄+
(
B2 −B1R̃

−1
1 D⊤

1 PD2

)
u2 −B1R̃

−1
1 )D⊤

1 Pσ
}
dt

+
{[
C −D1R̃

−1
1

(
B⊤

1 P +D⊤
1 PC

)]
x̄+D1R̃

−1
1 B⊤

1 ȳ +D1R̃
−1
1 D⊤

1 z̄

+
(
D2 −D1R̃

−1
1 D⊤

1 PD2

)
u2 +

(
I −D1R̃

−1
1 D⊤

1 P
)
σ
}
dW,

dp̄ =−
[
A⊤p̄+ C⊤β̄ −Qx̄

]
dt+ β̄dW,

dȳ =−
{[
A−B1R̃

−1
1

(
B⊤

1 P +D⊤
1 PC

)]⊤
ȳ +

[
C −D1R̃

−1
1

(
B⊤

1 P +D⊤
1 PC

)]⊤
z̄

+Qq̄ +
[(
PB1 + C⊤PD1

)
R̃−1

1 D⊤
1 PD2 − PB2 + C⊤PD2

]
u2

+
2

α
PR−1

0 p̄− C⊤Pσ
}
dt+ z̄dW,

dq̄ =
[
Aq̄ +

2

α
R−1

0 ȳ − 2

α
R−1

0 p̄− 2

α
R−1

0 Px̄
]
dt+ Cq̄dW,

x(0) = ξ, x̄(0) = ξ, p̄(T ) = −Gx̄(T ), ȳ(T ) = −Gx̄(T ) +Gq̄(T ), q̄(0) = 0,

(4.2)

and the cost functional is given by (4.1). For any given (u2(·), ξ) ∈ U2[0, T ]×Rn, from Proposition

3.5, the wellposedness of (3.18) can be ensured, which admits a unique solution (X̄(·), Ȳ (·), Z̄(·)).
To solve Problem (Sup-Inf), we assume

(A7) (i) The Riccati equation (3.19) admits a solution P2(·). (ii) R̂0(·) ≫ 0.

(iii) The map g 7→ J ′
2(g) is positive definite.

Note that under (A7) (i), Problem (LQ-L1) can be rewritten as an equivalent problem:

Problem (LQ-L1a): To find f̄2(·) ∈ L2
F(0, T ;Rn) such that

J̃ ′
f (f̄2(·); ξ, u2(·)) = inf

f2(·)∈L2
F(0,T ;Rn)

J̃ ′
f (f2(·); ξ, u2(·)),

subject to ξ ∈ Rn, u2(·) ∈ U2[0, T ], where

J̃ ′
f (f2(·); ξ, u2(·)) := E

{∫ T

0

[
⟨Qx, x⟩+ γ

2
⟨R̂0f2, f2⟩

]
dt+ ⟨Gx(T ), x(T )⟩

}
. (4.3)

For further proofs, we need to discuss the convexity of (4.3).
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Proposition 4.1. Let (A1)-(A6) hold. For any (u2(·), ξ) ∈ U2[0, T ] × Rn, J̃ ′
f (f2(·); ξ, u2(·)) is

convex (resp., strictly convex) in f2(·) ∈ L2
F(0, T ;Rn) if and only if J ′

2(g(·)) is positive semidefi-

nite (resp., positive definite), where

J̃ ′
2(g(·)) := E

{∫ T

0

[
⟨Qz′2, z′2⟩+

γ

2
⟨R̂0g, g⟩

]
dt+ ⟨Gz′2(T ), z′2(T )⟩

}
,

and z′2(·) satisfies {
dz′2(t) = [Az′2 + g]dt+ Cz′2dW,

z′2(0) = 0.
(4.4)

Proof. Similar to the proof of Lemma 3.1, we omit it.

For notational simplicity, we set

X̂ := (x⊤, x̄⊤, q̄⊤)⊤, Ŷ := (ȳ⊤, p̄⊤)⊤, Ẑ := (z̄⊤, β̄⊤)⊤,

Ǐ := (I⊤n , 0, 0)
⊤, ξ̌ := (ξ⊤, ξ⊤, 0)⊤,

Ǎ :=

A −B1R̃
−1
1

(
B⊤

1 P +D⊤
1 PC

)
0

0 A−B1R̃
−1
1

(
B⊤

1 P +D⊤
1 PC

)
0

0 − 2
αR

−1
0 P A

 ,

Č :=

C −D1R̃
−1
1

(
B⊤

1 P +D⊤
1 PC

)
0

0 C −D1R̃
−1
1

(
B⊤

1 P +D⊤
1 PC

)
0

0 0 C

 ,

B̌1 :=

B1R̃
−1
1 B⊤

1 0

B1R̃
−1
1 B⊤

1 − 2
αR

−1
0

2
αR

−1
0 − 2

αR
−1
0

 , B̌3 :=

B1R̃
−1
1 D⊤

1 0

B1R̃
−1
1 D⊤

1 0

0 0

 ,

Ď1 :=

D1R̃
−1
1 B⊤

1 0

D1R̃
−1
1 B⊤

1 0

0 0

 , Ď3 :=

D1R̃
−1
1 D⊤

1 0

D1R̃
−1
1 D⊤

1 0

0 0

 ,

B̌2 :=

B2 −B1R̃
−1
1 D⊤

1 PD2

B2 −B1R̃
−1
1 D⊤

1 PD2

0

 , Ď2 :=

D2 −D1R̃
−1
1 D⊤

1 PD2

D2 −D1R̃
−1
1 D⊤

1 PD2

0

 ,

F̌1 :=

f1 −B1R̃
−1
1 D⊤

1 Pσ

−B1R̃
−1
1 D⊤

1 Pσ

0

 , σ̌ :=


(
I −D1R̃

−1
1 D⊤

1 P
)
σ(

I −D1R̃
−1
1 D⊤

1 P
)
σ

0

 ,

Q̌ :=

(
0 0 −Q
0 Q 0

)
, Ǧ :=

(
0 −G G

0 −G 0

)
,

Q̄ :=

Q 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

 , Ḡ :=

G 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

 .
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Then (4.2), together with (4.3), is equivalent to the following FBSDE:

dX̂(t) =
[
ǍX̂ + B̌1Ŷ + B̌3Ẑ + B̌2u2 + F̌1 + Ǐf2

]
dt

+
[
ČX̂ + Ď1Ŷ + Ď3Ẑ + Ď2u2 + σ̌

]
dW,

dŶ (t) =
[
− Â⊤Ŷ − Ĉ⊤Ẑ + Q̌X̂ + F̂ u2 + v̂

]
dt+ Ẑ(t)dW,

X̂(0) = ξ̌, Ŷ (T ) = ǦX̂(T ),

(4.5)

and

J̃ ′
f (f2(·); ξ, u2(·)) = E

{∫ T

0

[
⟨Q̄X̂, X̂⟩+ γ

2
⟨R̂0f2, f2⟩

]
dt+ ⟨ḠX̂(T ), X̂(T )⟩

}
. (4.6)

Theorem 4.1. Suppose that (A1)-(A7) hold. For any (u2(·), ξ) ∈ U2[0, T ]× Rn, then Problem

(LQ-L1) has a (unique) minimizer f̄2(·) if and only if (4.5) admits a solution corresponding to

f̄2(·) and the following adjoint equation
dq̂(t) = −

[
Ǎ⊤q̂ + Č⊤k̂ + Q̌⊤p̂− Q̄X̂

]
dt+ k̂(t)dW,

dp̂(t) =
[
Âp̂− B̌⊤

1 q̂ − Ď⊤
1 k̂
]
dt+

[
Ĉp̂− B̌⊤

3 q̂ − Ď⊤
3 k̂
]
dW,

q̂(T ) = −Ǧ⊤p̂(T )− ḠX̂(T ), p̂(0) = 0,

(4.7)

admits a (unique) adapted solution (p̂(·), q̂(·), k̂(·)), where

p̂ :=

(
˜̄y

˜̄p

)
, q̂ :=

x̃˜̄x
˜̄q

 , k̂ :=

ζυ
ς

 .

Here, the superscript “ ·̃ ” represents the adjoint part of the corresponding processes. Moreover,

the optimal minimizer is given by

f̄2(t) =
2

γ
R̂−1

0 (t)x̃(t), t ∈ [0, T ]. (4.8)

Proof. Similar to the proof of Proposition 3.1, we omit it.

Let us set

X := (X̂⊤, p̂⊤)⊤, Y := (q̂⊤, Ŷ ⊤)⊤, Z := (k̂⊤, Ẑ⊤)⊤,

A :=

(
Ǎ 0

0 Â

)
, C :=

(
Č 0

0 Ĉ

)
, B2 := (B̌⊤

2 , 0)
⊤,

F1 := (F̌⊤
1 , 0)

⊤, F2 := (0, F̂⊤)⊤, D2 := (Ď⊤
2 , 0)

⊤,

Σ := (σ̌⊤, 0)⊤, Ξ := (ξ̌⊤, 0)⊤, Υ := (0, v̂⊤)⊤,

B1 :=

(
2
γ ǏR̂

−1
0 Ǐ⊤ B̌1

−B̌⊤
1 0

)
, B3 :=

(
0 B̌3

−Ď⊤
1 0

)
, D1 :=

(
0 Ď1

−B̌⊤
3 0

)
,

D3 :=

(
0 Ď3

−Ď⊤
3 0

)
, Q :=

(
Q̄ −Q̌⊤

Q̌ 0

)
, G :=

(
−Ḡ −Ǧ⊤

Ǧ 0

)
.
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Then, (4.5), (4.7) and (4.8) are equivalent to the FBSDE:
dX(t) =

[
AX+ B1Y+ B3Z+ B2u2 + F1

]
dt+

[
CX+ D1Y+ D3Z+ D2u2 +Σ

]
dW,

dY(t) =
[
− A⊤Y− C⊤Z+QX+ F2u2 +Υ

]
dt+ Z(t)dW,

X(0) = Ξ, Y(T ) = GX(T ).

(4.9)

We now use the idea of the four-step scheme (see, for example, [36]) to study the solvability

of the above Hamiltonian system.

Proposition 4.2. Let (A1)-(A7) hold, if Riccati equation{
Ṗ3 + P3A+ A⊤P3 + P3B1P3 −Q+ (C⊤ + P3B3)(I − P3D3)

−1(P3C+ P3D1P3) = 0,

P3(T ) = G,
(4.10)

admits a unique solution P3(·) ∈ C([0, T ];R5n×5n) over [0, T ], then the following BSDE admits

a unique solution (φ(·),Λ(·)) ∈ L2
F(Ω;C([0, T ];R5n))× L2

F(0, T ;R5n):

dφ(t) = −
{[

A⊤ + P3B1 + (C⊤ + P3B3)(I − P3D3)
−1P3D1

]
φ

+ (C⊤ + P3B3)(I − P3D3)
−1
[
P3(D2u2 +Σ) + Λ

]
+ (P3B2 − F2)u2 + PF1 −Υ

}
dt+ Λ(t)dW,

φ(T ) = 0,

(4.11)

and the wellposedness of system (4.9) is obtained.

Proof. Similar to the proof of Proposition 3.5.

4.2 Problem (LQ-L2)

By Theorem 4.1, Proposition 4.2, the worst disturbance f̄2(·) for given (ξ, u2(·)) can be deter-

mined. The leader now faces the outer maximizing Problem (LQ-L2). Precisely, we rewrite

J̃wo(u2(·); ξ) ≡ J̃f (f̄2(·); ξ, u2(·))

= E
{∫ T

0

[
⟨Qx, x⟩+

〈
R1R̃

−1
1

[
B⊤

1 (t)ȳ(t) +D⊤
1 (t)z̄(t)−

(
B⊤

1 P

+D⊤
1 PC

)
x̄(t)−D⊤

1 PD2u2(t)−D⊤
1 Pσ

]
, R̃−1

1

[
B⊤

1 (t)ȳ(t)

+D⊤
1 (t)z̄(t)−

(
B⊤

1 P +D⊤
1 PC

)
x̄(t)−D⊤

1 PD2u2(t)−D⊤
1 Pσ

]〉
+ ⟨R2u2, u2⟩+

2

γ
⟨R̂−1

0 x̃, x̃⟩
]
dt+ ⟨Gx(T ), x(T )⟩

}
.

(4.12)

It is clear that Problem (LQ-L2) is equivalent to the following problem:
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Problem (LQ-L2a): To find a control ū2(·) ∈ U2[0, T ] such that

J̃wo
a (ū2(·); ξ) = inf

u2(·)∈U2[0,T ]
J̃wo
a (u2(·); ξ),

subject to ξ ∈ Rn and state equation (4.9), where

J̃wo
a (u2(·); ξ) := E

{∫ T

0

[
− ⟨Q̄X,X⟩ − ⟨B̄Y,Y⟩ − ⟨D̄Z,Z⟩ − 2⟨S1X,Y⟩

− 2⟨L1X,Z⟩ − 2⟨M1Y,Z⟩ − ⟨Ru2, u2⟩ − 2⟨S2X, u2⟩

− 2⟨M2Y, u2⟩ − 2⟨L2Z, u2⟩ − 2⟨S3X, σ⟩ − 2⟨M3Y, σ⟩

− 2⟨L3Z, σ⟩ − 2⟨D⊤
2 PD1RD

⊤
1 Pσ, u2⟩

]
dt− ⟨ḠX(T ),X(T )⟩

}
,

(4.13)



R := R̃−1
1 R1R̃

−1
1 , R := R2 +D⊤

2 PD1RD
⊤
1 PD2,

Q̄ :=


Q 0 0 0 0

0
(
PB1 + C⊤PD1

)
R(B⊤

1 P +D⊤
1 PC) 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

 ,

B̄ :=



2
γ R̂

−1
0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 B1RB
⊤
1 0

0 0 0 0 0

 , D̄ :=


0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 D1RD
⊤
1 0

0 0 0 0 0

 ,

S1 :=


0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 −B1R
(
B⊤

1 P +D⊤
1 PC

)
0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

 ,

M1 :=


0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 D1RB
⊤
1 0

0 0 0 0 0

 , Ḡ :=


G 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

 ,

L1 :=


0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 −D1R
(
B⊤

1 P +D⊤
1 PC

)
0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

 ,
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and 

S2 :=
(
0, D⊤

2 PD1R
(
B⊤

1 P +D⊤
1 PC

)
, 0, 0, 0

)
,

M2 :=
(
0, 0, 0,−D⊤

2 PD1RB
⊤
1 , 0

)
,

L2 :=
(
0, 0, 0,−D⊤

2 PD1RD
⊤
1 , 0

)
,

S3 :=
(
0, PD1R

(
B⊤

1 P +D⊤
1 PC

)
, 0, 0, 0

)
,

M3 :=
(
0, 0, 0,−PD1RB

⊤
1 , 0

)
,

L2 :=
(
0, 0, 0,−PD1RD

⊤
1 , 0

)
.

To tackle this, we firstly need to address necessary convexity criteria of Problem (LQ-L2a).

By analogous reasoning as in Proposition 4.1, we have the following result.

Proposition 4.3. Let (A1)-(A7) hold. For any ξ ∈ Rn, J̃wo
a (u2(·); ξ) is convex (resp., strictly

convex) in u2(·) ∈ U2[0, T ] if and only if J̃
′′
2 (v2(·)) is positive semidefinite (resp., positive defi-

nite), where

J̃
′′
2 (v2(·)) := E

{∫ T

0

[
− ⟨Q̄z′′

2 , z
′′
2 ⟩ − ⟨B̄y2, y2⟩ − ⟨D̄z2, z2⟩ − 2⟨S1z

′′
2 , y2⟩

− 2⟨L1z
′′
2 , z2⟩ − 2⟨M1y2, z2⟩ − ⟨Rv2, v2⟩ − 2⟨S2z

′′
2 , v2⟩

− 2⟨M2y2, v2⟩ − 2⟨L2z2, v2⟩
]
dt− ⟨Gz′′

2 (T ), z
′′
2 (T )⟩

}
,

(4.14)

subject to
dz

′′
2 (t) =

[
Az

′′
2 + B1y2 + B3z2 + B2v2

]
dt+

[
Cz

′′
2 + D1y2 + D3z2 + D2v2

]
dW,

dy2(t) =
[
− A⊤y2 − C⊤z2 +Qz

′′
2 + F2v2

]
dt+ z2(t)dW,

z
′′
2 (0) = 0, y2(T ) = Gz

′′
2 (T ).

(4.15)

For further proof, we need the following assumption.

(A8) (i) R(·) ≪ 0. (ii) The map v2 7→ J̃
′′
2 (v2) is positive definite.

Theorem 4.2. Let (A1)-(A8) hold. Then Problem (LQ-L2) is solvable at ξ ∈ Rn if and only

if the following Hamiltonian system:
dX̂(t) =

[
Â1X̂+ B̂1Ŷ+ B̂2Ẑ+ F̂

]
dt+

[
Ĉ1X̂+ D̂1Ŷ+ D̂2Ẑ+ Σ̂

]
dW,

dŶ(t) =
[
− Â⊤

2 Ŷ− Ĉ⊤
2 Ẑ+ Q̂X̂+ Υ̂

]
dt+ Ẑ(t)dW,

X̂(0) = Ξ̂, Ŷ(T ) = ĜX̂(T ),

(4.16)

admits a unique solution (X̂(·), Ŷ(·), Ẑ(·)), where
X̂ := (x⊤, x̄⊤, q̄⊤, ˜̄y⊤, ˜̄p⊤, ˆ̄y⊤, ˆ̄p⊤, ˆ̃x⊤, ˆ̄̃x⊤, ˆ̄̃q⊤)⊤,

Ŷ := (x̂⊤, ˆ̄x⊤, ˆ̄q⊤, ˆ̄̃y⊤, ˆ̄̃p⊤, ȳ⊤, p̄⊤, x̃⊤, ˜̄x⊤, ˜̄q⊤)⊤,

Ẑ := (κ⊤, χ⊤, µ⊤, ν⊤, η⊤, z̄⊤, β̄⊤, ζ⊤, υ⊤, ς⊤)⊤,
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Â1 :=

(
A− B2R−1S2 B2R−1F⊤

2

S1 −M⊤
2 R−1S2 A+M⊤

2 R−1F⊤
2

)
,

Ĉ1 :=

(
C− D2R−1S2 D2R−1F⊤

2

L1 − L⊤
2 R−1S2 C+ L⊤

2 R−1F⊤
2

)
,

Â2 :=

(
A− B2R−1S2 −B2R−1F⊤

2

−S1 +M⊤
2 R−1S2 A+M⊤

2 R−1F⊤
2

)
,

Ĉ2 :=

(
C− D2R−1S2 −D2R−1F⊤

2

−L1 + L⊤
2 R−1S2 C+ L⊤

2 R−1F⊤
2

)
,

B̂1 :=

(
B2R−1B⊤

2 B1 − B2R−1M2

−B⊤
1 +M⊤

2 R−1B⊤
2 B̄−M⊤

2 R−1M2

)
,

B̂2 :=

(
B2R−1D⊤

2 B3 − B2R−1L2

−D⊤
1 +M⊤

2 R−1D⊤
2 M⊤

1 −M⊤
2 R−1L2

)
,

D̂1 :=

(
D2R−1B⊤

2 D1 − D2R−1M2

−B⊤
3 + L⊤

2 R−1B⊤
2 M1 − L⊤

2 R−1M2

)
,

D̂2 :=

(
D2R−1D⊤

2 D3 − D2R−1L2

−D⊤
3 + L⊤

2 R−1D⊤
2 D̄⊤ − L⊤

2 R−1L2

)
,

Q̂ :=

(
Q̄− S⊤2 R−1S2 −Q⊤ + S⊤2 R−1F⊤

2

Q− F2R−1S2 FR−1F⊤
2

)
,

F̂ :=

(
F1 − B2R−1D⊤

2 PD1RD
⊤
1 Pσ

(M⊤
3 −M⊤

2 R−1D⊤
2 PD1RD

⊤
1 P )σ

)
,

Σ̂ :=

(
Σ− D2R−1D⊤

2 PD1RD
⊤
1 Pσ

(L⊤
3 − L⊤

2 R−1D⊤
2 PD1RD

⊤
1 P )σ

)
, Ξ̂ := (Ξ⊤, 0)⊤,

Υ̂ :=

(
(S⊤3 − S⊤2 R−1D⊤

2 PD1RD
⊤
1 P )σ

Υ− F2R−1D⊤
2 PD1RD

⊤
1 Pσ

)
, Ĝ :=

(
−Ḡ −G⊤

G 0

)
,

and the superscript of vector elements “ ·̂ ” represents adjoint part of the corresponding processes.

Moreover, the optimal control is given by

ū2(t) = R−1

{(
B⊤

2 −D⊤
2 PD1R̃

−1
1 B⊤

1

)(
x̂(t) + ˆ̄x(t)

)
+
(
D⊤

2 −D⊤
2 PD1R̃

−1
1 D⊤

1

)(
κ(t) + χ(t)

)
+
[
B⊤

2 P +D⊤
2 PC −D⊤

2 PD1R̃
−1
1

(
B⊤

1 P +D⊤
1 PC

)] ˆ̄̃x(t)
−D⊤

2 PD1R
(
B⊤

1 P +D⊤
1 PC

)
x̄(t) +D⊤

2 PD1RB
⊤
1
˜̄x(t)

+D⊤
2 PD1RD

⊤
1 υ(t)−D⊤

2 PD1RD
⊤
1 Pσ(t)

}
, t ∈ [0, T ],

(4.17)

where x̄(·), ˆ̄̃x(·); x̂(·), ˆ̄x(·), ˜̄x(·); κ(·), χ(·), υ(·) are elements of X̂(·), Ŷ(·), Ẑ(·), respectively.
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Remark 4.1. Problem (LQ-L2) is a stochastic LQ optimal control problem of FBSDEs in

an augmented space. Because the cost functional contains inter-state and cross-term between

state and control, and the backward equation contains the control u2(·), so that the forward

equation and backward equation are not dual formally after dimension extension. We find that

the corresponding elements on both sides of the main diagonal of the matrix Â1 and Â2 have

opposite signs, and so do the matrix Ĉ1 and Ĉ2.

Proposition 4.4. If Riccati equation
˙̂
P + P̂ Â1 + Â⊤

2 P̂ + P̂ B̂1P̂ − Q̂+ (Ĉ⊤
2 + P̂ B̂2)(I − P̂ D̂2)

−1(P̂ Ĉ1 + P̂ D̂1P̂ ) = 0,

P̂ (T ) = Ĝ,
(4.18)

admits a unique solution P̂ (·) ∈ C([0, T ];R10n×10n) over [0, T ], then BSDE
dφ̂(t) = −

{[
Â⊤
2 + P̂ B̂1 + (Ĉ⊤

2 + P̂ B̂2)(I − P̂ D̂2)
−1P̂ D̂1

]
φ̂

+ (Ĉ⊤
2 + P̂ B̂2)(I − P̂ D̂2)

−1(P̂ Σ̂ + Λ̂) + P̂ F̂− Υ̂
}
dt+ Λ̂(t)dW,

φ̂(T ) = 0,

(4.19)

admits a unique solution (φ̂(·), Λ̂(·)) ∈ L2
F(Ω;C([0, T ];R10n)) × L2

F(0, T ;R10n), then the well-

posedness of system (4.16) is obtained.

Proof. Similar to the proof of Proposition 3.5.

5 Robust Stackelberg equilibrium

As above mentioned, once (4.18) admits a solution P̂ (·), the BSDE (4.19) admits a unique

adapted solution (φ̂(·), Λ̂(·)). Then, the equation{
dX̂(t) = (ÃX̂+ B̃)dt+ (C̃X̂+ D̃)dW,

X̂(0) = Ξ̂,
(5.1)

admits a unique solution X̂(·), where

Ã := Â1 + B̂1P̂ + B̂2(I − P̂ D̂2)
−1P̂ (Ĉ1 + D̂1P̂ ),

B̃ := B̂1φ̂+ B̂2(I − P̂ D̂2)
−1(P̂ D̂1φ̂+ P̂ Σ̂ + Λ̂) + F̂,

C̃ := Ĉ1 + D̂1P̂ + D̂2(I − P̂ D̂2)
−1P̂ (Ĉ+ D̂1P̂ ),

D̃ := D̂1φ̂+ D̂2(I − P̂ D̂2)
−1(P̂ D̂1φ̂+ P̂ Σ̂ + Λ̂) + Σ̂.

Furthermore, the second equation in (4.16) admits a unique solution (Ŷ(·), Ẑ(·)).
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For convenience, we introduce some notations:

M1 := (1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0), M2 := (0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0),

M3 := (1, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0), M4 := (0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0),

M5 := (0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0), M6 := (0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0),

M7 := (0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0),

P̂ 1
M := B⊤

1 M4P̂ +D⊤
1 M4(I − P̂ D̂2)

−1(P̂ Ĉ1 + P̂ D̂1P̂ )

−
(
B⊤

1 P +D⊤
1 PC

)
M2 −D⊤

1 PD2R−1P̂ 2
M ,

P̂ 2
M :=

(
B⊤

2 −D⊤
2 PD1R̃

−1
1 B⊤

1

)
M3P̂

+
[
B⊤

2 P +D⊤
2 PC −D⊤

2 PD1R̃
−1
1

(
B⊤

1 P +D⊤
1 PC

)]
M7

−D⊤
2 PD1R

(
B⊤

1 P +D⊤
1 PC

)
M2 +D⊤

2 PD1RB
⊤
1 M7P̂

+
(
D⊤

2 M3 −D⊤
2 PD1R̃

−1
1 D⊤

1 M3 +D⊤
2 PD1RD

⊤
1 M7

)
× (I − P̂ D̂2)

−1(P̂ Ĉ1 + P̂ D̂1P̂ ),

φ̂1
M := B⊤

1 M4φ̂+D⊤
1 M4(I − P̂ D̂2)

−1(P̂ D̂1φ̂+ P̂ Λ̂)

−D⊤
1 Pσ −D⊤

1 PD2R−1φ̂2
M ,

φ̂2
M :=

(
B⊤

2 −D⊤
2 PD1R̃

−1
1 B⊤

1

)
M3φ̂+D⊤

2 PD1RB
⊤
1 M7φ̂

−D⊤
2 PD1RD

⊤
1 Pσ +

(
D⊤

2 M3 −D⊤
2 PD1R̃

−1
1 D⊤

1 M3

+D⊤
2 PD1RD

⊤
1 M7

)
(I − P̂ D̂2)

−1(P̂ D̂1φ̂+ P̂ Λ̂).

Proposition 5.1. Let (A1)-(A8) hold. Suppose Riccati equation (4.18) admits a unique solution

P̂ (·) and the Lyapunov equationL̇+ LÃ+ Ã⊤L+ C̃⊤LC̃+M⊤
1 QM1 + P̂ 1

M
⊤
RP̂ 1

M + P̂ 2
M

⊤R−1R2R−1P̂ 2
M = 0,

L(T ) =M⊤
1 GM1,

(5.2)

admits a unique solution L(·) and the following BSDE
dψ(t) = −

[
Ã⊤ψ + C̃⊤ψ̄ + LB̃+ C̃⊤LD̃+ P̂ 1

M
⊤
Rφ̂1

M

+ P̂ 2
M

⊤R−1R2R−1φ̂2
M

]
dt+ ψ̄(t)dW,

ψ(T ) = 0,

(5.3)

admits a unique solution (ψ(·), ψ̄(·)). Let matrix-valued process N(·) be the solution to{
dN(t) = Ã(t)N(t)dt+ C̃(t)N(t)dW,

N(0) = I.
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Then, the forward state X̂(·) satisfying (5.1) can be written as

X̂(t) = N(t)Ξ̂ +N(t)

∫ t

0
N−1(s)

[
B̃(s)− C̃(s)D̃(s)

]
ds

+N(t)

∫ t

0
N−1(s)D̃(s)dW (s).

(5.4)

The robust Stackelberg equilibrium can be designed as

ū1(t) = R̃−1
1 (P̂ 1

M X̂+ φ̂1
M ),

ū2(t) = R−1(P̂ 2
M X̂+ φ̂2

M ),

f̄(t) = − 2

α
R−1

0 M5(P̂ X̂+ φ̂),

f̄2(t) =
2

γ
R̂−1

0 M6(P̂ X̂+ φ̂), t ∈ [0, T ],

(5.5)

where f(t) ≡ f1(t) + f2(t). Moreover, the optimal cost functional can be represented by

V (ξ) := J(ξ; ū1(·), ū2(·)) = E
∫ T

0

[
φ̂1
M

⊤
Rφ̂1

M + φ̂2
M

⊤R−1R2R−1φ̂2
M

+ D̃⊤LD̃+ 2(B̃⊤ψ + D̃⊤ψ̄)
]
dt+ Ξ̂⊤L(0)Ξ̂ + 2Ξ̂⊤ψ(0).

(5.6)

Proof. Obviously, N−1(t) exists for all t ⩾ 0 (Chapter 6 of Yong and Zhou [38]). It is easy to

check X̂(·) given by (5.4) satisfies (5.1). Based on Propositions 3.1, 3.4 and Theorems 4.1, 4.2,

we can determine the mappings

f̄(t) = ᾱ1 [ξ, ū1(·), ū2(·)] (t) = − 2

α
R−1

0 p̄(t) = − 2

α
R−1

0 M5

(
P̂ X̂+ φ̂

)
,

ū1(t) = ᾱ2 [ξ, ū2(·)] (t) = R̃−1
1

(
P̂ 1
M X̂+ φ̂1

M

)
,

f̄2(t) = ᾱ3 [ξ, ū2(·)] (t) =
2

γ
R̂−1

0 x̃(t) =
2

γ
R̂−1

0 M6

(
P̂ X̂+ φ̂

)
,

ū2(t) = R−1(P̂ 2
M X̂+ φ̂2

M ).

(5.7)

From above, we obtain the robust strategies (5.5). Furthermore, applying Itô’s formula to

⟨LX̂(·), X̂(·)⟩ and ⟨ψ(·), X̂(·)⟩, respectively, and noting L = L⊤, based on (5.2) and (5.3), we

have (5.6). The proof is complete.

Because (A4) can ensure Riccati equation (4.18) admits a solution P1(·), we can skip it. Now,

we may focus on the solvability of Riccati equations (3.19) (4.10) and (4.18). For convenience,

we discuss the solvability of (3.19), (4.10) and (4.18) in a special but nontrivial case: C(·) ≡ 0,

D1(·) ≡ 0, D2(·) ≡ 0.

In this case, Ĉ(·), B̂3(·), D̂1(·), C(·), B3(·), D1(·), Ĉ1(·), Ĉ2(·), B̂2(·), D̂1(·) all disappear.

Then Riccati equations (3.19), (4.10) and (4.18) become, respectively,

Ṗ2 + P2Â1 + Â⊤
2 P2 + P2B̂1P2 − Q̂ = 0, P2(T ) = Ĝ, (5.8)
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Ṗ3 + P3A+ A⊤P3 + P3B1P3 −Q = 0, P3(T ) = G, (5.9)

˙̂
P + P̂ Â1 + Â⊤

2 P̂ + P̂ B̂1P̂ − Q̂ = 0, P̂ (T ) = Ĝ. (5.10)

Proposition 5.2. Let (A1)-(A8) hold, C(·) ≡ 0, D1(·) ≡ 0, D2(·) ≡ 0. For any s ∈ [0, T ], let

Ψi(·, s) be the solutions, respectively, to the following ordinary differential equations (ODEs):
d

dt
Ψi(t, s) = Ǎi(t)Ψi(t, s), t ∈ [s, T ],

Ψi(s, s) = I, i = 1, 2, 3.

(5.11)

Suppose that [(
0 I

)
Ψi(T, t)

(
0

I

)]−1

, i = 1, 2, 3

are L1 bounded. Then Riccati equations (5.8)-(5.10) admit unique solutions P2(·), P3(·), P̂ (·),
respectively, which are explicitly given by

P2(t) = Ĝ−

[(
0 I

)
Ψ1(T, t)

(
0

I

)]−1 (
0 I

)
Ψ1(T, t)

(
I

0

)
,

P3(t) = G−

[(
0 I

)
Ψ2(T, t)

(
0

I

)]−1 (
0 I

)
Ψ2(T, t)

(
I

0

)
,

P̂ (t) = Ĝ−

[(
0 I

)
Ψ3(T, t)

(
0

I

)]−1 (
0 I

)
Ψ3(T, t)

(
I

0

)
,

t ∈ [0, T ], (5.12)

where 

Ǎ1(·) :=

(
Â1(·) + B̂1(·)Ĝ B̂1(·)

−ĜÂ1(·)− Â⊤
2 (·)Ĝ− ĜB̂1(·)Ĝ+ Q̂(·) −Â⊤

2 (·)− ĜB̂1(·)

)
,

Ǎ2(·) :=

(
A(·) + B1(·)G B1(·)

−GA(·)− A⊤(·)G−GB1(·)G+Q(·) −A⊤(·)−GB1(·)

)
,

Ǎ3(·) :=

(
Â1(·) + B̂1(·)Ĝ B̂1(·)

−ĜÂ1(·)− Â⊤
2 (·)Ĝ− ĜB̂1(·)Ĝ+ Q̂(·) −Â⊤

2 (·)− ĜB̂1(·)

)
.

Then, the solution to the Lyapunov equation (5.2) is characterized as

L(t) = e
∫ T
t

[
Â1(r)+B̂1(r)P̂ (r)

]⊤
drM⊤

1 GM1e
∫ T
t

[
Â1(r)+B̂1(r)P̂ (r)

]
dr

+

∫ T

t
e
∫ s
t

[
Â1(r)+B̂1(r)P̂ (r)

]⊤
dr
(
P̂ 1
M

⊤
Rφ̂1

M

+ P̂ 2
M

⊤R−1R2R−1φ̂2
M

)
e
∫ s
t

[
Â1(r)+B̂1(r)P̂ (r)

]
drds,

(5.13)

and the solution to BSDE (5.3) is given by

ψ(t) = E
{∫ T

t

[
L(B̂1φ̂+ F̂) + P̂ 1

M
⊤
Rφ̂1

M + P̂ 2
M

⊤R−1R2R−1φ̂2
M

]
Ψ4(s)ds

∣∣∣Ft

}
, (5.14)
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and Ψ4(·) satisfies {
dΨ4(t) =

(
Â1 + B̂1P̂

)
Ψ4(t)dt,

Ψ4(T ) = I.

Proof. Because these three Riccati equations are with similar type, while the coefficients might

be different, we take (5.8) as an example. Define Π(t) := P2(t)− Ĝ for t ∈ [0, T ], thus{
Π̇ + Π(Â1 + B̂1Ĝ) +

(
Â⊤

2 + Ĝ⊤B̂⊤
1

)
Π+ΠB̂1Π+ ĜÂ1 + Â⊤

2 Ĝ+ ĜB̂1Ĝ− Q̂ = 0,

Π(T ) = 0.
(5.15)

Combining Theorem 5.3 in Yong [37], we obtain (5.12).

Under conditions C(·) ≡ 0, D1(·) ≡ 0, D2(·) ≡ 0, the Lyapunov equation (5.2) is a backward

differential Sylvester equation. See the paper [13] for detailed proof.

Before the end of this section, we give an example.

Example 5.1. Suppose there are two producers in the market supplying the same product, and

producer 1 has a relatively small production scale, which is called the follower. And producer

2 has a larger production scale, market share and production experience, which is the so-called

leader. u1(·), u2(·) represents the output of producer 1 and producer 2, respectively. x(·) is the

total quantity of the product in the market, which satisfies the following SDE:
dx(t) =

[
(1− a)x(t) + u1(t) + u2(t) + f1(t) + f2(t)

]
dt

+
[
cx(t) + u1(t) + u2(t)

]
dW (t),

x(0) = ξ,

(5.16)

where f1(·) and f2(·) are both unknown to the producer 1. For the producer 2, f1(·) is fully

observed and f2(·) is an unknown disturbance. The parameter a ∈ (0, 1) is purchase rate of the

product, c ∈ R represents some random environmental effect. The cost functional is the brand

influence of Producer 2:

J(ξ;u1(·), u2(·)) = E
{∫ T

0

[
qx2(t) + r1u

2
1(t) + r2u

2
2(t)
]
dt+ gx2(T )

}
, (5.17)

where q, g, r1, r2 are assumed to be constant. The Producer 1 wants to minimize J(ξ;u1(·), u2(·))
by choosing ū1(·) first, then Producer 2 wishes to maximize it buy selecting ū2(·), which consti-

tutes a zero-sum SLQ Stackelberg differential game. By the previous results we obtained, we can

get the robust Stackelberg equilibrium:

ū1(t) =
1

r1 + P

[
ȳ(t) + z̄(t)− P (1 + c)x̄(t)− Pū2(t)

]
∨ 0,

ū2(t) =
1

r2 +
r1

(1+
r1
P
)2

[
r1

r1 + P
(x̂(t) + ˆ̄x(t) + κ(t) + χ(t)) +

r1P

r1 + P
(1 + c)ˆ̄̃x(t)

− r1P
2

(r1 + P )2
(1 + c)x̄(t) +

r1P

(r1 + P )2
(˜̄x(t) + υ(t))

]
∨ 0, t ∈ [0, T ],
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where x̄(·), ˆ̄̃x(·); x̂(·), ˆ̄x(·), ˜̄x(·), ȳ(·) and z̄(·), κ(·), χ(·), υ(·) are elements of X̂(·), Ŷ(·) and

Ẑ(·) which are adapted solutions of Hamiltonian system (4.16) after replacing the corresponding

parameter. And P (·) is the solution to the following equation:Ṗ (t) +
[
2(1− a) + c2

]
P (t)− P 2(t)(1 + c)2

r1 + P (t)
+ q = 0,

P (T ) = g.

(5.18)

In the above, since ui(·), i = 1, 2 is the output, which is positive, so we need to take a larger

value between the results and zero.

Intuitively, regardless of other factors, the increase in the output of Producer 1 will weaken

the brand effect of Producer 2 to a certain extent, so the output of Producer 1 is negatively

correlated with that of Producer 2. The output of Producer 2 promotes its brand. Through

the above analysis, we can get r1 < 0, r2 > 0, which shows that indefinite weighting matrices

are necessary. We just need to make sure r1 + P ≫ 0 and r2 + r1
(1+

r1
P
)2

≪ 0. Because the

robust Stackelberg equilibrium depends on the solution to the Hamiltonian system (4.16), it is

insensitive to random perturbations in the state equation, which shows the robustness of the

robust Stackelberg equilibrium.

Consider this problem with the parameters’ values are a = 1
2 , c = −1, q = g = 1, T = 2, and

the solution P (·) to the above Riccati equation is shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1: The trajectory of P (·)
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6 Conclusion

In this paper, we have studied a class of zero-sum indefinite stochastic linear-quadratic Stack-

elberg differential games with two different drift uncertainties, which is more meaningful to de-

scribe the information/uncertainty asymmetry between the leader and the follower. By robust

optimization method and decoupling technique, the robust Stackelberg equilibrium is obtained.

The solvability of some matrix-valued Riccati equations are also discussed. Finally, the results

are applied to the problem of market production and supply.

Other possible applications in practice are interesting research topic. Related problems with

volatility uncertainties ([12], [8]) are also our future considerations.
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[4] A. Bagchi, T. Başar. Stackelberg strategies in linear-quadratic stochastic differential games,

J. Optim. Theory Appl., 35, 443-464, 1981.

[5] A. Bensoussan, S. Chen, and S.P. Sethi. The maximum principle for global solutions of

stochastic Stackelberg differential games, SIAM J. Control Optim., 53, 1956-1981, 2015.

[6] W.A. van den Broek, J.C. Engwerda, and J.M. Schumacher. Robust equilibria in indefinite

linear-quadratic differential games, J. Optim. Theor Appl., 119, 565-595, 2003.

[7] X. Feng, Y. Hu, and J. Huang. Linear-quadratic two-person differential game: Nash game

versus Stackelberg game, local information versus global information, ESAIM: Control Op-

tim. Calc. Var., 30, 47, 2024.

[8] X. Feng, Z. Qiu, and S. Wang. Linear quadratic mean-field game with volatility uncertainty,

J. Math. Anal. Appl., 534, 128081, 2024..

[9] M. Hu, M. Fukushima. Existence, uniqueness, and computation of robust Nash equilibria in

a class of multi-leader-follower games, SIAM J. Optim., 23, 894-916, 2013.

[10] J. Huang, M. Huang. Mean field LQG games with model uncertainty, in Proc. 52nd IEEE

Conf. Decision Control, 3103-3108, December 10-13, Florence, Italy, 2013.

28



[11] J. Huang, M. Huang. Robust mean field linear-quadratic-Gaussian games with unknown

L2-disturbance, SIAM J. Control Optim., 55, 2811-2840, 2017.

[12] J. Huang, B. Wang, and J. Yong. Social optima in mean field linear-quadratic-Gaussian

control with volatility uncertainty, SIAM J. Control Optim., 59, 825-856, 2021.

[13] J. Huang, S. Wang, and Z. Wu. Robust Stackelberg differential game with model uncer-

tainty, IEEE Trans. Autom. Control, 67, 3363-3380, 2022.

[14] Y. Jia, X. Feng, J. Huang, and T. Xie. Robust backward linear-quadratic differential game

and team: A soft-constraint analysis, Systems & Control Letters, 177, 105533, 2023.

[15] M. Jimenez, A. Poznyak. ϵ-equilibrium in LQ differential games with bounded uncertain dis-

turbances: Robustness of standard strategies and new strategies with adaptation, Internat.

J. Control, 79, 786-797, 2006.

[16] R. Korn, O. Menkens. Worst-case scenario portfolio optimization: a new stochastic control

approach, Math. Meth. Oper. Res., 62, 123-140, 2005.

[17] Z. Li, D. Marelli, M. Fu, Q. Cai, and W. Meng. Linear quadratic Gaussian Stackelberg

game under asymmetric information patterns, Automatica, 125, 109406, 2021.

[18] N. Li, Z. Yu. Forward-backward stochastic differential equations and linear-quadratic gen-

eralized Stackelberg games, SIAM J. Control Optim., 56, 4148-4180, 2018.

[19] X. Lin, C. Zhang, and T.K. Siu. Stochastic differential portfolio games for an insurer in a

jump-diffusion risk process, Math. Methods Oper. Res., 75, 83-100, 2012.

[20] Y. Lin, X. Jiang, and W. Zhang. An open-loop Stackelberg strategy for the linear quadratic

mean-field stochastic differential game, IEEE Trans. Autom. Control, 64, 97-110, 2019.

[21] J. Ma, J. Yong. Forward-Backward Stochastic Differential Equations and Their Applica-

tions, Springer, Berlin, Germany, 1999.
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