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Abstract

In this paper, we study the backward stochastic differential equations driven by G-Brownian

motion with double mean reflections, which means that the constraints are made on the law of

the solution. Making full use of the backward Skorokhod problem with two nonlinear reflecting

boundaries and the fixed-point theory, the existence and uniqueness of solutions are established.

We also consider the case where the coefficients satisfy a non-Lipschitz condition using the Picard

iteration argument only for the Y component. Moreover, some basic properties including a new

version of comparison theorem and connection with a deterministic optimization problem are also

obtained.
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1 Introduction

We firstly introduce the background in Subsection 1.1 and then indicates our contributions in Sub-
section 1.2, followed with the organization of the paper in Subsection 1.3.

1.1 Background

In 1997, El Karoui et al. [10] systematically investigated the reflected backward stochastic differential
equations (reflected BSDEs) of the following form

Yt = ξ +

∫ T

t

f (s, Ys, Zs) ds−

∫ T

t

ZsdWs +AT −At, (1.1)

where the nondecreasing process A interprets the extra cost for keeping Y above the given constraint
ℓ, i.e., for any t ∈ [0, T ], Yt ≥ ℓt. Moreover, this process A should satisfy the Skorokhod condition
to make the constraint hold in a minimum fashion. Then, Cvitanić and Karatzas [6] considered the
BSDEs with double reflections, where the solution stays between two prescribed obstacles. It was
shown that the solution to a reflected BSDE and to a doubly reflected BSDE corresponds to the value
function of an optimal stopping problem and the value function of a Dynkin game, respectively.
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However, the constraints described above are made on the paths of the solution which are not
valid when we consider the quantile hedging and related target problems with controlled loss, see [2].
Inspired by this fact, Briand, Elie and Hu [4] introduced the so-called mean reflected BSDEs satisfying
(1.1) subject to a weaker constraint on the distribution of the component Y taking the following form

E [ℓ (t, Yt)] ≥ 0, ∀t ∈ [0, T ],

for a given loss function ℓ, where E[·] is the classical expectation. In order to get the corresponding
existence and uniqueness results, they propose the notion of deterministic flat solution meaning that
A is required to be a deterministic nondecreasing process satisfying the condition of Skorokhod’s type.
Due to its wide applications in mathematical finance, such as superhedging of contingent claims under
a running risk management constraint, the mean reflected BSDE has received considerable attention.
Briand and Hibon [5] investigated the propagation of chaos for mean reflected BSDEs. Moreover,
Falkowski and Slomiński [12] considered the case of mean reflection with two constraints:

E [ℓ (t, Yt)] ∈ [lt, rt], ∀t ∈ [0, T ].

Similar to [5], Li and Ning [27] successfully approximated the doubly mean reflected BSDE by in-
teracting particle systems. Recently, Li [26] further generalized the results in [12] to a more general
situation with two nonlinear reflecting boundaries, that is, we are given two different nonlinear loss
functions. The readers may refer to [3, 8, 18, 22–24, 40] and the references therein for a comprehensive
overview of this theory.

It should be pointed out that both the reflected and mean reflected BSDEs in the classical case
cannot be applied to the pricing problem when there exists volatility uncertainty in the underlying
financial markets. The G-expectation theory introduced by Peng [37–39] has become a very useful
tool to deal with volatility ambiguity in finance as presented in [11]. Therefore, it has been developed
notably to include most of the classical results of probability theory and stochastic calculus, see for
example [7, 13, 21, 41]. In particular, Hu, Ji, Peng and Song [19, 20] investigated the BSDE theory
under this G-framework (Soner, Touzi and Zhang [42] developed another formulation of fully nonlinear
BSDE called 2BSDE, which shares many similarities with G-BSDEs). Moreover, the exploration of
reflected G-BSDEs can be found in [28, 29, 31], which consider the case of an upper obstacle, the
case of a lower obstacle and the case of two obstacles, respectively. In contrast to the pathwise
constraint case, it is natural to investigate G-BSDEs with mean reflection. Liu and Wang [34] have
taken the lead in making progress in this area. However, due to the special structure of G-BSDEs,
we cannot construct a contraction mapping involving Z since there is no appropriate estimate for
this term. Therefore, in [34], they only get the existence and uniqueness results for two special kinds
of generators. Later, He [17] extends the results in [34] to a multi-dimensional and time-varying
non-Lipschitz setting and it is worth noting that the general Lipschitz case can be included as its
special case. What’s more, Gu et al. [15] established the existence result when the generators have
quadratic growth in Z. A natural question arises regarding whether doubly mean reflected BSDEs
driven by G-Brownian motion can be well-defined. Besides, for both the doubly reflected and doubly
mean reflected BSDEs in the classical expectation framework, the solution coincides with the value
function of a game problem (see [6, 9, 12, 14, 26]). It appears worthwhile to investigate if the solution
to a doubly mean reflected G-BSDE can be regarded as the value function of certain optimization
problem. Hence, it is the objective of this paper after establishing the well-posedness of doubly mean
reflected G-BSDEs.
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1.2 Our contributions

In this paper, we introduce the mean reflected G-BSDEs with two nonlinear reflecting boundaries in
the following form





Yt = ξ +
∫ T

t
f(s, Ys, Zs)ds+

∫ T

t
g(s, Ys, Zs)d〈B〉s −

∫ T

t
ZsdBs − (KT −Kt) + (AT −At),

Ê[L(t, Yt)] ≤ 0 ≤ Ê[R(t, Yt)],

At = AR
t −AL

t and
∫ T

0 Ê[R(t, Yt)]dA
R
t =

∫ T

0 Ê[L(t, Yt)]dA
L
t = 0,

(1.2)

where B denotes the G-Brownian motion, Ê[·] represents the G-expectation, K is a non-increasing
G-martingale, the generators f, g and the loss functions L,R satisfy certain regularity conditions (see
Assumptions 3.1, 3.8 and 3.10 below). The solution to this kind of constrained G-BSDE is a quadruple
of processes (Y, Z,K,A) with A being the difference between two nondecreasing deterministic functions
AR, AL, each of which satisfy the Skorokhod condition. The existence and uniqueness of solution
to doubly mean reflected G-BSDE (1.2) is established in Theorem 3.9 under the same Lipschitz
continuous assumption as made for the generators of the non-reflected case in [19], followed by the
well-posedness of a unique solution to (1.2) with weaker regularity on the Y term established in
Theorem 3.12.

In order to prove Theorem 3.9, we first construct the solution when the generators do not depend
on Y and Z (see Proposition 3.4), drawing support from the backward Skorokhod problem with two
nonlinear reflecting boundaries obtained in [26]. Due to the lack of appropriate estimate for the Z

term, the method of simultaneously applying contraction mappings to Y and Z has been proven
ineffective. Based on the construction for the case of constant generators and the representation
for doubly mean reflected G-BSDEs utilizing G-BSDEs, Theorem 3.7 exhibits the well-posedness of
doubly mean reflected G-BSDEs for some special case where the generator f is deterministically
linearly dependent on y and g does not depend on y. As for the general Lipschitz case, employing
the fix-point argument only for the Y term, we could derive the local well-posedness result. The
global situation is then derived through a backward iteration of the local ones. Besides, motivated by
Mao [36] and He [16], we would like to further make efforts to relax the Lipschitz assumption of the
generators. With the help of the representation mentioned above and using Picard iteration argument
only for the Y component, we could also establish the well-posedness result under a so-called β-order
Mao’s condition which is presented in Theorem 3.12. It should be point out that the well-known
Bihari’s inequality and the a priori estimates of G-BSDEs obtained [19] play an important role in the
proof.

Note that the Skorokhod conditions ensure the minimality of the force AR aiming to push the
solution upwards and the force AL to pull the solution downwards, respectively. We explore this effect
by a comparison theorem, denoted as Proposition 4.2. Besides, another kind of comparison theorem
concerning the loss functions is established (see Proposition 4.1). It is worth noting that, since the
constraints are given in expectation but not pointwisely, the comparison property only holds for some
special structure of the generators. Besides, we creatively develop a new connection between the
expectation of the first component of the solution to the doubly mean reflected G-BSDE (1.2) and
an appropriate optimization problem. Recall that the solution to a doubly mean reflected BSDE in
the classical case coincides with the value of a “sups inft” problem (see [12, 26]). However, since the
G-expectation can be represented as an upper expectation over a set of non-dominated probability
measures, the optimization problems considered in this paper are of the “sups inft supP ” type and
the “inft sups infP ” type, which are more complicated. Actually, in Theorem 4.4, we show that the
lower expectation and the upper expectation of Y , which is the solution to (1.2), lie between the lower
value and the upper value of an appropriate optimization problem. Especially, when the solution to
the doubly mean reflected G-BSDE has no mean uncertainty, the values coincides with each other.
These findings may bring some inspiration to the stochastic control problems and financial issues in
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our future research.

1.3 Organization of the paper

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we review some basic notations of G-expectation
theory and some existing results of backward Skorokhod problem. Then, we study the well-posedness
problem of mean reflected G-BSDEs with two constraints in Section 3. Section 4 is devoted to the
properties of the solution including the comparison theorem and the connection with an optimization
problem.

2 Preliminaries

In this paper, for a given set of parameters or functions α, C̃(α) will denote a positive constant only
depending on these parameters or functions and may change from line to line.

2.1 G-expectation theory

Firstly, we review some basic notions and results of G-expectation together with G-stochastic calculus.
The readers may refer to [37–39] for more details. For simplicity, we only consider the 1-dimensional
G-Brownian motion. The results still hold for the multidimensional case.

Let ΩT = C0([0, T ];R), the space of real-valued continuous functions with ω0 = 0, be endowed
with the supremum norm and let B be the canonical process. Set

Lip(ΩT ) := {ϕ(Bt1 , ..., Btn) : n ∈ N, t1, · · · , tn ∈ [0, T ], ϕ ∈ Cb,Lip(R
n)},

where Cb,Lip(R
n) denotes the set of bounded Lipschitz functions on Rn.

We fix a sublinear, continuous and monotone function G : R → R defined by

G(a) :=
1

2
(σ̄2a+ − σ2a−),

where 0 ≤ σ2 < σ̄2. The related G-expectation on (Ω, Lip(ΩT )) can be constructed in the following
way. Assume that ξ ∈ Lip(ΩT ) can be represented as

ξ = ϕ(Bt1 , Bt2 , · · · , Btn).

Then, for t ∈ [tk−1, tk), k = 1, · · · , n,

Êt[ϕ(Bt1 , Bt2 , · · · , Btn)] = uk(t, Bt;Bt1 , · · · , Btk−1
),

where, for any k = 1, · · · , n, uk(t, x;x1, · · · , xk−1) is a function of (t, x) parameterized by (x1, · · · , xk−1)
such that it solves the following fully nonlinear PDE defined on [tk−1, tk)× R:

∂tuk +G(∂2
xuk) = 0

with terminal conditions

uk(tk, x;x1, · · · , xk−1) = uk+1(tk, x;x1, · · · , xk−1, x), k < n

and un(tn, x;x1, · · · , xn−1) = ϕ(x1, · · · , xn−1, x). Hence, the G-expectation of ξ is Ê0[ξ] and for

simplicity, we always omit the subscript 0. The triple (Ω, Lip(ΩT ), Ê) is called the G-expectation
space.
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Define ‖ξ‖Lp

G
:= (Ê[|ξ|p])1/p for ξ ∈ Lip(ΩT ) and p ≥ 1. The completion of Lip(ΩT ) under this

norm is denote by L
p
G(Ω). For all t ∈ [0, T ], Êt[·] is a continuous mapping on Lip(ΩT ) w.r.t the norm

‖ · ‖L1
G
. Hence, the conditional G-expectation Êt[·] can be extended continuously to the completion

L1
G(ΩT ). Denis, Hu and Peng [7] prove that the G-expectation has the following representation.

Theorem 2.1 ([7]) There exists a weakly compact set P of probability measures on (ΩT ,B(ΩT )),
such that

Ê[ξ] = sup
P∈P

E
P[ξ] for all ξ ∈ L1

G(ΩT ).

P is called a set that represents Ê.

Let P be a weakly compact set that represents Ê. A set A ∈ B(ΩT ) is called polar if V (A) = 0. A
property holds “quasi-surely” (q.s.) if it holds outside a polar set. In this paper, we do not distinguish
two random variables X and Y if X = Y , q.s.. The technical lemma below will be used throughout
Subsection 3.4 in this paper.

Lemma 2.2 (Jensen’s inequality [1]) Let ρ : R → R be a continuous, non-decreasing and concave
function. Then, for each X ∈ L1

G (ΩT ) such that ρ(X) ∈ L1
G (ΩT ), the following inequality holds:

ρ
(
Ê[X ]

)
≥ Ê

[
ρ(X)

]
.

Definition 2.3 Let M0
G(0, T ) be the collection of processes in the following form: for a given partition

{t0, · · ·, tN} = πT of [0, T ],

ηt(ω) =
N−1∑

j=0

ξj(ω)1[tj,tj+1)(t),

where ξi ∈ Lip(Ωti), i = 0, 1, 2, · · ·, N − 1. For each p ≥ 1 and η ∈ M0
G(0, T ), let ‖η‖Hp

G
:=

{Ê[(
∫ T

0 |ηs|
2ds)p/2]}1/p, ‖η‖Mp

G
:= (Ê[

∫ T

0 |ηs|
pds])1/p and denote by H

p
G(0, T ), M

p
G(0, T ) the comple-

tion of M0
G(0, T ) under the norm ‖ · ‖Hp

G
, ‖ · ‖Mp

G
, respectively.

We denote by 〈B〉 the quadratic variation process of the G-Brownian motion B. For two processes

ξ ∈ M1
G(0, T ) and η ∈ M2

G(0, T ), the G-Itô integrals (
∫ t

0 ξsd〈B〉s)0≤t≤T and (
∫ t

0 ηsdBs)0≤t≤T are
well defined, see Li and Peng [32] and Peng [39]. The following proposition can be regarded as the
Burkholder–Davis–Gundy inequality under G-expectation framework

Proposition 2.4 ([39]) If η ∈ Hα
G(0, T ) with α ≥ 1 and p ∈ (0, α], then we have

σpcpÊt[(

∫ T

t

|ηs|
2ds)p/2] ≤ Êt[ sup

u∈[t,T ]

|

∫ u

t

ηsdBs|
p] ≤ σ̄pCpÊt[(

∫ T

t

|ηs|
2ds)p/2],

where 0 < cp < Cp < ∞ are constants depending on p, T .

Similar to the linear stochastic analysis, in the G-expectation framework, we can also define mar-
tingales and obtain some related properties. The following Doob’s type estimate is from [41, 43], and
extended in [35]. More details about this estimate could be found in [39].

Theorem 2.5 ([35]) Let 1 ≤ α < β. Then, for all ξ ∈ L
β
G (ΩT ) , we can find a constant C̃(α, β) > 0

such that
Ê

[
sup

t∈[0,T ]

Êt [|ξ|
α]
]
≤ C̃(α, β)Ê

[
|ξ|β
]α

β .
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Let S0
G(0, T ) = {h(t, Bt1∧t, . . . , Btn∧t) : t1, . . . , tn ∈ [0, T ], h ∈ Cb,Lip(R

n+1)}. For p ≥ 1 and

η ∈ S0
G(0, T ), set ‖η‖Sp

G
= {Ê[supt∈[0,T ] |ηt|

p]}1/p. Denote by S
p
G(0, T ) the completion of S0

G(0, T )

under the norm ‖ · ‖Sp

G
. We have the following continuity property for any Y ∈ S

p
G(0, T ) with p > 1.

Proposition 2.6 ([30]) For Y ∈ S
p
G(0, T ) with p ≥ 1, we have, by setting Ys := YT for s > T ,

F (Y ) := lim sup
ε→0

(Ê[ sup
t∈[0,T ]

sup
s∈[t,t+ε]

|Yt − Ys|
p])

1
p = 0.

2.2 Backward Skorokhod problem with two nonlinear reflecting bound-

aries

In this subsection, we will recall the backward Skorokhod problem studied in [26], which is important
for the construction of solutions to G-BSDEs with double mean reflections. First, we introduce the
following notations.

• C[0, T ]: the set of continuous functions from [0, T ] to R.

• BV [0, T ]: the set of functions in C[0, T ] starting from the origin with bounded variation on
[0, T ].

• I[0, T ]: the set of functions in C[0, T ] starting from the origin which is nondecreasing.

Definition 2.7 Let s ∈ C[0, T ], a ∈ R and l, r : [0, T ] × R → R be two functions such that l ≤ r

and l(T, a) ≤ 0 ≤ r(T, a). A pair of functions (x, k) ∈ C[0, T ] × BV [0, T ] is called a solution of the
backward Skorokhod problem for s with nonlinear constraints l, r ((x, k) = BSP

r
l (s, a) for short) if

(i) xt = a+ sT − st + kT − kt;

(ii) l(t, xt) ≤ 0 ≤ r(t, xt), t ∈ [0, T ];

(iii) k0 = 0 and k has the decomposition k = kr − kl, where kr, kl ∈ I[0, T ] satisfy

∫ T

0

l(s, xs)dk
l
s = 0,

∫ T

0

r(s, xs)dk
r
s = 0. (2.1)

In order to solve the backward Skorokhod problem, we make the following assumptions on the
reflecting boundary functions.

Assumption 2.8 The functions l, r : [0, T ]× R → R satisfy the following conditions:

(i) For each fixed x ∈ R, l(·, x), r(·, x) ∈ C[0, T ];

(ii) For any fixed t ∈ [0, T ], l(t, ·), r(t, ·) are strictly increasing;

(iii) There exists two positive constants 0 < c < C < ∞, such that for any t ∈ [0, T ] and x, y ∈ R,

c|x− y| ≤ |l(t, x)− l(t, y)| ≤ C|x− y|,

c|x− y| ≤ |r(t, x) − r(t, y)| ≤ C|x− y|.

(iv) inf(t,x)∈[0,T ]×R(r(t, x) − l(t, x)) > 0.

Theorem 2.9 ([26]) Let Assumption 2.8 hold. For any given s ∈ C[0, T ] and a ∈ R with l(T, a) ≤
0 ≤ r(T, a), there exists a unique solution to the backward Skorokhod problem (x, k) = BSP

r
l (s, a).
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The following theorem gives the continuous dependence of the solution to the backward Skorokhod
problem with respect to the terminal value, the input function and the reflecting boundary functions.

Theorem 2.10 ([26]) Given ai ∈ R, si ∈ C[0, T ], li, ri satisfying Assumption 2.8 and li(T, ai) ≤

0 ≤ ri(T, ai), i = 1, 2, let (xi, ki) be the solution to the backward Skorokhod problem BSP
ri

li (s
i, ai).

Then, we have

sup
t∈[0,T ]

|k1t − k2t | ≤ 2
C

c
|a1 − a2|+ 4

C

c
sup

t∈[0,T ]

|s1t − s2t |+
2

c
(L̄T ∨ R̄T ), (2.2)

where

L̄T = sup
(t,x)∈[0,T ]×R

|l1(t, x)− l2(t, x)|,

R̄T = sup
(t,x)∈[0,T ]×R

|r1(t, x)− r2(t, x)|.

In what follows, we would like to present a useful estimate which will play a crucial role in the
Picard iteration argument in Subsection 3.4.

Theorem 2.11 Suppose that (x, k) is the solution to the backward Skorokhod problem BSP
r
l (s, a).

Then there exists a constant C̃(C, c, T, r, l) > 0 such that for any t ∈ [0, T ],

|kT − kt| ≤ C̃(C, c, T, r, l)
(
|a+ sT − st|+ 1

)
.

Proof. Recalling the proof of Theorem 3.9 in [26], if (x̃, k̃) is the solution to the Skorokhod problem
SP

r̃
l̃
(s̃), then (x, k) is the solution to BSP

r
l (s, a), where for any t ∈ [0, T ],

xt = x̃T−t, kt = k̃T − k̃T−t,

s̃t := a+ sT − sT−t, l̃(t, x) := l(T − t, x), r̃(t, x) := r(T − t, x).

Proceeding identically as the proof of Theprem 2.19 in [25], we could get

Ψt ≤ k̃t ≤ Φt,

where Ψt,Φt satisfy l̃(t, s̃t +Ψt) = 0, r̃(t, s̃t +Φt) = 0 respectively, which further implies

|k̃t| ≤ |Ψt|+ |Φt|.

It follows from the bi-Lipschitz continuity of l, r in Assumption 2.8 (iii) that

|Ψt|+ |Φt| ≤
1

c

(
|l̃(t, s̃t)|+ |r̃(t, s̃t)|

)
≤

C

c

(
|l̃(t, 0)|+ |r̃(t, 0)|+ 2|s̃t|

)

≤
C

c

(
sup

t∈[0,T ]

|l(t, 0)|+ sup
t∈[0,T ]

|r(t, 0)|+ 2|s̃t|
)
.

In view of (i) in Assumption 2.8, we have supt∈[0,T ] |l(t, 0)|+ supt∈[0,T ] |r(t, 0)| ≤ C̃(T, r, l). Thus

|kT − kt| = |k̃T−t| ≤ C̃(C, c, T, r, l)
(
|s̃T−t|+ 1

)
= C̃(C, c, T, r, l)

(
|a+ sT − st|+ 1

)
,

which ends the proof.
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3 G-BSDEs with double mean reflections

3.1 The case of constant coefficients

In this subsection, we first study the well-posedness of BSDEs with double mean reflections driven by
G-Brownian motion of the following form





Yt = ξ +
∫ T

t
Csds+

∫ T

t
Dsd〈B〉s −

∫ T

t
ZsdBs − (KT −Kt) + (AT −At),

Ê[L(t, Yt)] ≤ 0 ≤ Ê[R(t, Yt)],

At = AR
t −AL

t , AR, AL ∈ I[0, T ] and
∫ T

0 Ê[R(t, Yt)]dA
R
t =

∫ T

0 Ê[L(t, Yt)]dA
L
t = 0,

(3.1)

where C,D are two given processes in M
β
G(0, T ) with β > 1 and L,R are two running loss functions.

We make the following assumption on L,R.

Assumption 3.1 The running loss functions L,R : ΩT × [0, T ]×R → R satisfy the following condi-
tions:

(1) (t, x) → L(ω, t, x), (t, x) → R(ω, t, x) are uniformly continuous, uniform in ω;

(2) for any fixed (t, x) ∈ [0, T ]× R, L(t, x), R(t, x) ∈ L1
G(ΩT );

(3) for any fixed (ω, t) ∈ ΩT × [0, T ], L(ω, t, ·), R(ω, t, ·) are strictly increasing and there exists two
constants 0 < c < C < ∞ such that for any x, y ∈ R,

c|x− y| ≤ |L(ω, t, x)− L(ω, t, y)| ≤ C|x− y|,

c|x− y| ≤ |R(ω, t, x)−R(ω, t, y)| ≤ C|x − y|;

(4) for any fixed (ω, t) ∈ ΩT × [0, T ], there exists a constant M ≥ 0 such that

|L(t, y)| ≤ M(1 + |y|), |R(t, y)| ≤ M(1 + |y|);

(5) inf(ω,t,x)∈ΩT×[0,T ]×R(R(ω, t, x)− L(ω, t, x)) > 0.

Remark 3.2 Conditions (1)-(4) in Assumption 3.1 are the common requirements for the loss func-
tions under G-framework (see Assumptions (Hl) and (H ′

l) in [34]). The solution to doubly mean
reflected G-BSDE is closely related to the solution to a certain backward Skorokhod problem. The
effect of Condition (5) is to make sure the well-posedness of this backward Skorokhod problem since
it requires the completely separated condition for the reflecting boundary functions (see Theorem 2.9
and Condition (iv) in Assumption 2.8).

Motivated by the construction of solutions to G-BSDEs with single mean reflecting boundary
investigated in [34] and to BSDEs with double mean reflections in the classical case studied in [26],
for any fixed S ∈ S1

G(0, T ), we define the following two maps r, l : [0, T ]× R → R as

rS(t, x) := Ê[R(t, x+ St − Ê[St])], lS(t, x) := Ê[L(t, x+ St − Ê[St])]. (3.2)

For simplicity, we always omit the superscript S. First, by Proposition 3.3 (i) in [34], for any (t, x) ∈
[0, T ]× R and S ∈ S1

G(0, T ), we have

R(t, x+ St − Ê[St]), L(t, x+ St − Ê[St]) ∈ L1
G(ΩT ).

Consequently, r(t, x), l(t, x) are well-defined. Then, we show that r, l satisfy Assumption 2.8, which
ensures that they can be considered as reflecting boundary functions for some backward Skorokhod
problem.
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Lemma 3.3 Under Assumption 3.1, for any S ∈ S1
G(0, T ), l, r defined by (3.2) satisfy Assumption

2.8.

Proof. We first show that Assumption 2.8 (iv) holds. Indeed, by the sublinear property of Ê[·] and
Assumption 3.1 (5), we have

r(t, x) − l(t, x) ≥ −Ê[−(R(t, x+ St − Ê[St])− L(t, x+ St − Ê[St]))]

≥ inf
ω,t,x

(R(ω, t, x)− L(ω, t, x)) > 0.

In the following, we only show that r satisfies Assumption 2.8 (i)-(iii). The proof of continuity
property and strict increasing property is similar with the one for Proposition 3.3 in [34]. For readers’
convenience, we give a short proof here. By Assumption 3.1 (1), for any ε > 0, there exists a constant
δ only depending on ε, such that for any |t− s| ≤ δ, we have

|R(t, x)−R(s, x)| ≤ ε.

Simple calculation yields that

|r(t, x) − r(s, x)| ≤ Ê[|R(t, x+ St − Ê[St])−R(s, x+ Ss − Ê[Ss])|]

≤ Ê[|R(t, x+ St − Ê[St])−R(s, x+ St − Ê[St])|] + 2CÊ[|St − Ss|].

By the continuity property of S (see Proposition 2.6), r satisfies Assumption 2.8 (i).

Now, given x > y, we have R(t, x+St− Ê[St]) > R(t, y+St− Ê[St]), q.s. Noting that R(t, y+St−

Ê[St]) ∈ L1
G(ΩT ), the representation theorem of G-expectation implies that there exists some P ∈ P ,

such that

Ê[R(t, y + St − Ê[St])] = E
P[R(t, y + St − Ê[St])].

It follows that

r(t, x) = Ê[R(t, x+ St − Ê[St])] ≥ E
P[R(t, x+ St − Ê[St])]

> E
P[R(t, y + St − Ê[St])] = Ê[R(t, y + St − Ê[St])] = r(t, y),

which implies that r is strictly increasing. It remains to prove the bi-Lipschitz property of r. For any
x, y ∈ R with x < y, we have

r(t, y)− r(t, x) ≤ Ê[R(t, y + St − Ê[St])−R(t, x+ St − Ê[St])] ≤ C(y − x),

r(t, y)− r(t, x) ≥ −Ê[−(R(t, y + St − Ê[St])−R(t, x+ St − Ê[St]))] ≥ c(y − x).

Hence, r satisfies Assumption 2.8 (iii). The proof is complete.

Proposition 3.4 Suppose that L,R satisfy Assumption 3.1. Given ξ ∈ L
β
G(ΩT ) and C,D ∈ M

β
G(0, T )

with
Ê[L(T, ξ)] ≤ 0 ≤ Ê[R(T, ξ)],

where β > 1, for any 1 < α < β, the G-BSDE with double mean reflections (3.1) has a unique solution
(Y, Z,K,A) ∈ S

α(0, T )×BV [0, T ], where S
α(0, T ) is the collection of processes (Y ′, Z ′,K ′) such that

Y ′ ∈ Sα
G(0, T ), Z

′ ∈ Hα
G(0, T ) and K ′ ∈ Sα

G(0, T ) is a nonincreasing G-martingale.
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Proof. For simplicity, we only prove for the case that D = 0. We first prove the uniqueness. Suppose

that (Y i, Zi,Ki, Ai) are solutions to (3.1), i = 1, 2. Set Xt = Êt[ξ +
∫ T

t
Csds]. Noting that Ai is

deterministic and

Y i
t +Ki

T −Ki
t = ξ +

∫ T

t

Csds−

∫ T

t

Zi
sdBs +Ai

T −Ai
t,

taking conditional expectations on both sides yields that Y i
t = Xt + Ai

T − Ai
t. Suppose that there

exists t1 < T such that
A1

T −A1
t1 > A2

T −A2
t1 .

Set
t2 = inf{t ≥ t1 : A1

T −A1
t = A2

T −A2
t}.

The definition of t2 implies that

A1
T −A1

t > A2
T −A2

t , t1 ≤ t < t2.

By a similar analysis as the strictly increasing property for r in the proof of Lemma 3.3, we have for
any t1 ≤ t < t2

Ê[R(t,Xt +A1
T −A1

t )] > Ê[R(t,Xt +A2
T −A2

t )] ≥ 0,

Ê[L(t,Xt +A2
T −A2

t )] < Ê[L(t,Xt +A1
T −A1

t )] ≤ 0.

Applying the Skorokhod condition

∫ t2

t1

Ê[R(t,Xt +A1
T −A1

t )]dA
1,R
t =

∫ t2

t1

Ê[L(t,Xt +A2
T −A2

t )]dA
2,L
t = 0,

we obtain that dA
1,R
t = dA

2,L
t = 0 on the interval [t1, t2]. Recalling that A1,L and A2,R are nonde-

creasing, it is easy to check that

A1
T −A1

t2 =A1
T − (A1,R

t2 −A
1,L
t2 ) = A1

T −A
1,R
t1 +A

1,L
t2 ≥ A1

T −A
1,R
t1 +A

1,L
t1

=A1
T −A1

t1 > A2
T −A2

t1 = A2
T − (A2,R

t1 −A
2,L
t1 )

=A2
T +A

2,L
t2 −A

2,R
t1 ≥ A2

T +A
2,L
t2 −A

2,R
t2 = A2

T −A2
t2 ,

which contradicts the definition of t2. Therefore, we have A1 ≡ A2 =: A. Then, (Y i, Zi,Ki) can be
regarded as the solution to the following G-BSDE, i = 1, 2

Y i
t = ξ +

∫ T

t

Csds−

∫ T

t

Zi
sdBs − (Ki

T −Ki
t) + (AT −At).

By the uniqueness of solutions to G-BSDEs, we have Y 1 ≡ Y 2, Z1 ≡ Z2 and K1 ≡ K2.
Now we prove the existence. For any fixed α ∈ (1, β), let (Ỹ , Z,K) ∈ S

α(0, T ) be the solution to
the G-BSDE with terminal value ξ and constant coefficient C, i.e.,

Ỹt = ξ +

∫ T

t

Csds+

∫ T

t

ZsdBs − (KT −Kt).

For any t ∈ [0, T ], set

st = Ê[ξ +

∫ T

0

Csds]− Ê[ξ +

∫ T

t

Csds], a = Ê[ξ].
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It is easy to check that s ∈ C[0, T ] and st = Ê[Ỹ0]− Ê[Ỹt]. For any (t, x) ∈ [0, T ]× R, we define

l(t, x) := Ê[L(t, Ỹt − Ê[Ỹt] + x)], r(t, x) := Ê[R(t, Ỹt − Ê[Ỹt] + x)].

By Lemma 3.3, l, r satisfy Assumption 2.8 and

l(T, a) = Ê[L(T, ξ)] ≤ 0 ≤ Ê[R(T, ξ)] = r(T, a).

Let (x,A) be the unique solution to the backward Skorokhod problem BSP
r
l (s, a). Now, we set

Yt = Ỹt + (AT −At).

We claim that (Y, Z,K,A) is the solution to (3.1). It suffices to prove the Skorokhod conditions hold.
In fact, simple calculation yields that

Ê[L(t, Yt)] =Ê[L(t, Ỹt +AT −At)]

=Ê[L(t, Ỹt + xt − a− (sT − st))]

=Ê[L(t, Ỹt − Ê[Ỹt] + xt)] = l(t, xt).

Similarly, we have Ê[R(t, Yt)] = r(t, xt). Recalling that (x,A) = BSP
r
l (s, a), it follows that

Ê[L(t, Yt)] = l(t, xt) ≤ 0 ≤ r(t, xt) = Ê[R(t, Yt)],
∫ T

0

Ê[L(t, Yt)]dA
L
t =

∫ T

0

l(t, xt)dA
L
t = 0,

∫ T

0

Ê[R(t, Yt)]dA
L
t =

∫ T

0

r(t, xt)dA
R
t = 0.

The proof is complete.
We establish the following the estimate for the bounded variation component of solutions to G-

BSDEs with double mean reflections.

Proposition 3.5 Suppose that L,R satisfy Assumption 3.1. Given ξi ∈ L
β
G(ΩT ) and Ci, Di ∈

M
β
G(0, T ) with

Ê[L(T, ξi)] ≤ 0 ≤ Ê[R(T, ξi)],

where β > 1, i = 1, 2, let (Y i, Zi,Ki, Ai) be the solution to doubly mean reflected G-BSDE with
terminal value ξi, loss functions L,R, constant coefficients Ci, Di. Then, there exists a constant
C̃(c, C,G) such that

sup
t∈[0,T ]

|A1
t −A2

t | ≤ C̃(c, C,G)(Ê[|ξ1 − ξ2|] + Ê[

∫ T

0

|C1
s − C2

s |ds] + Ê[

∫ T

0

|D1
s −D2

s |ds]).

Proof. By the proof of Proposition 3.4 and the estimate for solutions to backward Skorokhod problem
(see Theorem 2.10), we have

sup
t∈[0,T ]

|A1
t −A2

t | ≤ 2
C

c
|a1 − a2|+ 4

C

c
sup

t∈[0,T ]

|s1t − s2t |+ 2
C

c
sup

(t,x)∈[0,T ]×R

(|L̂(t, x)| ∨ |R̂(t, x)|),
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where for i = 1, 2, ai = Ê[ξi] and

sit = Ê[ξi +

∫ T

0

Ci
sds+

∫ T

0

Di
sd〈B〉s]− Ê[ξi +

∫ T

t

Ci
sds+

∫ T

t

Di
sd〈B〉s],

L̂(t, x) := Ê[L(t, Ỹ 1
t − Ê[Ỹ 1

t ] + x)]− Ê[L(t, Ỹ 2
t − Ê[Ỹ 2

t ] + x)],

R̂(t, x) := Ê[R(t, Ỹ 1
t − Ê[Ỹ 1

t ] + x)]− Ê[R(t, Ỹ 2
t − Ê[Ỹ 2

t ] + x)],

Ỹ i
t = ξi +

∫ T

t

Ci
sds+

∫ T

t

Di
sd〈B〉s +

∫ T

t

Zi
sdBs − (Ki

T −Ki
t).

Applying the Lipschitz continuity of L,R, we obtain the desired result.

3.2 The case of special nonlinear coefficients

In this subsection, we consider the case where the coefficient f is deterministically linearly dependent
on y and g does not depend on y, which coincides with Case I in [34]. More precisely, the G-BSDE
with double mean reflections takes the following form





Yt = ξ +
∫ T

t
f(s, Ys, Zs)ds+

∫ T

t
g(s, Zs)d〈B〉s −

∫ T

t
ZsdBs − (KT −Kt) + (AT −At),

Ê[L(t, Yt)] ≤ 0 ≤ Ê[R(t, Yt)],

At = AR
t −AL

t , AR, AL ∈ I[0, T ] and
∫ T

0 Ê[R(t, Yt)]dA
R
t =

∫ T

0 Ê[L(t, Yt)]dA
L
t = 0,

(3.3)

where f, g satisfy the following assumptions.

Assumption 3.6 1. f : [0, T ]× ΩT × R× R → R is of the following form

f(t, y, z) = γty + f ′(t, z),

where γ is a deterministic and bounded Borel measurable function;

2. for each z, f ′(·, z), g(·, z) ∈ M
β
G(0, T ) for some β > 1;

3. there exists some constant κ > 0, such that for any t ∈ [0, T ] and z, z′ ∈ R,

|f ′(t, z)− f ′(t, z′)|+ |g(t, z)− g(t, z′)| ≤ κ|z − z′|.

Theorem 3.7 Suppose that Assumption 3.1 and 3.6 hold. Let ξ ∈ L
β
G(ΩT ) be such that Ê[L(T, ξ)] ≤

0 ≤ Ê[R(t, ξ)]. Then, for each 1 < α < β, the G-BSDE with double mean reflections (3.3) has a

unique solution (Y, Z,K,A) ∈ S
α
G ×BV [0, T ]. Moreover, we have Y ∈ M

β
G (0, T ).

Proof. For simplicity, we only consider the case that g = 0. The proof is analogous to the one for
Theorem 3.8 in [34]. For readers’ convenience, we give a short proof here. Set at :=

∫ t

0 γsds for each
t ∈ [0, T ] and define

Y a
t := eatYt, Za

t := eatZt, Ka
t :=

∫ t

0

easdKs, Aa
t :=

∫ t

0

easdAs.

It is easy to check that (Y, Z,K,A) is the solution to (3.3) if and only if (Y a, Za,Ka, Aa) is the solution
to doubly mean reflected G-BSDE with terminal value ξa, loss functions La, Ra and coefficient fa,
where

ξa := eaT ξ, La(t, x) := L(t, e−atx), Ra(t, x) =: R(t, e−atx), fa(t, z) := eatf ′(t, e−atz).
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Therefore, without loss of generality, we assume that the coefficient f does not depend on y.
We first prove existence. Consider the G-BSDE with terminal value ξ, coefficient f on time interval

[0, T ]. By Theorem A.1, for any 1 < α < β, this G-BSDE admits a unique solution (Ȳ , Z̄, K̄) ∈
S

α
G(0, T ). Then, for any 1 < α′ ≤ 2 ∧ α, we have Z̄ ∈ Hα′

G (0, T ) ⊂ Mα′

G (0, T ). Applying Assumption

3.6 and Theorem 4.7 in [21] imply that f(·, Z̄·) ∈ Mα′

G (0, T ). Now, let us consider the following
G-BSDE with double mean reflections





Ỹt = ξ +
∫ T

t
f(s, Z̄s)ds−

∫ T

t
Z̃sdBs − (K̃T − K̃t) + (ÃT − Ãt),

Ê[L(t, Ỹt)] ≤ 0 ≤ Ê[R(t, Ỹt)],

Ãt = ÃR
t − ÃL

t , ÃR, ÃL ∈ I[0, T ] and
∫ T

0 Ê[R(t, Ỹt)]dÃ
R
t =

∫ T

0 Ê[L(t, Ỹt)]dÃ
L
t = 0.

By Proposition 3.4, for any 1 < α′′ < α′, the above doubly mean reflected G-BSDE has a unique
solution (Ỹ , Z̃, K̃, Ã) ∈ S

α′′

G (0, T ) × BV [0, T ]. On the other hand, both (Ȳ , Z̄, K̄) and (Ỹ − (ÃT −

Ã), Z̃, K̃) can be seen as the solution to the following G-BSDE

Ŷt = ξ +

∫ T

t

f(s, Z̄s)ds−

∫ T

t

ẐsdBs − (K̂T − K̂t).

By the uniqueness result of G-BSDEs, we deduce that

(Ȳt, Z̄t, K̄t) = (Ỹt − (ÃT − Ãt), Z̃t, K̃t), t ∈ [0, T ].

Therefore, (Ỹ , Z̃, K̃, Ã) ∈ S
α
G(0, T )×BV [0, T ] is a solution to doubly mean reflected G-BSDE (3.3).

For the last assertion, as verified in Lemma 3.2 of [33] (see also Remark A.2 in the appendix), Ȳ ∈

M
β
G (0, T ), which together with Ã ∈ BV [0, T ] implies Ỹ ∈ M

β
G (0, T ).

It remains to prove uniqueness. Let (Y i, Zi,Ki, Ai), i = 1, 2 be the solution to doubly mean
reflected G-BSDE with terminal value ξ, loss functions L,R and coefficient f . Noting that f is inde-
pendent of y, (Y i− (Ai

T −Ai), Zi,Ki), i = 1, 2, can be seen as the solution to G-BSDE with terminal
value ξ and coefficient f . Therefore, we have Z1 ≡ Z2 =: Z and consequently, (Y i, Zi,Ki, Ai), i = 1, 2
coincide with the solution to doubly mean reflected G-BSDE terminal value ξ, loss functions L,R and
constant coefficient {Cs} = {f(s, Zs)}. By Proposition 3.4, we obtain the desired result.

3.3 The case of general Lipschitz coefficients

In this subsection, we consider the doubly mean reflected G-BSDE with coefficients f, g taking the
following form




Yt = ξ +
∫ T

t f(s, Ys, Zs)ds+
∫ T

t g(s, Ys, Zs)d〈B〉s −
∫ T

t ZsdBs − (KT −Kt) + (AT −At),

Ê[L(t, Yt)] ≤ 0 ≤ Ê[R(t, Yt)],

At = AR
t −AL

t , AR, AL ∈ I[0, T ] and
∫ T

0
Ê[R(t, Yt)]dA

R
t =

∫ T

0
Ê[L(t, Yt)]dA

L
t = 0.

(3.4)

We assume that the coefficients f, g satisfy the following assumptions.

Assumption 3.8 (i) for each y, z, f(·, y, z), g(·, y, z) ∈ M
β
G(0, T ) for some β > 1;

(ii) there exists some constant κ > 0, such that for any t ∈ [0, T ] and y, y′, z, z′ ∈ R,

|f(t, y, z)− f(t, y′, z′)|+ |g(t, y, z)− g(t, y′, z′)| ≤ κ(|y − y′|+ |z − z′|).

Theorem 3.9 Suppose that Assumption 3.1 and 3.8 hold. Let ξ ∈ L
β
G(ΩT ) be such that Ê[L(T, ξ)] ≤

0 ≤ Ê[R(t, ξ)]. Then, for each 1 < α < β, the G-BSDE with double mean reflections (3.4) has a
unique solution (Y, Z,K,A) ∈ S

α
G ×BV [0, T ].
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Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume g ≡ 0 in the proof for simplicity. We first consider the
case that T ≤ δ, where δ is a constant small enough to be determined later. Given U i ∈ M

β
G(0, T ),

Theorem 3.7 ensures that the following G-BSDE with double mean reflection admits a unique solution
(Y i, Zi,Ki, Ai) ∈ S

α
G ×BV [0, T ], and moreover Y i ∈ M

β
G(0, T ),





Y i
t = ξ +

∫ T

t
f(s, U i

s, Z
i
s)ds−

∫ T

t
Zi
sdBs − (Ki

T −Ki
t) + (Ai

T −Ai
t),

Ê[L(t, Y i
t )] ≤ 0 ≤ Ê[R(t, Y i

t )],

Ai
t = A

R,i
t −A

L,i
t , AR,i, AL,i ∈ I[0, T ] and

∫ T

0 Ê[R(t, Y i
t )]dA

R,i
t =

∫ T

0 Ê[L(t, Y i
t )]dA

L,i
t = 0.

(3.5)

Then, we define a map Γ : Mβ
G(0, T ) → M

β
G(0, T ) as follows:

Γ(U i) = Y i.

From the proof of Theorem 3.7, we could see that the following relationship holds:

(Y i
t , Z

i
t ,K

i
t) = (Ȳ i

t +
(
Ai

T −Ai
t

)
, Z̄i

t , K̄
i
t), ∀t ∈ [0, T ],

where (Ȳ i, Z̄i, K̄i) is the solution to the G-BSDE below:

Ȳ i
t = ξ +

∫ T

t

f
(
s, U i

s, Z̄
i
s

)
ds−

∫ T

t

Z̄i
sdBs −

(
K̄i

T − K̄i
t

)
.

Thus,

|Y 1
t − Y 2

t | ≤ |Ȳ 1
t − Ȳ 2

t |+ 2 sup
0≤t≤T

|A1
t −A2

t |. (3.6)

According Theorem A.3, there exists a constant C̃(α,G, κ) > 0 such that

|Ȳ 1
t − Ȳ 2

t |
α ≤ C̃(α,G, κ)eC̃(α,G,κ)T

Êt

[(∫ T

t

|U1
s − U2

s |ds
)α]

. (3.7)

Recalling Theorem 2.10 and the proof of Proposition 3.4, we have

sup
t∈[0,T ]

|A1
t −A2

t | ≤ 2
C

c
|a1 − a2|+ 4

C

c
sup

t∈[0,T ]

|s1t − s2t |+ 2
C

c
sup

(t,x)∈[0,T ]×R

(|L̂(t, x)| ∨ |R̂(t, x)|), (3.8)

where for i = 1, 2, ai = Ê[ξ] and

sit = Ê

[
ξ +

∫ T

0

f
(
s, U i

s, Z̄
i
s

)
ds

]
− Ê

[
ξ +

∫ T

t

f
(
s, U i

s, Z̄
i
s

)
ds

]
= Ê[Ȳ i

0 ]− Ê[Ȳ i
t ],

L̂(t, x) := Ê[L(t, Ȳ 1
t − Ê[Ȳ 1

t ] + x)] − Ê[L(t, Ȳ 2
t − Ê[Ȳ 2

t ] + x)],

R̂(t, x) := Ê[R(t, Ȳ 1
t − Ê[Ȳ 1

t ] + x)]− Ê[R(t, Ȳ 2
t − Ê[Ȳ 2

t ] + x)].

Combining (3.6)-(3.8) and by simple calculation, we could get

Ê

[
|Y 1

t − Y 2
t |

β
]
≤ C̃(C, c, β,G, κ)eC̃(β,G,κ)T

Ê

[(∫ T

0

|U1
s − U2

s |ds
)β]

.

It follows from the Hölder inequality that

Ê

[
|Y 1

t − Y 2
t |

β
]
≤ C̃(C, c, β,G, κ)eC̃(β,G,κ)TT β−1

Ê

[∫ T

0

|U1
s − U2

s |
βds

]
.
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Consequently,

∥∥Y 1 − Y 2
∥∥
Mβ

G

≤

(∫ T

0

Ê

[∣∣Y 1
t − Y 2

t

∣∣β
]
dt

) 1
β

≤ C̃(C, c, β,G, κ)eC̃(β,G,κ)TT
∥∥U1 − U2

∥∥
Mβ

G

.

Choosing δ small enough such that C̃(C, c, β,G, κ)eC̃(β,G,κ)δδ < 1, we could conclude that the map

Γ(U) := Y from M
β
G(0, T ) to M

β
G(0, T ) is a contraction. Moreover, taking U in (3.5) as the fixed point

of the map Γ, we have Y ∈ Sα
G(0, T ). Therefore, the G-BSDE with double mean reflections (3.4) has

a unique solution on the small interval [0, T ].
For the general T , we choose n ≥ 1 such that nδ ≥ T . Set Tk := kT

n , for k = 0, 1, · · · , n. By
backward induction, for k = n, n − 1, · · · , 1, there exists a unique solution

(
Y k, Zk,Kk, Ak

)
to the

following G-BSDE with double mean reflection on the interval [Tk−1, Tk]





Y k
t = Y k+1

Tk
+
∫ Tk

t f
(
s, Y k

s , Z
k
s

)
ds−

∫ Tk

t Zk
s dBs − (Kk

Tk
−Kk

t ) + (Ak
Tk

−Ak
t ),

Ê[L(t, Y k
t )] ≤ 0 ≤ Ê[R(t, Y k

t )], t ∈ [Tk−1, Tk] ,

Ak
Tk−1

= 0, Ak
t = A

k,R
t −A

k,L
t ,

∫ Tk

Tk−1
Ê[R(t, Y k

t )]dAk,R
t =

∫ Tk

Tk−1
Ê[L(t, Y k

t )]dAk,L
t = 0,

where Y n+1
T = Y n

T = ξ. We denote

Yt =

n∑

k=1

Y k
t I[Tk−1,Tk)(t) + Y n

T I{T}(t), Zt =

n∑

k=1

Zk
t I[Tk−1,Tk)(t) + Zn

T I{T}(t),

Kt = Kk
t +

k−1∑

j=1

K
j
Tj
, At = Ak

t +

k−1∑

j=1

A
j
Tj
, t ∈ [Tk−1, Tk] , k = 1, · · · , n,

with the notation
∑0

j=1 K
j
Tj

=
∑0

j=1 A
j
Tj

= 0 (AR, AL are defined similarly). It is easy to check

that (Y, Z,K,A) ∈ S
α
G × BV [0, T ] is a solution to G-BSDE (3.4) with double mean reflections. The

uniqueness follows immediately from the uniqueness on each small interval, which ends the proof.

3.4 The case of non-Lipschitz coefficients

In this subsection, we shall investigate the well-posedness of the mean reflected G-BSDE (3.4) under
weaker conditions on the continuity property of the coefficients w.r.t. y. More precisely, we assume
that f, g satisfy (i) in Assumption 3.8 and the following so-called β-order Mao’s condition.

Assumption 3.10 For some β > 1, and any y, y′ ∈ R, z, z′ ∈ Rd, t ∈ [0, T ]

|f(t, y, z)− f (t, y′, z′)|
β
+ |g(t, y, z)− g (t, y′, z′)|

β
≤ ρ(|y − y′|

β
) + κ |z − z′|

β
,

where κ is a positive constant, and ρ : [0,+∞) → [0,+∞) is a continuous non-decreasing concave
function with ρ(0) = 0, ρ(r) > 0 for r > 0, such that

∫
0+

ρ−1(r)dr = +∞.

Remark 3.11 In the classical framework, Watanabe and Yamada [44, 45] proved the pathwise unique-
ness of solutions to SDEs under some similar non-Lipschitz condition in 1970s. Later, Mao [36]
studied the solvability of the BSDE whose generator f satisfies

|f(t, y, z)− f (t, y′, z′)|
2
≤ ρ(|y − y′|

2
) + κ |z − z′|

2
.

Notably, our condition presented in Assumption 3.10 is more general compared with the one in [36].
Typical examples of f, g satisfying such β-order Mao’s condition can be found in Example 3.6 of [16].
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Theorem 3.12 Suppose that Assumption 3.1, Assumption 3.10 and (i) in Assumption 3.8 hold. Let

ξ ∈ L
β
G(ΩT ) be such that Ê[L(T, ξ)] ≤ 0 ≤ Ê[R(t, ξ)]. Then the G-BSDE with double mean reflections

(3.4) has a unique solution (Y, Z,K,A) ∈ S
α
G ×BV [0, T ] for each 1 < α < β.

Since there is no appropriate estimate for the Z component (see Remark 3.15 in [34] for details),
we cannot construct a contraction mapping involving Z. As a consequence, in order to prove Theorem
3.12, we use the Picard iteration argument only for the Y component. The approximate sequence is
constructed recursively as follows: Let Y 0

t ≡ 0, for any t ∈ [0, T ], and we define





Y n
t = ξ +

∫ T

t f(s, Y n−1
s , Zn

s )ds+
∫ T

t g(s, Y n−1
s , Zn

s )d〈B〉s −
∫ T

t Zn
s dBs − (Kn

T −Kn
t ) + (An

T −An
t ),

Ê[L(t, Y n
t )] ≤ 0 ≤ Ê[R(t, Y n

t )],

An
t = A

R,n
t −A

L,n
t , AR,n, AL,n ∈ I[0, T ] and

∫ T

0
Ê[R(t, Y n

t )]dAR,n
t =

∫ T

0
Ê[L(t, Y n

t )]dAL,n
t = 0.

The sequence {Y n} is well-defined in M
β
G(0, T ) according to Lemma 2.15 in [16] and Theorem 3.7.

Furthermore, we have the following relationship from the proof of Theorem 3.7:

(Y n
t , Zn

t ,K
n
t ) = (Ȳ n

t + (An
T −An

t ) , Z̄
n
t , K̄

n
t ), ∀t ∈ [0, T ], (3.9)

where (Ȳ n, Z̄n, K̄n) is the solution to the following G-BSDE

Ȳ n
t = ξ +

∫ T

t

f
(
s, Y n−1

s , Z̄n
s

)
ds+

∫ T

t

g(s, Y n−1
s , Z̄n

s )d〈B〉s −

∫ T

t

Z̄n
s dBs −

(
K̄n

T − K̄n
t

)
. (3.10)

Firstly, we need to give some a prior estimates, which are crucial for the subsequent discussions.
Without loss of generality, we assume g ≡ 0 in what follows for simplicity.

Lemma 3.13 Under the same assumptions as in Theorem 3.12, we could get

(i) There exists a positive constant C̃(β, T,G, κ, c, C, ρ) such that for all n ≥ 1

sup
06t6T

Ê

[
|Y n

t |β
]
≤ C̃(β, T,G, κ, c, C, ρ).

(ii) sup
06t6T

Ê

[∣∣Y n+m
t − Y n

t

∣∣β
]
→ 0, as n,m → ∞.

Proof. The proof relies heavily on the representation (3.9)-(3.10) and the basic estimates of G-BSDEs
in [19] (see the appendix for details). The main difficulty lies in deriving some suitable estimates related
to the constraining process A.

Proof of Assertion (i): Since ρ is concave and ρ(0) = 0, one can find a pair of positive constants
a and b such that

ρ(u) 6 a+ bu, for all u > 0.

So, there exists a constant C̃(ρ, β) such that

∣∣f(s, Y n−1
s , 0)

∣∣β ≤ C̃(ρ, β)
(
1 + |f(s, 0, 0)|

β
+ |Y n−1

s |β
)
. (3.11)

Making full use of (A.1) in the appendix and by a similar argument as the proof of Lemma 3.3 in [16],
we deduce that

∣∣Ȳ n
t

∣∣β ≤ C̃(β, T,G, κ, ρ)Êt

[
1 + |ξ|β +

∫ T

t

(
|f(s, 0, 0)|

β
+ |Y n−1

s |β
)
ds

]
, (3.12)
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Moreover, recalling Theorem 2.11 and the proof of Proposition 3.4, we have

|An
T −An

t |
β
≤ C̃(β,C, c)

(∣∣Ê[ξ] + Ê[Ȳ n
0 ]− Ê[ξ]− Ê[Ȳ n

0 ] + Ê[Ȳ n
t ]
∣∣β

+ sup
t∈[0,T ]

(
Ê[|L(t, 0)|β] + Ê[|R(t, 0)|β]

))

≤ C̃(β, T, C, c)
(
Ê[|Ȳ n

t |β ] + 1
)
,

(3.13)

which together with (3.9) gives

Ê

[∣∣Y n
t

∣∣β
]
≤ C̃(β, T,G, κ, c, C, ρ)

{
1 +

∫ T

t

Ê
[
|Y n−1

s |β
]
ds

}
.

Set p(t) = C̃(β, T,G, κ, c, C, ρ)eC̃(β,T,G,κ,c,C,ρ)(T−t) and p(·) solves the following ODE,

p(t) = C̃(β, T,G, κ, c, C, ρ)

(
1 +

∫ T

t

p(s)ds

)
.

Hence, it is easy to verify by recurrence that for any n ≥ 1,

Ê

[
|Y n

t |
β
]
≤ p(t), t ∈ [0, T ],

which completes the proof.
Proof of Assertion (ii): For any n,m ≥ 1, according to (A.3) in the appendix and using the

same technique as (3.12), we could find a constant C̃(β, T,G, κ) > 0 such that

Ê

[∣∣Ȳ n+m
t − Ȳ n

t

∣∣β
]
≤ C̃(β, T,G, κ)

∫ T

t

Ê

[
ρ
( ∣∣Y n+m−1

s − Y n−1
s

∣∣β
)]

ds

≤ C̃(β, T,G, κ)

∫ T

t

ρ
(
Ê

[ ∣∣Y n+m−1
s − Y n−1

s

∣∣β
])

ds,

(3.14)

where we have used Jensen’s inequality in G-framework (see Lemma 2.2) in the second inequality.
Getting insight from the proof of Proposition 3.14 in [25], the proof of Theorem 3.9 in [26] and the
proof of Theorem 3.9, it is worth noting that

∣∣∣(An+m
T −An+m

t )− (An
T −An

t )
∣∣∣ = |k̃n+m

T−t − k̃nT−t|

≤
C

c
sup

v∈[0,T−t]

|s̃n+m
v − s̃nv |+

1

c
sup

(v,x)∈[0,T−t]×R

(
|̂l̃
m,n

(v, x)| ∨ |̂̃r
m,n

(v, x)|
)

=
C

c
sup

v∈[0,T−t]

∣∣∣sn+m
T − sn+m

T−v −
(
snT − snT−v

)∣∣∣+ 1

c
sup

(v,x)∈[t,T ]×R

(
|l̂m,n(v, x)| ∨ |r̂m,n(v, x)|

)

≤
C

c
sup

v∈[0,T−t]

(∣∣∣Ê[Ȳ n+m
T ]− Ê[Ȳ n

T ]
∣∣∣+
∣∣∣Ê[Ȳ n+m

T−v ]− Ê[Ȳ n
T−v]

∣∣∣
)
+

C

c
sup

v∈[t,T ]

Ê
[∣∣Ȳ n+m

v − Ȳ n
v

∣∣]

≤C̃(C, c) sup
v∈[t,T ]

Ê
[∣∣Ȳ n+m

v − Ȳ n
v

∣∣] ,

(3.15)
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where, for any n ≥ 1, an = Ê[ξ] and for any t ∈ [0, T ]

snt = Ê

[
ξ +

∫ T

0

f
(
s, Y n−1

s , Z̄n
s

)
ds

]
− Ê

[
ξ +

∫ T

t

f
(
s, Y n−1

s , Z̄n
s

)
ds

]
= Ê[Ȳ n

0 ]− Ê[Ȳ n
t ],

ln(t, x) = Ê[L(t, Ȳ n
t − Ê[Ȳ n

t ] + x)], rn(t, x) = Ê[R(t, Ȳ n
t − Ê[Ȳ n

t ] + x)],

s̃nt = an + snT − snT−t, l̃n(t, x) = ln(T − t, x), r̃n(t, x) = rn(T − t, x),

ĥm,n(t, x) = hn+m(t, x)− hn(t, x), for h = l, r, l̃, r̃,

and (x̃n, k̃n) denotes the unique solution to the Skorokhod problem SP
r̃n

l̃n
(s̃n). Thus, it follows from

the representation (3.9) that

Ê

[∣∣Y n+m
t − Y n

t

∣∣β
]
≤ C̃(β, T,G, κ, c, C)

∫ T

t

ρ
(
Ê

[ ∣∣Y n+m−1
s − Y n−1

s

∣∣β
])

ds. (3.16)

Furthermore, the above inequality can be rewritten as

un,m(t) ≤ C̃(β, T,G, κ, c, C)

∫ T

t

ρ(un−1,m(s))ds,

where un,m(t) = supt6r6T Ê

[
|Y n+m

r − Y n
r |

β
]
is uniformly bounded by Assertion (i). Set vn(t) =

supm un,m(t) and α(t) = lim supn→+∞ vn(t). Applying Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem,
we could get

0 ≤ α(t) ≤ C̃(β, T,G, κ, c, C)

∫ T

t

ρ
(
α(s)

)
ds, 0 ≤ t ≤ T.

The final result is immediate from the backward Bihari’s inequality.
Now we are ready to present the proof of Theorem 3.12, which is the main result of this subsection.

Proof of Theorem 3.12. We first prove the existence, which will be divided into the following
three steps.

Step 1. The uniform estimates. We notice that there exists θ > 0 such that α(1 + θ) = β.
Consequently, in view of Theorem 2.5 and (A.1) in the appendix, we could find a positive constant

C̃(β, T,G, κ) such that

Ê

[
sup

06t6T

∣∣Ȳ n
t

∣∣α
]
≤ C̃(β, T,G, κ)

(
Ê

[∣∣∣|ξ|α +

∫ T

0

∣∣f(s, Y n−1
s , 0)

∣∣α ds
∣∣∣
1+θ
]) 1

(1+θ)

. (3.17)

Observe that from Assertion (i) in Lemma 3.13 and (3.11), we could get

Ê

[∣∣∣|ξ|α +

∫ T

0

∣∣f(s, Y n−1
s , 0)

∣∣α ds
∣∣∣
1+θ
]

≤C̃(β, T )

{
Ê
[
|ξ|β
]
+ Ê

[∫ T

0

∣∣f(s, Y n−1
s , 0)

∣∣β ds
]}

≤C̃(β, T, ρ)

{
Ê
[
|ξ|β
]
+ sup

06t6T
Ê

[∣∣Y n−1
t

∣∣β
]
+ 1+ Ê

[ ∫ T

0

|f(s, 0, 0)|
β
ds

]}

≤C̃(β, T,G, κ, c, C, ρ).
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Moreover, recalling (3.13), we have

sup
0≤t≤T

|An
T −An

t |
α ≤ C̃(α, T, c, C)

(
1 + Ê

[
sup

0≤t≤T

∣∣Ȳ n
t

∣∣α
])

. (3.18)

Therefore, we can conclude from the representation (3.9) and Assertion (i) in Lemma 3.13 that for
any n ≥ 1,

Ê

[
sup

06t6T
|Y n

t |
α

]
≤ C̃(β, T,G, κ, c, C, ρ). (3.19)

We recall that (Zn,Kn) can be seen as a part of the solution to G-BSDE (3.10). Therefore, using
(A.2) in the appendix together with the Hölder inequality, we derive that

‖Zn‖αHα
G
+ ‖Kn

T ‖
α
Lα

G
= ‖Z̄n‖αHα

G
+ ‖K̄n

T‖
α
Lα

G

≤C̃(α, T,G, κ)

{
∥∥Ȳ n

∥∥α
Sα
G

+ Ê

[∣∣∣
∫ T

0

∣∣∣f
(
s, Y n−1

s , 0
) ∣∣∣ds

∣∣∣
α
]}

≤C̃(α, T,G, κ)

{
∥∥Ȳ n

∥∥α
Sα
G

+ Ê

[∣∣∣
∫ T

0

∣∣∣f
(
s, Y n−1

s , 0
) ∣∣∣

β

ds
∣∣∣
α
β

]}

≤C̃(α, T,G, κ, ρ)

{
‖Ȳ n‖αSα

G
+ ‖Y n−1‖αSα

G
+ 1 + Ê

[∣∣∣
∫ T

0

∣∣f (s, 0, 0)
∣∣βds

∣∣∣
α
β

]}

≤C̃(β, T,G, κ, c, C, ρ).

(3.20)

Step 2. The convergence. We start from showing that {Y n}n∈N is a Cauchy sequence in
Sα
G(0, T ). By (A.3) in the appendix, the following inequality can be deduced in a similar way to

(3.17). Indeed,

Ê

[
sup

06t6T

∣∣Ȳ n+m
t − Ȳ n

t

∣∣α
]
≤ C̃(β, T,G, κ)

(
Ê

[∣∣∣
∫ T

0

∣∣fn+m−1
s − fn−1

s

∣∣α ds
∣∣∣
1+θ
]) 1

(1+θ)

,

where fn+m−1
s − fn−1

s = f(s, Y n+m−1
s , Z̄n+m

s )− f(s, Y n−1
s , Z̄n+m

s ). The following inequalities comes
from the Hölder inequality and Assumption 3.10,

Ê

[∣∣∣
∫ T

0

∣∣fn+m−1
s − fn−1

s

∣∣α ds
∣∣∣
1+θ
]
≤ C̃(β, T )Ê

[ ∫ T

0

∣∣fn+m−1
s − fn−1

s

∣∣α(1+θ)
ds

]

≤ C̃(β, T )Ê

[ ∫ T

0

ρ
(
|Y n+m−1

s − Y n−1
s |β

)
ds

]

≤ C̃(β, T )ρ
(

sup
06s6T

Ê
[
|Y n+m−1

s − Y n−1
s |β

] )
,

where in the last inequality we have used Lemma 2.2. Moreover, recalling (3.15), we could derive that

sup
06t6T

∣∣∣(An+m
T −An+m

t )− (An
T −An

t )
∣∣∣
α

≤ C̃(α,C, c) sup
t∈[0,T ]

Ê
[∣∣Ȳ n+m

t − Ȳ n
t

∣∣α] .

All the above conclusions along with the representation (3.9) and Lemma 3.13 imply that Y n is a
Cauchy sequence in Sα

G(0, T ). As for the Z-component, with the help of (A.4) in the appendix and
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the same techniques as (3.20), we could get

‖Zn+m − Zn‖αHα
G
= ‖Z̄n+m − Z̄n‖αHα

G

≤C̃(β, T,G, κ, ρ)

{
‖Ȳ n+m − Ȳ n‖αSα

G
+ ‖Ȳ n+m − Ȳ n‖

α
2

Sα
G

[∥∥Ȳ n+m
∥∥α

2

Sα
G

+
∥∥Y n+m−1

∥∥α
2

Sα
G

+
∥∥Ȳ n

∥∥α
2

Sα
G

+
∥∥Y n−1

∥∥α
2

Sα
G

+ 1 + Ê

[∣∣∣
∫ T

0

|f (s, 0, 0) |βds
∣∣∣
α
β
] 1

2

]}
,

which indicates {Zn} is a Cauchy sequence in Hα
G(0, T ). Besides, due to (3.15), we have

sup
06t6T

|An+m
t −An

t |
α ≤ sup

06t6T

∣∣∣(An+m
T −An+m

t )− (An
T −An

t )
∣∣∣
α

+
∣∣∣An+m

T −An
T

∣∣∣
α

≤ C̃(α, c, C) sup
0≤t≤T

Ê
[∣∣Ȳ n+m

t − Ȳ n
t

∣∣α] .
(3.21)

Consequently, there are three processes (Y, Z,A) ∈ Sα
G(0, T )×Hα

G(0, T )×BV [0, T ] such that

lim
n→∞

(
‖Y n − Y ‖

α
Sα
G
+ ‖Zn − Z‖

α
Hα

G
+ sup

06t6T
|An

t −At|
α

)
= 0.

Note that limn→∞ ‖Y n − Y ‖
α
Sα
G
= 0 means Y n converges to Y pointwisely, which together with (ii)

in Lemma 3.13 gives limn→∞ sup
06t6T

Ê

[
|Y n

t − Yt|
β
]
= 0. Then, we define

Kt = Yt − Y0 +

∫ t

0

f (s, Ys, Zs) ds−

∫ t

0

ZsdBs +At.

We claim that

lim
n→∞

‖Kn −K‖αSα
G
= 0, (3.22)

which will be proved in step 3. Note that Kn = K̄n in (3.9) and K̄n is a non-increasing G-martingale,
which together with (3.22) ensure K is a non-increasing G-martingale. Then (Y, Z,K,A) ∈ S

α
G ×

BV [0, T ] for any 1 < α < β is actually the solution to mean reflected G-BSDE (3.4) with non-Lipschitz
cofficients.

Step 3. In fact,

Kn
t −Kt = Y n

t − Yt − (Y n
0 − Y0) +

∫ t

0

(
f(s, Y n−1

s , Zn
s )− f(s, Ys, Zs)

)
ds

−

∫ t

0

(Zn
s − Zs)dBs +An

t −At.
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Then, by Proposition 2.4, Lemma 2.2 and simple calculation, we arrive at

‖Kn −K‖αSα
G
≤ C̃

{
‖Y n − Y ‖αSα

G
+ Ê

[( ∫ T

0

|f(s, Y n−1
s , Zn

s )− f(s, Ys, Z
n
s )|

βds
)α

β

]

+ Ê

[(∫ T

0

|f(s, Ys, Z
n
s )− f(s, Ys, Zs)|

2ds
)α

2

]
+ ‖Zn − Z‖αHα

G
+ sup

06t6T
|An

t −At|
α

}

≤ C̃

{
‖Y n − Y ‖αSα

G
+ Ê

[(∫ T

0

ρ
(
|Y n−1

s − Ys|
β
)
ds
)α

β

]
+ ‖Zn − Z‖αHα

G
+ sup

06t6T
|An

t −At|
α

}

≤ C̃

{
‖Y n − Y ‖αSα

G
+ ‖Zn − Z‖αHα

G
+

∣∣∣∣ρ
(

sup
06s6T

Ê

[
|Y n−1

s − Ys|
β
])∣∣∣∣

α
β

+ sup
06t6T

|An
t −At|

α

}
,

where C̃ = C̃(β, T,G, κ, c, C). Thus the claim (3.22) holds.
It remains to prove Uniqueness. Assume that (Y ′, Z ′,K ′, A′) is another solution to mean reflected

G-BSDE (3.4). Similar with (3.16), we can derive that

Ê
[
|Yt − Y ′

t |
β
]
≤ C̃(β, T,G, κ, c, C)

∫ T

t

ρ

(
Ê

[
|Ys − Y ′

s |
β
])

ds.

It follows from the backward Bihari’s inequality that

Ê
[
|Yt − Y ′

t |
β
]
= 0, t ∈ [0, T ].

From the continuity of Y and Y ′, we could conclude that Yt = Y ′
t , 0 ≤ t ≤ T , q.s.. Now observe

that (Y, Z,K,A) and (Y ′, Z ′,K ′, A′) can both be seen as the solutions to the following mean reflected
G-BSDE on the time interval [0, T ]





Ȳt = ξ +
∫ T

t
f(s, Ys, Z̄s)ds−

∫ T

t
Z̄sdBs − (K̄T − K̄t) + (ĀT − Āt),

Ê[L(t, Ȳt)] ≤ 0 ≤ Ê[R(t, Ȳt)],

Āt = ĀR
t − ĀL

t , ĀR, ĀL ∈ I[0, T ] and
∫ T

0 Ê[R(t, Ȳt)]dĀ
R
t =

∫ T

0 Ê[L(t, Ȳt)]dĀ
L
t = 0.

The uniqueness follows from Theorem 3.7 and the fact Y ∈ M
β
G(0, T ).

4 Properties of solutions to G-BSDEs with double mean re-

flections

In this section, we shall investigate some properties of the solutions to G-BSDEs with double mean
reflections which may bring some inspiration to the stochastic control problems and financial issues
in our future research.

4.1 Comparison theorem

First, it is natural to conjecture that if the loss function R is larger, the force aiming to push the
solution upwards is less and similarly, if the loss function L is smaller, the force aiming to pull the
solution downwards is less. To be more precisely, we have the following comparison theorem for the
solutions to doubly mean reflected G-BSDEs with respect to the loss functions.
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Proposition 4.1 Let the coefficients f, g satisfy Assumption 3.6. Suppose that ξ ∈ Lβ(ΩT ) and

Li, Ri satisfy Assumption 3.1 with Ê[Li(T, ξ)] ≤ 0 ≤ Ê[Ri(T, ξ)], i = 1, 2. Let (Y i, Zi,Ki, Ai) be the
solution to the doubly mean reflected G-BSDE with parameters (ξ, f, g, Li, Ri), i = 1, 2, respectively.
Assume furthermore that for any (t, x) ∈ [0, T ]×R, L1(t, x) ≤ L2(t, x), R1(t, x) ≤ R2(t, x), q.s. Then,
for any t ∈ [0, T ], we have Y 2

t ≤ Y 1
t .

Proof. Recalling the proof of Theorem 3.7, it suffices to consider the case where g = 0 and f does not
depends on y. First, note that (Y i − (Ai

T − Ai), Zi,Ki) are the solutions to G-BSDE with terminal
value ξ and coefficient f , i = 1, 2. It follows from the uniqueness result for G-BSDEs that

Y 1
t − (A1

T −A1
t ) = Y 2

t − (A2
T −A2

t ), t ∈ [0, T ]. (4.1)

We claim that A2
T −A2

t ≤ A1
T −A1

t for any t ∈ [0, T ], which, together with (4.1), implies the desired
result. We prove this claim by way of contradiction. Suppose that there exists some t1 < T , such that

A2
T −A2

t1 > A1
T −A1

t1 .

We define

t2 := inf{t ≥ t1 : A2
T −A2

t ≤ A1
T −A1

t }.

Since Ai, i = 1, 2 are continuous, it is easy to check that

A2
T −A2

t2 = A1
T −A1

t2 , A2
T −A2

t > A1
T −A1

t , t ∈ [t1, t2). (4.2)

Recalling Eq. (4.1), we derive that Y 2
t > Y 1

t , t ∈ [t1, t2), which implies that

Ê[R2(t, Y 2
t )] ≥ Ê[R1(t, Y 2

t )] > Ê[R1(t, Y 1
t )]

≥0 ≥ Ê[L2(t, Y 2
t )] ≥ Ê[L1(t, Y 2

t )] > Ê[L1(t, Y 1
t )], t ∈ [t1, t2),

where the strict inequality follows by a similar analysis as in the proof of Lemma 3.3. By the Skorokhod
condition, we have dA

2,R
t = dA

1,L
t = 0, t ∈ [t1, t2). Simple calculation yields that

A1
T − (A1,R

t1 −A
1,L
t2 ) = A1

T − (A1,R
t1 −A

1,L
t1 ) = A1

T −A1
t1

<A2
T −A2

t1 = A2
T − (A2,R

t1 −A
2,L
t1 ) = A2

T − (A2,R
t2 −A

2,L
t1 ) ≤ A2

T − (A2,R
t2 −A

2,L
t2 )

=A2
T −A2

t2 = A1
T −A1

t2 = A1
T − (A1,R

t2 −A
1,L
t2 ),

where we have used (4.2) and the fact that A2,L is nondecreasing. The above analysis implies that

A
1,R
t1 > A

1,R
t2 , which is a contradiction. Thus, the claim A2

T − A2
t ≤ A1

T − A1
t holds for any t ∈ [0, T ]

and consequently, Y 2
t ≤ Y 1

t . The proof is complete.
Recall that for the single mean reflected case, the first component of the solution satisfying the

Skorokhod condition is minimal among all deterministic solutions when the coefficient is determinis-
tically linearly dependent on y (see Theorem 11 in [4] for the classical case and Proposition 3.9 in [34]
for the G-expectation case). For the double mean reflected case, we have two Skorokhod conditions,
which ensure both the minimality of the forces aiming to push the solution upwards and to push
the solution downwards, respectively. In the following, we investigate the case if we only impose the
minimality property for one of the forces described above, i.e., we consider the following two mean
reflected BSDEs with single Skorokhod condition





Yt = ξ +
∫ T

t
f(s, Ys, Zs)ds+

∫ T

t
g(s, Zs)d〈B〉s −

∫ T

t
ZsdBs − (KT −Kt) +AT −At,

Ê[L(t, Yt)] ≤ 0 ≤ Ê[R(t, Yt)],

At = AR
t −AL

t , AR, AL ∈ I[0, T ],
∫ T

0 Ê[R(t, Yt)]dA
R
t = 0,

(4.3)
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and




Yt = ξ +
∫ T

t
f(s, Ys, Zs)ds+

∫ T

t
g(s, Zs)d〈B〉s −

∫ T

t
ZsdBs − (KT −Kt) +AT −At,

Ê[L(t, Yt)] ≤ 0 ≤ Ê[R(t, Yt)],

At = AR
t −AL

t , AR, AL ∈ I[0, T ],
∫ T

0 Ê[L(t, Yt)]dA
L
t = 0.

(4.4)

Since (4.3) only imposes the minimality condition on AR and (4.4) only imposes the minimality
condition on AL, it is natural to conjecture that the solution of BSDE with double mean reflections
falls between the solutions of (4.3) and (4.4).

Proposition 4.2 Suppose that the coefficients f, g satisfy Assumption 3.6. Let ξ ∈ Lβ(ΩT ) and L,R

satisfy Assumption 3.1 with Ê[L(T, ξ)] ≤ 0 ≤ Ê[R(T, ξ)]. Let (Y , Z,K,A), (Ȳ , Z̄, K̄, Ā), (Y, Z,K,A)
be the solutions to (4.3), (4.4), (3.3), respectively. Then, for any t ∈ [0, T ], we have Y t ≤ Yt ≤ Ȳt.

Proof. We only prove the second inequality since the first one can be proved similarly. The proof is
similar with the one for Proposition 4.1. Actually, what we need to do is to replace Y 1, A1, A1,R, A1,L

and Y 2, A2, A2,R, A2,L in the proof of Proposition 4.1 by Ȳ , Ā, ĀR, ĀL and Y,A,AR, AL, respectively.
The proof is complete.

Remark 4.3 Proposition 4.1 and Proposition 4.2 extends Proposition 4.6 and Proposition 4.4 in [26]
to the G-expectation framework. What’s more, since the constraints are made on the distribution of
the solution, the comparison theorem for the general case may not hold true. Especially, the larger
initial value may not induce the larger solution. A counterexample can be found in Example 3.10 in
[34].

4.2 Connection with optimization problems under model uncertainty

Recalling that the expectation of the first component of doubly mean reflected BSDE in the classical
case corresponds to the value function to some “game” problem (see Theorem 3.6 in [12] and Theorem
4.7 in [26]). More specifically, the value function is of the supq infs (= infs supq) type, where s, q are
constants taking values from some bounded interval. However, under G-framework, due to the fact
that Ê[·] is an upper expectation, the upper value function and the lower value function take the
form of “supq infs supP ” and “infs supq infP ”, respectively. Therefore, the “game” problem under
G-expectation is more complicated. We show that the expectation of the first component of the
solution to a doubly mean reflected G-BSDE lies between the lower value and the upper value of some
optimization problems. Especially, if the first component of the solution has no mean uncertainty, its
expectation coincides with the lower value and upper value.

To be more precisely, for any fixed 1 < α < β, let (Y, Z,K,A) ∈ S
α
G(0, T ) × BV [0, T ] be the

solution to the doubly mean reflected G-BSDE (3.4). We define

Ỹt := Êt[ξ +

∫ T

t

f(s, Ys, Zs)ds+

∫ T

t

g(s, Ys, Zs)d〈B〉s].

It is easy to check that Yt = Ỹt + (AT −At). Since A is deterministic, it follows that

AT −At = Ê[Yt]− Ê[Ỹt] = Ê[−Ỹt]− Ê[−Yt].

Consequently, we have

Yt = Ỹt + Ê[Yt]− Ê[Ỹt] = Ỹt + Ê[−Ỹt]− Ê[−Yt]. (4.5)
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Set

r̄Ỹ (t, x) := Ê[R(t, x+ Ỹt − Ê[Ỹt])], l̄Ỹ (t, x) := Ê[L(t, x+ Ỹt − Ê[Ỹt])],

rỸ (t, x) := Ê[R(t, x+ Ỹt + Ê[−Ỹt])], lỸ (t, x) := Ê[L(t, x+ Ỹt + Ê[−Ỹt])].

By the proof of Lemma 3.3, for any t ∈ [0, T ], r̄Ỹ (t, ·), l̄Ỹ (t, ·), rỸ (t, ·), lỸ (t, ·) are continuous, strictly
increasing and satisfy

lim
x→∞

r̄Ỹ (t, x) = lim
x→∞

l̄Ỹ (t, x) = +∞, lim
x→−∞

r̄Ỹ (t, x) = lim
x→−∞

l̄Ỹ (t, x) = −∞,

lim
x→∞

rỸ (t, x) = lim
x→∞

lỸ (t, x) = +∞, lim
x→−∞

rỸ (t, x) = lim
x→−∞

lỸ (t, x) = −∞.

Hence, for any fixed t ∈ [0, T ], the equations r̄Ỹ (t, x) = 0, l̄Ỹ (t, x) = 0, rỸ (t, x) = 0, lỸ (t, x) = 0 have
unique solutions, which are denoted by r̄t, l̄t, rt and lt, respectively.

Theorem 4.4 Suppose that (Y, Z,K,A) is the solution to the BSDE with double mean reflections
(3.4). Then, for any t ∈ [0, T ], we have

inf
s∈[t,T ]

sup
q∈[t,T ]

Rt(s, q) ≤ −Ê[−Yt] ≤ Ê[Yt] ≤ sup
q∈[t,T ]

inf
s∈[t,T ]

R̄t(s, q), (4.6)

where

Rt(s, q) = −Ê[−R′
t(s, q)], R̄t(s, q) = Ê[R̄′

t(s, q)],

R̄′
t(s, q) = I

s∧q
t (f, g)− (Ks∧q −Kt) + ξI{s∧q=T} + r̄qI{q<T,q≤s} + l̄sI{s<q},

R′
t(s, q) = I

s∧q
t (f, g)− (Ks∧q −Kt) + ξI{s∧q=T} + rqI{q<T,q≤s} + lsI{s<q}

and, for any 0 ≤ u ≤ v ≤ T ,

I
v
u(f, g) :=

∫ v

u

f(r, Yr, Zr)dr +

∫ v

u

g(r, Yr, Zr)d〈B〉r .

If for any t ∈ [0, T ], Ê[Yt] = −Ê[−Yt], then we have

Ê[Yt] = inf
s∈[t,T ]

sup
q∈[t,T ]

Rt(s, q) = sup
q∈[t,T ]

inf
s∈[t,T ]

R̄t(s, q). (4.7)

Proof. Fix t ∈ [0, T ]. In order to prove (4.6), it suffices to show that for any ε > 0, there exist
sεt , q

ε
t ∈ [t, T ], such that for all s, q ∈ [t, T ],

−ε+Rt(s
ε
t , q) ≤ −Ê[−Yt] ≤ Ê[Yt] ≤ R̄t(s, q

ε
t ) + ε. (4.8)

We only prove the first inequality since the last one can be proved similarly. By (4.5) and the definition

of rỸ , lỸ , we have

Ê[R(v, Ỹv + Ê[−Ỹv] + rv)] = 0 ≤ Ê[R(v, Yv)] = Ê[R(v, Ỹv + Ê[−Ỹv]− Ê[−Yv])],

Ê[L(v, Ỹv + Ê[−Ỹv] + lv)] = 0 ≥ Ê[L(v, Yv)] = Ê[L(v, Ỹv + Ê[−Ỹv]− Ê[−Yv])],

which implies that

rv ≤ −Ê[−Yv] ≤ lv, v ∈ [0, T ]. (4.9)
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Set

sεt = inf{s > t : −Ê[−Ys] ≥ ls − ε} ∧ T. (4.10)

We claim that the first inequality in (4.8) holds for this sεt . Indeed, since −Ê[−Ys] < ls − ε on

s ∈ (t, sεt ), the strict monotonicity of lỸ implies that

Ê[L(s, Ys)] = Ê[L(s, Ỹs + Ê[−Ỹs]− Ê[−Ys])] < Ê[L(s, Ỹs + Ê[−Ỹs] + ls)] = 0.

Due to the fact that
∫ T

0 Ê[L(s, Ys)]dA
L
s = 0, we have AL

q −AL
t = 0 for q ∈ (t, sεt ) and thus Aq −At =

AR
q −AR

t ≥ 0 for q ∈ (t, sεt ). By the continuity of A, we deduce that

Aq −At ≥ 0, q ∈ (t, sεt ]. (4.11)

It is easy to check that for q ∈ (t, sεt ]

Rt(s
ε
t , q) =− Ê[−I

q
t (f, g)− ξI{q=T} + (Kq −Kt)] + rqI{q<T}

≤− Ê[−I
q
t (f, g)− ξI{q=T} + (Kq −Kt)]− Ê[−Yq]I{q<T} +Aq −At

≤− Ê[−Yt −

∫ q

t

ZsdBs] = −Ê[−Yt],

where we have used (4.9), (4.11) in the first inequality, the sublinearity of Ê[·] and the dynamics of Y
in the second inequality. On the other hand, for q ∈ (sεt , T ], we have

Rt(s
ε
t , q) =− Ê[−I

sεt
t (f, g) + (Ksεt −Kt)] + l̄sεt

≤− Ê[−I
sεt
t (f, g) + (Ksεt −Kt)]− Ê[−Ysεt ] + ε+Asεt −At

≤− Ê[−Yt −

∫ sεt

t

ZsdBs] + ε = −Ê[−Yt] + ε,

where we have used (4.11) and definition of sεt in the first inequality, the sublinearity of Ê[·] and the
dynamics of Y in the second inequality. Therefore, all the above analysis yields the first inequality in
(4.8). Set

qεt = inf{s > t : Ê[Ys] ≤ r̄s + ε} ∧ T. (4.12)

By a similar analysis as above, we could obtain the last inequality in (4.8).
It remains to show (4.7). To this end, we only need to prove that for any s, q ∈ [t, T ], Rt(s, q) =

R̄t(s, q). Indeed, it follows from (4.5) that Ê[Ỹt] = −Ê[−Ỹt], t ∈ [0, T ]. By the definition of rt, lt, r̄t
and l̄t, we have r̄t = rt and l̄t = lt, t ∈ [0, T ]. Consequently, we obtain that R̄′

t(s, q) = R′
t(s, q). Note

that

I
s∧q
t (f, g)− (Ks∧q −Kt) + ξI{s∧q=T} = Yt − Ys∧qI{s∧q<T} +

∫ s∧q

t

ZsdBs.

Since Yt, Ys∧q and
∫ s∧q

t ZsdBs have no mean uncertainty, R̄′
t(s, q) has no mean uncertainty. The proof

is complete.
Moreover, if the coefficient f is deterministically linearly dependent on y and the loss functions

L,R take the following form

L(t, x) = x− Lt, R(t, x) = x−Rt,

we could connect the G-expectation of the solution with another form of optimization problem like
what follows.
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Theorem 4.5 Let (Y, Z,K,A) be the solution to the following mean reflected G-BSDE with double
mean reflections




Yt = ξ +
∫ T

t (γsYs + fs)ds−
∫ T

t ZsdBs − (KT −Kt) + (AT −At),

Rt ≤ Ê[Yt] ≤ Lt,

At = AR
t −AL

t , AR, AL ∈ I[0, T ] and
∫ T

0
(Ê[Yt]−Rt)dA

R
t =

∫ T

0
(Ê[Yt]− Lt)dA

L
t = 0.

(4.13)

where {ft}t∈[0,T ], {γt}t∈[0,T ] are bounded deterministic measurable functions and {Lt}t∈[0,T ], {Rt}t∈[0,T ]

are deterministic continuous functions with inft∈[0,T ](Lt −Rt) > 0. Then for all t ∈ [0, T ], we have

Ê [Yt] = sup
q∈[t,T ]

inf
s∈[t,T ]

Ê
[
y
s∧q
t

]
= inf

s∈[t,T ]
sup

q∈[t,T ]

Ê
[
y
s∧q
t

]
, (4.14)

where ys∧q is the first component of the solution to the following G-BSDE on the time horizon [0, s∧q]:

y
s∧q
t =

[
ξI{s∧q=T} + LsI{s<q} +RqI{q≤s<T}

]
+

∫ s∧q

t

(γry
s∧q
r + fr)dr−

∫ s∧q

t

zτ∧σ
r dBr − (ks∧q

s∧q −k
s∧q
t ),

and the saddle-point s∗, q∗ ∈ [t, T ] is given by:

s∗ = inf
{
s ≥ t : Ê [Ys] = Ls

}
∧ T, q∗ = inf

{
s ≥ t : Ê [Ys] = Rs

}
∧ T. (4.15)

Remark 4.6 Under the setting described in Theorem 4.5 and recalling the notations in Theorem 4.4,
we have

R̄t(s, q) = Ê[ξI{s∧q=T} + LsI{s<q} +RqI{q≤s<T} +

∫ s∧q

t

(γrYr + fr)dr − (Ks∧q −Kt)].

The term R̄t(s, q) is usually not equal to Ê[ys∧q
t ]. Therefore, the optimization problem in (4.14) differs

from the one in (4.6).

Proof. First, we show that Ê[Yt] = Ê[ys
∗∧q∗

t ]. Using the notations in the proof of Theorem 3.7,
(Y a, Za,Ka, Aa) solves the doubly mean reflected G-BSDE with terminal value ξa, loss functions
La, Ra and coefficient {easfs}s∈[0,T ]. Besides, the constraining processes satisfy

A
a,L
t =

∫ t

0

eardAL
r , A

a,R
t =

∫ t

0

eardAR
r .

Recalling the definition of s∗, q∗ in (4.15), it is easy to check that dAL
r = dAR

r = 0 for r ∈ [t, s∗ ∧ q∗],
which implies that dAa,L

r = dAa,R
r = 0 and thus

Y a
t = Y a

s∗∧q∗ +

∫ s∗∧q∗

t

earfrdr −

∫ s∗∧q∗

t

Za
r dBr − (Ka

s∗∧q∗ −Ka
t ).

Consequently, we have

Ê [Y a
t ] = Ê

[
Y a
s∗∧q∗ +

∫ s∗∧q∗

t

earfrdr

]

=Ê

[
Y a
q∗I{q∗≤s∗<T} + Y a

s∗I{s∗<q∗} + ξaI{s∗∧q∗=T} +

∫ s∗∧q∗

t

earfrdr

]

=Ê
[
eaT ξI{s∗∧q∗=T}

]
+ eaq∗Rq∗I{q∗≤s∗<T} + eas∗Ls∗I{s∗<q∗} +

∫ s∗∧q∗

t

earfrdr = eatÊ

[
y
s∗∧q∗

t

]
,
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which implies that Ê[Yt] = Ê[ys
∗∧q∗

t ].

Now let s ∈ [t, T ]. Then it follows from the Skorokhod condition that Aa,R
s∧q∗ −A

a,R
t = 0. Therefore,

we have

Y a
t = Y a

s∧q∗ +

∫ s∧q∗

t

earfrdr −

∫ s∧q∗

t

Za
r dBr − (Ka

s∧q∗ −Ka
t )− (Aa,L

s∧q∗ −A
a,L
t ).

Noting that Aa,L is nondecreasing, we obtain that

Ê [Y a
t ] = Ê

[
Y a
s∧q∗ +

∫ s∧q∗

t

earfrdr − (Aa,L
s∧q∗ −A

a,L
t )

]

≤Ê

[
Y a
q∗I{q∗≤s<T} + Y a

s I{s<q∗} + ξaI{s∧q∗=T} +

∫ s∧q∗

t

earfrdr

]

=Ê
[
eaT ξI{s∧q∗=T}

]
+ eaq∗Rq∗I{q∗≤<T} + easLsI{s<q∗} +

∫ s∧q∗

t

earfrdr = eatÊ

[
y
s∧q∗

t

]
.

The above analysis indicates that

Ê[Yt] ≤ inf
s∈[t,T ]

Ê

[
y
s∧q∗

t

]
≤ sup

q∈[t,T ]

inf
s∈[t,T ]

Ê
[
y
s∧q
t

]
.

Similarly, we have

Ê[Yt] ≥ sup
q∈[t,T ]

Ê

[
y
s∗∧q
t

]
≥ inf

s∈[t,T ]
sup

q∈[t,T ]

Ê
[
y
s∧q
t

]
.

It is obvious that supq∈[t,T ] infs∈[t,T ] Ê
[
y
s∧q
t

]
≤ infs∈[t,T ] supq∈[t,T ] Ê

[
y
s∧q
t

]
. Hence the desired result

holds.

A Basic properties of G-BSDEs with Lipschitz coefficients

In this appendix, we state the well-posedness and some basic estimates of G-BSDEs for reader’s
convenience, more relevant details can be found in [19].

Theorem A.1 ([19]) The G-BSDE with terminal condition ξ ∈ L
β
G (ΩT ) and generators f, g satis-

fying Assumption 3.8 for some β > 1 has a unique solution (Y, Z,K) ∈ S
α
G(0, T ) for any 1 < α < β

and t 7−→ Yt is continuous. Moreover, there exists a constant C̃(α, T,G, κ) > 0 such that

|Yt|
α
≤ C̃(α, T,G, κ)Êt

[
|ξ|α +

∫ T

t

|hs|
αds

]
, (A.1)

Ê

[(∫ T

0

|Zs|
2
ds

)α
2
]
+ Ê [|KT |

α] ≤ C̃(α, T,G, κ)

{
‖Y ‖αSα

G
+
∥∥∥
∫ T

0

hsds
∥∥∥
α

Lα
G

}
, (A.2)

where hs = |f(s, 0, 0)|+ |g(s, 0, 0)|.

Remark A.2 Actually, if ξ ∈ L
β
G (ΩT ) and f, g satisfy Assumption 3.8 for some β > 1, we could get

Y ∈ M
β
G (0, T ), which was verified in Lemma 3.2 of [33].
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Theorem A.3 ([19]) Let ξl ∈ L
β
G (ΩT ), l = 1, 2, and f l, gl satisfy Assumption 3.8 for some β > 1.

Assume that
(
Y l, Z l,K l

)
∈ S

α
G(0, T ) for some 1 < α < β is the solution of G-BSDE corresponding to

the data (ξl, f l, gl). Set Ŷt = Y 1
t −Y 2

t , Ẑt = Z1
t −Z2

t . Then there exists a positive constant C̃(α, T,G, κ)
such that

∣∣Ŷt

∣∣α ≤ C̃(α, T,G, κ)Êt

[(
|ξ̂|+

∫ T

t

|ĥs|ds
)α]

, (A.3)

Ê

[(∫ T

0

∣∣Ẑs

∣∣2ds
)α

2
]
≤ C̃(α, T,G, κ)

{
‖Ŷ ‖αSα

G
+ ‖Ŷ ‖

α
2

Sα
G

2∑

l=1

[ ∥∥Y l
∥∥α

2

Sα
G

+
∥∥∥
∫ T

0

hl,0
s ds

∥∥∥
α
2

Lα
G

]}
, (A.4)

where hl,0
s = |f l(s, 0, 0)| + |gl(s, 0, 0)|, ξ̂ = ξ1 − ξ2, and ĥs =

∣∣f1
(
s, Y 2

s , Z
2
s

)
− f2

(
s, Y 2

s , Z
2
s

)∣∣ +∣∣g1
(
s, Y 2

s , Z
2
s

)
− g2

(
s, Y 2

s , Z
2
s

)∣∣. Moreover, according to the proof of Proposition 5.1 in [19], we could

write C̃(α, T,G, κ) in (A.3) in a more accurate form C̃(α, T,G, κ) = C̃(α,G, κ)eC̃(α,G,κ)T .
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