arXiv:2004.08351v3 [math.PR] 22 Mar 2022

CONVERGENCE OF LARGE POPULATION GAMES TO MEAN FIELD GAMES WITH INTERACTION THROUGH THE CONTROLS

MATHIEU LAURIÈRE & LUDOVIC TANGPI

Abstract. This work considers stochastic differential games with a large number of players, whose costs and dynamics interact through the empirical distribution of both their states and their controls. We develop a new framework to prove convergence of finite-player games to the asymptotic mean field game. Our approach is based on the concept of propagation of chaos for forward and backward weakly interacting particles which we investigate by stochastic analysis methods, and which appear to be of independent interest. These propagation of chaos arguments allow to derive moment and concentration bounds for the convergence of Nash equilibria.

Contents

1. Introduction 1 1.1. Main results: informal statements and method 2 1.2. Literature review 3 1.3. Organization of the paper 4 2. Main results: formal statements 4 2.1. The N-player game 4 2.2. The Mean field game 6 3. Pontryagin’s maximum principle 8 3.1. Pontryagin’s maximum principle for N-agent games 8 3.2. Pontryagin’s maximum principle for mean field games of controls 9 4. Quantitative propagation of chaos for coupled FBSDE systems 10 4.1. Proof of Theorem 9 11 4.2. Propagation of chaos under monotonicity conditions 16 4.3. Concentration estimates 20 5. Approximation of the mean field game 22 5.1. Proofs of Theorem 1 and Theorem 2 22 5.2. Proof of Theorem 4 31 References 33

1. Introduction

The motivation behind this paper is to present a systematic method to investigate the asymptotic behavior of a class of symmetric N-player stochastic differential games in continuous time as the number of players N

Date: March 24, 2022.

2010 Mathematics Subject Classification. 60F25, 91A06, 91A13, 60J60, 28C20, 60H20, 35B40.

Key words and phrases. Large population games, mean field games, interaction through controls, propagation of chaos, FBSDE, McKean-Vlasov equations, Pontryagin’s maximum principle, concentration of measure, PDEs on Wasserstein space.

mathieu.lauriere@nyu.edu, NYU Shanghai (work done while at Princeton University, ORFE); ludovic.tangpi@princeton.edu, Princeton University, ORFE. The work of M. Lauriere was supported by ARO grant AWD1005491 and NSF award AWD1005433. The work of L. Tangpi was supported by NSF grant DMS-2005832. 1

becomes large. To be more precise, let us briefly describe such a game in the non-cooperative case. We consider a game in which each player (or agent) i ∈ {1, . . . , N} controls a diffusion process X^{i,N} whose evolution is given by dX^{i,N}_t = b ( t, X^{i,N}_t , α^{i,N}_t , 1 N N∑ j=1 δ_{(X} j,N_{t ,α}j,N_{t )} ) dt + σ dW^i_t for some independent Brownian motions W^1, . . . , W^N where α^{i,N} is a control process chosen by player i and δ_x is the Dirac delta mass at x. The measurability of α^{i,N} will be precised below. Agent i tries to minimize an individual cost

(1) J(α^i; α^{−i}) := E [ ∫ T 0 f ( t, X^{i,N}_t , α^{i,N}_t , 1 N N∑ j=1 δ_{(X} j,N_{t ,α}j,N_{t )} ) dt + g ( X^{i,N}_T , 1 N N∑ j=1 δ_X j,N_T )]

where we denote α^{−i} := (α^1, . . . , α^{i−1}, α^{i+1}, . . . , α^N ). In this context, it is natural to investigate the concept of Nash equilibrium (α̂^{1,N} , . . . , α̂^{N,N} ). See § 2.1 for definitions and a more precise description of the model. Unfortunately, as the number of players becomes large, the N-Nash equilibrium becomes analytically and (especially) numerically intractable. The groundbreaking idea of Lasry & Lions [38] and Huang et al. [32] is to argue that, heuristically, for such a symmetric game, when N goes to infinity, α̂^{i,N} should converge to a so-called mean field equilibrium α̂^i, which is defined as follows. For a fixed (measurable) measure flow (ξ_t)_{t≥0} with second marginals (μ_t)_{t≥0} let (α̂^ξ_t )_{t≥0} be a solution of the stochastic control problem

inf_α E [ ∫ T 0 f(t, X^α_t , α_t, ξ_t) dt + g(X^α_T , μ_T ) ] dX^α_t = b(t, X^α_t , α_t, ξ_t) dt + σ dW^i_t . A flow of measures ξ̂ is an equilibrium flow if it satisfies the following consistency condition: the law of (X^{α̂ξ̂}_t , α̂^{ξ̂}_t ) equals ξ̂_t for every t ∈ [0, T ]; the associated control α̂^i is an equilibrium control. The question at the heart of the present paper is to know how far α̂^i is from α̂^{i,N} . In other terms, we are interested in an estimation of the “error” |α̂^{i,N} − α̂^i|.

It is only after more than a decade of intensive research on mean field games that the intriguing heuristics mentioned above have been put into rigorous mathematical ground and in satisfactory generality. Notably, the works of Lacker [35] and Fischer [22] proved convergence results on the N-Nash equilibria to the mean field equilibrium as N goes to infinity for open-loop controls. Using a PDE on the Wasserstein space called the master equation, Cardaliaguet et al. [12] proved convergence for closed-loop controls, even in the presence of common noise. We also refer to works by Lacker [36], Delarue et al. [19, 18], Cardaliaguet [10] for more recent progress on this convergence question. Anticipating our brief discussion of these papers in the soon-to-come literature review (see § 1.2), let us mention at this point that with the exception of [19], none of the above cited papers investigates non-asymptotic results, nor do their settings cover games with interactions through the distribution of controls (or “control interactions” for short).

Games with control interactions, sometimes called “extended”, occur when the dynamics or the cost function of player i may explicitly depend on the empirical distribution of the controls of the other players, and not just on their respective states. Such games were first introduced by Gomes et. al. [27] and their investigation quickly picked-up momentum due to their relevance in various problems e.g. in economics and finance. References are provided below (see § 1.2). One important aspect of our analysis will be to include the treatment of such games.

1.1. Main results: informal statements and method. The main result of this paper is to show that (even) for games with interactions through the controls, under sufficient regularity and convexity assumptions on the coefficients of the game one obtains a non-asymptotic estimate of the “error” term E[|α̂^{i,N}_t −α̂^i_t|^2] and consequently convergence of α̂^{i,N} to α̂^i. This moment estimate is bolstered by concentration inequalities (some of which dimension-free) notably bounding the probability that the Wasserstein distance between the empirical measure of the N-Nash equilibrium and the law of the mean-field equilibrium exceeds a given threshold. The price to pay for these non-asymptotic bounds is to require either small enough time horizon or additional monotonicity conditions on the coefficients. The contribution of this article is also methodological. In fact, we design a three-step approach to bound the error:

(i) Characterize the solution of the N-player game by a system of forward-backward stochastic differential equations (FBSDE).

(ii) Investigate asymptotic properties of the system of equations, showing in particular that it converges to a McKean-Vlasov FBSDE (see definition below).

(iii) Show that the limiting McKean-Vlasov FBSDE characterizes the mean field equilibrium. To achieve step (ii), we further develop the theory of backward propagation of chaos initiated by the authors in [39]. The idea here is that, roughly speaking, the FBSDEs characterizing the N-player game can be interpreted (themselves) as a system of weakly interacting particles evolving forward and backward in time. A substantial part of the article is devoted to the investigation of non-asymptotic, strong propagation of chaos type results for such particle systems. At the purely probabilistic level, these results extend the original ideas of Sznitman [45] introduced for interacting (forward) particles to fully coupled systems of interacting forward and backward particles. Due to the independent relevance of these convergence results, this part of the paper is presented in a self-contained manner and so that it can be read separately. In fact, in this article, aside from the (non-cooperative) large population games discussed so far, we illustrate applications of this “forward-backward propagation of chaos” by proving convergence of a system of second order parabolic partial differential equations written on an Euclidean space to a so-called master equation, a second order PDE written on the Wasserstein space. This allows for convergence results to PDEs on infinite dimensional spaces similar to the ones derived by Cardaliaguet et al. [12], with different types of nonlinearities.

1.2. Literature review. The investigation of the limit theory in large population games started with the works of Lasry & Lions [37; 38] further extended by Feleqi [21], Bardi & Priuli [2] and Gomes et al. [24]. These papers share the limitations of treating either problems with linear coefficients or assuming that agents have controls which are not allowed to depend on other players’ states. In the breakthrough works of Lacker [35] and Fischer [22], the authors prove rather general convergence results for the empirical measure of the states of the agents at equilibrium using probabilistic techniques. We also refer to Lacker [36] for interesting further developments, notably for the case of closed-loop controls. The analyses of these authors use the notion of relaxed controls and study associated controlled martingale problems. This technique seems hard to extend to games with control interactions considered here, and it provides compactness results rather than convergence rates. However, one central advantage of this approach is that it does not assume uniqueness of the mean field equilibrium, which we do (at least in our main theorem). This shortcoming is shared with the PDE-based approaches of Delarue et al. [19, 18] and Cardaliaguet et al. [9] (but some of these works additionally need existence and bounds on the first and second order derivatives of the solution of the associated master equation). In fact, our approach is related to these methods in that they both rely on optimality conditions characterizing the equilibrium. However, instead of using optimality conditions phrased in terms of PDEs, we use FBSDEs characterizations. As a result, the technique developed here is a purely probabilistic one and we do not restrict ourselves to Markovian controls as in the PDE approaches.

Beyond its methodological aspects, our paper contributes to the large population game and the mean field game literature by its analysis of games with control interactions. Mean field games with such interactions are sometimes referred to as “extended MFG” or “MFG of controls” and have been introduced by Gomes et al. [27]; Gomes and Voskanyan [26]. Interaction through the controls’ distribution is particularly relevant in economics and finance, see e.g. [16; 29; 11] and [25, Section 3.3.1] (see also [13, Sections 1.3.2 and 4.7.1]). Some aspects of the PDE approach and the probabilistic approach to such games have been treated respectively in [6; 7; 33] and in [15]. Note also that this paper focuses on open–loop equilibria. The convergence problem for closed–loop equilibria is considered by [36; 9] using very different methods. Furthermore, let us finally point out that the method developed in this paper also apply to non-cooperative games and the results have natural PDE interpretation. These connections are presented in details in the ArXiv version of the paper [40].

1.3. Organization of the paper. In the next section we present the probabilistic setting and formally state our main results pertaining to the convergence of the N-Nash equilibrium to the mean field equilibrium. The emphasis is put on non-asymptotic results and concentration estimates. Section 3 is dedicated to the discussion of versions of Pontryagin’s maximum principle for games with interaction through the controls. The investigation of propagation of chaos for forward-backward interacting particles is carried out in Section 4. These elements are put together in Section 5 to prove the main results stated in Section 2.

2. Main results: formal statements

Let T > 0 and d ∈ N be fixed, and denote by (Ω, F, P ) a probabilitty space carrying a sequence of independent R^d -valued Brownian motions (W^i)_{i∈N}. For every positive integer N, let W^1, . . . , W^N be N independent copies of W and F_0 be an initial σ-field independent of W^1, . . . , W^N . We equip Ω with the filtration F^N := (F^N_t )_{t∈[0,T ]}, which is the completion of the filtration generated by W^1, . . . , W^N and F_0, and we further denote by F^i := (F^i_t )_{t∈[0,T ]}, which is the completion of the filtration generated by W^i and F_0. Without further mention, we will always use the identifications W ≡ W^1 and F ≡ F^1.

Given a vector x := (x^1, . . . , x^N ) ∈ (R^n )^N , for any n ∈ N, denote by

L^N (x) := 1 N N∑ j=1 δ_xj the empirical measures associated to x. It is clear that L^N (x) belongs to P_p(R^n ), the set of probability measures on R^n with finite p-moments. Given a random variable X, we denote by L(X) the law of X with respect to P .

Throughout the paper, C denotes a generic strictly positive constant. In the computations, the constant C can change from line to line, but this will not always be mentioned. However, C will never depend on N.

Let us now formally state the main results of this work.

2.1. The N-player game. We consider an N-agent game where player i chooses an admissible strategy α^i to control her state process, which has dynamics (2) dX^{i,α}_t = b(t, X^{i,α}_t , α^i_t, L^N (X^α_t , α_t))dt + σdW^i_t , X^{i,α}_0 ∼ μ^{(0)}, for some function b, a matrix σ and a distribution μ^{(0)} ∈ P_2(R^ℓ ), where the state depends on an average of the states and controls of all the players through the empirical measure L^N (X^α_t , α_t). The initial states X^{i,α}_0 are assumed to be i.i.d. Let m ∈ N and let A ⊆ R^m be a closed convex set. The set of admissible strategies is defined as^1

A := { α : [0, T ] × Ω → A F^N –progressive such that E [ ∫ T 0 |α_t|^2 dt ] < +∞ } . Given two functions f and g, the cost that agent i seeks to minimize, when the strategy profile is α = (α^1, . . . , α^N ), is J(α^i; α^{−i}) given in (1). Note that under our assumptions (specified below) the cost J is well defined for all admissible strategy profiles. As usual, one is interested in constructing a Nash equilibrium α̂ := (α̂^i, . . . , α̂^n), that is, admissible strategies (α̂^1, . . . , α̂^N ) such that for every i = 1, . . . , N and α ∈ A it holds that J^i(α̂) ≤ J(α^i; α̂^{−i}). When such a Nash equilibrium exists for every N, our aim is to investigate its asymptotic properties as N → ∞.

In particular, we give (regularity) conditions on the coefficients of the diffusions and the cost under which the Nash equilibrium of the N-player game converges to the mean-field equilibrium which we define below. We denote by

1Unless otherwise stated, we denote by | · | the Euclidean norm and by ab := a · b the inner product, regardless of the dimension of the Euclidean space.

W_2(ξ, ξ^′) the second order Wasserstein distance between two probability measures ξ, ξ^′ and by ∂_ξh, ∂_μh and ∂_ν h the so-called L-derivatives of a function h in the variable of the probability measure ξ ∈ P_2(R^ℓ × R^m ), μ ∈ P_2(R^ℓ ) and ν ∈ P_2(R^m ), respectively. See e.g. [1; 41] or [13, Chapter 5] for definition and further details.

We will use the following assumptions, on which we comment after stating our main results, see Remark 5. (A1) The function b : [0, T ] × R^ℓ × R^m × P_2(R^ℓ × R^m ) → R^ℓ is continuously differentiable in its last three arguments and satisfies the Lipschitz continuity and linear growth conditions |b(t, x, a, ξ) − b(t, x^′, a^′, ξ^′)| ≤ L_f ( |x − x^′| + |a − a^′| + W_2(ξ, ξ^′) ) |b(t, x, a, ξ)| ≤ C ( 1 + |x| + |a| + ( ∫ R^{ℓ+m} |v| 2 ξ(dv) )_{1/2})

for some C, L_f > 0 and all x, x^′ ∈ R^ℓ , a, a^′ ∈ R^m , t ∈ [0, T ] and ξ, ξ^′ ∈ P_2(R^ℓ × R^m ).

The functions f : [0, T ] × R^ℓ × R^m × P(R^ℓ × R^m ) → R and g : R^ℓ × P(R^ℓ ) → R are continuously differentiable (f in its last three arguments) and of quadratic growth: |f(t, x, a, ξ)| ≤ C ( 1 + |x|^2 + |a|^2 + ∫ R^{ℓ+m} |v| 2 ξ(dv) ) |g(x, μ)| ≤ C ( 1 + |x|^2 + ∫ R^ℓ |v| 2 μ(dv) )

for some C > 0 and all x ∈ R^ℓ , a ∈ R^m , t ∈ [0, T ] and ξ ∈ P_2(R^ℓ × R^m ). (A2) The functions b and f can be decomposed as (3) { b(t, x, a, ξ) := b_1(t, x, a, μ) + b_2(t, x, ξ) f(t, x, a, ξ) = f_1(t, x, a, μ) + f_2(t, x, ξ) for some functions b_1, b_2, f_1 and f_2, where μ is the first marginal of ξ.

(A3) Considering the function (4) H(t, x, y, a, ξ) = f(t, x, a, ξ) + b(t, x, a, ξ)y, there is γ > 0 such that (5) H(t, x, y, a, ξ) − H(t, x, y, a^′, ξ) − (a − a^′)∂_aH(t, x, y, a, ξ) ≥ γ|a − a^′|^2 for all a, a^′ ∈ A , x ∈ R^ℓ , a ∈ R^m , t ∈ [0, T ] and ξ ∈ P_2(R^ℓ × R^m ); and the functions x → g(x, μ) and (x, a) → H(t, x, y, a, ξ) are convex, where μ is the first marginal of ξ. In addition, the functions ∂_aH(t, ·, ·, ·, ·), ∂_xH(t, ·, ·, ·, ·) and ∂_xg(·, ·) are L_f -Lipschitz–continuous and of linear growth: |∂_xH(t, x, a, y, ξ)| ≤ C ( 1 + |x| + |y| + ( ∫ R^ℓ |v| 2μ(dv) )_{1/2}) |∂_aH(t, x, a, y, ξ)| ≤ C ( 1 + |x| + |a| + |y| + ( ∫ R^{ℓ+q} |v| 2ξ(dv) )_{1/2}) |∂_xg(x, μ) ≤ C ( 1 + |x| + ( ∫ R^ℓ |v| 2ξ(dv))^{1/2} )

for some C > 0 and all x ∈ R^ℓ , a ∈ R^m , t ∈ [0, T ] and ξ ∈ P_2(R^ℓ × R^m ) where μ is the first marginal of ξ. (A4) For every (t, x, a, ξ) ∈ [0, T ] × R^ℓ × A × P_2(R^{ℓ×m} ) and (u, v) ∈ R^ℓ × R^m we have |∂_μb(t, x, a, μ)(u)| ≤ C |∂_ξ f(t, x, a, ξ)(u, v)| ≤ C ( 1 + |u| + |x| + ( ∫ R^ℓ |v| 2μ(dv) )_{1/2}) |∂_μg(x, μ)(u)| ≤ C ( 1 + |u| + |x| + ( ∫ R^ℓ |v| 2μ(dv) )_{1/2})

for some C > 0 and all x ∈ R^ℓ , a ∈ R^m , t ∈ [0, T ] and ξ ∈ P_2(R^ℓ × R^m ) where μ is the first marginal of ξ.

(A5) The matrix σ is uniformly elliptic. That is, there is a constant c > 0 such that ⟨σσ^′x, x⟩ ≥ c|x|^2 for every x ∈ R^ℓ . 2.2. The Mean field game. The mean field game that corresponds to the above N-player game is described as follows: Given a flow of distributions (ξ_t)_{t∈[0,T ]} with ξ_t ∈ P_2(R^ℓ × R^m ) with first marginal μ_t ∈ P_2(R^ℓ ), the cost of an infinitesimal agent is

J^ξ(α) = E [ ∫_T 0 f(t, X^α_t , α_t, ξ_t)dt + g(X^α_T , μ_T ) ]

with the dynamics dX^α_t = b(t, X^α_t , α_t, ξ_t)dt + σdW^i_t , X^α_0 ∼ μ^{(0)}.

The admissibility set on which the cost function J^ξ is minimized is

A := { α : [0, T ] × Ω → A F^i –progressive such that E [ ∫ T 0 |α_t|^2 dt ] < +∞ } . The goal for the agent is to find α̂^ξ ∈ A minimizing J^ξ and satisfying the fixed point (or consistency) condition ξ_t = L(X^{α̂ξ}_t , α̂^ξ_t ) for all t.

The first main result of this paper is the following link between the N-player game and the (asymptotic) MFG in small time horizon:

Theorem 1. Let conditions ( A1)-( A5) be satisfied and assume that there is k > 2 such that μ^{(0)} admits moments of order k. Assume that the N-player game admits a Nash equilibrium α̂^N ∈ A^N . Then, there is δ > 0 such that if T ≤ δ, for each i the sequence (α̂^{i,N} )_N converges to a mean field equilibrium α̂^i ∈ A in the sense that it holds E [ |α̂^{i,N}_t − α̂^i_t|^2 ] ≤ C(r_{N,m+ℓ,k} + r_{N,ℓ,k}) for all t ∈ [0, T ] and N ∈ N and some constant C > 0 where, for any M, N, k we put r_{N,M,k} := r_{N,M,k,2} and

(6) r_{N,M,k,p} := N^{−1/2} + N^{−(k−p)/k}, if p > M/2 and k ≠ 2p N^{−1/2} log(1 + N) + N^{−(k−p)/k}, if p = M/2 and k ≠ 2p N^{−2/M} + N^{−(k−p)/k}, if M > 2p and k ≠ M/(M − p). In the case of linear quadratic games the convergence rate can be simplified to the optimal rate O(1/N). The proof of this statement can be found in the ArXiv version of the paper, see [40, Theorem 11]. The small time assumption of Theorem 1 can be replaced by a monotonicity property on the drift.

(M) The Hamiltonian admits a minimizer Λ(t, x, y, μ) ∈ arg min_{a∈A} H(t, x, a, y, ξ) where μ is the first marginal of ξ. The drift b satisfies the monotonicity condition (7) (x − x^′) · ( b(t, x, Λ(t, x, y, μ), ξ) − b(t, x^′, Λ(t, x^′, y, μ), ξ) ) ≤ −K_b|x − x^′|^2 for all x, x^′ ∈ R^ℓ , (t, ξ) ∈ [0, T ] × P(R^ℓ × R^m ) → R^ℓ and some constant K_b > 0. Moreover, it holds

(8) (y − y^′) · ( b(t, x, Λ(t, x, y, μ), ξ) − b(t, x, Λ(t, x, y^′, μ), ξ) ) ≤ −K|y − y^′|^2 (x − x^′) · ( ∂_xH(t, x^′, Λ(t, x^′, y, μ), ξ) − ∂_xH(t, x, Λ(t, x, y, μ), ξ) ) ≤ −K|x − x^′|^2 (x − x^′) · ( ∂_xg(x, μ) − ∂_xg(x^′, μ) ) ≥ K|x − x^′|^2 for all t ∈ [0, T ], x, x^′, y, y^′ ∈ R^ℓ and ξ ∈ P_2(R^{ℓ×m} ), and for some constant K > 0.

In the statement and proof of the next result it will be judicious to distinguish the Lipschitz constant of b in each of its arguments, so that the Lipschitz–continuity condition in (A1) now reads

(A1’) The function b satisfies { |b(t, x, a, ξ) − b(t, x^′, a^′, ξ^′)| ≤ L_{b,x}|x − x^′| + L_{b,a}|a − a^′| + L_{b,ξ}W_2(ξ, ξ^′) |b(t, x, a, ξ)| ≤ C(1 + |x| + |a| + ∫ R^ℓ |x| 2ξ(dx)) for some constants C > 0, L_{b,x}, L_{b,a}, L_{b,ξ} > 0 and all x, x^′ ∈ R^ℓ , a, a^′ ∈ R^m , t ∈ [0, T ] and ξ, ξ^′ ∈ P_2(R^ℓ × R^m ) where μ is the first marginal of ξ.

Recall that L_f is the Lipschitz–constant of ∂_xH and ∂_xg as stated in (A3). With these notation, put

K_1 := 2

(_3 2γ L_{b,a}L_f + L_{b,ξ} )( 8T e^{7Lf T} L_f +^1_2 ) + L_{b,ξ} +^{Lb,aLf}_{2γ} K_2 := 16T L^2_f (L_f + T ) ( L_{b,ξ} +^{3Lf Lb,a}_{2γ} )_2 e^{2Lf (6+Lf )} + L_{b,ξ} +^{Lb,aLf}_{2γ} K_{3,k} := 4(k − 1)^{Lb,ξ +Lf Lb,a} 2^k γ(L_F +L_G) exp(kT L_F (2+^{2LF}_{k(k−1)} )) .

Theorem 2. Let conditions ( A1’),( A2)-( A5) and ( M) be satisfied and assume that there is k > 2 such that μ^{(0)} admits moments of order k. Suppose that the N-player game admits a Nash equilibrium α̂^N ∈ A^N . If the constant K_b satisfies K_b > max(K_1, K_2, K_{3,k}), then for each i the sequence (α̂^{i,N} )_N converges to a mean field equilibrium α̂^i ∈ A in the sense that it holds E [ |α̂^{i,N}_t − α̂^i_t|^2 ] ≤ C(r_{N,m+ℓ,k} + r_{N,ℓ,k}) for all t ∈ [0, T ] and N ∈ N and some constant C > 0.

Remark 3. In Assumption ( M), the fact that Λ depends only upon the first marginal of ξ is due to ( A2). This will be proved below. Moreover, The reader will observe in the proof that the essential condition needed to derive the convergence is (7). The conditions (8) are needed to guarantee existence (for T arbitrary) of the McKean– Vlasov FBSDE (58) characterizing the game. The conditions (8) can be dropped when this equation admits a unique solution.

We now complement Theorems 1 and 2 with concentration estimates for the N-Nash equilibrium.

Theorem 4. Under the conditions of Theorem 1, it holds that^2 E [ W_2(L^N (α̂^N_t ), L(α̂_t)) ] ≤ C ( r_{N,2ℓ,k} + r_{N,ℓ,k} ) for all (t, N) ∈ [0, T ] × N.

If in addition μ^{(0)} is a Dirac mass then there is a constant c(L_f ) depending only on the Lipschitz constants of b, f, g and ∂_xH such that if T ≤ c(L_f ), then for every N ≥ 1 and ε > 0 it holds that

(9) P (h(α̂^N_t ) − E[h(α̂^N_t )] ≥ ε) ≤ C Nε^2 + e^{−Kε2} for two given constants K, C which do not depend on N and for every 1-Lipschitz function h : R^{mN} → R. In particular, for N large enough it holds that

(10) P ( W_2 ( L^N (α̂^N_t ), L(α̂_t) ) ≥ ε ) ≤ C ε^2N^2 + e^{−KNε2} . If the functions b, f and g satisfy ( M) and are such that

(11) { |∂_aH(t, x, a, ξ)| + |∂_xH(t, x, a, ξ)| ≤ C ( 1 + |a| + ( ∫ R^m |v| 2 ν(dv)^{1/2} ) |∂_xg(x, μ)| ≤ C 2We recall that α̂N := (α̂1, . . . , α̂N ), where α̂i is a mean field equilibrium of the mean field game with Brownian motion W i.

where ν is the second marginal of ξ, then for every T > 0 and for N large enough it holds

(12) P ( ∫ T 0 h(α̂^N_t ) − E[h(α̂^N_t )] dt ≥ ε ) ≤ C Nε^2 + e^{−Kε2} for two given constants K, C which do not depend on N and for every 1-Lipschitz function h : R^{mN} → R.

Before going any further, let us make a few remarks concerning our assumptions.

Remark 5. Let us now briefly comment on the assumptions made in Theorems 1 and 4. In a nutshell, both theorems tell us that under sufficient regularity and integrability of the coefficients of the game, we have convergence with explicit convergence rates. Condition ( A1), ( A3) and ( A4) speak to these regularity and integrability conditions. These conditions, along with the convexity property (5) are typically assumed in the literature, even to guarantee solvability see e.g. [30; 4].

The conditions in ( A2) are structural conditions on the coefficients. These conditions are probably not essential from a mathematical standpoint. They are due to our method, which consists in finding an explicit representation of the equilibrium in terms of processes whose convergence can be derived, see (55). Thus, the conditions in ( A2) can be replaced by any other conditions ensuring such representations of the equilibria. Importantly (3) is not needed when we do not have mean-field interaction through the controls, but only through the states. The Lipschitz assumptions on ∂_xH and ∂_aH in ( A3) are not necessary when ∂_xg is bounded and ∂_xf and ∂_xb are bounded in x. In fact, in this case, BSDE estimates show that the function ∂_xH can be restricted to bounded y’s, so that these Lipschitz continuity conditions are automatically satisfied if ∂_xb is Lipschitz.

3. Pontryagin’s maximum principle

As explained in the introduction, two elements of our three-step approach to derive the limit consist in applying Pontryagin’s maximum principles for N-agent games and for mean field games. This section is dedicated to the presentation of these results. In the case of N-agent games we give the “necessary part” of the maximum principle. Since the case of mean field games is less involved, we present both the “necessary” and the “sufficient” parts.

3.1. Pontryagin’s maximum principle for N-agent games. The goal of this section is to discuss Pontryagin’s maximum principle of the N-agent game and derive characterization properties for the Nash equilibria. Hereafter, for each p ≥ 1 and k ∈ N we denote

S^p(R^k ) := { Y ∈ H^0(R^k ) | | | E [ sup 0≤t≤T |Y_t|^p ] < +∞ }

H^p(R^k ) := { Z ∈ H^0(R^k ) | | | E [( ∫ T 0 |Z_t|^2dt )_{p/2}] < +∞ } , with H^0(R^k ) being the space of all R^k -valued progressively measurable processes.

Proposition 6. Let the conditions ( A1), ( A4) and ( A5) be satisfied. If α̂ is a Nash equilibrium of the N-player game, then for any admissible control β = (β^1, . . . , β^N ) it holds

(13) ∂_αi H^{N,i}(t, X^{α̂}_t , α̂_t, Y^{i,·}_t )(β^i_t − α̂^i_t) ≥ 0 P ⊗ dt-a.s., for all i,

where H^{N,i} is the i-player’s Hamiltonian given by H^{N,i}(t, x, α, y) := f ( t, x^i, α^i, L^N (x, α) ) + N∑ j=1 b ( t, x^j , α^j , L^N (x, α) ) y^{i,j} and putting g^{N,i}(x) := g(x^i, L^N (x)) and Y^{i,·} = (Y^{i,1}, . . . , Y^{i,N} ), (Y^{i,j} , Z^{i,j,k})_{i,j,k} solves the adjoint equation (14) dY^{i,j}_t = −∂_xj H^{N,i}(t, X^{α̂}_t , α̂_t, Y^{i,·}_t )dt + N∑ k=1 Z^{i,j,k}_t dW^k_t , Y^{i,j}_T = ∂_xj g^{N,i}(X^{α̂}_T ).

Note that (Y^{i,j} , Z^{i,j,k})_{i,j,k} implicitly depend upon α̂ but we omit to write this dependence to alleviate the notation.

Proof. If α̂ is a Nash equilibrium, then player i solves the stochastic control problem sup_{α∈A} J(α, α̂^{−i}). That is, it holds J(α̂^i, α̂^{−i}) = sup_{α∈A} J(α, α̂^{−i}). Therefore, the result follows by application of the (standard) stochastic maximum principle, see e.g. [14, Theorem 2.15]. □

For later reference and for convenience of the reader, we spell-out the adjoint equations (14) in terms of the functions f, b, g appearing in the game. From [14, Proposition 5.35], we have ∂_xj g^{N,i}(x, α) = δ_{i,j} ∂_xg ( x^i, L^N (x) ) + 1 N ∂_μg ( x^i, L^N (x) ) (x^j ),

where δ_{i,j} = 1 if and only if i = j and 0 otherwise. Similar relations hold for f and b, and for the partial derivatives with respect to the control variables. We deduce that (15) Y^{i,j}_T = δ_{i,j} ∂_xg ( X^{i,α̂}_T , L^N (X^{α̂}_T ) ) + 1 N ∂_μg ( X^{i,α̂}_T , L^N (X^{α̂}_T ) ) (X^{j,α̂}_T ), and dY^{i,j}_t = −∂_xj H^{N,i}(t, X^{α̂}_t , α̂_t, Y^{i,·}_t )dt + N∑ k=1 Z^{i,j,k}_t dW^k_t = − ( δ_{i,j} ∂_xf ( t, X^{i,α̂}_t , α̂^i_t, L^N (X^{α̂}_t , α̂_t) ) + 1 N ∂_μf ( t, X^{i,α̂}_t , α̂^i_t, L^N (X^{α̂}_t , α̂_t) ) (X^{j,α̂}_t , α̂^j_t ) ) dt − ( ∂_xb ( t, X^{j,α̂}_t , α̂^j_t , L^N (X^{α̂}_t , α̂_t) ) Y^{i,j}_t dt + E_{(X̃,α̃,Ỹ )∼ζ}N,i_t [ ∂_μb ( t, X̃_t, α̃_t, L^N (X^{α̂}_t , α̂_t) ) (X^{j,α̂}_t , α̂^j_t )Ỹ_t ] dt + N∑ k=1 Z^{i,j,k}_t dW^k_t (16)

where we used the notation ζ^{N,i}_t :=^1_N ∑_N j=1 δ_{(X} j,α̂_{t ,α̂}j_{t ,Y} i,j_{t )} for the empirical distribution of the triple (X^{j,α̂}_t , α̂^j_t , Y^{i,j}_t )_j .

3.2. Pontryagin’s maximum principle for mean field games of controls. Let us recall that the Hamiltonian H is defined by (4), i.e. H(t, x, α, y, ξ) = f(t, x, α, ξ) + b(t, x, α, ξ)y. Recall the following optimality conditions for mean field games:

Proposition 7. If α̂ is a mean field equilibrium such that the mapping t → ξ^{α̂}_t := L(X^{α̂}_t , α̂_t) is bounded and Borel measurable, then it holds that

(17) H(t, X^{α̂}_t , α̂_t, Y^{α̂}_t , ξ^{α̂}_t ) = inf_{a∈A} H(t, X^{α̂}_t , a, Y^{α̂}_t , ξ^{α̂}_t ) P ⊗ dt-a.s.

with (X^{α̂}_t , Y^{α̂}_t , Z^{α̂}_t , α̂_t) solving the FBSDE system

(18) { dX^{α̂}_t = b(t, X^{α̂}_t , α̂_t, ξ^{α̂}_t )dt + σdW_t, X^{α̂}_0 ∼ μ^{(0)}, dY^{α̂}_t = −∂_xH(t, X^{α̂}_t , α̂_t, Y^{α̂}_t , ξ^{α̂}_t )dt + Z^{α̂}_t dW_t, Y^{α̂}_T = ∂_xg(X^{α̂}_T , L(X^{α̂}_T )).

Reciprocally, let α̂ be an admissible control with associated controlled process X^{α̂} and adjoint processes (Y^{α̂}, Z^{α̂}) as given by (18). Assume t → ξ^{α̂}_t = L(X^{α̂}_t , α̂_t) is Borel–measurable and bounded (i.e. the second moment is bounded uniformly in t). Assume that for each ξ ∈ P(R^ℓ × R^m ) with first marginal μ the functions x → g(x, μ) and (x, a) → H(t, x, a, y, ξ) are dt-a.s. convex and that α̂ satisfies (17). Then α̂ is a mean field equilibrium.

This result is standard, it follows for instance by application of [13, Theorems 2.15 and 2.16] to the (standard) control problem parameterized by a given flow of measures, then use the consistency condition.

4. Quantitative propagation of chaos for coupled FBSDE systems

This section studies abstract propagation of chaos type results for forward-backward systems of SDEs. These results will be central for the proofs of the main theorems, but seem to be of independent interest. Therefore, we present the section so that it can be read independently.

The main idea is that we consider a system of “particles” evolving forward and backward in time and with interactions through their empirical distributions. We show that under mild regularity conditions on the coefficients of the equations describing the dynamics of the equations, the whole system converges to a system of McKean-Vlasov FBSDEs. Moreover, we derive explicit convergence rates and concentration inequality results. Propagation of chaos-type results for backward SDEs (not coupled to forward systems) have been previously derived in [8; 31; 39].

Let d, ℓ, q ∈ N, we fix three functions

B : [0, T ] × R^ℓ × R^q × P_2(R^ℓ × R^q ) → R^ℓ ,

F : [0, T ] × R^ℓ × R^q × R^{q×d} × P_2(R^ℓ × R^q ) → R^q , G : R^ℓ × P_2(R^ℓ ) → R^q

and an ℓ × d matrix σ for some ℓ, d, q ∈ N. Consider the coupled systems of FBSDEs

(19)

X^{i,N}_t = x^i_0 + ∫_t 0 B_u(X^{i,N}_u , Y^{i,N}_u , L^N (X_u, Y_u)) du + σ W^i_t Y^{i,N}_t = G(X^{i,N}_T , L^N (X_T )) + ∫_T t F_u(X^{i,N}_u , Y^{i,N}_u , Z^{i,i,N}_u , L^N (X_u, Y_u)) du − ∑_N k=1 ∫_T t Z^{i,k,N}_u dW^k_u , with i = 1, . . . , N, and for given i.i.d., F_0-measurable random variables x^1_0, . . . , x^N_0 with values in R^ℓ , and where as above, we used the notation Y := (Y^1, . . . , Y^N ) and X := (X^1, . . . , X^N ). We recall that W^1, . . . , W^N are independent d-dimensional Brownian motions. We will use the following conditions: (B1) The functions B, F and G are Lipschitz continuous, that is there are positive constants L_B , L_F , L_G > 0 such that |F_t(x, y, z, ξ) − F_t(x^′, y^′, z^′, ξ^′)| ≤ L_F (|x − x^′| + |y − y^′| + |z − z^′| + W_2(ξ, ξ^′)) |B_t(x, y, ξ) − B_t(x^′, y^′, ξ^′)| ≤ L_B (|x − x^′| + |y − y^′| + W_2(ξ, ξ^′)) |G(x, μ) − G(x^′, μ^′)| ≤ L_G (|x − x^′| + W_2(μ, μ^′)) (20)

for every t ∈ [0, T ], x, x^′ ∈ R^ℓ , y, y^′ ∈ R^q , z, z^′ ∈ R^{q×d} ξ, ξ^′ ∈ P_2(R^ℓ × R^q ) and μ, μ^′ ∈ P_2(R^ℓ ) . (B2) The functions B, F and G satisfy the linear growth conditions |B_t(x, y, ξ)| ≤ L_B ( 1 + |x| + |y| + ( ∫ |v|^2 ξ(dv) )_{1/2}) |F_t(x, y, z, ξ)| ≤ L_F ( 1 + |x| + |y| + |z| + ( ∫ |v|^2 dξ(v) )_{1/2}) |G(x, μ)| ≤ L_G ( 1 + |x| + ( ∫ |v|^2 dμ(v) )_{1/2}) . (B2’) The functions B, F and G satisfy the linear growth conditions |B_t(x, y, ξ)| ≤ L_B ( 1 + |y| + ( ∫ |v|^2 dν(v) )_{1/2}) |F_t(x, y, z, ξ)| ≤ L_F ( 1 + |y| + ( ∫ |v|^2 dν(v) )_{1/2}) |G(x, μ)| ≤ L_G where ν is the second marginal of ξ.

Remark 8. Under the conditions ( B1)-( B2) and ( A5), it can be checked (see e.g. [39, Remark 2.1]) that the functions (x, y) → (B_t(x^1, y^1, L^N (x, y)), . . . , B_t(x^N , y^N , L^N (x, y))) (x, y, z) → (F_t(x^1, y^1, z^1L^N (x, y)), . . . , F_t(x^N , y^N , z^N , L^N (x, y))) x → (G(x^1, L^N (x)), . . . , G(x^N , L^N (x))) are Lipschitz continuous and of linear growth (with Lipschitz constant independent of N). Thus, the unique solvability of the system (19) when the time horizon T is small enough is guaranteed e.g. by [13, Theorem 4.2]. Existence of a unique solution on arbitrary large time intervals typically requires additional conditions, for instance, if one additionally assumes ( B2’), see [42, Theorem 4.1] (when the coefficients are also smooth) or under monotonicity-type conditions on the drift and the generator for instance as assumed in ( B3) below, see [17, Theorem 2.6] or [44].

The first main result of this section is the following:

Theorem 9. Assume that the conditions ( B1)-( B2), ( A5) are satisfied and that there is k > 2 such that E[|x^1_0|^k] < ∞. Denote by (X, Y , Z) ∈ S^2(R^{ℓN} ) × S^2(R^{qN} ) × H^2((R^{q×d} )^{N×N} ) the solution of the FBSDE (19). There is δ > 0 such that if T ≤ δ and the McKean-Vlasov FBSDE

(21)

X_t = x^1_0 + ∫_t 0 B_u(X_u, Y_u, L(X_u, Y_u)) du + σ W_t Y_t = G(X_T , L(X_T )) + ∫_T t F_u(X_u, Y_u, Z_u, L(X_u, Y_u)) du − ∫_T t Z_u dW_u admits a unique solution (X, Y, Z) ∈ S^2(R^ℓ ) × S^2(R^q ) × H^2(R^{q×d} ), then it holds

(22) sup_{t∈[0,T ]} E [ W^2_2 ( L^N (X_t, Y_t), L(X_t, Y_t) )] ≤ C (r_{N,q+ℓ,k} + r_{N,ℓ,k}) for all (t, N) ∈ [0, T ] × N, where r_{N,q+ℓ,k} := r_{N,q+ℓ,k,2} is given by (6), and for some constants C depending on L_B , L_F , L_G, k, σ, E[|x^1_0|^k] and T . In addition for all N ∈ N we also have E [ sup s∈[0,T ] |X^{1,N}_s − X^1_s |^2 ] + E [ |Y^{1,N}_t − Y^1_t |^2 ] + E [ ∫_T 0 |Z^{1,1,N}_s − Z^1_s |^2 ds ]

≤ C ( r_{N,q+ℓ,k} + r_{N,ℓ,k} ) . (23)

4.1. Proof of Theorem 9. The arguments of the proof of Theorem 9 are broken up into intermediate results that we present in this subsection. Given a progressive d-dimensional process γ, we use the shorthand notation E_{s,t}(γ · W ) for the stochastic exponential of γ. That is, we put

E_{s,t}(γ · W ) := exp ( ∫ t s γ_u dW_u − 1 2 ∫_t s |γ_u|^2 du ) . In this whole subsection, we assume that (21) admits a unique solution denoted by (X, Y, Z). We start by proving useful moment bounds for solutions of McKean-Vlasov FBSDEs. For simplicity in this subsection, we will put L_f := max(L_B , L_F , L_G).

Lemma 10. Assume that the condition ( B2) is satisfied and that (21) admits a unique solution (X, Y, Z) ∈ S^2(R^ℓ ) × S^2(R^q ) × H(R^{q×d} ). Further assume that there is k ≥ 2 such that E[|x^1_0|^k] < ∞. If either T is small enough or ( B3) is satisfied for K_B therein such that

(24) K_B ≥ 4(k − 1) L_{B,y,ξ} 2^k(L_F + L_G) exp(kT L_F (2 +^{2LF}_{k(k−1)} )) where L_{B,y,ξ} is the Lipschitz constant of B in (y, ξ), then it holds that

(25) E [ sup t∈[0,T ] |X_t|^k ] + sup_{t∈[0,T ]} E [ |Y_t|^k ] < ∞. Proof. When T is small enough, the proof follows standard FBSDE estimations. It is therefore omitted.

Let us assume the the monotonicity condition (B3) is satisfied. Applying Itô’s formula to |X|^k, using (B3) and (B2) yields

|X_t|^k ≤ |x^1_0|^k + k ∫_t 0 −K_B|X_u|^k + L_{B,y,ξ}|X_u|^{k−1}(1 + |Y_u| + E[|X_u|^2]^{1/2} + E[|Y_u|^2]^{1/2}) du + k ∫_t 0 X^{k−1}_u σ dW_u ≤ |x^1_0|^k + k ∫_t 0 ( 4(k − 1) L_{B,y,ξ} ε − K_B ) |X_u|^k + εL_{B,y,ξ} { 1 + |Y_u|^k + E[|X_u|^2]^{k/2} + E[|Y_u|^2]^{k/2} } du + k ∫_t 0 X^{k−1}_u σ dW_u where L_{B,y,ξ} denotes the Lipschitz contant of B in y and ξ, and where we used the inequality xy ≤ x^p/pε + εy^q/q with p, q Hölder conjugates. Thus, taking expectation (up to localization) and applying Gronwall’s inequality E[|X_t|^k] ≤ εkL_{B,y,ξ}e^{( 4(k−1)LB,y,ξε −KB )T} E [ ∫_T 0 |Y_u|^k du ] + C. (26)

Similarly, applying Itô’s formula to Y^k and then Young’s inequality for some η > 0 yields |Y_t|^k ≤ E [ |G(X_T , L(X_T ))|^k + L_F k ∫_T t |Y_u|^{k−1}(|X_u| + |Y_u| + |Z_u| + E[|X_u|^2]^{1/2} + E[|Y_u|^2]^{1/2}) − k(k − 1) 2 ∫_T t Y^{k−2}_u |Z_u|^2 du | F_t ]

≤ E [ 2^kL_G(|X_T |^k + E[|X_T |^2]^{k/2} + 1) + kL_F (1 + k − 1 k + 1 η ) ∫_T t |Y_u|^k du + L_F ∫_T t |X_u|^k + E[|X_u|^2]^{k/2} + E[|Y_u|^2]^{k/2} + k(ηL_F − k(k − 1) 2 ) ∫_T t |Y_u|^{k−2}|Z_u|^2 du | F_t ] (27)

where the second inequality uses (26). Choosing η such that ηL_f −^{k(k−1)}_2 = 0, taking expectation of both sides and applying Gronwall’s inequality yields E[|Y_t|^k] ≤ C_1E [ |X_T |^k + ∫_T 0 |X_u|^k du ] + C_2 ≤ C_1εe^{( 4(k−1)LB,y,ξε −KB )T} T E [ ∫_T 0 |Y_u|^k du ] + C_2

with C_1 := 2^k(L_F + L_G) exp(kT L_F (2 +^{2LF}_{k(k−1)} )). First choosing ε > 0 small enough that ε < [2^k(L_F + L_G) exp(kT L_F (2+^{2LF}_{k(k−1)} ))]^{−1} and then K_B ≥ 4(k−1)L_{B,y,ξ}/ε, and integrating on both sides yields E[ ∫_T 0 |Y_u|^k du] < ∞. In view of (26) and (27) this yields the result. □

The proof of Theorem 9 is based on the coupling technique used in [39]. To this end, we fix N i.i.d. copies (X̃^1, Ỹ^1, Z̃^1), . . . , (X̃^N , Ỹ^N , Z̃^N ) of (X, Y, Z) such that for each i, (X̃^i, Ỹ^i, Z̃^i) solves Equation (21) with driving Brownian motion W^i and initial condition x^i_0. This can be done when the McKean-Vlasov FBSDE (21) has a unique solution, and thus the associated law L(X_u, Y_u) is unique at each time u ∈ [0, T ]. By [13, Theorem 4.24], the FBSDE (21) is uniquely solvable for T small. The following lemma is a central element of our argument. Recall the notation X̃ := (X̃^1, . . . , X̃^N ) and Ỹ := (Ỹ^1, . . . , Ỹ^N ).

Lemma 11. If ( B1)-( B2) are satisfied, then there are positive constants C and c(L_f ) depending only on L_f such that if T ≤ c(L_f ), then for every 0 ≤ t ≤ T it holds that E [ W^2_2 (L(X_t, Y_t), L^N (X_t, Y_t)) ]

≤ CE [ W^2_2 (L(X_t, Y_t), L^N (X̃_t, Ỹ_t)) + W^2_2 (L(X_T ), L^N (X̃_T )) ] . (28)

Proof. Applying Itô’s formula to the process e^{βt}|Ỹ^i_t − Y^{i,N}_t |^2 for some β ≥ 0 to be determined later, we have e^{βt}|Ỹ^i_t − Y^{i,N}_t |^2 = e^{βT} |G(X̃^i_T , L(X_T )) − G(X^{i,N}_T , L^N (X_T ))|^2 − 2 N∑ k=1 ∫_T t e^{βu}(Ỹ^i_u − Y^{i,N}_u )(δ_{k,i}Z̃^i_u − Z^{i,k,N}_u )dW^k_u

+ 2 ∫_T t e^{βu}(Ỹ^i_u − Y^{i,N}_u ) [ F_u(X̃^i_u, Ỹ^i_u , Z̃^i_u, L(X_u, Y_u)) − F_u(X^{i,N}_u , Y^{i,N}_u , Z^{i,i,N}_u , L^N (X_u, Y_u)) ] du − N∑ j=1 ∫_T t e^{βu}|Z^{i,j,N}_u − δ_{ij} Z^i_u|^2 du − ∫_T t βe^{βu}|Ỹ^i_u − Y^{i,N}_u |^2du. By Lipschitz continuity of F and G, then applying Young’s inequality with a strictly positive constant a to be set below we get

e^{βt}|Ỹ^i_t − Y^{i,N}_t |^2 ≤ 2e^{βT} L_f |X̃^i_T − X^{i,N}_T |^2 + 2e^{βT} L_f W^2_2 (L(X_T ), L^N (X_T )) − 2 N∑ k=1 ∫_T t e^{βu}(Ỹ^i_u − Y^{i,N}_u )(δ_{k,i}Z̃^i_u − Z^{i,k,N}_u )dW^k_u + ∫_T t e^{βu}L_f |X̃^i_u − X^{i,N}_u |^2du

+ ∫_T t e^{βu} (L_f a + 4L_f − β) |Ỹ^i_u − Y^{i,N}_u |^2du − N∑ j=1 ∫_T t |Z^{i,j,N}_u − δ_{ij}Z̃^i_u|^2 du

+ L_f ∫_T t e^{βu}W^2_2 (L^N (X_u, Y_u), L(X_u, Y_u)) du + L_f a ∫_T t e^{βu}|Z̃^i_u − Z^{i,i,N}_u |^2du. Letting a > L_f and β = L_f a + 4L_f , and taking conditional expectation on both sides above, we have the estimate |Ỹ^i_t − Y^{i,N}_t |^2 ≤ 2e^{βT} L_f E [ |X̃^i_T − X^{i,N}_T |^2 + W^2_2 (L^N (X_T ), L(X_T )) + ∫_T t ( |X̃^i_u − X^{i,N}_u |^2 + W^2_2 (L^N (X_u, Y_u), L(X_u, Y_u)) ) du | F^N_t ] . (29)

On the other hand, for every 0 ≤ s ≤ t ≤ T , by Lipschitz continuity of B, the forward equation yields the estimate |X̃^i_t − X^{i,N}_t | ≤ L_f ∫_t 0 ( |X̃^i_u − X^{i,N}_u | + |Ỹ^i_u − Y^{i,N}_u | + W_2(L^N (X_u, Y_u), L(X_u, Y_u)) ) du. (30)

Adding up the squared power of the above with (29) yields |X̃^i_t − X^{i,N}_t |^2 + |Ỹ^i_t − Y^{i,N}_t |^2 ≤ C_{Lf ,T} E [ W^2_2 (L^N (X_T ), L(X_T )) + ∫_T 0 ( |X̃^i_u − X^{i,N}_u |^2 + |Ỹ^i_u − Y^{i,N}_u |^2 + W^2_2 (L^N (X_u, Y_u), L(X_u, Y_u)) ) du | F^N_t ] .

If T < 1 ∧^1_{CLf ,T} , we then have E [ |X̃^i_t − X^{i,N}_t |^2 + |Ỹ^i_t − Y^{i,N}_t |^2 ]

≤ C_{Lf ,T,1}E [ W^2_2 (L^N (X_T ), L(X_T )) + ∫_T 0 W^2_2 (L^N (X_u, Y_u), L(X_u, Y_u)) du ]

for a constant C_{Lf ,T,1} which depends only on L_f , T . Coming back to the forward equation, it follows by the definition of the 2-Wasserstein distance, by (30) and by Gronwall’s inequality that

W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_T ), L^N (X_T )) ≤ 1 N N∑ i=1 |X̃^i_T − X^{i,N}_T |^2

≤ e^{2Lf T} ∫_T 0 ( 1 N N∑ i=1 |Ỹ^i_u − Y^{i,N}_u |^2 + W^2_2 (L^N (X_u, Y_u), L(X_u, Y_u)) ) du.

Therefore, we can continue the estimation of |X̃^i_t − X^{i,N}_t |^2 + |Ỹ^i_t − Y^{i,N}_t |^2 by E [ |X̃^i_t − X^{i,N}_t |^2 + |Ỹ^i_t − Y^{i,N}_t |^2 ] ≤ C_{Lf ,T,1}E [ W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_T ), L(X_T )) + W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_T ), L^N (X_T )) + ∫_T 0 W^2_2 (L^N (X_u, Y_u), L(X_u, Y_u)) du ]

≤ C_{Lf ,T,1} ∨ 2e^{2Lf T} E [ W^2_2 (L(X_T ), L^N (X̃_T )) + ∫_T 0 ( 1 N N∑ i=1 { |Ỹ^i_u − Y^{i,N}_u |^2 + |X̃^i_u − X^{i,N}_u |^2 } + W^2_2 (L^N (X_u, Y_u), L(X_u, Y_u)) ) du ] . (31)

Thus, further assuming T ≤^1_{CLf ,T,1∨eLf T} yields

E [ W^2_2 (L^N (X_t, Y_t), L^N (X̃_t, Ỹ_t)) ] ≤ E [ 1 N N∑ i=1 (|X̃^i_t − X^{i,N}_t |^2 + |Ỹ^i_t − Y^{i,N}_t |^2) ]

≤ C_{Lf ,T,2}E [ W^2_2 (L(X_T ), L^N (X̃_T )) + ∫_T 0 W^2_2 (L^N (X_u, Y_u), L(X_u, Y_u)) du ] . By the triangle inequality we can therefore deduce that E [ W^2_2 (L^N (X_t, Y_t), L(X_t, Y_t)) ]

≤ E [ W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_t, Ỹ_t), L(X_t, Y_t)) ] + E [ W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_t, Ỹ_t), L^N (X_t, Y_t)) ]

≤ E [ W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_t, Ỹ_t), L(X_t, Y_t)) ]

+ C_{Lf ,T,2}E [ W^2_2 (L(X_T ), L^N (X̃_T )) + ∫_T 0 W^2_2 (L^N (X_u, Y_u), L(X_u, Y_u)) du ]

from which we derive (28), assuming T < 1/C_{Lf ,T,2}. □

Proof. (of Theorem 9) The bound (22) follows by Lemmas 11 and 10. In fact, from Lemma 11 if T is small enough that T < 1/C_{Lf ,T,2}, then for every t ∈ [0, T ] it holds that E [ W^2_2 (L^N (X_t, Y_t), L(X_t, Y_t)) ]

≤ CE [ W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_t, Ỹ_t), L(X_t, Y_t)) ] + CE [ W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_T ), L(X_T )) ] ≤ C(r_{N,m+ℓ,k} + r_{N,ℓ,k}) where the second inequality follows by [23, Theorem 1] which can be applied thanks to Lemma 10. To prove (23), first observe that by assumption (B1) and Gronwall’s inequality we readily have

(32) |X^{1,N}_t − X^1_t | ≤ e^{Lf T} ∫_t 0 ( |Y^{1,N}_u − Y^1_u | + W_2(L^N (X_u, Y_u), L(X_u, Y_u)) ) du for all 0 ≤ t ≤ T . On the other hand, by Itô’s formula applied to the process |Y^{1,N}_t − Y^1_t |^2 as in the proof of Lemma 11, and then the inequality 2xy ≤ εx^2 + y^2/ε with the constant ε := 1/2, we have

|Y^{1,N}_t − Y^1_t |^2 + N∑ j ∫_T t |Z^{1,j,N}_s − δ_{1j} Z^1_s |^2 ds

≤ L_f ( |X^{1,N}_T − X^1_T |^2 + W^2_2 (L^N (X_T ), L(X_T )) ) − 2 N∑ k=1 ∫_T t (Y^{1,N}_s − Y^1_s )(Z^{1,k,N}_s − δ_{k,1}Z^1_s )dW^k_s

+ ∫_T t ( 1 2 |Z^{1,N}_s − Z^1_s |^2 + |X^{1,N}_s − X^1_s |^2 ) ds + ∫_T t (3L^2_f + L_f )|Y^{1,N}_s − Y^1_s |^2ds + ∫_T t L_f W^2_2 (L^N (X_s, Y_s), L(X_s, Y_s)) ds.

(33)

Thus, it follows by Gronwall’s inequality that

|Y^{1,N}_t − Y^1_t |^2 + E [∫_T t |Z^{1,1,N}_u − Z̃^1_u du | F^N_t ]

≤ C_{Lf ,T} E [ W^2_2 (L^N (X_T ), L(X_T )) + sup_{u∈[s,T ]} |X^{1,N}_u − X^1_u|^2 + ∫_T t |Y^{1,N}_u − Y^1_u |^2du + ∫_T t W^2_2 (L^N (X_u, Y_u), L(X_u, Y_u)) du | F^N_t ]

≤ C_{Lf ,T} E [ W^2_2 (L^N (X_T ), L(X_T )) + ∫_T 0 W^2_2 (L^N (X_u, Y_u), L(X_u, Y_u)) du + ∫_T 0 |Y^{1,N}_u − Y^1_u |^2 du | F^N_t ] , (34)

where the second inequality follows by (32) and C_{Lf ,T} > 0 is a constant depending only on L_f and T . If T is small enough, then we have sup t∈[s,T ] E[|Y^{1,N}_t − Y^1_t |^2] ≤ C_{Lf ,T} E [ W^2_2 (L^N (X_T ), L(X_T )) + ∫_T 0 W^2_2 (L^N (X_u, Y_u), L(X_u, Y_u)) du ]

≤ C(r_{N,q+ℓ,k} + r_{N,ℓ,k}) where the last inequality follows from (22), and where we also used that (35) W^2_2 (L^N (X_T ), L(X_T )) ≤ W^2_2 (L^N (X_T , Y_T ), L(X_T , Y_T )). Thus, using (32) leads to E [ sup t∈[s,T ] |X^{1,N}_t − X^1_t |^2 ] ≤ C ( r_{N,q+ℓ,k} + r_{N,ℓ,k} ) . Finally, coming back (34) yields the bound for ‖Z^{1,1,N} − Z^1‖_H2_{(R}ℓ_{×R}d_). This concludes the proof. □

4.2. Propagation of chaos under monotonicity conditions. The next result shows that under additional monotonicity conditions Theorem 9 can be extended to arbitrary time duration T > 0. These monotonicity conditions are classical in the analysis of FBSDE, they are for instance used in [44; 17; 5]. Here, it is important to distinguish the Lipschitz–constant of B in each of its arguments. Thus, in (B1), we write |B_t(x, y, ξ) − B_t(x^′, y^′, ξ^′)| ≤ L_{B,x}|x − x^′| + L_{B,y}|y − y^′| + L_{B,ξ}W_2(ξ, ξ^′) for some L_{B,x}, L_{B,y}, L_{B,ξ} > 0 and all x, x^′ ∈ R^ℓ , y, y^′ ∈ R^q and ξ, ξ^′ ∈ P_2(R^ℓ × R^q ).

Theorem 12 (Monotonicity conditions). Assume that the conditions ( B1)-( B2), ( A5) are satisfied and that there is k > 2 such that E[|x^1_0|^k] < ∞. Further assume that the McKean-Vlasov FBSDE (21) admits a unique solution (X, Y, Z) ∈ S^2(R^ℓ ) × S^2(R^q ) × H^2(R^{q×d} ) and:

( B3) there is a constant K_B > 0 such that the following monotonicity property holds (x − x^′) · ( B_t(x, y, ξ) − B_t(x^′, y, ξ) ) ≤ −K_B|x − x^′|^2 for all x, x^′ ∈ R^ℓ and (t, y, ξ) ∈ [0, T ] × R^q × P_2(R^ℓ × R^ℓ ).

If the constant K_B satisfies (24) and

K_B > 8T (L^2_G + L_F T )(L_{B,ξ} + L_{B,y})^2 exp { 2L_F ( 6 + L_F )} + 2L_{B,ξ}, then it holds sup t∈[0,T ] E [ W^2_2 ( L^N (X_t, Y_t), L(X_t, Y_t) )] ≤ Cr_{N,q+ℓ,k} and sup t∈[0,T ] ( E [ |X^{i,N}_t − X^i_t |^2 ] + E [ |Y^{i,N}_t − Y^i_t |^2 ]) + E [ ∫_T 0 |Z^{i,i,N}_t − Z^i_t |^2 dt ] ≤ Cr_{N,q+ℓ,k} for all t ∈ [0, T ], N ∈ N and for a constant C > 0.

Proof. As in the proof of Theorem 9, let (X̃^i, Ỹ^i, Z̃^i)_{1≤i≤N} be N i.i.d. copies of the solution (X, Y, Z) of the Mckean–Vlasov equation (21). We will use the shorthand notation ΔX^i_t := X^{i,N}_t − X̃^i_t , ΔY^i_t := Y^{i,N}_t − Ỹ^i_t and ΔZ^{i,j}_t := Z^{i,j,N}_t − δ_{{i=j}}Z̃^i_t . Applying Itô’s formula, we have

|ΔX^i_t |^2 = 2 ∫_T 0 ΔX^i_u · ( B_u(X^{i,N}_u , Y^{i,N}_u , L^N (X_u, Y_u)) − B_u(X̃^i_u, Ỹ^i_u , L(X_u, Y_u) ) du = 2 ∫_t 0 ΔX^i_u · ( B_u(X^{i,N}_u , Y^{i,N}_u , L^N (X_u, Y_u)) − B_u(X̃^i_u, Y^{i,N}_u , L^N (X_u, Y_u)) ) du + 2 ∫_t 0 ΔX^i_u · ( B_u(X̃^i_u, Y^{i,N}_u , L^N (X_u, Y_u)) − B_u(X̃^i_u, Ỹ^i_u , L(X_u, Y_u)) ) du ≤ 2 ∫_t 0 −K_B|ΔX^i_u|^2 + L_{B,y}|ΔX^i_u||ΔY^i_u | + L_{B,ξ}|ΔX^i_u| ( 1 N N∑ j=1 |ΔX^j_u|^2 + |ΔY^j_u |^2 )_{1/2}

+ L_{B,ξ}|ΔX^i_u|W_2(L^N (X̃_u, Ỹ_u), L(X_u, Y_u)) du where the latter inequality follows by the monotonicity property and Lipschitz–continuity of B and triangular inequality applied on the Wasserstein distance. Now, applying Young’s inequality with some ε > 0, we obtain

|ΔX^i_t |^2 ≤ 2 ∫_t 0 ( L_{B,y} + L_{B,ξ} 2ε + L_{B,ξ} − K_B ) |ΔX^i_u|^2 + L_{B,ξ} 2 1 N N∑ j=1 |ΔX^j_u|^2 du

+ ∫_t 0 εL_{B,y}|ΔY^i_u |^2 + εL_{B,ξ} 1 N N∑ j=1 |ΔY^j_u |^2 + L_{B,ξ}W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_u, Ỹ_u), L(X_u, Y_u)) du.

(36)

Thus, taking the average on both sides gives 1 N N∑ j=1 |ΔX^j_t |^2 ≤ 2 ∫_t 0 ( L_{B,y} + L_{B,ξ} 2ε + 2L_{B,ξ} − K_B ) 1 N N∑ j=1 |ΔX^j_u|^2 du

+ ∫_t 0 ε(L_{B,ξ} + L_{B,y}) 1 N N∑ j=1 |ΔY^j_u |^2 + L_{B,ξ}W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_u, Ỹ_u), L(X_u, Y_u)) du.

Next, we apply Gronwall’s inequality to arrive at the bound 1 N N∑ j=1 |ΔX^j_t |^2

≤ e^{2δ(ε)T} ∫_t 0 ε(L_{B,ξ} + L_{B,y}) 1 N N∑ j=1 |ΔY^j_u |^2 + L_{B,ξ}W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_u, Ỹ_u), L(X_u, Y_u)) du

(37)

where we introduced the constant

δ(ε) := L_{B,y} + L_{B,ξ} 2ε + 2L_{B,ξ} − K_B . Let us now turn to the backward process. Here again, we apply Itô’s formula to get

|ΔY^i_t |^2 = |G(X^{i,N}_T , L^N (X_T )) − G(X̃_T , L(X_T ))|^2 + 2 ∫_T t ΔY^i_u · ( F_u(X^{i,N}_u , Y^{i,N}_u , Z^{i,i,N}_u , L^N (X_u, Y_u) − F_u(X̃^i_u, Ỹ^i_u , Z̃^i_u, L(X_u, Y_u))) ) du − N∑ j=1 ∫_T t |ΔZ^{i,j}_u |^2 du − N∑ j=1 ∫_T t 2ΔY^i_u ΔZ^{i,j}_u dW^j_u

≤ 2L^2_G ( |ΔX^i_T |^2 + 1 N N∑ j=1 |ΔX^j_T |^2 + W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_T ), L(X_T )) ) + 2L_F ∫_T t |ΔY^i_u | { |ΔX^i_u| + |ΔY^i_u | + |ΔZ^{i,i}_u |

+ ( 1 N N∑ j=1 |ΔX^j_u|^2 + |ΔY^j_u |^2 )_{1/2} + W_2(L^N (X̃_u, Ỹ_u), L(X_u, Y_u)) } du

− N∑ j=1 ∫_T t |ΔZ^{i,j}_u |^2 du − N∑ j=1 ∫_T t 2ΔY^i_u ΔZ^{i,j}_u dW^j_u where we used Lipschitz–continuity of F and G. Now, we apply Young’s inequality with some constant η > 0 and then take conditional expectation on both sides (the martingale property follows from integrability properties proved above) to arrive at

|ΔY^i_t |^2 + (1 − ηL_F )E [^N∑ j=1 ∫_T t |ΔZ^{i,j}_u |^2 du | F^N_t ] ≤ 2L^2_GE [ |ΔX^i_T |^2 + 1 N N∑ j=1 |ΔX^j_T |^2 | F^N_t ]

+ 2L_F E [ ∫_T t ( 5 + 1 η ) |ΔY^i_u |^2 + 1 N N∑ j=1 |ΔY^j_u |^2 + |ΔX^i_u|^2 + 1 N N∑ j=1 |ΔX^j_u|^2

+ W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_u, Ỹ_u), L(X_u, Y_u)) du | F^N_t ] + 2L^2_GE [ W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_T ), L(X_T )) | F^N_t ] . (38)

Averaging on both sides and choosing η small enough that 1 − ηF > 0 yields 1 N N∑ j=1 |ΔY^j_t |^2 + (1 − ηL_F ) 1 N N∑ j=1 E [ ∫ T t |ΔZ^{j,j}_u |^2 du | F^N_t ] ≤ 4L^2_GE [ 1 N N∑ j=1 |ΔX^j_T |^2 | F^N_t ]

+ 2L_F E [ ∫_T t ( 6 + 1 η ) 1 N N∑ j=1 |ΔY^j_u |^2 + 2 1 N N∑ j=1 |ΔX^j_u|^2

+ W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_u, Ỹ_u), L(X_u, Y_u)) du | F^N_t ] + 2L^2_GE [ W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_T ), L(X_T )) | F^N_t ] . We will subsequently apply Gronwall’s inequality, take expectation on both sides and then integrate in time. Thus, due to Fubini’s theorem we have E [ 1 N N∑ j=1 ∫_T 0 |ΔY^j_t |^2 dt ] ≤ 4L^2_GT e^{δ̄(η)T} E [ 1 N N∑ j=1 |ΔX^j_T |^2 ] + 2T L^2_Ge^{δ̄(η)T} E [ W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_T ), L(X_T )) ]

+ 2L_F T e^{δ̄(η)T} E [ ∫_T 0 2 1 N N∑ j=1 |ΔX^j_u|^2 + W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_u, Ỹ_u), L(X_u, Y_u)) du ]

where we introduced the constant δ̄(η) := 2L_F ( 6 + 1 η ) . Using (37), we further bound the above as E [ 1 N N∑ j=1 ∫_T 0 |ΔY^j_t |^2 dt ] ≤ Γ_{ε,T,G,B,F} E [ 1 N N∑ j=1 ∫_T 0 |ΔY^j_t |^2 dt ] + 2T L^2_GE [ W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_T ), L(X_T )) ]

+ 4T (L^2_GL_{B,ξ} + L_F T )(L_{B,ξ} + 1)e^{δ̄(η)T} e^{2δ(ε)T} E [ ∫_T 0 W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_u, Ỹ_u), L(X_u, Y_u)) du ]

with Γ_{ε,T,G,B,F} := 4εT (L^2_G + L_F T )e^{δ̄(η)T} e^{2δ(ε)T} (L_{B,ξ} + L_{B,y}). First choose ε small enough that

4εT (L^2_G + L_F T )e^{δ̄(η)T} (L_{B,ξ} + L_{B,y}) < 1.

This ε does not depend on K_B . With such an ε at hand, choose K_B large enough that δ(ε) ≤ 0. Thus, we need

K_B ≥ T (L^2_G + L_F T )e^{δ̄(η)T} (L_{B,ξ} + L_{B,y})^2 + L_{B,ξ}.

This implies that Γ_{ε,T,G,B,F} < 1. Hence, we have E [ 1 N N∑ j=1 ∫_T 0 |ΔY^j_t |^2 dt ] ≤ 4T (L^2_GL_{B,ξ} + 2L_F T )(L_{B,ξ} + 1)e^{δ̄(η)T} 1 − Γ_{ε,T,G,B,F} E [ ∫_T 0 W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_u, Ỹ_u), L(X_u, Y_u)) du ]

+ 2T L^2_G 1 − Γ_{ε,T,G,B,F} E [ W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_T ), L(X_T )) ] . This also implies, due to (37), that E [ 1 N N∑ j=1 ∫_T 0 |ΔX^j_t |^2 dt ] ≤ CE [ ∫_T 0 W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_u, Ỹ_u), L(X_u, Y_u))) du ]

+ CE [ W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_T ), L(X_T )) ]

for some constant C > 0.

We will now use these inequalities to show the claimed convergence results. Going back to (36) and (recalling the choice of ε), we have

E[|ΔX^i_t |^2] ≤ E [ 2 ∫_t 0 L_{B,ξ} 2 1 N N∑ j=1 |ΔX^j_u|^2 du

+ ∫_t 0 εL_{B,y}|ΔY^i_u |^2 + εL_{B,ξ} 1 N N∑ j=1 |ΔY^j_u |^2 + L_{B,ξ}W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_u, Ỹ_u), L(X_u, Y_u)) du ]

≤ CE [ ∫_T 0 W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_u, Ỹ_u), L(X_u, Y_u)) du ] + CE [ W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_T ), L(X_T )) ] + εL_{B,ξ}E [ ∫_t 0 |ΔY^i_u |^2 du ] . (39)

Plugging this bound in (38), gives

E[|ΔY^i_t |^2] ≤ 2L^2_Ge^{δ̄(η)}E [ |ΔX^i_T |^2 + 1 N N∑ j=1 |ΔX^j_T |^2 ] + 2L^2_Ge^{δ̄(η)}E [ W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_T ), L(X_T )) ]

+ 2L_F e^{δ̄(η)}E [ ∫_T t 1 N N∑ j=1 |ΔY^j_u |^2 + |ΔX^i_u|^2 + 1 N N∑ j=1 |ΔX^j_u|^2 + W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_u, Ỹ_u), L(X_u, Y_u)) du ]

≤ CE [ ∫_T 0 W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_u, Ỹ_u), L(X_u, Y_u)) du ] + CE [ W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_T ), L(X_T )) ]

+ 2εL_{B,ξ}T e^{δ̄(η)T} (L_F + L_G)E [ ∫_T 0 |ΔY^i_u |^2 du ] . (40)

We now integrate in time on both sides, we use Fubini’s theorem and further choose ε small enough that 2εL_{B,ξ}T e^{δ̄(η)T} (L_F + L_G) < 1. This allows to obtain the bound E [ ∫_T 0 |ΔY^i_u |^2 du ] ≤ CE [ ∫_T 0 W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_u, Ỹ_u), L(X_u, Y_u))) du ] + CE [ W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_T ), L(X_T )) ] . Thus, due to (39), we have E [ |ΔX^i_t |^2 ] ≤ CE [ ∫_T 0 W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_u, Ỹ_u), L(X_u, Y_u))) du ] + CE [ W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_T ), L(X_T )) ] for all t ∈ [0, T ]. Going back once again to (38) (after taking expectation and using Gronwall’s inequality) allows to obtain the bound E [ |ΔY^i_t |^2 + ∫_T 0 |ΔZ^i_u| du ] ≤ CE [ ∫_T 0 W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_u, Ỹ_u), L(X_u, Y_u))) du ]

+ CE [ W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_T ), L(X_T )) ] . Finally observe that by triangular inequality we have E [ W^2_2 (L^N (X_t, Y_t), L(X_t, Y_t))) ]

≤ 2 1 N N∑ j=1 E [ |ΔX^j_t |^2 + |ΔY^j_t |^2 ] + 2E [ W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_t, Ỹ_t), L(X_t, Y_t))) ] . This concludes the proof since the bound E [ W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_t, Ỹ_t), L(X_t, Y_t)) ] + E [ W^2_2 (L^N (X̃_T ), L(X_T )) ] ≤ Cr_{N,q+ℓ,k}. follows by [23, Theorem 1] and Lemma 10. □

4.3. Concentration estimates. We conclude this section with some deviation and dimension-free concentration estimates to strengthen the above convergence results.

Theorem 13. Assume that the conditions ( B1)-( B2) and ( A5) are satisfied and that the McKean-Vlasov FBSDE (21) admits a unique solution (X, Y, Z) ∈ S^2(R^ℓ ) × S^2(R^q ) × H^2(R^{q×d} ). Then we have the following concentration estimations:

(1) If there is k > 4 such that E[|x^1_0|^k] < ∞, then for every ε ∈ (0, ∞), N ≥ 1 it holds that sup t∈[0,T ] P ( W^2_2 (L^N (X_t, Y_t), L(X_t, Y_t)) ≥ ε ) (41) ≤ C ( a_{N,}^ε_2 1_{{ε<2}} + b_{N,k,}^ε_2 + 2 ε (r_{N,q+ℓ,k} + r_{N,ℓ,k}) ) for some constant C > 0 which does not depend on N, ε, with b_{N,k,ε} := N(Nε)^{−(k−ε)/2} and

a_{N,ε} := exp(−cNε^2) if q + ℓ < 4 exp(−cN(ε/ log(2 + 1/ε))^2) if q + ℓ = 4 exp(−cNε^{(q+ℓ)/2}) if q + ℓ > 4

for two positive constants C and c depending only on L_f , T , σ, k and E[|x^1_0|^k].

(2) There is a constant c(L_f ) > 0 such that if T < c(L_f ), then denoting by μ^N the N-fold product of the law L(X, Y ) of (X, Y ), it holds that

(42) μ^N ( H − ∫ H dμ^N ≥ ε ) ≤ e^{−Kε2} for every 1–Lipschitz continuous function H ∈ C([0, T ], R^{ℓ+q} )^N for some constant K depending on L_f , T and σ, but not on (N, ℓ, q, d). If ( B2) is replaced by ( B2’), then (42) holds for all T > 0.

Let us start by the following lemma which gives a Talagrand T_2 inequality for the law of the solution of a foward-backward SDE. Note that this result is not covered by [3] since here, the system is fully coupled. Lemma 14. Let m_1, m_2 ∈ N and let f : [0, T ] × R^{m1} × R^{m2} × R^{m2 ×d} → R^{m2} , b : [0, T ] × R^{m1} × R^{m2} → R^{m1} and g : R^{m1} → R^{m2} be such that f(t, ·, ·, ·), b(t, ·, ·) and g are three L_f –Lipschitz continuous function uniformly in t, and σ ∈ R^{m1 ×d} is a matrix satisfying ( A5). Then there is a constant c(L_f ) > 0 depending only on L_f such that if T ≤ c(L_f ), then the FBSDE

(43)

X_t = x + ∫_t 0 b_u(X_u, Y_u) du + σW_t Y_t = g(X_T ) + ∫_T t f_u(X_u, Y_u, Z_u) du − ∫_T t Z_u dW_u admits a unique square integrable solution (X, Y, Z), such that X and Y have almost surely continuous paths and (44) the law L(X, Y ) of (X, Y ) satisfies T_2(C_{x,y}) for some constant C_{x,y} (explicitly given in the proof) depending only on L_f , T and σ, but which does not depend on m_1, m_2 and d. That is, W_2(L(X, Y ), Q) ≤ √ C_{x,y}H(Q|L(X, Y )) for all Q ∈ P_2(C([0, T ], R^{m1 +m2} ))

where H is the Kullback-Leibler divergence defined^3, for any two probability measures Q_1 and Q_2 as

H(Q_2|Q_1) := { E_{Q2} [log(^{dQ2}_{dQ1} )] if Q_2 ≪ Q_1 +∞ else.

If one additionally assumes ( B2”) |g(x)| ≤ L_f , |f_t(x, y, z)| ≤ L_f (1 + |y| + |z|) and |b_t(x, y)| ≤ L_f (1 + |y|) for all t, x, y, z, then (44) holds for every T > 0.

Proof. This lemma follows from a combination of results in [20]. First notice that the continuity of the paths of (X, Y ) is clear. In addition, there is a deterministic L_v–Lipschitz continuous, v : [0, T ] × R^{m1} → R^{m2} such that Y^{s,x}_t = v(t, X^{s,x}_t ) P -a.s., where (X^{s,x}, Y^{s,x}, Z^{s,x}) is the solution of (43) with X^{s,x}_s = x. We justify below that v is L_v–Lipschitz continuous and the constant L_v does not depend on (m_1, m_2, d). But see already that as a consequence, the process X satisfies the SDE X^{s,x}_t = x + ∫_t s b̃(u, X^{s,x}_u ) du + σ(W_t − W_s) where the drift b̃(t, x) := b(t, x, v(t, x)) is L_f (1 + L_v)–Lipschitz continuous with respect to the second variable. Thus it follows by [43, Theorem 5] (which extends the original work [20]) that the law L(X) of X satisfies T_2(C_1) with constant C_1 = 4|σ|^2T e^{4T (L2f L2v T +1)}. Therefore, by [20, Lemma 2.1], we can now deduce that the law L(X, Y ) satisfies T_2(C_{x,y}) with (45) C_{x,y} := C_1(1 + L_v)^2. In particular, C_{x,y} does not depend on m_1, m_2 and d.

To conclude the proof, it remains to justify that L_v does not depend on the dimension. If T ≤ c(L_f ) is sufficiently small, then this follows by [17, Corollary 1.4]. If T is arbitrary and the condition (B2”) is satisfied, then this follows from [13, Theorem 4.12] or (the proof of) [34, Theorem 2.5]. In the latter reference, it is actually shown that L_v ≡ K_5 := √ 2L^2_f + L_f T e^{Lf T} . □

Proof. (of Theorem 13) By triangular inequality, we have P ( W^2_2 (L(X_t, Y_t), L^N (X_t, Y_t)) ≥ ε ) ≤ P ( W^2_2 (L(X_t, Y_t), L^N (X̃_t, Ỹ_t)) ≥ ε/2 )

+ P ( 1 N N∑ i=1 |X̃^i_t − X^{i,N}_t |^2 + |Ỹ^i_t − Y^{i,N}_t |^2 ≥ ε/2 ) . (46)

3We use the convention E[X] := +∞ whenever E[X+] = +∞.

The first term on the right hand side is estimated as P ( W^2_2 (L(X_t, Y_t), L^N (X̃_t, Ỹ_t)) ≥ ε/2 ) ≤ C(a_{N,} ε_2 1_{{ε<2}} + b_{N,k,} ε_2 ). This follows by [23, Theorem 2] since, by Lemma 10, the processes Y and X have moments of order k > 4. On the other hand, by Markov’s inequality, we have P ( 1 N N∑ i=1 |X̃^i_t − X^{i,N}_t |^2 + |Ỹ^i_t − Y^{i,N}_t |^2 ≥ ε/2 )

≤ 2 ε 1 N N∑ i=1 E|X̃^i_t − X^{i,N}_t |^2 + E|Ỹ^i_t − Y^{i,N}_t |^2 ≤ C ε ( r_{N,q+ℓ,k} + r_{N,ℓ,k} ) , where the second inequality follows by Theorem 9. Combine this with (46) to get (41).

Let us now turn to the proof of the concentration estimate (42). Recall that the i.i.d. copies (X̃^1, Ỹ^1, Z̃^1), . . . , (X̃^N , Ỹ^N , Z̃^N ), of (X, Y, Z) solve the FBSDE (21) with W replaced by W^i. Thus, they satisfy the equation (43) with W replaced by W^i with the L_f –Lipschitz-continuous functions b_t, f_t and g being defined respectively as g(x) := G(x, L(X_T )), f_t(x, y, z) := F_t(x, y, z, L(X_t, Y_t)) and b_t(x, y) := B_t(x, y, L(X_t, Y_t)). Therefore, it follows by Lemma 14 that the law L(X^i, Y^i) = L(X, Y ) satisfies T_2(C). Thus, by [28, Theorem 1.3] we obtain (42). □

5. Approximation of the mean field game

This section of the paper is dedicated to the proofs of Theorems 1 and 4 stated in Section 2. We start by the proof of the convergence of Nash equilibria.

5.1. Proofs of Theorem 1 and Theorem 2. In this section we provide the proof of the convergence of the Nash-equilibrium of the N-player game with interaction through state and control to the extended mean-field game. The proof relies on the Pontryagin maximum principles derived in Section 3, along with the propagation of chaos type results of the previous section.

Recall notation of Sections 2 and 3 and the solution (Y^{i,j} , Z^{i,j,k})_{i,j,k=1,...,N} of the adjoint equation of the game given in Equation (14). We will consider the off-diagonal processes Y^{i,j} , i ≠ j and then the diagonal terms Y^{i,i}. The next two auxiliary results show that the off-diagonal elements of Y^{i,j} converge to zero.

Lemma 15. Assume that the conditions ( A1)-( A5) are satisfied. If either T is small enough for ( M) holds with K_b large enough, then the solution (Y^{i,j} , Z^{i,j,k})_{i,j,k=1,...,N} of the adjoint equation (14) along with the processes X^{i,α̂} satisfy E [ 1 N N∑ i=1 |X^{i,α̂}_t |^2 ] ≤ C_t and E [ |Y^{i,i}_t |^2 + sup_{t∈[0,T ]} |X^{i,α̂}_t |^2 + N∑ k=1 ∫_T 0 |Z^{i,i,k}_t |^2 dt ] ≤ C for two constants C_t, C > 0 which do not depend on i, j, N.

Proof. This follows from the fact that the functions b, ∂_xf and ∂_ξf are of linear growth, and the functions ∂_xb and ∂_μb, are bounded (see conditions (A1) and (A4)). In fact, recalling that the adjoint equation is given by (15)-(16), these properties imply E [ sup t∈[0,T ] |X^{i,α̂}_t |^2 ] ≤ CE [ |x^i_0|^2 + ∫_T 0 ( 1 + |X^{i,α̂}_u |^2 + |Y^{i,i}_u |^2 + 1 N N∑ k=1 |X^{k,α̂}_u |^2 + |Y^{k,k}_u |^2 ) du ]

+ E [ |σ|^2 sup_{t∈[0,T ]} |W^i_t |^2 ] , (47) notice that we also used the representation of α̂^{i,N} as α̂^{i,N}_t = Λ(t, X^{i,α̂}_t , Y^{i,i}_t , L^N (X^{α̂}_t ), ζ^{i,N}_t ) given in (55), and the estimation (62) of ζ^{i,N} . Subsequently taking the average over i above, the expectation, and then applying Gronwall’s inequality leads to E [ 1 N N∑ k=1 |X^{k,α̂}_t |^2 ] ≤ C ( 1 + E[|x^i_0|^2] + E [ 1 N N∑ k=1 ∫_T 0 |Y^{i,i}_u | du ] + |σ|^2E[|W^i_T |^2] ) . (48)

Let us now turn to the bound of Y^{i,j} and Z^{i,j,k}. By Itô’s formula applied to |Y^{i,i}|^2, linear growth of ∂_xf and ∂_μf and boundedness of ∂_xb and ∂_μb we have E [ |Y^{i,i}_t |^2 + N∑ k=1 ∫_T t |Z^{i,i,k}_u |^2 du ] ≤ C ( 1 + E [ |X^{i,α̂}_T |^2 ] + 1 N N∑ k=1 E [ |X^{k,α̂}_T |^2 ]) (49)

+ CE [ ∫_T t |X^{i,α̂}_u |^2 + 1 N N∑ k=1 |X^{k,α̂}_u |^2 du ]

+ CE [ ∫_T t 3|Y^{i,i}_u |^2 + 1 N N∑ k=1 |Y^{k,k}_u |^2 du ] . Averaging out and using (48), it follows that when T is small enough we have^1_N ∑_N j=1 E[ ∫_T 0 |Y^{j,j}_t |^2] dt] < ∞. Therefore, plugging this back in (49) and (47) yields the result. We thus arrive at the claimed bound for Y^{i,j} and Z^{i,j,k}. The case where (M) is satisfied for K_b large enough follows exactly as in the proof of Lemma 10. We omit the proof to avoid repetitions. □

Lemma 16. If the conditions ( A1)-( A5) are satisfied, then for every i, j such that i ≠ j, and every t ∈ [0, T ], we have E [ |Y^{i,j}_t |^2 ] ≤ CN^{−1} for every N ≥ 1 and some C > 0.

Proof. Let i be fixed. For every j such that i ≠ j, the process Y^{i,j} satisfies the equation dY^{i,j}_t = − ( 1 N ∂_μf ( t, X^{i,α̂}_t , α̂^i_t, L^N (X^{α̂}_t , α̂_t) ) (X^{j,α̂}_t ) ) dt − ( ∂_xb ( t, X^{j,α̂}_t , α̂^j_t , L^N (X^{α̂}_t , α̂_t) ) Y^{i,j}_t + N∑ k=1 1 N ∂_μb ( t, X^{k,α̂}_t , α̂^k_t , L^N (X^{α̂}_t , α̂_t) ) (X^{j,α̂}_t )Y^{i,k}_t ) dt + N∑ k=1 Z^{i,j,k}_t dW^k_t with

(50) Y^{i,j}_T = 1 N ∂_μg ( X^{i,α̂}_T , L^N (X^{α̂}_T ) ) (X^{j,α̂}_T ). We assume for simplicity that i = 1, and in an effort to write the equations in a more compact form, we define the vectors Y^{−1} := (Y^{1,2}, . . . , Y^{1,N} ), A_t := ( ∂_μf ( t, X^{1,α̂}_t , α̂^1_t , L^N (X^{α̂}_t , α̂_t) ) (X^{j,α̂}_t ) ) j=2,...,N , as well as B_t := ( ∂_μb ( t, X^{1,α̂}_t , α̂^1_t , L^N (X^{α̂}_t , α̂_t) ) (X^{j,α̂}_t ) ) j=2,...,N , and the matrices C_t := ( ∂_μb ( t, X^{m,α̂}_t , α̂^m_t , L^N (X^{α̂}_t , α̂_t) ) (X^{j,α̂}_t ) ) m,j=2,...,N

and D_t := diag ( ∂_xb ( t, X^{j,α̂}_t , α̂^j_t , L^N (X^{α̂}_t , α̂_t) )) j=2,...,N . With this new set of notation, the vector Y^{−1} satisfies the multidimensional BSDE

dY^{−1}_t = − ( 1 N (A_t + B_tY^{1,1}_t ) + 1 N C_tY^{−1}_t + D_tY^{−1}_t ) dt + N∑ k=1 Z^{1,−1,k} t dW^k_t with terminal condition (50) and with Z^{1,−1,k} := (Z^{1,2,k}, . . . , Z^{1,N,k}). Thus, by square integrability of Z^{1,−1,k}, it follows that

Y^{−1}_t = E [ Y^{−1}_T + ∫_T t ( 1 N (A_s + B_sY^{1,1}_s ) + 1 N C_sY^{−1}_s + D_sY^{−1}_s ) ds | F^N_t ] . Denoting by | · |_2 the Euclidean norm on (R^ℓ )^{N−1}, we obtain

|Y^{−1}_t |^2 ≤ 2(T + 1)E [ |Y^{−1}_T |^2 + ∫_T t 1 N^2 ( |A_s|^2 + |B_s|^2|Y^{1,1}_s |^2 )

+ 1 N^2

|Y^{−1}_s |^2|C_s|^2 + L^2_f |Y^{−1}_s |^2 ds | F^N_t ] , where we used definition of D and the fact that ∂_xb is bounded by L_f . Therefore, it follows by Gronwall’s inequality that

|Y^{−1}_t |^2 ≤ CE [ |Y^{−1}_T |^2 + ∫_T t 1 N^2 ( |A_s|^2 + |B_s|^2|Y^{1,1}_s |^2 ) ds | F^N_t ] (51)

for a constant C depending only on T and the bound L_f of ∂_xb and ∂_μb, but not on N. In fact, since ∂_μb is bounded by L_f , it follows that |C_t|^2 ≤ NL^2_f . Moreover, since ∂_μf is of linear growth (see assumption (A4)), and α̂^1 is bounded in H^2(R^m ), it follows by Lemma 15 that the process (A_t) is bounded in H^2(R) uniformly in N. That is, it satisfies sup_N E [ ∫_T 0 |A_t|^2 dt ] < ∞. Since ∂_μb is bounded by L_f and by Lemma 15 Y^{1,1}_t is bounded in L^2, it follows by Fubini’s theorem that E[ ∫_T 0 |B_s|^2|Y^{1,1}_s |^2 ds] ≤ NC for some constant C > 0. In addition, it follows again by Lemma 15 that E [ |Y^{−1}_T |^2 ] ≤ 1 N^2 E [^N∑ j=2 |∂_μg(X^{1,α̂}_T , L^N (X^{α̂}_T ))(X^{j,α̂}_T )|^2 ]

≤ C N − 1 N^2 E [ |X^{1,α̂}_T |^2 + 1 N N∑ k=1 |X^{k,α̂}_T |^2 + 1 ] + C N^2 E [^N∑ j=2 |X^{j,α̂}_T |^2 ] ≤ C N where the last inequality follows by Lemma 15. Combine this with (51), to obtain E [ |Y^{−1}_t |^2 ] ≤ C/N for some constant C depending only on T , the bounds of A, B and the second moment of Y^{1,1}_s (which is bounded uniformly in N). Therefore, we have E [ |Y^{1,j}_t |^2 ] ≤ E [ |Y^{−1}_t |^2 ] ≤ C 1 N for some constant C > 0 and for all j = 2, . . . , N. □

Let us give a representation of the minimizer of the Hamiltonian.

Lemma 17. Assume that condition ( A2) holds. Let Λ : [0, T ] × R^ℓ × R^m × P_2(R^ℓ ) × R^m → R^m be such that

(52) ∂_af_1 ( t, x, Λ(t, x, y, μ, χ), μ ) + ∂_ab_1 ( t, x, Λ(t, x, y, μ, χ), μ ) y = χ. Then Λ minimizes the Hamiltonian H, is Lipschitz–continuous in (x, y, μ, χ) with Lipschitz constant L_Λ =^{Lf}_{2γ} and satisfies the linear growth property (53) |Λ(t, x, y, μ, χ)| ≤ C ( 1 + |x| + |y| + |χ| + ( ∫ R^ℓ |v|^2μ(dv) )_{1/2}) . Proof. This lemma is probably well known but since we could not find a suitable reference, we provide the proof here for the sake of completeness. By convexity and differentiability of the Hamiltonian (see (A3)), a vector α = Λ(t, x, y, μ, χ) ∈ R^m satisfying (52) minimizes the function H̃_1(t, x, a, μ, y) := f_1(t, x, a, μ)+b_1(t, x, a, μ)y−χa in a.

Let us show that Λ is Lipschitz continuous. Let (x, y, μ, χ), (x^′, y^′, μ^′, χ^′) be fixed put α^′ := Λ(t, x^′, y^′, μ^′, χ^′) and assume without loss of generality that α ≠ α^′. By the condition (A3), (letting μ, μ^′ be the first marginals of ξ and ξ^′ respectively) we have γ|α − α^′|^2 ≤ H(t, x, y, α, ξ) − H(t, x, y, α^′, ξ) − (α − α^′)∂_aH(t, x, y, α, ξ) = H̃_1(t, x, y, α, μ) − H̃_1(t, x, y, α^′, μ) − (α − α^′)∂_aH̃_1(t, x, y, α, μ) and γ|α − α^′|^2 ≤ H̃_1(t, x^′, y^′, α^′, μ^′) − H̃_1(t, x^′, y^′, α, μ^′) − (α^′ − α)∂_aH̃_1(t, x^′, y^′, α^′, μ^′). Summing up these two inequalities yields 2γ|α − α^′|^2 ≤ ∫_1 0 ∂_aH̃_1(t, x, y, uα + (1 − u)α^′, μ) du(α − α^′) + ∫_1 0 ∂_aH̃_1(t, x^′, y^′, uα + (1 − u)α^′, μ^′) du(α − α^′) − (α − α^′) ( ∂_aH̃_1(t, x, y, α, μ) − ∂_aH̃_1(t, x^′, y^′, α^′, μ^′) ) ≤ L_f |α − α^′| ( |x − x^′| + |y − y^′| + W_2(μ, μ^′) ) for some constant C > 0 where we used Lipschitz continuity of ∂_aH̃_1 = ∂_aH assumed in (A3). Therefore, we get |α − α^′| ≤ C ( |x − x^′| + |y − y^′| + |χ − χ^′| + W_2(μ, μ^′) ) , which shows that Λ is Lipschitz continuous, therefore measurable.

It remains to show the growth property. Assume without loss of generality that α ≠ 0. Using again (A3), we have γ|α|^2 ≤ H(t, x, y, 0, ξ) − H(t, x, y, α, ξ) + α∂_aH(t, x, y, 0, ξ) ≤ L_f |α| + C|α| ( 1 + |x| + |y| + ( ∫ |v|^2μ(dv) )_{1/2})

≤ C|α| ( 1 + |x| + |y| + ( ∫ |v|^2μ(dv) )_{1/2})

for some constant C where we used the linear growth condition on ∂_aH. Therefore, we have (53). □

We now come to the proof of the main result of the paper:

Proof. (of Theorem 1) Let α̂ be a Nash equilibrium for the N-player game. By Theorem 6, the process α̂ satisfies ∂_αi H^{N,i}(t, X_t, α̂_t, Y^{i,·}_t ) = 0 for every i = 1, . . . , N. Unpacking this condition gives

∂_αf_1 ( t, X^{i,α̂}_t , α̂^i_t, L^N (X^{α̂}_t ) ) + ∂_αb_1(t, X^{i,α̂}_t , α̂^i_t, L^N (X^{α̂}_t ))Y^{i,i}_t 1 N ∂_ν f_2(t, X^{i,α̂}_t , L^N (X^{α̂}_t , α̂_t))(α̂^i_t) + 1 N N∑ k=1 ∂_ν b_2(t, X^{i,α̂}_t , L^N (X^{α̂}_t , α̂_t))(α̂^k_t )Y^{i,k}_t = 0.

(54)

This is due to the decompositions b = b_1 + b_2 and f = f_1 + f_2 and the fact that the functions b_2 and f_2 do not depend on α̂^i. By Lemma 17, there is a Lipschitz continuous function Λ such that

(55) α̂^i_t = Λ ( t, X^{i,α̂}_t , Y^{i,i}_t , L^N (X^{α̂}_t ), ζ^N_t )

whereby ζ^{i,N}_t := − 1 N ∂_ν f_2(t, X^{i,α̂}_t , L^N (X^{α̂}_t , α̂_t))(α̂^i_t) − 1 N N∑ k=1 ∂_ν b_2(t, X^{i,α̂}_t , L^N (X^{α̂}_t , α̂_t))(α̂^k_t )Y^{i,k}_t

and Λ not depending on N and i, j but only depending on ∂_αf_1 and ∂_αb_1. This shows that when α̂ is a Nash equilibrium, then the optimal state X^i ≡ X^{i,α̂} along with the processes (Y^{i,j} , Z^{i,j,k}) satisfy the fully coupled system of FBSDEs (recall (14)) dX^{i,α̂}_t = b(t, X^{i,α̂}_t , α̂^i_t, L^N (X^{α̂}_t , α̂_t)) dt + σ dW^i_t dY^{i,i}_t = − { ∂_xf(t, X^{i,α̂}_t , α̂^i_t, L^N (X^{α̂}_t , α̂_t)) + ∂_xb(t, X^{i,α̂}_t , α̂^i_t, L^N (X^{α̂}_t , α̂_t))Y^{i,i}_t + ϵ^N_t } dt + ∑_N k=1 Z^{i,j,k}_t dW^k_t X^{i,α̂}_0 ∼ μ^{(0)}, α̂^i_t = Λ ( t, X^{i,α̂}_t , Y^{i,i}_t , L^N (X^{α̂}_t ), ζ^N_t ) , Y^{i,i}_T = ∂_xg(X^{i,α̂}_T , L^N (X^{α̂}_T )) + γ^N

with ε^{i,N}_t := 1 N ∂_μf(t, X^{i,α̂}_t , α̂^i_t, L^N (X^{α̂}_t , α̂_t))(X^{i,α̂}_t ) + 1 N N∑ j=1 ∂_μb(t, X^{j,α̂}_t , α̂^j_t , L^N (X^{α̂}_t , α̂_t))(X^{i,α̂}_t )Y^{i,j}_t and γ^{i,N} := 1 N ∂_μg(X^{i,α̂}_T , L^N (X^{α̂}_T ))(X^{i,α̂}_T ).

Unfortunately, we cannot directly apply the propagation of chaos results for FBSDE developed in the previous section to the above equation. For this reason, we introduce the following auxiliary equation:

(56) d ~X^{i,N}_t = b ( t, ~X^{i,N}_t , ~α^{i,N}_t , L^N ( ~X_t, ~α_t) ) dt + σ dW^i_t d ~Y^{i,N}_t = − { ∂_xf ( t, ~X^{i,N}_t , ~α^{i,N}_t , L^N ( ~X_t) ) + ∂_xb ( t, ~X^{i,N}_t , ~α^{i,N}_t , L^N ( ~X_t) ) ~Y i_t } dt + ∑_N k=1 ~Z^{i,k,N}_t dW k_t , ~X^{i,N}_0 ∼ μ(0), ~Y^{i,N}_T = ∂_{xi} g( ~X^{i,N}_T , LN ( ~X_T )), ~α^{i,N}_t = Λ ( t, ~X^{i,N}_t , ~Y^{i,N}_t , L^N ( ~X_t), 0 )

and further define the function φ : [0, T ] × P_2(R^ℓ × R^ℓ ) → P_2(R^ℓ × R^m ) given by φ(t, ξ) := ξ ∘ ( id_ℓ, Λ(t, ·, ·, μ, 0) )_{−1} where id_ℓ is the projection on R^ℓ and μ is the first marginal of the probability measure ξ, so that (id_ℓ, Λ(t, ·, ·, μ, 0)) maps R^ℓ × R^ℓ to R^ℓ × R^m . Then, equation (56) can be re-written as

(57) d ~X^{i,N}_t = B ( t, ~X^{i,N}_t , ~Y^{i,N}_t , L^N ( ~X_t, ~Y_t) ) dt + σ dW^i_t d ~Y^{i,N}_t = −F ( t, ~X^{i,N}_t , ~Y^{i,N}_t , L^N ( ~X_t, ~Y_t) ) dt + ∑_N k=1 ~Z^{i,k,N}_t dW k_t ~X^{i,N}_0 ∼ μ(0), ~Y^{i,N}_T = G( ~X^{i,N}_T , LN ( ~X_T )) with B(t, x, y, ξ) := b ( t, x, Λ(t, x, y, μ, 0), φ(t, ξ) ) F (t, x, y, ξ) := ∂_xf ( t, x, Λ(t, x, y, μ, 0), φ(t, ξ) ) + ∂_xb ( t, x, Λ(t, x, y, μ, 0), φ(t, ξ) ) y where μ is the first marginal of ξ and G(x, μ) = ∂_xg(x, μ). Let us now justify that the functions B, F and G satisfy the conditions of Theorem 9. By assumptions (A1), (A3) and Lipschitz–continuity of Λ, in order to prove Lipschitz–continuity of B, F, G it suffices to show that for every ξ, ξ^′ ∈ P_2(R^ℓ × R^ℓ ) it holds

W_2 ( φ(t, ξ), φ(t, ξ^′) ) ≤ C ( W_2(ξ, ξ^′) + W_2(μ, μ^′) ) where μ, μ^′ are the first marginals of ξ and ξ^′, respectively. In fact, using Kantorovich duality theorem, see [46, Theorem 5.10] that

W^2_2 ( φ(t, ξ), φ(t, ξ^′) ) = sup ( ∫ R^ℓ×R^m h_1(x, y)φ(t, ξ)(dx, dy) − ∫ R^ℓ×R^m h_2(x^′, y^′)φ(t, ξ^′)(dx^′, dy^′) )

= sup ( ∫ R^ℓ×R^ℓ h_1(x, Λ(t, x, y, μ))ξ(dx, dy) − ∫ R^ℓ×R^ℓ h_2(x^′, Λ(t, x^′, y^′, μ^′))ξ^′(dx^′, dy^′) )

with the supremum over the set of bounded continuous functions h_1, h_2 : R^ℓ × R^m → R such that h_1(x, y) − h_2(x^′, y^′) ≤ |x−x^′|^2 +|y −y^′|^2 for every (x, y), (x^′, y^′) ∈ R^ℓ ×R^m , which, by Lipschitz–continuity of Λ implies that we have the following bound: h_1(x, Λ(t, x, y, μ))−h_2(x^′, Λ(t, x^′, y^′, μ^′)) ≤ |x−x^′|^2 +|Λ(t, x, y, μ)−Λ(t, x^′, y^′, μ^′)|^2 ≤ C ( |x − x^′|^2 + |y − y^′|^2 + W^2_2 (μ, μ^′) ) . This shows that

W^2_2 ( φ(t, ξ), φ(t, ξ^′) ) ≤ sup ( ∫ R^l×R^l h̃_1(x, y)ξ(dx, dy) − ∫ R^l×R^l h̃_2(x^′, y^′)ξ^′(dx^′, dy^′) )

with the supremum over functions h̃_1, h̃_2 such that h̃_1(x, y) − h̃_2(x^′, y^′) ≤ C ( |x − x^′|^2 + |y − y^′|^2 + W^2_2 (μ, μ^′) ) . Hence, applying Kantorovich duality once again yields

W^2_2 ( φ(t, ξ), φ(t, ξ^′) ) ≤ C inf ∫∫ |x − x^′|^2 + |y − y^′|^2 + W_2(μ, μ^′) dπ

with the infimum over probability measures π with first and second marginals π_1 = ξ and π_2 = ξ^′. This yields the result by definition of W_2(ξ, ξ^′). Therefore, B, F and G are Lipschitz continuous.

That B, F and G are of linear growth follows by (A3) and Lemma 17. Therefore, the functions B, F and G satisfy (B1)-(B2) with a constant L_f which does not depend on N. As a consequence, it follows from [13, Theorem 4.2] that the equation (57) admits a unique solution if T is small enough.

Similarly, by [13, Theorem 4.24] the following McKean-Vlasov FBSDE admits a unique solution (X, Y, Z) ∈ S^2(R^ℓ ) × S^2(R^ℓ ) × H^2(R^{ℓ×d} ) when T is small enough:

(58) dX_t = B(t, X_t, Y_t, L(X_t, Y_t)) dt + σ dW^i_t dY_t = −F (t, X_t, Y_t, L(X_t, Y_t)) dt + Z_t dW^i_t X_0 ∼ μ_0, Y_T = ∂_xg(X_T , μ_{XT} ).

Thus, it follows from Theorem 9 that there is a constant δ > 0 such that if T ≤ δ, then for all N ∈ N we have E [ sup t∈[0,T ] |X_t − ~X^{i,N}_t |^2 ] + E [ |Y_t − ~Y^{i,N}_t |^2 ] ≤ C(r_{N,m+ℓ,k} + r_{N,ℓ,k}) for some constant C > 0 which does not depend on N, and where r_{N,ℓ,k} is defined in (6). On the other hand, using Lipschitz continuity (and definitions) of B, F and G, it can be checked using standard FBSDE estimates that if T is small enough, we have

(59) E [ sup t∈[0,T ] |X^{i,α̂}_t − ~X^{i,N}_t |^2 ] + E [ |Y^{i,i}_t − ~Y^{i,N}_t |^2 ] ≤ CE[K^N ] with

(60) K^{i,N} := |γ^{i,N} |^2 + ∫_T 0 |ε^{i,N}_t |^2 + |ζ^{i,N}_t |^2 dt for a constant C that does not depend on N. Therefore, we obtain by triangular inequality that E [ sup t∈[0,T ] |X^{i,α̂}_t − X_t|^2 ] + E [ |Y^{i,i}_t − Y_t|^2 ] ≤ C ( E[K^N ] + r_{N,m+ℓ,k} + r_{N,ℓ,k} ) . (61)

Let us check that K^N converges to zero in expectation at the rate N^{−1}. By definition of ε^N , linear growth of ∂_μf and boundedness of ∂_μb, we have E [ ∫_T 0 |ε^N_t |^2 dt ]

≤ CE [ ∫_T 0 1 N^2 ( 1 + |X^{i,α̂}_u |^2 + |X^{i,α̂}_u |^2 + 1 N N∑ j=1 |X^{j,α̂}_u |^2 ) + 1 N N∑ j=1 |Y^{i,j}_u |^2 du ] . Thus, by Lemma 15 and Proposition 16 it holds that E [ ∫_T 0 |ε^N_t |^2 dt ] ≤ C N . Similarly, using linear growth of ∂_ν f and boundedness of ∂_ν b we also obtain E [ ∫_T 0 |ζ^N_t |^2 dt ] ≤ C N^2 E [ ∫_T 0 1 + |X^{i,α̂}_t | + 1 N N∑ j=1 |X^{j,α̂}_t |^2 dt ]

+ 1 N N∑ i=1 E [ ∫_T 0 |Y^{i,j}_t |^2 dt ]

≤ C/N. (62) Since ∂_μg is of linear growth, see assumption (A4) we have E [ |γ^N |^2 ] ≤ 1 N^2 E [ |∂_μg(X^{i,α̂}_T , L^N (X^α_T ))(X^j_T )|^2 ]

≤ C N^2 E [ 1 + |X^{i,α}_T |^2 + |X^{j,α}_T |^2 + 1 N ∑ k=1 |X^{k,α̂}_T |^2 ] ≤ C/N^2, where the last inequality follows from Lemma 15. These estimates allow to conclude that (63) E[K^{i,N} ] ≤ CN^{−1}. Now, put α̂_t := Λ(t, X_t, Y_t, L(X_t), 0). For ease of notation, we will omit the zero in the last component and simply write (64) α̂_t := Λ(t, X_t, Y_t, L(X_t)).

By Lipschitz continuity of Λ, it follows that

E[|α̂^i_t − α̂_t|^2] = E [| |Λ(t, X^{i,α̂}_t , Y^i_t , L^N (X^{α̂}_t ), ζ^N_t ) − Λ(t, Xt, Yt, L(Xt)) | |^2] ≤ CE [ |X^{i,α̂}_t − X_t|^2 + |Y^{i,i}_t − Y_t|^2 + W_2(L^N (X^{α̂}_t ), L(X_t)) + |ζ^N_t |^2 ]

≤ C ( r_{N,m+ℓ,k} + r_{N,ℓ,k} + E[K^N ] ) . (65)

Therefore, since E[K^N ] ≤ CN^{−1}, we have E[|α̂^i_t − α̂_t|^2] ≤ C(r_{N,m+ℓ,k} + r_{N,ℓ,k}). It remains to justify that α̂ is indeed the mean field equilibrium. We apply again Proposition 7 to justify that α̂ is the mean field equilibrium, thus we first show that the mapping t → L(X_t, α̂_t) is bounded and Borel measurable. The Borel measurability follows by Lipschitz continuity of Λ since by definition of the Wasserstein distance it holds that

W^2_2 ( L(X_t, α̂_t), L(X_s, α̂_s) ) ≤ E [ |X_t − X_s|^2 + |α̂_t − α̂_s|^2 ] ≤ CE [ |X_t − X_s|^2 + |Y_t − Y_s|^2 ] for all s, t ∈ [0, T ]. The boundedness of the second moment follows by Lemma 17 and square integrability of solutions of the McKean-Vlasov equation (recall Lemma 10). In fact, we have sup t∈[0,T ] E[|X_t|^2 + |α̂_t|^2] ≤ C ( 1 + sup_{t∈[0,T ]} E[|X_t|^2 + |Y_t|^2] ) ≤ C, which proves the claim. Now, notice that, written in terms of b, f and g, the McKean-Vlasov system (58) reads

(66) dX_t = b ( t, X_t, α̂_t, L(X_t, α̂_t) ) + σ dW^i_t dY_t = − { ∂_xf ( t, X_t, α̂_t, L(X_t, α̂_t) ) + ∂_xb(t, X_t, α̂_t, L(X_t, α̂_t))Y_t } dt + Z_t dW^i_t X_0 ∼ μ_0, Y_T = ∂_xg(X_T , L(X_T )), α̂_t = Λ(t, X_t, Y_t, L(X_t)).

This is the adjoint equation (18) associated to the mean field game. Since the functions x → g(x, μ) and (x, a) → H(t, X_t, a, L(X_t, α̂_t), Y_t) := f(t, x, a, L(X_t, α̂_t)) + b(t, x, a, L(X_t, α̂_t))y are P ⊗ dt-a.s. convex, and by Lemma 17 the process α̂_t satisfies H(t, X_t, α̂_t, Y_t, L(X_t, α̂_t)) = inf_{a∈A} H(t, X_t, a, Y_t, L(X_t, α̂_t)). Thus, it follows from Pontryagin’s stochastic maximum principle, see Proposition 7 that α̂ is a mean field equilibrium. This concludes the proof. □

We conclude this subsection with the proof of the convergence to mean field equilibria in the case where monotonicity properties are assumed.

Proof. (of Theorem 2) The proof of Theorem 2 is similar to that of Theorem 1, except for two points.

First, to get well-posedness of the equations (57) and (58), we use [44] and [5], respectively. (This is where the condition (8) in (M) is needed.)

Next, in the present case we rely on the abstract propagation of chaos result Theorem 12 rather than Theorem 9. Notice however that, in the arguments of the proof of Theorem 1, in addition to the application of Theorem 9, having a short enough time horizon T was also needed to get the estimate (59). Thus, if we prove an analogous estimate, the rest of the proof remains the same, with Theorem 12 applied instead of Theorem 9.

Here, we will show that

(67) E [ ∫_T 0 |X^{i,α̂}_t − ~X^{i,N}_t |^2 + |Y^{i,i}_t − ~Y^{i,N}_t |^2 dt ] ≤ C/N.

This is the analogue of (59) in the previous proof. The proof of this inequality follows the strategy of the proof of Theorem 12. To avoid repetitions we give only the main steps of the argument. Recall the notation L_{b,x}, L_{b,a}, L_{b,ξ} of the Lipschitz constant of b in its arguments x, a and ξ, respectively. Since Λ is L_Λ–Lipschitz with L_Λ = L_f /2γ, a quick inspection shows that |b(t, x, Λ(t, x, y, μ, ζ), ξ) − b(t, x^′, Λ(t, x^′, y^′, μ^′, ζ^′), ξ^′)| ≤ L_{B,x}|x − x^′| + L_{B,ξ}W_2(ξ, ξ^′) + L_{B,y}(|y − y^′| + |ζ − ζ^′|) with L_{B,x} := L_{b,x} + L_{b,a}L_Λ; L_{B,ξ} := L_{b,ξ} + L_{b,a}L_Λ and L_{B,y} := 2L_{b,a}L_Λ.

We will use the shorthand notation ΔX^i := X^{i,α} − ~X^{i,N} , ΔY^i := Y^{i,i} − ~Y^{i,N} and ΔZ^{i,j} := Z^{i,i,j} − ~Z^{i,i,N} . Applying Itô’s formula to |ΔX^i|^2, it follows by the monotonicity property (7) and Lipschitz–continuity of b and Λ that for every ε > 0,

|ΔX^i_t |^2 ≤ 2 ∫_t 0 (L_{B,y} + L_{B,ξ} 2ε + 2L_{B,ξ} + L_{B,y} 2 − K_b ) |ΔX^i_u|^2 + L_{B,ξ} 1 N N∑ j=1 |ΔX^j_u|^2 du

+ ∫_t 0 εL_{B,y}|ΔY^i_u |^2 + εL_{B,ξ} 1 N N∑ j=1 |ΔY^j_u |^2 + L_{B,y}|ζ^{i,N}_u |^2 + L_{B,ξ} 1 N N∑ j=1 |ζ^{j,N}_u |^2 du. (68)

Thus, this implies 1 N N∑ j=1 |ΔX^j_t |^2 ≤ 2e^{δ(ε)T} ∫_t 0 ε(L_{B,y} + L_{B,ξ}) 1 N N∑ j=1 (|ΔY^j_u |^2 + |ζ^{j,N}_u |^2) du

(69)

with

δ(ε) := L_{B,y} + L_{B,ξ} 2ε + 2L_{B,ξ} + L_{B,y} 2 + L_{B,ξ} − K_b. On the other hand, for the backward processes we have

|ΔY^i_t |^2 + E [_N∑ j=1 ∫_T t |ΔZ^{i,j,N}_u |^2 du | F^N_t ]

≤ E [ 2L^2_f ( |ΔX^i_T |^2 + 1 N N∑ j=1 |ΔX^j_T |^2 ) + |γ^{i,N} |^2 | F^N_t ]

+ L_f E [ ∫_T t 6|ΔY^i_u |^2 + |ΔX^i_u|^2 + |ζ^{i,N}_u |^2 + |ε^{i,N}_u |^2 + 1 N N∑ j=1 (|ΔY^j_u |^2 + |ΔX^j_u|^2 + |ζ^{j,N}_u |^2 + |ε^{j,N}_u |^2) du | F^N_t ] . (70)

This implies that 1 N N∑ j=1 |ΔY^j_t |^2 ≤ e^{7Lf T} E [ 4L^2_f 1 N N∑ j=1 |ΔX^j_T |^2 + |γ^{i,N} |^2 | F^N_t ]

+ 2e^{7Lf T} L_f E [ ∫_T t 1 N N∑ j=1 (|ΔX^j_u|^2 + |ζ^{j,N}_u |^2 + |ε^{j,N}_u |^2) du | F^N_t ] .

Therefore, integrating on both sides and using (69) yields 1 N N∑ j=1 E [ ∫_T 0 |ΔY^j_t |^2 dt ] ≤ Γ_{ε,T} 1 N N∑ j=1 E [ ∫_T 0 |ΔY^j_t |^2 dt ] + ( Γ_{ε,T} + e^{7Lf T} T (1 + 2L_f ) ) E [ 1 N N∑ j=1 |γ^{j,N} |^2 + ∫_T 0 1 N N∑ j=1 (|ζ^{j,N}_u |^2 + |ε^{j,N}_u |^2) du ]

with Γ_{ε,T} := 16T εe^{7Lf T} L^2_f e^{δ(ε)T} .

Choosing ε small enough and then K_b large enough, that is, such that K_B ≥ L_{B,y} + L_{B,ξ} 2ε + 2L_{B,ξ} + L_{B,y} 2 + L_{B,ξ} with ε < (16T e^{7Lf T} L^2_f )^{−1}. We thus have 1 N N∑ j=1 E [ ∫_T 0 |ΔY^j_t |^2 dt ] ≤ CE [ 1 N N∑ j=1 |γ^{j,N} |^2 + ∫_T 0 1 N N∑ j=1 |ζ^{j,N}_u |^2 + |ε^{j,N}_u |^2 du ]

≤ 1 N N∑ j=1 E[K^{j,N} ] ≤ C/N for a constant C > 0, and where the latter inequality follows by (63). With this bound at hand, we proceed as in the proof of Theorem 12 to show (67). In particular, we plug this back into (68) and (70). □

5.2. Proof of Theorem 4. The proof is based on the representation (55) and the concentration inequalities proved in Section 4.3.

To show the moment bound, we consider the solution of the auxiliary forward backward SDE (57) introduced in the proof of Theorem 1 and denote as usual ( ~X, ~Y , ~Z) = ( ~X^{i,N} , ~Y^{i,N} , ~Z^{i,i,N} )_{i=1,...,N} . Put ~α^{i,N}_t := Λ ( t, ~X^{i,N}_t , ~Y^{i,N}_t , L^N ( ~X_t) ) . Then by the representation (64) of the mean field equilibrium, we have L(α_t) = ψ(t, L(X_t, Y_t)), where ψ is the function given by ψ(t, ξ) = ξ ∘ Λ(t, ·, ·, ξ_1)^{−1} for all ξ ∈ P_2(R^ℓ × R^ℓ ) with ξ_1 the first marginal of ξ. Similarly, we have L^N (~α_t) = ψ(t, L^N ( ~X_t, ~Y_t)). As argued in the proof of Theorem 1, the function ψ is Lipschitz continuous for the 2-Wasserstein metric, as a consequence of Lipschitz continuity of Λ. Therefore, we have E [ W_2 ( L^N (α̂_t), L(α̂_t) )] ≤ E [ W_2 ( L^N (α̂_t), L^N (~α_t) )] + E [ W_2 ( L^N (~α_t), L(α̂_t) )]

≤ E [( 1 N N∑ i=1 |X^{i,α̂}_t − ~X^{i,N}_t |^2 + |Y^{i,i,N}_t − ~Y^{i,N}_t |^2 + |ζ^N_t |^2 )_{1/2}]

+ E [ W_2 ( ψ(t, L^N ( ~X_t, ~Y_t)), ψ(t, L(X_t, Y_t)) )] ≤ CE[K^N + |ζ^N_t |^2]^{1/2} + CE [ W_2 ( L^N ( ~X_t, ~Y_t), L(X_t, Y_t) )] . It was showed in the proof of Theorem 1 that E[K^N + |ζ^{i,N}_t |^2] ≤ CN^{−1}, and since the coefficients B, F and G of the FBSDE (57) are Lipschitz–continuous, it follows from Theorem 9 that E [ W_2 ( L^N ( ~X_t, ~Y_t), L(X_t, Y_t) )] ≤ C (r_{N,2ℓ,k} + r_{N,ℓ,k}) for all (t, N) ∈ [0, T ] × N. Therefore, we get

(71) E [ W_2(L^N (α̂_t), L(α̂_t)) ] ≤ C(N^{−1} + r_{N,2ℓ,k} + r_{N,ℓ,k}), which yields the claimed moment bound.

We now turn to the proof of the deviation inequality. Let h : R^{mN} → R be a 1-Lipschitz function and put h̃(x, y) := h ( Λ(x^i, y^{i,i}, L^N (x), 0)_{i=1,...,N} ) . Consider again the solution ( ~X, ~Y , ~Z) = ( ~X^{i,N} , ~Y^{i,N} , ~Z^{i,i,N} )_{i=1,...,N} of the auxiliary FBSDE (57) introduced in the proof of Theorem 1. Then, we have by (55), Lipschitz–continuity of Λ and Chebyshev’s inequality that P ( h(α̂_t) − E[h(α̂_t)] ≥ a ) ≤ P ( h(α̂_t) − h̃( ~X_t, ~Y_t) ≥ a/3 ) + P ( E[h̃( ~X_t, ~Y_t) − h(α̂_t)] ≥ a/3 )

+ P ( h̃( ~X_t, ^Y_t) − E[h̃( ~X_t, ~Y_t)] ≥ a/3 )

≤ C a^2 N∑ i=1 E [ |X^{i,α̂}_t − ~X^{i,N}_t |^2 + |Y^{i,i,α̂}_t − ~Y^{i,N}_t |^2 + |ζ^{i,N}_t |^2 ]

+ P ( h̃( ~X_t, ~Y_t) − E[h̃( ~X_t, ~Y_t)] ≥ a/3 )

≤ C a^2 NE [ K^N + |ζ^{i,N}_t |^2 ] + P ( h̃( ~X_t, ~Y_t) − E[h̃( ~X_t, ~Y_t)] ≥ a/3 ) . We showed in the proof of Theorem 1 that E[K^N + |ζ^N_t |^2] ≤ CN^{−1}. It now remains to estimate the last term on the right hand side above. This is done using arguments similar to those put forth in the proof of [39, Theorem 7]. In fact, on the probability space (Ω^N , F^N , P^N ), consider the following compact form of the FBSDE (57): { ~X_t = x + ∫^t_0 B(u, ~X_u, ~Y_u) du + ΣW_t ~Y_t = G( ~X_T ) + ∫^T_t F (u, ~X_u, ~Y_u) du − ∫^T_t ~Z_u dW_u where we put B(t, x, y) := (B(t, x^i, y^i, L^N (x, y)))_{i=1,...,N} and similarly define F and G, and we put Σ := diag(σ) and Z := diag(Z^{i,·}, . . . , Z^{N,·}). Then, by Lemma 14, if T is small enough, then the law L(X, Y ) of (X, Y ) satisfies Talagrand’s T_2(C_{x,y}) inequality with constant C_{x,y} depending on L_f , T and |σ| given in the proof of Lemma 14, see Equation (45). Note in passing that the Lipschitz constant L_f of B, F , G does not depend on N. Therefore, it follows from [28, Theorem 1.3] that there is a constant K depending on C_{x,y} and the Lipschitz constant of h̃ such that P ( h̃( ~X_t, ~Y_t) − E[H( ~X_t, ~Y_t)] ≥ a/3 ) ≤ e^{−Ka2} . The bound P ( |α̂^{i,N}_t | − E[|α̂^{i,N} |] ≥ a ) ≤ 2e^{−Ka2} follows by taking h to be the absolute value of the projection on the i-th component and N ≥^1_a e^{Ka2} .

To get (10), first notice that the function x → √ NW_2(L^N (x), L(α̂_t)) is 1-Lipschitz for the norm ‖x‖_{2,N} := ( ∑_N i=1 |x_i|^2)^{1/2}. Thus, we have P ( W_2(L^N (α̂_t), L(α̂_t)) ) ≤ P (√ NW_2(L^N (α̂_t), L(α̂_t)) − √ NE [ W_2(L^N (α̂_t), L(α̂_t)) ] ≥ √ Na/2 ) + P ( E [ W_2(L^N (α̂_t), L(α̂_t)) ] ≥ a/2 ) ≤ C a^2N^2 + e^{−KNa2} + P ( E [ W_2(L^N (α̂_t), L(α̂_t)) ] ≥ a/2 ) . By (71), choosing N large enough the last term on the right hand side vanishes. This concludes the proof for T small enough.

Under the additional condition (11), the functions B, F and G satisfy (B2”), thus the proof of the case T arbitrary is the same, in view of the second part of Lemma 14 and (67). Note that one needs to observe that if h is Lipschitz–continuous, then so is the function ω → ∫_T 0 h(ω(t)) dt. □ Acknowledgement. The authors thank Julio Backhoff, Daniel Lacker and Dylan Possamaï for fruitful discussions and helpful comments.

References

[1] Luigi Ambrosio, Nicola Gigli, and Giuseppe Savaré. Gradient flows in metric spaces and in the space of probability measures. Lectures in Mathematics ETH Zürich. Birkhäuser Verlag, Basel, second edition, 2008.

[2] Martino Bardi and Fabio S. Priuli. Linear-quadratic n-person and mean-field games with ergodic cost. SIAM J. Control Optim., 52(5):3022–3052, 2014.

[3] Daniel Bartl and Ludovic Tangpi. Functional inequalities for forward and backward diffusions. Math. Finance, 30(1):287–309, 2020.

[4] Alain Bensoussan and J. Frehse. Nonlinear elliptic systems in stochastic game theory. Journal für die reine und angewandte Mathematik, 350:23–67, 1984.

[5] Alain Bensoussan, S. C. P. Yam, and Z. Zhang. Well-posedness of mean-field type forward-backward stochastic differential equations. Stoch. Proc. Appl., 125(9):3327–3354, 2015.

[6] Charles Bertucci, Jean-Michel Lasry, and Pierre-Louis Lions. Some remarks on mean field games. Comm.

Partial Differential Equations, 44(3):205–227, 2019.

[7] Frédéric J. Bonnans, Saeed Hadikhanloo, and Laurent Pfeiffer. Schauder estimates for a class of potential mean field games of controls. arXiv:1902.05461, 2019.

[8] Rainer Buckdahn, Boualem Djehiche, Juan Li, and Shige Peng. Mean-field backward stochastic differential equations: A limit approach. Ann. Probab., 37(4):1524–1565, 2009.

[9] P. Cardaliaguet, F. Delarue, J.M. Lasry, and P.L. Lions. The Master Equation and the Convergence Problem in Mean Field Games: (AMS-201). Annals of Mathematics Studies. Princeton University Press, 2019.

[10] Pierre Cardaliaguet. The convergence problem in mean field games with a local coupling. Appl. Math. Optim, 76:177–215, 2017.

[11] Pierre Cardaliaguet and Charles-Albert Lehalle. Mean field game of controls and an application to trade crowding. Math. Financ. Econ., 12(3):335–363, 2018.

[12] Pierre Cardaliaguet, François Delarue, J.-M. Lasry, and P.-L. Lions. The Master Equation and the Convergence Problem in Mean-Field Game. Princeton University Press, 2019.

[13] René Carmona and François Delarue. Probabilistic theory of mean field games with applications. I, volume 83 of Probability Theory and Stochastic Modelling. Springer, Cham, 2018. ISBN 978-3-319-56437-1; 978-3-319- 58920-6. Mean field FBSDEs, control, and games.

[14] René Carmona and François Delarue. Probabilistic theory of mean field games with applications. II, volume 84 of Probability Theory and Stochastic Modelling. Springer, Cham, 2018. ISBN 978-3-319-56435-7; 978-3-319- 56436-4. Mean field games with common noise and master equations.

[15] René Carmona and Daniel Lacker. A probabilistic weak formulation of mean field games and applications.

Ann. Appl. Probab., 25(3):1189–1231, 2015.

[16] Patrick Chan and Ronnie Sircar. Bertrand and Cournot mean field games. Appl. Math. Optim., 71(3):

533–569, 2015.

[17] F. Delarue. On the existence and uniqueness of solutions to FBSDEs in a non-degenerate case. Stoch. Proc.

Appl., 99:209–286, 2002.

[18] François Delarue, Daniel Lacker, and Kavita Ramanan. From the master equation to mean field game limit theory: a central limit theorem. Electr. J. Probab., 24(51):1–54, 2019.

[19] François Delarue, Daniel Lacker, and Kavita Ramanan. From the master equation to mean field game limit theory: Large deviations and concentration of measure. Ann. Probab., 48(1):211–263, 2020.

[20] H. Djellout, A. Guillin, and L. Wu. Transportation cost-information inequalities and applications to random dynamical systems and diffusions. Ann. Probab., 32(3B):2702–2732, 2004.

[21] Ermal Feleqi. The derivation of ergodic mean field game equations for several populations of players. Dyn.

Games Appl., 3(4):523–536, 2013.

[22] Markus Fischer. On the connection between symmetric n-player games and mean field games. Ann. Appl.

Probab., 27(2):757–810, 2017.

[23] Nicolas Fournier and A. Guillin. On the rate of convergence in Wasserstein distance of the empirical measure.

Probab. Theory Relat. Fields, 162:707–738, 2015.

[24] D. A. Gomes, J. Mohr, and R. R. Souza. Continuous time finite state mean field games. Appl. Math. Optim, 68(1):99–143, 2013.

[25] Diogo A. Gomes and João Saúde. Mean field games models—a brief survey. Dyn. Games Appl., 4(2):110–154, 2014. ISSN 2153-0785.

[26] Diogo A. Gomes and Vardan K. Voskanyan. Extended deterministic mean-field games. SIAM J. Control Optim., 54(2):1030–1055, 2016.

[27] Diogo A. Gomes, Stefania Patrizi, and Vardan Voskanyan. On the existence of classical solutions for stationary extended mean field games. Nonlinear Anal., 99:49–79, 2014.

[28] Nathael Gozlan. A characterization of dimension free concentration in terms of transporation inequalities.

Ann. Probab., 37(6):2480–2498, 2009.

[29] P. Jameson Graber and Alain Bensoussan. Existence and uniqueness of solutions for Bertrand and Cournot mean field games. Appl. Math. Optim., 77(1):47–71, 2018.

[30] Said Hamadène. Backward-forward SDE’s and stochastic differential games. Stoch. Proc. Appl., 77:1–15, 1998.

[31] Kaitong Hu, Zhenjie Ren, and Junjian Yang. Principal-agent problem with multiple principals. Preprint, 2019.

[32] Minyi Huang, Roland P. Malhamé, and Peter E. Caines. Large population stochastic dynamic games:

closed-loop McKean-Vlasov systems and the Nash certainty equivalence principle. Commun. Inf. Syst., 6(3): 221–251, 2006. ISSN 1526-7555.

[33] Ziad Kobeissi. On classical solutions to the mean field game system of controls. Comm. Partial Differential Equations, 2021.

[34] Michael Kupper, Peng Luo, and Ludovic Tangpi. Multidimensional Markovian FBSDEs with superquadratic growth. Stoch. Proc. Appl., 129(3):902–923, 2019.

[35] Daniel Lacker. A general characterization of the mean field limit for stochastic differential games. Probab.

Theory Related Fields, 165(3-4):581–648, 2016.

[36] Daniel Lacker. On the convergence of closed-loop Nash equilibria to the mean field limit. Ann. Appl. Probab., 30(4):1693–1761, 2020.

[37] Jean-Michel Lasry and Pierre-Louis Lions. Jeux à champ moyen. I. Le cas stationnaire. C. R. Math. Acad.

Sci. Paris, 343(9):619–625, 2006.

[38] Jean-Michel Lasry and Pierre-Louis Lions. Mean field games. Jpn. J. Math., 2(1):229–260, 2007. [39] Mathieu Laurière and Ludovic Tangpi. Backward propagation of chaos. Preprint: arXiv:1911.06835, 2019. [40] Mathieu Laurière and Ludovic Tangpi. Convergence of large population games to mean field games with interaction through the controls. arXiv:2004.08351v2, 2021.

[41] P-L. Lions. Cours du Collège de France. http://www.college-de-france.fr/default/EN/all/equ_−der/, 2007- 2012.

[42] Jin Ma, Philip Protter, and Jiongmin Yong. Solving forward-backward stochastic differential equations explicitely - a four step scheme. Probab. Theory Relat. Field, 98:339–359, 1994.

[43] Soumik Pal. Concentration of multidimensional diffusions and their boundary local times. Probab. Theory Relat. Fields, 154(1-2):225–254, 2012.

[44] Shige Peng and Z. Wu. Fully coupled forward-backward stochastic differential equations and applications to optimal control. SIAM J. Control Optim., 37(3):825–843, 1999.

[45] Alain-Sol Sznitman. Topics in propagation of chaos. In École d’Été de Probabilités de Saint-Flour XIX—1989, volume 1464 of Lecture Notes in Math., pages 165–251. Springer, Berlin, 1991.

[46] C. Villani. Optimal Transport: Old and New, volume 338 of Grundlehren der Mathematischen Wissenschaften. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, Heidelberg, 2009.