arXiv:2406.00286v1 [math.PR] 1 Jun 2024

Comparison theorems for mean-field BSDEs whose generators depend on the law of the solution (Y, Z)^∗

Juan Li^{1,2,∗∗}, Zhanxin Li^1, Chuanzhi Xing^{2,∗∗}

1School of Mathematics and Statistics, Shandong University, Weihai, Weihai 264209, P. R. China. 2Research Center for Mathematics and Interdisciplinary Sciences, Frontiers Science Center for Nonlinear Expectations, Ministry of Education, Shandong University, Qingdao 266237, P. R. China.

E-mails: juanli@sdu.edu.cn, zhanxinli@mail.sdu.edu.cn, xingchuanzhi@sdu.edu.cn.

June 01, 2024

Abstract. For general mean-field backward stochastic differential equations (BSDEs) it is well-known that we usually do not have the comparison theorem if the coefficients depend on the law of Z-component of the solution process (Y, Z). A natural question is whether general mean-field BSDEs whose coefficients depend on the law of Z have the comparison theorem for some cases. In this paper we establish the comparison theorems for one-dimensional mean-field BSDEs whose coefficients also depend on the joint law of the solution process (Y, Z). With the help of Malliavin calculus and a BMO martingale argument, we obtain two comparison theorems for different cases and a strong comparison result. In particular, in this framework, we compare not only the first component Y of the solution (Y, Z) for such mean-field BSDEs, but also the second component Z.

Keywords. Backward stochastic differential equations; comparison theorem; mean-field; Wasserstein metric; Malliavin calculus

1 Introduction

Nonlinear backward stochastic differential equations (BSDEs) were first introduced by Pardoux and Peng in their pioneering paper [21] in 1990. Since then the theory of BSDEs has attracted the attention of a large number of researchers because of its various applications, such as stochastic optimal control, stochastic differential games, mathematical finance and stochastic interpretation of partial differential equations (PDEs).

It is worth mentioning that the comparison theorem for real-valued BSDEs turns out to be one of the classic results of BSDEs theory. The comparison theorem plays a significant role in BSDEs by providing important insights into their behavior and characteristics. It is widely used in the study of BSDEs and has profound implications for various fields such as finance, control theory, and numerical approximation. Roughly speaking, the comparison theorem states that if two BSDEs

∗Juan Li is supported by the NSF of China (NOs. 12031009, 11871037), the NSF of Shandong Province (NO. ZR2023ZD35), the National Key R and D Program of China (NO. 2018YFA0703900), 111 Project (No. B12023). Chuanzhi Xing is supported by the NSF of China (No. 12301177), Shandong Province (No. ZR2023QA105). ∗∗Corresponding authors.

have the same terminal condition but with one having a larger generator than the other, then the solution to the BSDE with the larger generator will be smaller than or equal to the solution to the BSDE with the smaller generator at all time. In other words, the comparison theorem provides a partial ordering for the solutions of BSDEs. This property allows us to compare the solutions of different BSDEs and establish relationships between them. It is particularly useful in studying the existence, uniqueness, and stability of solutions to BSDEs. In summary, the comparison theorem in BSDEs is a fundamental theorem that underlies many theoretical and practical aspects of this branch of stochastic analysis.

The comparison theorem for BSDEs were discussed the first time by Peng [22] in order to investigate the viscosity solutions of second order PDEs, and then generalized by El Karoui, Peng and Quenez [9]. Because of crucial applications in the study of the existence of a solution of BSDEs with a continuous coefficient and viscosity solutions of PDEs, the comparison theorem for BSDEs has received increasing attentions. For example, the converse comparison theorem for real-valued BSDEs has been studied in [8]. In addition, with the help of the backward stochastic viability property studied by Buckdahn, Quincampoix and Rascanu [5], Hu and Peng [10] studied the comparison theorem for multi-dimensional BSDEs in 2006. It should be mentioned that in the above literature, authors only compare the first component of the solution process (Y, Z) for BSDE, when they study the comparison theorem.

Here we are interested in BSDEs whose coefficients do not depend only on the solution processes (Y, Z) but also on their joint law. In the mathematical literature, the theory of mean field games was initially introduced by Lasry and Lions [15], simultaneously, by Huang, Caines, and Malhamé [12]. Inspired by their seminal work, Buckdahn, Djehiche, Li and Peng [2] investigated a special mean-field problem and deduced a new type of nonlinear BSDEs which they called meanfield BSDEs. Furthermore, in 2009, Buckdahn, Li and Peng [3] obtained the existence and the uniqueness for mean-field BSDEs with Lipschitz coefficients. When the coefficient does not depend on the law of Z, they gave a comparison theorem for this type of BSDE. On the other hand, Buckdahn, Li, Peng and Rainer [4] also considered a McKean-Vlasov SDE introduced by Kac [13] in 1956 and the associated PDE. Subsequently, stimulated by these works, the theory of mean-field BSDEs, as well as the associated PDEs have been studied by different authors, for example, Li [16], Chassagneux, Crisan and Delarue [6]. More recently, Li, Liang and Zhang [17] studied the mean-field BSDE whose coefficient depends not only on the solution (Y, Z) but also on the law P_Y of Y . In order to obtain the comparison theorem, they first introduced a weak monotonicity assumption on f w.r.t. the law of Y (see, (2.3) in Section 2). In fact, if f is Lipschitz and monotonic, this weak monotonicity assumption is obviously true (for details, the readers may refer to Remark 2.1 in [17]). With the help of the comparison result, they proved the existence theorem of such mean-field BSDE whose driving drift coefficient is only continuous and of linear growth. Besides, under different frameworks, more and more researchers have studied the comparison theorems of mean-field BSDEs, in which the coefficients depend on the solution processes but also on the law P_Y of Y , such as [7, 18, 19]. We emphasize that the coefficients in [3, 6, 7, 18, 19] are random coefficients.

In this paper, we are interested in studying the comparison theorems for the following onedimensional mean-field backward stochastic differential equation (BSDE):

Y_t = ξ + ∫_T t f(s, Y_s, Z_s, P_{(Ys ,Zs)})ds − ∫_T t Z_sdW_s, 0 ≤ t ≤ T. (1.1) Let us mention that it follows from counter-examples in Buckdahn, Li and Peng [3] and Li, Liang and Zhang [17] that if the coefficient f depends on the Z-component of the law μ_s := P_{(Ys,Zs)} of the solution (Y_s, Z_s), we usually do not have the comparison theorem. Therefore, for the case when the coefficient f depends on the law μ_s, it is difficult to get the comparison result with respect to (w.r.t.) the first component of the solution (Y, Z) for mean-field BSDE (1.1), and it is even more difficult to compare the second component and this is even for the non mean-field case. A natural question is whether the mean-field BSDE whose generator depends on the law of Z has the comparison theorem for some cases. For this, let us start with Example 3.1. It should be noted that in Example 3.1, we get not only Y^1_t ≤ Y^2_t , t ∈ [0, T ], P -a.s., but we obtain Z^1_t ≤ Z^2_t , dtdP -a.e. In other words, under suitable assumptions, we can compare the second component of the solution (Y, Z). On the other hand, through the calculation process, we notice that the generators in Example 3.1 are deterministic, and the terminal conditions are Malliavin differentiable. Therefore, this inspires us to investigate the comparison theorems for mean-field BSDE (1.1) with the help of Malliavin calculus and under appropriate derivative assumptions.

In this paper, we obtain comparison results w.r.t. the first component of the solution (Y, Z) for mean-field BSDE (1.1), but also the second component. In fact, even already from the case of a BSDE, to our best knowledge, there are only few works concerning the comparison result w.r.t. the second component of the solution (Y, Z) up to now. However, when the coefficient f is deterministic, we overcome this difficult, and succeed to prove the comparison theorems for mean-field BSDE (1.1).

To be more precise, our main results can be divided into two parts. In Subsection 3.1, when the coefficient f does not depend on Z, we give a comparison theorem for such mean-field BSDE. Furthermore, when the coefficient f depends on the solution processes (Y, Z) but also on their joint law, we also obtain a comparison theorem and a strong result in Subsection 3.2. It should be mentioned that in this case, the terminal value ξ needs to have a particular form ξ = Φ(W_T ). Let us emphasize that our results are not in conflict with the counter-examples in [3] and [17]. On the other hand, in the proof of our results, the monotonicity hypothesis of the derivative of the terminal value (see, (H1) and (H4)) and the assumption about the derivative of the generator (see, (H3) and (H7)) are very crucial. These assumptions are new but adequate for the problem. Of course, we also give examples (see, Remark 3.1 and the Examples 3.2 and 3.3) to illustrate the validity of these assumptions.

The main objective of our paper concerns the study of the comparison theorems for mean-field BSDEs under the deterministic coefficients, i.e., we will investigate the comparison result w.r.t. the first component of the solution (Y, Z) for mean-field BSDEs, but also the second component. Our paper is organized as follows: In Section 2 we give the necessary preparation which is needed in what follows. In Section 3 we study the comparison theorems of solutions for one-dimensional mean-field BSDEs. With the help of Malliavin calculus, when the coefficients do not depend on Z, we obtain a comparison theorem (Theorem 3.1) in subsection 3.1. Furthermore, when the coefficients depend on the solution processes but also on their joint law, we also get a comparison theorem (Theorem 3.2) and a strong result (Theorem 3.3) in subsection 3.2. 3

2 Preliminaries

Let T > 0 be a fixed time horizon and (Ω, F, P ) be a given complete probability space. Let {W_t, 0 ≤ t ≤ T } be a standard Brownian motions defined on (Ω, F, P ), with values in R^d . We assume that there is a sub-σ-field F^0 ⊂ F, containing all P -null subsets of F, such that (i) the Brownian motion W is independent of F^0;

(ii) F^0 is ‘rich enough’, i.e., P_2(R^k ) = {P_ϑ, ϑ ∈ L^2(F^0; R^k )}, k ≥ 1. Here P_ϑ := P ∘ [ϑ]^{−1} denotes the law of the random variable ϑ under the probability P , Let us introduce some notations and concepts, which are used frequently in what follows.

Recall that P_2(R^k ) is the set of the probability measures on (R^k , B(R^k )) with finite second moment, i.e., ∫ R^k |x| 2μ(dx) < ∞. Here B(R^k ) denotes the Borel σ-field over R^k . The space P_2(R^k ) be endowed with the 2-Wasserstein metric: For μ, ν ∈ P_2(R^k ), we put

W_2(μ, ν) := inf {( ∫ R^k ×R^k |x − y|^2γ(dxdy) ) 1_2

: γ ∈ P_2(R^{2k} ), γ(. × R^k ) = μ, γ(R^k × .) = ν } . We denote by F = (F_t)_{t∈[0,T ]} the filtration generated by W and augmented by F^0. For

k ∈ N and x, y ∈ R^k , we denote its norm and inner product, respectively, by |x| = (_k∑ i=1 x^2_i

) 1_2 , and ⟨x, y⟩ =^k ∑ i=1 x_iy_i. For a^1, a^2 ∈ R^k , we define a^1 ≥ a^2 iff a^1_j ≥ a^2_j , j = 1, 2, · · · , k. We shall also introduce the following spaces of stochastic processes: For p ≥ 1, • L^p(F_T ; R^d ) is the set of F_T -measurable random variables ξ : Ω→R^d such that ‖ξ‖^p_Lp :=E[|ξ|^p]<∞. • S^p(0, T ; R^d ) is the set of F-adapted continuous processes η : Ω × [0, T ] → R^d with ‖η‖_Sp := ( E [ sup 0≤s≤T |η(s)|^p ]) 1_p < ∞. • H^p(0, T ; R^d ) is the set of F-progressively measurable processes η : Ω × [0, T ] → R^d with ‖η‖_Hp := ( E [ ( ∫_T 0 |η(s)|^2ds)^{p2} ]) 1_p < ∞. • BMO_p is the set of real-valued F-martingales M such that ||M||_{BMOp} := sup_τ ‖ ‖(E[|M_T − M_τ |^p|F_τ ])^1p ‖ ‖_∞ < ∞, where the supremum is taken over all stopping times τ ∈ [0, T ]. Here BMO martingale stands for bounded mean oscillation martingale.

• C^k_b (R^p , R^q ) is the set of functions of class C^k from R^p into R^q whose partial derivatives of all order less than or equal to k are bounded.

• S is the set of smooth random variables ξ of the form ξ = φ(W (h_1), · · · , W (h_n)), n ≥ 0, with

φ ∈ C^∞_b (R^n , R), h_1, · · · , h_n ∈ H^2(0, T ; R^d ), W (h_i) := ∫_T 0 ⟨h_i(t), dW_t⟩. Moreover, if ξ ∈ S is of the above form, its Malliavin derivative w.r.t. W , denoted by D[·],

is given by D_t[ξ](= (D^1_t [ξ], · · · , D^d_t [ξ])) = n∑ i=1 ∂φ ∂x_i (W (h_1), · · · , W (h_n))h_i(t), 0 ≤ t ≤ T. For ξ ∈ S, p > 1, we define the norm ||ξ||_{1,p} = ( E [ |ξ|^p + ( ∫^T 0 |D_tξ|^2dt ) p_2 ])^1_p

. From [20] we know the operator D has a closed extension to the space D^{1,p} , the closure of S with respect to the norm || · ||_{1,p}. Observe that if ξ ∈ D^{1,2} is F_t-measurable, D_θξ = 0, dθdP -a.e., θ ∈ (t, T ]. 4

Recall also that, given an F-adapted, pathwise square integrable process ξ = (ξ_s), a lo-

cal martingale of the form M_t = ∫_t 0 ξ_sdW_s is a BMO martingale if and only if ||M||_{BMO2} =

sup_τ ‖(E[ ∫_T τ |ξ_s|^2ds|F_τ ])^{12} ‖_∞ < ∞. We denote by ξ · M the stochastic integral of a scalar-valued adapted process ξ with respect to a local continuous martingale M. For more details of the theory of BMO martingales, the readers may refer to Kazamaki [14].

Let us now consider a function f(s, y, z, μ) : [0, T ]×R ×R^d ×P_2(R^{1+d} ) → R which is assumed to be F-progressively measurable and satisfy the following standard assumptions: (A1) ∫_T 0 |f(s, 0, 0, δ_0)|^2ds < +∞, where δ_0 is the Dirac measure with mass at 0 ∈ R^{1+d} .

(A2) f is Lipschitz in (y, z, μ): There exists a constant C >0 such that, for all μ, μ^′ ∈P_2(R^{1+d} ), y_1, y_2 ∈ R, s ∈ [0, T ], |f(s, y_1, z_1, μ) − f(s, y_2, z_2, μ^′)| ≤ C ( W_2(μ, μ^′) + |y_1 − y_2| + |z_1 − z_2| ) . Moreover, we assume that the terminal value ξ satisfies the following standard assumption: (A3) ξ ∈ L^2(F_T ; R).

We consider the following general mean-field BSDEs:

Y_t = ξ + ∫_T t f(s, Y_s, Z_s, P_{(Ys ,Zs)})ds − ∫_T t Z_sdW_s, 0 ≤ t ≤ T. (2.1) The following results on mean-field BSDEs are by now well-known; for their proof the reader is referred to the Theorems 2.1 and 2.2 in Li, Liang and Zhang [17], respectively.

Proposition 2.1. (Existence and Uniqueness) Under the assumptions (A1)-(A3), equation (2.1) has a unique solution (Y, Z) ∈ S^2(0, T ; R) × H^2(0, T ; R^d ).

We now consider the comparison theorem for the following mean-field BSDEs when the coefficient f does not depend on the law of Z:

Y_t = ξ + ∫_T t f(s, Y_s, Z_s, P_{Ys} )ds − ∫_T t Z_sdW_s, 0 ≤ t ≤ T. (2.2) Proposition 2.2. (Comparison Theorem) Let f_i := f_i(s, y, z, μ), i = 1, 2, and the data (ξ^i, f_i), i = 1, 2 satisfy (A1) and (A3). Moreover, we suppose (i) One of the f_i satisfies (A2);

(ii) One of the f_i is such that, for all θ_1, θ_2 ∈ L^2(F; R), and all (s, y, z) ∈ [0, T ] × R × R^d , there exists a constant L > 0, such that

f(s, y, z, P_{θ1} ) − f(s, y, z, P_{θ2} ) ≤ L(E[((θ_1 − θ_2)^+)^2])^{12} . (2.3)

Let (Y^1, Z^1) and (Y^2, Z^2) be the solutions of mean-field BSDE (2.2) with the data (ξ^1, f_1) and (ξ^2, f_2), respectively. Moreover, if ξ^1 ≤ ξ^2, P -a.s., and f_1(s, y, z, μ) ≤ f_2(s, y, z, μ), dsdP -a.e., for all (μ, y, z), then Y^1_s ≤ Y^2_s , for all s ∈ [0, T ], P -a.s.

3 Comparison theorems for mean-field BSDEs

In this section, we will study comparison theorem. For the one-dimensional comparison theorem, from the counter-examples in [3] and [17] we know that, if the driver f depends on the law of Z or is not increasing with respect to the law of Y , we usually do not have the comparison theorem. On the other hand, for a comparison theorem, we usually compare the first component of the solution (Y, Z) for BSDE.

A natural question is whether the mean-field BSDE whose generator depends on the law of Z can have the comparison theorem under some assumptions. For this, let us start with the following example:

Example 3.1. Let d = 1 and the coefficient f(s, y, z, P_{(ξ,η)}) = E[η], for all (s, y, z) ∈ [0, T ] × R^2 , ξ, η ∈ L^2(F; R). Denote the Malliavin derivative of ξ^1 at time t by D_t[ξ^1]. We consider the following mean-field BSDE:

Y^i_t = ξ^i + ∫_T t E[Z^i_s]ds − ∫_T t Z^i_sdW_s, t ∈ [0, T ], i = 1, 2. For the equation i = 1 we put ξ^1 = −(W^+_T )^2. Then, as one can see easily, Z^1_t = E[D_t[ξ^1]|F_t] =

−2E[W^+_T |F_t], E[Z^1_t ] = −2 √ T E[W^+_1 ] = − √_{2T} π , t ∈ [0, T ], and Y^1_t = E[ξ^1|F_t] + ∫_T t E[Z^1_s ]ds ≤ 0, t ∈ [0, T ]. For the equation i = 2 we choose ξ^2 = 0. Then, Y^2 = 0, and Z^2 = 0. Notice that ξ^1 ≤ ξ^2, and we also have Y^1_t ≤ 0 = Y^2_t , t ∈ [0, T ], P -a.s., and Z^1_t ≤ 0 = Z^2_t , dtdP -a.e.

This example illustrates that two real-valued mean-field BSDEs whose generators depend on the law of Z may have the comparison result whenever we can compare the terminal conditions and the coefficients. Inspired by this, we consider the following two cases to see when two real-valued mean-field BSDEs whose generators depend on the law of Z may admit the comparison result.

3.1 The case f(s, y, P_{(ϑ,η)}) Now we will consider the following mean-field BSDE:

Y_t = ξ + ∫_T t f(s, Y_s, P_{(Ys,Zs)})ds − ∫_T t Z_sdW_s, 0 ≤ t ≤ T. (3.1) Remark that the driving coefficient f of the above BSDE depends on Z only through its law.

Theorem 3.1. Let f_i := f_i(s, y, μ), i = 1, 2. We denote by (Y^i, Z^i) the solution of mean-field BSDE (3.1) with the data (ξ^i, f_i), i = 1, 2, satisfying (A1)-(A3). Moreover, we suppose (H1) The differentiability and a strong monotonicity of ξ^i:

(i) Differentiability: ξ^i is Malliavin differentiable; (ii) Monotonicity: ξ^1 ≤ ξ^2, P -a.s.;

(iii) Monotonicity of the derivative: (0 ∨ D^j_r[ξ^1]) ≤ D^j_r[ξ^2], drdP -a.e., r ∈ [0, T ], 1 ≤ j ≤ d. (H2) f_i is monotonic in μ in the following sense: f_1(s, y, P_{(ϑ,η)}) ≤ f_2(s, y, P_{(ϑ}′_{,η}′_)), for all s ∈ [0, T ], y ∈ R, ϑ, ϑ^′ ∈ L^2(F_T ; R) with ϑ ≤ ϑ^′, η, η^′ ∈ L^2(F_T ; R^d ) with η ≤ η^′.

(H3) f_i is differentiable w.r.t. y and the derivative ∂_yf_i is bounded and monotonic:

(i) Boundedness: The derivative ∂_yf_i is bounded on [0, T ] × R × P_2(R^{1+d} ); 6

(ii) Monotonicity in (y, μ): (∂_yf_1)(s, y, P_{(ϑ,η)}) ≤ (∂_yf_2)(s, y^′, P_{(ϑ}′_{,η}′_)), for all s ∈ [0, T ], y, y^′ ∈ R with y ≤ y^′, ϑ, ϑ^′ ∈ L^2(F_T ; R) with ϑ ≤ ϑ^′, η, η^′ ∈ L^2(F_T ; R^d ) with η ≤ η^′.

Then Y^1_t ≤ Y^2_t , t ∈ [0, T ], P -a.s., and Z^1_t ≤ Z^2_t , dtdP -a.e.

Proof. For simplicity of redaction but without loss of generality, let us restrict to dimension d = 1. Under the assumptions (A1)-(A3), it follows from Proposition 2.1 that the mean-field BSDE (3.1) with the data (ξ^1, f_1) and (ξ^2, f_2) have a unique solution (Y^1, Z^1) and (Y^2, Z^2) in S^2(0, T ; R) × H^2(0, T ; R), respectively. Let (Y^{i,0}, Z^{i,0}) := (0, 0), i = 1, 2. We consider the following BSDE:

Y^{i,n}_t = ξ^i + ∫_T t f_i(s, Y^{i,n}_s , P_{(Y} i,n−1_{s ,Z}i,n−1_{s )})ds − ∫_T t Z^{i,n}_s dW_s, t ∈ [0, T ], n ≥ 1, i = 1, 2. (3.2) Again from Proposition 2.1, we know BSDE (3.2) has a unique solution (Y^{i,n}, Z^{i,n}), n ≥ 1, for i = 1, 2. Furthermore, from standard arguments, it can easily be verified that (Y^{i,n}, Z^{i,n})_{n≥1} is a Cauchy sequence in S^2(0, T ; R) × H^2(0, T ; R), which means

E[ sup_{t∈[0,T ]} |Y^i_t − Y^{i,n}_t |^2] + E[ ∫_T 0 |Z^i_s − Z^{i,n}_s |^2ds] → 0, n → ∞. We now suppose that, for some n ≥ 1, (A.n-1) Y^{1,n−1}_t ≤ Y^{2,n−1}_t , t ∈ [0, T ], P -a.s., Z^{1,n−1}_t ≤ Z^{2,n−1}_t , dtdP -a.e.

Observe that this holds, in particular, for n = 1. Let us show that (A.n-1) implies (A.n), for n ≥ 1. From (A1)-(A3), (H1)-(ii) and (H2), we deduce with the help of the comparison theorem- Proposition 2.2 that Y^{1,n}_t ≤ Y^{2,n}_t , t ∈ [0, T ], P -a.s. (3.3)

Define θ^{i,n}_s := (s, Y^{i,n}_s , P_{(Y} i,n−1_{s ,Z}i,n−1_{s )}). We take now the Malliavin derivative in (3.2): For r ≤ t,

D_r[Y^{i,n}_t ] = D_r[ξ^i] + ∫_T t (∂_yf_i)(θ^{i,n}_s )D_r[Y^{i,n}_s ]ds − ∫_T t D_r[Z^{i,n}_s ]dW_s, t ∈ [0, T ]. (3.4) From (H1)-(iii) we know D_r[ξ^2] ≥ 0, drdP -a.e., r ∈ [0, T ]. Therefore, it follows from a by now classical argument that D_r[Y^{2,n}_t ] ≥ 0, drdP -a.e., 0 ≤ r ≤ t ≤ T. (3.5) Moreover, for Y^n := Y^{2,n} − Y^{1,n}, Z^n := Z^{2,n} − Z^{1,n}, and ξ := ξ^2 − ξ^1,

D_r[Y^n_t ] = D_r[ξ] + ∫_T t ( (∂_yf_2)(θ^{2,n}_s ) − (∂_yf_1)(θ^{1,n}_s ) ) D_r[Y^{2,n}_s ]ds + ∫_T t (∂_yf_1)(θ^{1,n}_s )D_r[Y^n_s ]ds − ∫_T t D_r[Z^n_s ]dW_s, 0 ≤ r ≤ t ≤ T. (3.6)

Making use of (H1)-(iii), (H3), (A.n-1), (3.3) and (3.5), we obtain ( (∂_yf_2)(θ^{2,n}_s ) − (∂_yf_1)(θ^{1,n}_s ) ) D_r[Y^{2,n}_s ] ≥ 0.

Thus, as also D_r[ξ] ≥ 0, from a standard BSDE estimate we obtain D_r[Y^{2,n}_t ]−D_r[Y^{1,n}_t ] = D_r[Y^n_t ] ≥ 0, 0 ≤ r ≤ t ≤ T. Letting r ≤ t ↓ r, this yields Z^{2,n}_t − Z^{1,n}_t = Z^n_t ≥ 0, t ∈ [0, T ]. This proves (A.n). Passing to the limit, then the proof is complete. 7

Remark 3.1. Observe that unlike Theorem 2.2 in [17], here we get the comparison theorem with respect to the solution (Y, Z), when the driver f depends on the solution processes Y but also on their joint law of (Y, Z). It should be mentioned that Theorem 3.1 is not in contradiction with the counter-example (Example 2.1) in [17]. In particular, letting the dimension d = 1, we discuss a particular case, i.e., we consider the following mean-field BSDE:

Y^i_t = ξ^i + ∫_T t f_i(P_Zi_s )ds − ∫_T t Z^i_sdW_s, t ∈ [0, T ], i = 1, 2. Here we see, in particular that D_r[Y^i_t ] = D_r[ξ^i] − ∫_T t D_rZ^i_sdW_s, r ≤ t ≤ T , and Z^i_r = D_r[ξ^i] − ∫_T r D_r[Z^i_s]dW_s, i.e., Z^i_r = E[D_r[ξ^i]|F_r], drdP -a.e. Obviously, D_r[ξ^1] ≤ D_r[ξ^2], r ∈ [0, T ], implies here Z^1_r ≤ Z^2_r , drdP -a.e., and so

Y^1_t = E[ξ^1 + ∫_T t f_1(P_Z1_s )ds|F_t] ≤ E[ξ^2 + ∫_T t f_2(P_Z2_s )ds|F_t] = Y^2_t , t ∈ [0, T ].

Here we have used that f_1(P_η) ≤ f_2(P_η′ ), for η, η^′ ∈ L^2(F_T ; R) with η ≤ η^′, following from (H2). This property is essential. We also give a counter-example here.

Example 3.2. The coefficient f_i(s, y, P_{(ϑ,η)}) = f_i(P_η ) = E[|η|], i = 1, 2, does, obviously, not satisfy (H2); and we don’t have the comparison theorem result for it. Indeed, let d = 1. We consider the following mean-field BSDE:

Y^i_t = ξ^i + ∫_T t E[|Z^i_s|]ds − ∫_T t Z^i_sdW_s, t ∈ [0, T ], i = 1, 2. Let us put ξ^1 = −(W^+_T )^2. Then, obviously, Z^1_t = E[D_t[ξ^1]|F_t] = −2E[W^+_T |F_t], E[|Z^1_t |] = 2 √ T E[W^+_1 ] = √_{2T} π , t ∈ [0, T ], and Y^1_0 = E[ξ^1] + ∫_T 0 E[|Z^1_s |]ds = − T 2 + √ 2 π T^{32} > 0, for T ≥ 1.

We choose ξ^2 = 0, and so we have Y^2 = 0, Z^2 = 0, in particular, Y^2_0 = 0. Therefore, for T ≥ 1, Y^2_0 = 0 < Y^1_0 , although ξ^1 ≤ 0 = ξ^2, and D_r[ξ^1] ≤ 0 = D_r[ξ^2], r ∈ [0, T ].

Remark 3.2. The conclusion from (A.n-1) to (A.n) can also be made by using the multi-dimensional BSDE comparison result by Hu and Peng [10] for the BSDE ( Y i,n_t D_r[Y^{i,n}_t ] ) = ( ξi D_r[ξ^i] ) + ∫_T t ( f_i(s, Y^{i,n}_s , P_{(Y i,n−1s ,Zi,n−1s )}) ∂_yf_i(s, Y^{i,n}_s , P_{(Y} i,n−1_{s ,Z}i,n−1_{s )})D_r[Y^{i,n}_s ] ) ds− ∫_T t ( Zi,n_s D_r[Z^{i,n}_s ] ) dW_s, with 0 ≤ r ≤ t ≤ T, i = 1, 2.

3.2 The case f(s, y, z, P_{(ϑ,η)}) Let us now suppose for the terminal value ξ that it is of the form ξ = Φ(W_T ), where Φ(x) : R → R. That is, we consider the following mean-field BSDE:

Y_t = Φ(W_T ) + ∫_T t f(s, Y_s, Z_s, P_{(Ys ,Zs)})ds − ∫_T t Z_sdW_s, 0 ≤ t ≤ T. (3.7) For the study of this BSDE we restrict ourselves to dimension d = 1. 8

Theorem 3.2. Let f_i := f_i(s, y, z, μ), i = 1, 2. We denote by (Y^i, Z^i) the solution of mean-field BSDE (3.7) with the data (Φ_i(W_T ), f_i), i = 1, 2 satisfying (A1)-(A3). Moreover, we suppose (H4) The differentiability and strong monotonicity of Φ_i:

(i) Differentiability: Φ_1 is differentiable w.r.t. x, Φ_2 is twice differentiable w.r.t. x; (ii) Monotonicity: Φ_1(x) ≤ Φ_2(x), for all x ∈ R;

(iii) Monotonicity of the derivative: 0 ≤ ∂_xΦ_1(x) ≤ ∂_xΦ_2(x), for all x ∈ R. (H5) The boundedness of the derivatives of Φ_2: There exists C > 0 such that, for all x ∈ R,

|∂_xΦ_2(x)| ≤ C and 0 ≤ ∂^2_xΦ_2(x) ≤ C.

(H6) f_i is monotonic in μ: f_1(s, y, z, P_{(ϑ,η)}) ≤ f_2(s, y, z, P_{(ϑ}′_{,η}′_)), for all s ∈ [0, T ], y, z ∈ R, ϑ, ϑ^′, η, η^′ ∈ L^2(F_T ; R) with ϑ ≤ ϑ^′, η ≤ η^′.

(H7) f_1 is differentiable w.r.t. (y, z), f_2 is twice differentiable w.r.t. (y, z), and these derivatives have the following properties:

(i) Boundedness: All derivatives of order 1 and 2 are uniformly bounded over [0, T ] × R× R × P_2(R^2 );

(ii) Convexity: (y, z) → f_2(y, z, P_{(ϑ,η)}) is convex;

(iii) Lipschitz continuity: z → ∂_yf_2(s, y, z, P_{(ϑ,η)})z is Lipschitz, uniformly in (s, y, P_{(ϑ,η)}); (iv) Monotonicity in (y, μ): For all y, y^′ ∈R with y ≤ y^′, ϑ, ϑ^′, η, η^′ ∈L^2(F_T ; R) with ϑ ≤ ϑ^′, η ≤ η^′, s ∈ [0, T ], z ∈ R, (a) (∂_yf_1)(s, y, z, P_{(ϑ,η)})≤(∂_yf_2)(s, y^′, z, P_{(ϑ}′_{,η}′_)); (b) (∂_zf_1)(s, y, z, P_{(ϑ,η)} )≤(∂_zf_2)(s, y^′, z, P_{(ϑ}′_{,η}′_)). Then Y^1_t ≤ Y^2_t , t ∈ [0, T ], P -a.s., and Z^1_t ≤ Z^2_t , dtdP -a.e.

Proof. Under the assumptions (A1)-(A3), it follows from Proposition 2.1 that the mean-field BSDE (3.7) with the data (Φ_1(W_T ), f_1) and (Φ_2(W_T ), f_2) has a unique solution (Y^1, Z^1) and (Y^2, Z^2) in S^2(0, T ; R) × H^2(0, T ; R), respectively. Let (Y^{i,0}, Z^{i,0}) := (0, 0), i = 1, 2. We consider the following BSDE:

Y^{i,n}_t =Φ_i(W_T )+ ∫_T t f_i(s, Y^{i,n}_s , Z^{i,n}_s , P_{(Y} i,n−1_{s ,Z}i,n−1_{s )})ds− ∫_T t Z^{i,n}_s dW_s, t∈[0, T ], n ≥ 1, i = 1, 2. (3.8) Thanks to Proposition 2.1 BSDE (3.8) has a unique solution (Y^{i,n}, Z^{i,n}), n ≥ 1, i = 1, 2. Furthermore, by standard arguments, it can easily be verified that (Y^{i,n}, Z^{i,n})_{n≥1} is a Cauchy sequence in S^2(0, T ; R) × H^2(0, T ; R),

E[ sup_{t∈[0,T ]} |Y^i_t − Y^{i,n}_t |^2] + E[ ∫_T 0 |Z^i_s − Z^{i,n}_s |^2ds] → 0, n → ∞. We now suppose that, for some n ≥ 1, (A.n-1) Y^{1,n−1}_t ≤ Y^{2,n−1}_t , t ∈ [0, T ], P -a.s., Z^{1,n−1}_t ≤ Z^{2,n−1}_t , dtdP -a.e.

Notice that this holds, in particular, for n = 1. Let us show that (A.n-1) implies (A.n), for n ≥ 1. From (A1)-(A3), (H4)-(ii), (H6) and the comparison theorem-Proposition 2.2, we obtain

Y^{1,n}_t ≤ Y^{2,n}_t , t ∈ [0, T ], P -a.s. (3.9) 9

Define θ^{i,n}_s := (s, Y^{i,n}_s , Z^{i,n}_s , P_{(Y} i,n−1_{s ,Z}i,n−1_{s )}). We take now the Malliavin derivative in (3.8); standard arguments show its existence, and that for 0 ≤ r ≤ t ≤ T , i = 1, 2,

D_r[Y^{i,n}_t ]=∂_xΦ_i(W_T )+ ∫_T t ( (∂_yf_i)(θ^{i,n}_s )D_r[Y^{i,n}_s ]+(∂_z f_i)(θ^{i,n}_s )D_r[Z^{i,n}_s ] ) ds− ∫_T t D_r[Z^{i,n}_s ]dW_s. (3.10)

From the uniqueness of the solution it follows that D_r[Y^{i,n}_t ] = D_r′ [Y^{i,n}_t ], r ∨ r^′ ≤ t ≤ T, and D_r[Z^{i,n}_t ] = D_r′ [Z^{i,n}_t ], dtdP -a.e. on [r∨r^′, T ]×Ω. Thus, Z^{i,n}_t = P -lim_{r↑t} D_r[Y^{i,n}_t ] = D_r[Y^{i,n}_t ], for all r ≤ t. As ∂_xΦ_i(x) ≥ 0, x ∈ R (see (H4)-(iii)), a standard argument involving Girsanov transformation shows Z^{i,n}_t = D_r[Y^{i,n}_t ] ≥ 0, 0 ≤ r ≤ t ≤ T, i = 1, 2. (3.11) We put ~Z^{i,n}_s := D_r[Z^{i,n}_s ], 0 ≤ r ≤ s ≤ T. Then, from (3.10),

Z^{i,n}_t = ∂_xΦ_i(W_T ) + ∫_T t ( (∂_yf_i)(θ^{i,n}_s )Z^{i,n}_s + (∂_zf_i)(θ^{i,n}_s ) ~Z^{i,n}_s ) ds − ∫_T t ~Z^{i,n}_s dW_s, t ∈ [0, T ]. (3.12) Let us set f^n_i (s, ·, ·) := f_i(s, ·, ·, P_{(Y} i,n−1_{s ,Z}i,n−1_{s )}). Then the system (3.8), (3.12) writes:

Y^{i,n}_t = Φ_i(W_T ) + ∫_T t f^n_i (s, Y^{i,n}_s , Z^{i,n}_s )ds − ∫_T t Z^{i,n}_s dW_s, t ∈ [0, T ], (3.13) and Z^{i,n}_t = ∂_xΦ_i(W_T )+ ∫_T t ( (∂_yf^n_i )(s, Y^{i,n}_s , D_r[Y^{i,n}_s ])Z^{i,n}_s + (∂_zf^n_i )(s, Y^{i,n}_s , D_r[Y^{i,n}_s ]) ~Z^{i,n}_s ) ds − ∫_T t ~Z^{i,n}_s dW_s, 0 ≤ r ≤ t ≤ T, i = 1, 2. (3.14)

Obviously, the solution (Z^{i,n}, ~Z^{i,n}) of BSDE (3.14) has the following property:

|Z^{i,n}_t | ≤ C, for all t ∈ [0, T ], P -a.s., and ~Z^{i,n} ∈ H^p(0, T ; R), p ≥ 1, i = 1, 2. (3.15)

Thus, Z^{i,n} · W (= D_r[Y^{i,n}] · W ) is a BMO martingale. On the other hand, we notice that (3.12) can also be rewritten as follows:

Z^{i,n}_t = ∂_xΦ_i(W_T )+ ∫_T t ( (∂_yf^n_i )(s, Y^{i,n}_s , D_r[Y^{i,n}_s ])D_r[Y^{i,n}_s ] + (∂_zf^n_i )(s, Y^{i,n}_s , D_r[Y^{i,n}_s ]) ~Z^{i,n}_s ) ds − ∫_T t ~Z^{i,n}_s dW_s, 0 ≤ r ≤ t ≤ T, i = 1, 2. (3.16)

From Lemma 2.1 in [11], we have ~Z^{i,n} · W is a BMO martingale. Differentiating (3.12) formally in the sense of Malliavin we get for i = 1, 2,

D_r[Z^{i,n}_t ] = ∂^2_xΦ_i(W_T ) + ∫_T t ( (∂^2_y f_i)(θ^{i,n}_s )(Z^{i,n}_s )^2 + (∂_y∂_zf_i)(θ^{i,n}_s )(Z^{i,n}_s D_r[Z^{i,n}_s ] + Z^{i,n}_s ~Z^{i,n}_s )

+ (∂^2_z f_i)(θ^{i,n}_s ) ~Z^{i,n}_s D_r[Z^{i,n}_s ] ) ds + ∫_T t ( (∂_yf_i)(θ^{i,n}_s )D_r[Z^{i,n}_s ] + (∂_zf_i)(θ^{i,n}_s )D_r[ ~Z^{i,n}_s ] ) ds − ∫_T t D_r[ ~Z^{i,n}_s ]dW_s, 0 ≤ r ≤ t ≤ T. (3.17)

10

We remark that this BSDE is linear, for 0 ≤ r ≤ t ≤ T ,

D_r[Z^{i,n}_t ] = ∂^2_xΦ_i(W_T ) + ∫_T t ( h_{1,i}(s) + h_{2,i}(s)D_r[Z^{i,n}_s ] + h_{3,i}(s)D_r[ ~Z^{i,n}_s ] ) ds − ∫_T t D_r[ ~Z^{i,n}_s ]dW_s, where the coefficients

h_{1,i}(s) := (∂^2_y f_i)(θ^{i,n}_s )(Z^{i,n}_s )^2 + (∂_y∂_zf_i)(θ^{i,n}_s )Z^{i,n}_s ~Z^{i,n}_s , h_{2,i}(s) := (∂_y∂_zf_i)(θ^{i,n}_s )Z^{i,n}_s + (∂^2_z f_i)(θ^{i,n}_s ) ~Z^{i,n}_s + (∂_yf_i)(θ^{i,n}_s ), h_{3,i}(s) := (∂_zf_i)(θ^{i,n}_s ), s ∈ [0, T ]. Notice that h_{1,i} ∈ H^p(0, T ; R), h_{2,i} ∈ H^p(0, T ; R), p ≥ 2, while h_{3,i} is bounded and F-adapted, i = 1, 2. Recall that ~Z^{i,n} · W is a BMO martingale. Thus from Theorem 10 in [1], (3.17) has a unique solution (D_r[Z^{i,n}_t ], D_r[ ~Z^{i,n}_s ])_{0≤r≤t≤T} ∈ S^p(0, T ; R) × H^p(0, T ; R), p ≥ 2. The existence and the uniqueness of this solution allows to use standard arguments to show that it is really the Malliavin derivative. From the uniqueness of the solution (D_r[Z^{2,n}_s ], D_r[ ~Z^{2,n}_s ]) we have

D_r[Z^{2,n}_t ] = D_r′ [Z^{2,n}_t ], r ∨ r^′ ≤ t ≤ T, P -a.s.; D_r[ ~Z^{2,n}_t ] = D_r′ [ ~Z^{2,n}_t ], dtdP -a.e. on [r ∨ r^′, T ] × Ω.

Consequently, ~Z^{2,n}_t = P - lim_{t>r↑t} D_r[Z^{2,n}_t ] = D_r[Z^{2,n}_t ], 0 ≤ r ≤ t ≤ T. And we also introduce the notation ^Z^{2,n}_t := D_r[ ~Z^{2,n}_t ], (0 ≤ r ≤)t ≤ T. Thus, (3.17) takes the form

~Z^{2,n}_t = ∂^2_xΦ_2(W_T ) + ∫_T t ⟨( ∂2_y f_2 ∂_y∂_zf_2 ∂_y∂_zf_2 ∂^2_z f_2 ) (θ^{2,n}_s ) ( Z2,n_s ~Z^{2,n}_s ) , ( Z2,n_s ~Z^{2,n}_s )⟩ ds + ∫_T t ( (∂_y f_2)(θ^{2,n}_s ) ~Z^{2,n}_s + (∂_z f_2)(θ^{2,n}_s ) ^Z^{2,n}_s ) ds − ∫_T t ^Z^{2,n}_s dW_s, t ∈ [0, T ], i = 1, 2. (3.18)

Denote ζ^{2,n}_s :=

⟨( ∂2_y f_2 ∂_y∂_zf_2 ∂_y∂_zf_2 ∂^2_z f_2 ) (θ^{2,n}_s ) ( Z2,n_s ~Z^{2,n}_s ) , ( Z2,n_s ~Z^{2,n}_s )⟩ , then we deduce from (H7)-(i), (ii)

that 0 ≤ ζ^{2,n}_s ≤ C ( |Z^{2,n}_s |^2 + | ~Z^{2,n}_s |^2 ) , where C > 0 may vary line to line. (3.19)

In order to use Girsanov transformation, we define the probability measure ~P_n and the process ~W^n as follows

~P_n :=exp { ∫ T 0 (∂_zf_2)(θ^{2,n}_s )dW_s − 1 2 ∫_T 0 |(∂_z f_2)(θ^{2,n}_s )|^2ds } ·P, ~W^n_t :=W_t − ∫_t 0 (∂_zf_2)(θ^{2,n}_s )ds, t∈[0, T ]. Due to Girsanov’s theorem ~W^n = (~W^n_t )_{0≤t≤T} is an (F, ~P_n )-Brownian motion.

Let α^n_{t,r} := exp { ∫ r t (∂_yf_2)(θ^{2,n}_s )ds } , 0 ≤ t ≤ r ≤ T . Then we get

~Z^{2,n}_t = α^n_{t,T} · ∂^2_xΦ_2(W_T ) + ∫_T t α^n_{t,s} · ζ^{2,n}_s ds − ∫_T t α^n_{t,s} · ^Z^{2,n}_s d~W^n_s , t ∈ [0, T ].

Hence, ~Z^{2,n}_t = ~E^n [ α^n_{t,T} · ∂^2_xΦ_2(W_T ) + ∫_T t α^n_{t,s} · ζ^{2,n}_s ds|F_t ] , where ~E^n[·] = ∫ Ω (·)d ~P_n. Furthermore, it

follows from (H5), (H7)-(i), (3.15), (3.19) and the fact that ~Z^{2,n} · W is a BMO martingale that 0 ≤ ~Z^{2,n}_t ≤ C ( 1 + ~E^n [ ∫^T t (|Z^{2,n}_s |^2 + | ~Z^{2,n}_s |^2)ds|F_t ]) ≤ C, t ∈ [0, T ], (3.20) which allows to go back to (3.14). Let Φ := Φ_2 − Φ_1, Z^n := Z^{2,n} − Z^{1,n}, ~Z^n := ~Z^{2,n} − ~Z^{1,n}. Then we have the following equation:

Z^n_t = ∂_xΦ(W_T )+ ∫_T t (( (∂_yf^n_2 )(s, Y^{2,n}_s , Z^{2,n}_s )Z^{2,n}_s − (∂_yf^n_1 )(s, Y^{1,n}_s , Z^{1,n}_s )Z^{1,n}_s )

+ (∂_z f^n_1 )(s, Y^{1,n}_s , Z^{1,n}_s ) ~Z^n_s + ( (∂_z f^n_2 )(s, Y^{2,n}_s , Z^{2,n}_s )−(∂_z f^n_1 )(s, Y^{1,n}_s , Z^{1,n}_s ) ) ~ Z^{2,n}_s ) ds − ∫_T t ~Z^n_s dW_s, t ∈ [0, T ]. (3.21)

As due to (A.n-1), (3.9), (3.11) and (H7)-(iii), (iv)-(a) imply:

(∂_yf^n_2 )(s, Y^{2,n}_s , Z^{2,n}_s )Z^{2,n}_s − (∂_yf^n_1 )(s, Y^{1,n}_s , Z^{1,n}_s )Z^{1,n}_s ≥ γ^n_s Z^n_s , s ∈ [0, T ], (3.22)

for some bounded progressively measurable process γ^n. We note that, since ∂^2_z f_2 is bounded, z → (∂_zf_2)(s, y, z, P_{(ϑ,η)} ) is Lipschitz, uniformly w.r.t. (s, y, P_{(ϑ,η)}). Thus, from (H7)-(iv)-(b), (A.n-1) and (3.20), we see that, for some bounded, progressively measurable process ~γ^n, ( (∂_zf^n_2 )(s, Y^{2,n}_s , Z^{2,n}_s ) − (∂_z f^n_1 )(s, Y^{1,n}_s , Z^{1,n}_s ) ) ~ Z^{2,n}_s = ( (∂_zf^n_2 )(s, Y^{2,n}_s , Z^{2,n}_s ) − (∂_z f^n_2 )(s, Y^{2,n}_s , Z^{1,n}_s ) ) ~ Z^{2,n}_s + ( (∂_zf^n_2 )(s, Y^{2,n}_s , Z^{1,n}_s ) − (∂_z f^n_1 )(s, Y^{1,n}_s , Z^{1,n}_s ) ) ~ Z^{2,n}_s ≥ − C|(∂_zf^n_2 )(s, Y^{2,n}_s , Z^{2,n}_s ) − (∂_zf^n_2 )(s, Y^{2,n}_s , Z^{1,n}_s )| = ~γ^n_s Z^n_s , s ∈ [0, T ].

(3.23)

The estimates (3.22) and (3.23) make it standard to conclude from (3.21) that Z^{2,n}_t − Z^{1,n}_t = Z^n_t ≥ 0, t ∈ [0, T ]. Therefore, Y^{2,n} ≥ Y^{1,n} and Z^{2,n} ≥ Z^{1,n}, i.e., (A.n) holds true. By induction we have (A.n) for all n ≥ 1. Consequently, taking the limit, as n → ∞, we obtain Y^1_t ≤ Y^2_t , t ∈ [0, T ], P -a.s., and Z^1_t ≤ Z^2_t , dtdP -a.e.

Example 3.3. Let f_i(s, y, z, P_{(ϑ,η)}) = −y + z + E[ϑ] + E[η], i = 1, 2. It can easily be checked that f_i, i = 1, 2 satisfy the assumptions (A1), (A2), (H6) and (H7). We consider the following mean-field BSDE:

Y^i_t = ξ^i + ∫_T t ( − Y^i_s + Z^i_s + E[Y^i_s ] + E[Z^i_s] ) ds − ∫_T t Z^i_sdW_s, t ∈ [0, T ], i = 1, 2. (3.24)

Let ε > 0 and let us consider the function U_ε ∈ C(R):

U_ε(y) :=

0, y ≤ 0; 1 ε^2 y, 0 ≤ y ≤ ε; 2 ε − 1 ε^2 y, ε ≤ y ≤ 2ε; 0, y ≥ 2ε. 12

We define

R_ε(y) := ∫_y −∞ U_ε(z)dz =

0, y ≤ 0; 1 2ε^2 y^2, 0 ≤ y ≤ ε; 2 ε y − 1 2ε^2 y^2 − 1, ε ≤ y ≤ 2ε; 1, y ≥ 2ε; and Φ_2(x) := ∫_x −∞ R_ε(y)dy, for any x ∈ R.

We take ξ^1 = 0, then, obviously, the unique solution (3.24) is (Y^1, Z^1) = (0, 0). On the other hand, we take ξ^2 = Φ_2(W_T ). Then, from (3.24), for r ≤ t,

D_r[Y^2_t ] = R_ε(W_T ) + ∫_T t (−D_r[Y^2_s ])ds − ∫_T t D_r[Z^2_s ](dW_s − ds), t ∈ [0, T ], i.e.,

Z^2_t = R_ε(W_T ) + ∫_T t (−Z^2_s )ds − ∫_T t D_r[Z^2_s ](dW_s − ds), t ∈ [0, T ]. Consequently, Z^2_t = E [ exp { −^3_2 (T − t) + W_T − W_t } · R_ε(W_T )|F_t ] ≥ 0, t ∈ [0, T ], and thus, E[Z^2_t ] = E [ exp { −^3_2 (T − t) + W_T − W_t } · R_ε(W_T )] ≥ 0, t ∈ [0, T ]. Moreover, also from (3.24)

E[Y^2_t ] = E [ ξ^2 + ∫_T t 2E[Z^2_s ]ds ] ≥ 0, t ∈ [0, T ]. Finally, again from (3.24), with a standard argument

for linear BSDEs, Y^2_t = E [ exp { − 3 2 (T −t)+W_T −W_t } ·ξ^2 + ∫_T t exp { − 3 2 (s−t)+W_s−W_t } · ( E[Y^2_s ]+

E[Z^2_s ] ) ds | F_t ] ≥ 0, t ∈ [0, T ]. Notice that the assumptions in Theorem 3.2 are now all satisfied.

Moreover, we observe that we have Y^1_t = 0 ≤ Y^2_t , t ∈ [0, T ], P -a.s., and Z^1_t = 0 ≤ Z^2_t , dtdP -a.e.

Finally, we give still a strong comparison result.

Theorem 3.3. (A strong comparison result) Let the data (Φ_1(W_T ), f_1) and (Φ_2(W_T ), f_2) satisfy the assumptions in Theorem 3.2. Denote by (Y^1, Z^1) and (Y^2, Z^2) the solutions of mean-field BSDE (3.7) with the data (Φ_1(W_T ), f_1) and (Φ_2(W_T ), f_2), respectively. Then, for all 0 ≤ t_0 < T , P -a.s. on {Y^2_{t0} = Y^1_{t0} },

(i) Y^2_s = Y^1_s , s ∈ [t_0, T ], and Z^2_s = Z^1_s , ds-a.e. on [t_0, T ]; (ii) f_2(Y^2_s , Z^2_s , P_{(Y} 2_{s ,Z}2_{s )}) = f_1(Y^1_s , Z^1_s , P_{(Y} 1_{s ,Z}1_{s )}), ds-a.e. on [t_0, T ].

Proof. From (3.7), with the notation ξ = ξ^2 − ξ^1, Y = Y^2 − Y^1, Z = Z^2 − Z^1, and observing that there are two bounded, progressively measurable processes α and β such that

f_2(Y^2_s , Z^2_s , P_{(Y} 2_{s ,Z}2_{s )}) − f_2(Y^1_s , Z^1_s , P_{(Y} 2_{s ,Z}2_{s )}) = α_sY_s + β_sZ_s, s ∈ [0, T ],

we get, for t ∈ [0, T ],

Y_t =ξ+ ∫_T t (( f_2(Y^1_s , Z^1_s , P_{(Y} 2_{s ,Z}2_{s )})−f_1(Y^1_s , Z^1_s , P_{(Y} 1_{s ,Z}1_{s )}) ) +α_sY_s +β_sZ_s ) ds− ∫_T t Z_sdW_s. (3.25) 13

Consequently, for ~P = L_T P, with L_T = exp{ ∫_T 0 β_sdW_s −^1_2 ∫_T 0 β^2_s ds}, Y_{t0} = ~E [ e ∫_T t0 α_sdsξ + ∫_T t_0 e ∫_s t0 α_r dr(f 2(Y^1_s , Z^1_s , P_{(Y} 2_{s ,Z}2_{s )}) − f_1(Y^1_s , Z^1_s , P_{(Y} 1_{s ,Z}1_{s )}))ds|F_{t0} ] . Thus, on {Y_{t0} = 0}, ξ = 0 and f_2(Y^1_s , Z^1_s , P_{(Y} 2_{s ,Z}2_{s )}) = f_1(Y^1_s , Z^1_s , P_{(Y} 1_{s ,Z}1_{s )}), dsdP -a.e. on [t_0, T ] × {Y_{t0} = 0}. Then, from (3.25),

Y_t = 0, t ∈ [t_0, T ], Z_t = 0, dt-a.e. on [t_0, T ], P -a.s. on {Y_{t0} = 0}.

The statement follows.

References

[1] P. Briand, F. Confortola. BSDEs with stochastic Lipschitz condition and quadratic PDEs in Hilbert spaces. Stochastic Processes and their Applications. 118 (5), 818-838, 2008.

[2] R. Buckdahn, B. Djehiche, J. Li, S. Peng. Mean-field backward stochastic differential equations.

A limit approach. Annals of Probability. 37 (4), 1524-1565, 2009.

[3] R. Buckdahn, J. Li, S. Peng. Mean-field backward stochastic differential equations and related partial differential equations. Stochastic Processes and their Applications. 119 (10), 3133-3154, 2009.

[4] R. Buckdahn, J. Li, S. Peng, C. Rainer. Mean-field stochastic differential equations and associated PDEs. Annals of Probability. 45 (2), 824-878, 2017.

[5] R. Buckdahn, M. Quincampoix, A. Rascanu. Viability property for a backward stochastic differential equation and applications to partial differential equations. Probab. Theory Relat. Fields. 116, 485-504, 2000.

[6] J.F. Chassagneux, D. Crisan, F. Delarue. A probabilistic approach to classical solutions of the master equation for large population equilibria. Memoirs of the American Mathematical Society. 280 (1379), 2022.

[7] Y. Chen, C. Xing, X. Zhang. L^p solution of general mean-field BSDEs with continuous coefficients. Acta mathematica scientia. 40 (4), 1116-1140, 2020.

[8] F. Coquet, Y. Hu, J. Memin, S. Peng. A general converse comparison theorem for backward stochastic differential equations. C. R. Acad. Sci. Paris, Sér. I Math. 333 (6), 577-581, 2001.

[9] N. El Karoui, S. Peng, M.C. Quenez. Backward stochastic differential equations in finance.

Mathematical Finance. 7 (1), 1-71, 1997.

[10] Y. Hu, S. Peng. On the comparison theorem for multidimensional BSDEs. Comptes Rendus Mathematique. 343 (2), 135-140, 2006.

[11] Y. Hu, S. Tang. Multi-dimensional backward stochastic diffrential equations of diagonally quadratic generators. Stochastic Processes and their Applications. 126, 1066-1086, 2016. 14

[12] M. Huang, P.E. Caines, R.P.Malhamé. Large population stochastic dynamic games: closedloop McKean-Vlasov systems and the Nash certainty equivalence principle. Comm. Inf. Syst. 6, 221-251, 2006.

[13] M. Kac. Foundations of kinetic theory. Proceedings of The third Berkeley symposium on mathematical statistics and probability. 3, 171-197, 1956.

[14] N. Kazamaki. Continuous exponential martingales and BMO. Lecture Notes in Mathematics, vol. 1579, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 1994.

[15] J.M. Lasry, P.L. Lions. Mean field games. Japanese Journal of Mathematics. 2, 229-260, 2007.

[16] J. Li. Mean-field forward and backward SDEs with jumps and associated nonlocal quasi-linear integral-PDEs. Stochastic Processes and their Applications. 128 (9), 3118-3180, 2018.

[17] J. Li, H. Liang, X. Zhang. General mean-field BSDEs with continuous coefficients. Journal of Mathematical Analysis and Applications. 466 (1), 264-280, 2018.

[18] J. Li, C. Xing. General mean-field BDSDEs with continuous coefficients. Journal of Mathematical Analysis and Applications. 506 (2), 125699, 2022.

[19] J. Li, C. Xing, Y. Peng. Comparison theorems for multi-dimensional general mean-field BDS- DEs. Acta Mathematica Scientia. 41 (2), 535-551, 2021.

[20] D. Nualart. The Malliavin calculus and related topics. Probability and Its Applications. New York and Berlin: Springer-Verlag, 1995.

[21] E. Pardoux, S. Peng. Adapted solution of a backward stochastic differential equation. Systems & Control Letters. 14 (1), 55-61, 1990.

[22] S. Peng. A generalized dynamic programming principle and Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation. Stochastics Stochastics Rep. 38, 119-134, 1992.