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SELECTION BY VANISHING COMMON NOISE FOR POTENTIAL
FINITE STATE MEAN FIELD GAMES

ALEKOS CECCHIN AND FRANCOIS DELARUE

ABSTRACT. The goal of this paper is to provide a selection principle for potential mean
field games on a finite state space and, in this respect, to show that equilibria that do not
minimize the corresponding mean field control problem should be ruled out. Our strategy is
a tailored-made version of the vanishing viscosity method for partial differential equations.
Here, the viscosity has to be understood as the square intensity of a common noise that is
inserted in the mean field game or, equivalently, as the diffusivity parameter in the related
parabolic version of the master equation. As established in the recent contribution [I], the
randomly forced mean field game becomes indeed uniquely solvable for a relevant choice
of a Wright-Fisher common noise, the counterpart of which in the master equation is a
Kimura operator on the simplex. We here elaborate on [I] to make the mean field game
with common noise both uniquely solvable and potential, meaning that its unique solution
is in fact equal to the unique minimizer of a suitable stochastic mean field control problem.
Taking the limit as the intensity of the common noise vanishes, we obtain a rigorous proof
of the aforementioned selection principle. As a byproduct, we get that the classical solution
to the viscous master equation associated with the mean field game with common noise
converges to the gradient of the value function of the mean field control problem without
common noise; we hence select a particular weak solution of the master equation of the
original mean field game. Lastly, we establish an intrinsic uniqueness criterion for this
solution within a suitable class.

1. INTRODUCTION

The theory of Mean Field Games (MFG) addresses Nash equilibria within infinite popula-
tion of rational players subjected to mean field interactions. It has received a lot of attention
since the pioneering works of Lasry and Lions [42] [43],[44] and of Huang, Caines and Malhamé
[33] 34, 35]. Earlier works in the field were mostly dedicated to proving the existence of such
equilibria in a various types of settings, including deterministic or stochastic dynamics, sta-
tionary or time-inhomogeneous models, continuous or finite state spaces, local or nonlocal
couplings... Many of the proofs in this direction go through the analysis of the so-called
MFG system, which is a system of two forward and backward Partial Differential Equations
(PDEs) —PDEs reducing to mere ODEs for finite state spaces— describing both the dynamics
of an equilibrium and the evolution of the cost to a typical player along this equilibrium, see
for instance [7, 29, [44] and [9, Chapter 3] for a tiny example, together with the notes and
complements in [I3] Chapter 3| for more references. Another and slightly more recent object
in the field is the master equation, which is the analogue of the Nash system for games with
finitely many players and which hence describes the evolution of the value of the game in the
form of a PDE set on the space of probability measures. Informally, the connection between
the MFG system and the master equation is pretty simple: The MFG system is nothing but
the system of characteristics of the master equation. This picture may be made rigorous
when the MFG has a unique equilibrium. Provided that the coefficients of the game are
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smooth enough, the master equation is then expected to have itself a classical solution. In
all the instances where this guess can be indeed demonstrated (see for instance [9, [14] 20]
in the continuous setting and [2] [I8] in the discrete case), the standard assumption that is
used —and in fact it is, up to some slight extensions, more or less the only one that exists—
for ensuring uniqueness is the so-called Lasry-Lions monotonocity condition, see [42) [43] 44]
and [13, Chapter 3| for monotonicity on continuous state spaces and [29] on finite state
spaces. In fact, monotonicity has the great advantage of being very robust (meaning that
it not only forces uniqueness but also stability of the equilibria) but, at the same time, it
has the drawback of being rather restrictive from a practical point of view. Unfortunately,
the master equation becomes poorly understood beyond the monotonous case. In particular,
the connection between the MFG system and the master equation takes a dramatic turn
whenever equilibria are no longer unique: In the latter case, there may be several possible
values for the game; accordingly, classical solutions to the master equation cease to exist
and almost nothing is then known on the master equation, except maybe in few examples in
which the master equation can be reduced to a one-dimensional PDE.

This is precisely the goal of our paper to make one new step forward and to address, in
a more systematic way, the following two questions for a suitable class of MFGs without
uniqueness:

(1) Is it possible to select some of the equilibria of the MFG?
(2) Is it possible to select one specific solution of the master equation?

For sure, those two questions are very challenging in full generality. Subsequently, we cannot
hope for a class of MFGs that is too big. In fact, the typical examples for which those
two questions have been addressed rigorously in the literature are cases where equilibria can
be described through a one-dimensional parameter only, say their mean if the state space is
embedded in R, see for instance [24] that addresses a linear-quadratic 1d MFG with Gaussian
equilibria and [3} [16] that address two examples of MFGs on {0, 1} and {—1, 1} respectively.
We here intend to study a generalization of [3|, [16] and to consider MFGs on a finite state
space of any cardinality. However, even the latter would remain too much: We thus restrict
ourselves to so-called potential games, namely to games whose cost coefficients derive from
potentials; As explained in Subsection below, this still covers the framework of [3] [16]
and, interestingly, this provides an example where equilibria cannot be described by a single
parameter.

The great interest of potential games is that they are intrinsically associated with a vari-
ational problem, usually referred to as a Mean Field Control Problem (MFCP): The MFG
indeed reads as a first order condition for the MFCP, meaning that any minimal trajectory
of the corresponding MFCP solves the MFG, see for instance [7, [44] and [29] B32] for earlier
refences on the continuous and discrete settings respectively. In short, the MFCP is here a
deterministic control problem with trajectories taking values within the space of probability
measures (over the state space supporting the MFG) and the cost functional of which is
driven by the potentials of the cost coefficients of the original MFG. Noticeably, this varia-
tional interpretation of MFG has been widely used in the analysis of the MFG system, see
for example [8] 10, [IT]. Here, we want to use it as a way to rule out some of the equilibria
of the MFG, namely those that are not minimizers of the MFCP: We provide examples of
such equilibria in Subsection 2.6l For sure, we could decide to impose this selection principle
arbitrarily but, in the end, this would make little sense. The main purpose of the paper is
thus to justify rigorously such a procedure.

Before we say more on the mathematical approaches to this selection principle, it might be
worth recalling that, intuitively, MFG are to be thought of as asymptotic versions of games
with finitely many players, see for instance [44] for an earlier discussion on this question
together with [12] [I7) [35] for a generic manner to reconstruct approximate equilibria to the
finite game from solutions of the MFG. In this respect, the most convincing strategy for
justifying the selection principle would certainly consist in proving that the equilibria of the
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corresponding finite player version of the game converge (in some way) to minimizers of the
corresponding MFCP. Actually, this is precisely what is done in [3 [16] in a specific case where
the state space has exactly two elements. However, this turns out to be a difficult approach
since the passage from games with finitely many players to MFGs remains, in general and
regardless any question of selection, rather subtle, see for instance [9, 26], 40, [41] and [2] [18§]
for several contributions on this matter in continuous and discrete settings respectively.
Another strategy, already used in [24] in a linear quadratic case, is to pass to the limit in a
randomly forced version of the MFG, the limit being taken as the intensity of the random
forcing tends to 0. In the MFG folklore, this random forcing is usually referred to as a
common or systemic noise, since it must be understood, in the finite version of the MFG,
as a noise that is common to all the players —in contrast to idiosyncratic noises that are
independent and specific to each given player—. We refer for instance to [9, I5] for two
distinct approaches to continuous state MFGs with a common noise; as for the finite state
case, we refer, among others, to [5], the key idea of which is to force the finite-player system
to have many simultaneous jumps at some random times prescribed by the common noise.
The key fact for us is that, provided that it is rich enough, the common noise may restore
uniqueness, see for instance [23] [49] for continuous state MFGs and the recent article [I] for
finite state MFGs (noticeably, the latter also involves an additional repulsive forcing at the
boundary); in brief, the cornerstone in [I] is to design a form a common noise, which we call
Wright-Fisher, so that the corresponding master equation becomes a system of nonlinear
PDEs driven by a so-called Kimura operator and hence enjoys the related Schauder like
smoothing estimates established in [25]. This paves the way for the following sketch: If we
succeed to associate a variational structure to the MFG with a common noise -meaning that
the unique equilibrium of the MFG with common noise is also the unique minimizer of some
MFCP with common noise— and if we then manage to show that the minimizer of the MFCP
with common noise converges —in some suitable sense— to solutions of the original MFCP
without common noise, then we are done! Although it is quite clear, this idea is not so
simple to implement: In short, the procedure used in [I] to restore uniqueness in finite state
MFGs does not preserve the potential structure. Part of our job here is thus to elaborate on
[1] in order to cook up a randomly forced version of the MFG that is uniquely solvable and
that derives from a potential; equivalently, the corresponding master equation is required
to coincide with the derivative of a suitable parabolic Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation on
the simplex, the analysis of which is here carried out explicitly by means of the properties
of the Kimura operator associated with the common noise. Another task is then to take
the limit as the intensity of the common noise tends to zero and to show that the solutions
that are selected in this way are indeed minimizers of the MFCP without common noise,
hence justifying the selection principle that we figured out. The last step in our program
is to make the connection between the selection principle and the master equation: As for
the potential MFG with a common noise, we show that the master equation has indeed a
unique classical solution and that the latter converges almost everywhere to the gradient of
the value function of the MFCP without common noise; following an earlier work of Kruzkov
[38], we are then able to prove that this limit is in fact a weak solution to a conservative
form of the master equation and that it is the unique one that satisfies in addition a weak
semiconcavity property. We provide a lengthy review of all these results in Section 2 below.
The MFCP with common noise is introduced and studied in Section Bl The related MFG
with common noise is investigated in Section Ml Selection of the equilibria is addressed in
Subsection 5.1l and selection of a solution to the master equation is discussed in Subsection
B3 by letting the common noise vanish, and in Section [ in an intrinsic manner.

Notation. Throughout the text, the state space is taken as [d] := {1,--- ,d}, for an integer
d > 2. We use the generic notation p = (p;);c[q) (with 7 in subscript) for elements of R4,
while processes are usually denoted by p = ((p%)izl,___7d)0§t§’]“ (with 7 in superscript). Also,
we let Sy := {(p1,--- ,pq) € (Ry)?: > ic[q] i = 1} be the (d—1)-dimensional simplex. The
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Euclidean norm of p € R? is denoted by |p|. We can identify Sy with the convex polyhedron
of R4 8§y i= {(21, -+ ,2q_1) € (Ry)4 Yiclaa) Ti < 1} In particular, we sometimes
write “the interior” of Sg; in such a case, we implicitly define the interior of Sy as the (d—1)-
dimensional interior of S;. To make it clear, for some p € Sy, we write pE Int(Sy) to say
that p; > 0 for any i € [d]. We also write = € Int(S;) to say that = € Sy, x; > 0 for each
i€ [d—1] and 3-;cqgqp @i < 1.

We use the same convention when speaking about the boundary of S;: For some p € Sy,
we may write p € 95, to say that p; = 0 for some i € [d]. Finally, ¢;; is the Kronecker
symbol, 7, denotes the positive part of r € R and, for two elements (v;);c[q) and (w:)ic[q)
of R, we sometimes denote the inner product > ic[q) Viwi by (Vay We).

2. MAIN RESULTS

In order to state our main results, we first introduce step by step the several forms of
MFGs that we handle in the paper. We start with the game without common noise, which
is assumed to be potential. Borrowing from the PDE literature —which is justified here since
we make a rather systematic use of the master equation—, this game could be called inviscid.
As we already explained in introduction, it might not be uniquely solvable, which fact is
the basic rationale for inserting next a common noise in the dynamics. Following [I], we
may indeed cook up a form of noise —together with a repulsive forcing at the boundary—
that preserves the structure of the simplex and that forces the MFG to become uniquely
solvable. Accordingly, the game with common noise should be called viscous. Unfortunately,
a striking point in our study is that the common noise, at least in the form postulated in
[1], destroys the potential structure of the game. This prompts us to address in the end a
new and tailored-made form of MFG that is driven by both a common noise and a potential
structure.

2.1. A first form of MFG. The general form of inviscid MFGs that we here consider is
given by the following fixed point problem: For some time horizon T' > 0, find an Sg-valued
continuous trajectory p = (pt)o<t<r that is an optimal trajectory to the p-dependent control
problem

inf J(a;p), J(a;p) / Z C]t Oét + f! (pt)) dt + Z QTQ pT) (2.1)

a=(at)o<i<T i€[d] i€[d]

where g = (g¢)o<t<7 solves the Fokker-Planck (FP) equation

Z Qtat ’ te [O’T]a (S [[d]]a (22)
j€ld]

subjected to the initial condition gy = pg and to the control o = ((ai’j)i,je[[d]])ogth satisfying
the constraint

apl >0, djeld, i#j; o' ==Y o, ield]; te[0,T]. (2.3)

JF#i

Obviously, the latter constraint says that the trajectory ¢ may be interpreted as the collection
of marginal distributions of a Markov process with rates ((ai’j)i,je[[d}])ogth- In the definition
of the cost functional [ZTI), (f*)ic[qp and (g")ic[q) are tuples of real valued enough smooth
functions, the form of which is specified in the next subsection. As for the cost (£’ ),e[[d]], we

take for convenience
L) =5 |a"|? (2.4)
J#
The MFG associated with (2.1 and (2.2]) has been widely studied. In this respect, it is worth
recalling that uniqueness is known to hold true in a few settings only and may actually fail
in many cases. The typical condition that is used in practice to ensure uniqueness is a
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form of monotonicity of the cost coefficients f and g, but as recalled in Introduction and as
shown in the recent paper [I], uniqueness can be also restored —without any further need of
monotonicity— by adding to the dynamics of g a convenient kind of common noise together
with a repulsive forcing at the boundary. In the presence of common noise, equilibria become
random: In [I], candidates p for solving the equilibria are then sought as Sg-valued continuous
stochastic processes (on [0,7]) that are adapted to the (complete) filtration F generated by
a collection of Brownian motions ((By”)o<t<7); je[d]:i; —this collection forming the common
noise—, constructed on a given (complete) probability space (€2, A,P). Accordingly, the FP
equation (22) for ¢ = (q)o<t<r becomes a Stochastic Differential Equation (SDE) driven
by both the common noise ((By’ )0<t<T) je[d]:i-j and the environment p, the general form
of which is

dap = 3 (al (o) + o) — dilole]) + o)) de + —= 37 % Vpipi (4B —dBY). (25)
J# i# P

for i € [d] and t € [0,T], with gy = po as initial condition. Forgetting for a while the presence
of o —we comment more on it in the sequel, but, in our claim here, the reader may take it
as zero—, a peculiar point with (ZF]) is that, generally speaking, the components (g})o<i<T
are positive but the mass process (Zle qg)OStST is just equal to 1 in the mean under the
expectation E carrying the common noise. We refer to [I, Prop 2.3] for more details on this
subtlety, but also on the solvability of (2.35]): Basically, (25 is uniquely solvable if « is a
bounded process and &2 fOT (1/pt)dt has finite exponential moments of sufficiently high order
for any i € [d]. Consistently with the fact that both p and g are random, the control process
« is also assumed to be progressively-measurable with respect to F and, in the resulting MFG
with a common noise, the cost (2.1]) is averaged out with respect to the expectation E, namely
the cost functional becomes

inf  J*(a;p), J*¥(o;p) [/ > Qt SZ (cw) + fH(pe )dt+ > drg'(pr ]
a=(at)o<t<T i€[d] i€[d]
(2.6)
The reader must pay attention to the superscript ¢ right above. Indeed, in addition to
the common noise, the intensity of which is denoted by the positive parameter ¢ in (23]
(which we take in (0, 1] in the sequel), the other main feature of (Z5)) is the additional ¢
therein: From now on, we may no longer assume it to be zero. As we alluded to, ¢ is
actually intended to induce a repulsive drift that forces equilibria (dynamics of equilibria are
obtained by taking p = ¢ in ([Z3])) to stay away from the boundary of the simplex, whenever
po € Int(Sy) —we return to this point in the next subsection—, which explains in the end why
we are allowed to divide by p{ in the right-hand side of (ZH). To achieve this goal and apply
the results of [I], it suffices for the moment to assume that ¢ is a non-increasing smooth

function such that
K, if rel0,0],
a={%, 15’ 7

Here, k and 0 are two additional positive parameters that permit to tune the intensity of the
drift induced by ¢. In this framework, assuming that f and g have suitable Hélder regularity
(we return to this point next), the main result of [I] may be summarized as follows: there
exists a constant x1 > 0 only depending on || f{|co, [|9llco, 7" and d, such that for any ¢ € (0, 1],
6 > 0 and x > k1 /e?, for any initial condition py such that p§ > 0 for any i € [d], the MFG
associated with the dynamlcs (Z3) and with the cost functional (Z6]) is uniquely solvable.

2.2. Potential structure. As announced in Introduction, our main objective in this paper
is to provide a selection criterion for the original MFG (21)—(22]) —so without common noise
and outside any monotonicity condition— by letting the intensity € tend to 0 and the support
of ¢ shrink to the boundary of the simplex in (Z.5]) and (2.6]). This is however a very ambitious
program that goes far beyond the single scope of this paper. Indeed, due to the numerous
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singularities that may emerge when taking the limit ¢ — 0 (the fact that (ZI)—(22) is not
uniquely solvable makes a strong evidence for the existence of such singularities), there are
indeed no good stability properties for the solutions to (Z5)—(26]) when ¢ is small. To reduce
much of the complexity, we here restrict ourselves to the so-called potential case. Following
[7, B2, 44], we hence assume that the coefficients f and g derive from smooth potentials F
and G. Roughly speaking, this means that

PO =50 50 =5 0. pESa (2.9

but this writing is not completely satisfactory: In order to give a meaning to the two
derivatives in the right-hand side above, both F' and G must be in fact defined on an
open subset of R? containing S; -—recall that the latter is a (d— 1)-dimensional manifold—

In case when F' and G are just defined on the simplex, we may use instead the in-
trinsic derivative on the simplex, which identifies with a (d —1)-dimensional instead of d-
dimensional vector. We refer to [I, Subsection 3.2.1] for the definition of intrinsic deriva-
tives, but say to clarify that, whenever F' is differentiable on a neighborhood of the simplex
in RY, the intrinsic gradient ®F = (0, F,...,04F) € R? of F is simply given by the or-
thogonal projection of the d-dimensional gradient VF' onto the orthogonal space to the
d-dimensional vector 1 = (1,--- ,1), which is the tangent space to the simplex. Hence we
define OF = VF — $<VF, 1)1, and, when F' is just defined on the simplex, the intrinsic
derivative is defined by the same formula, but rewritten as

DZ‘F(p) =0, [F(p + 6(62‘ — é))} le=0 p e Int(Sd), 1€ [[d]]

In the above definition, e; is defined as the ith vector of the canonical basis of R? and e
as € := (ey + -+ + eq)/d; in particular, e; — € is a tangent vector to the simplex. From
the construction, we have Zz‘e[[d]] 0;F" = 0. Therefore, from now on we assume that, for any
i € [d] and p € Int(Sy),

Fo) =) -5 X PO, a6 =¢m) -5 X ¢ (29)
j€ld] j€ld]
Note that this is satisfied in case F' is differentiable in a neighbourhood of Sy in R% and (Z.8))
holds, but (29 is slightly more general than (Z8]) because, roughly speaking, it involves d—1
entries instead of d. In particular, we will see in Subsection that any two state mean field
game is potential, in the sense that we can always find F' and G satisfying (2.9]).

A very appealing fact with potential games —without common noise— is that they are
naturally associated with a control problem. Actually, this connection is a general fact in
game theory and it goes far beyond the single scope of MFGs. In the specific framework of
MFGs, the underlying control problem is an MFCP, as we pointed out in introduction. In
our setting —and once again without common noise—, the MFCP takes the form:

T o
it J@), J@)= [ (X deien)+ Fla) )i+ Gan), (@210

a=(at)o<t<T ic[d]

where, as in (ZI0), ¢ = (¢)o<t<7 is a deterministic trajectory solving (2.2)) subjected to
the initial condition gy = po, for some given py € Sy, and to the deterministic control
a = ((ap?); jefa)e=0 satisfying the constraint (Z3]). For conveniency, we also assume that
admissible controls are bounded, meaning that o/ € L°°(0,T) (see footnote [ for more
details). The connection between the MFCP (ZI0)-(2.2) and the MFG (ZI)-(22) has
been widely addressed in the literature, see for instance [7), [44] for continuous state MFGs
and [29, [32] for finite state MFGs. Generally speaking, it says that any optimal trajectory
P = (pt)o<t<r to (ZI0)—([22) that stays away from the boundary of the simplex solves the
MFG associated with (ZI)—(2:2]). However —and this is the starting point of our paper—, there
are known instances of MFG equilibria that are not minimizers of the corresponding MFCP,
see Subsection below for a benchmark example. In this regard, our main result here



SELECTION FOR POTENTIAL RANDOMIZED FINITE STATE MFG 7

is precisely to construct a selection procedure that rules out these non-minimal equilibria,
meaning that rules out solutions p to the MFG (ZI)-(22]) that are not optimal trajectories
of (ZI0)—(22). Using the same terminology as in the previous subsection, our strategy is
to associate with the inviscid MFG, which is hence an inviscid potential game, a viscous
potential game with the following four features:

(1) The viscous potential game is associated with a viscous MFCP — that is a MFCP
with a common noise of intensity é—, in the sense that any minimizer —we prove that
they do exist— of the viscous MFCP is an equilibrium of the viscous potential game;

(2) The viscous potential game is uniquely solvable, hence implying that its unique so-
lution, say p=¥, is also the unique optimal trajectory of the viscous MFCP;

(3) The optimal trajectory p®¥ converges in the weak sense, as the viscosity €2 tends
to 0, to a probability distribution M on C([0,7T];Sy) that is supported by the set of
optimal trajectories of the inviscid MFCP;

(4) The cost functional of the viscous potential game, which is in the end a variant
of J&¥ in (Z6]), converges in a suitable sense to the cost functional J in (ZI). In
particular, the equilibrium cost of the viscous potential game converges to the mean
of the equilibrium costs of the inviscid potential game under the limiting distribution

M.

The combination of the first three items reads as a selection principle since it rules out
equilibria of (ZI)-(22) that are not optimizers of (ZI0)-(2.2), whilst the last item guar-
antees some consistency in our approach as it says that the cost functional underpinning
the approximating viscous potential game is itself a good approximation of the original cost
function J in (ZI)). Although this strategy looks quite natural, it is in fact rather subtle.
The major obstacle is that, as we already said, the pair (Z3)—(2.8) is not a potential game,
hence advocating for the search of a version that derives from a potential.

Before we elucidate the form of the viscous potential game, we stress the fact that, at
the end of the day, we are not able to address the limit of (Z35)—(26]) —in its primary non-
potential version— This might seem rather disappointing for the reader, but, once again,
this should not come as a suprise: Even though the viscous potential game has, as we clarify
below, a structure that is very close to ([ZA)—(Z0]), the lack of any good stability estimate
on (Z0)—-(2.6) for € small, makes really challenging the analysis of the distance between the
solutions to (Z.5)—(2.8) and the solutions to the viscous potential game defined below.

Our first step in the construction of a suitable viscous potential game is the construction
of the viscous MFCP itself. To do so, we elaborate on [1]. Following (2I0]), we can indeed
associate with the dynamics (23] a stochastic control problem, which we precisely call viscous
MFCP. It has the following form:

i (@), 7@ =B[ [ (3 g + Foo)ar+ 6o, @10

a=(at)o<t<T €[]

where p = (pt)o<i<T solves the a-driven SDE

dp} = > (Pl(e () + o) = pile(@]) + 0}?)) dt + — Z pipl (dBy? —dBlY),  (2.12)
JF#i J#l

for i € [d] and t € [0,T], with g9 = po as initial condition, and, as before, o is an F-
progressively measurable process satisfying (2.3]) except for the fact that, for purely technical
reasons, we will rescrit ourselves to processes whose off-diagonal coordinates are bounded by
a constant M that is explicitly given in terms of f, g and T' (even though (2.3)) just implies
that the diagonal coordinates are bounded by (d—1)M, we will say abusively that such
processes are bounded by M). The function ¢ is chosen as in (2.7) and the initial condition
po belongs to the interior of the simplex. Such a condition on py will be always assumed

in the rest of the paper, the main reason being that it permits to apply results from [I]:
By Proposition 2.1 therein, the SDE (2I2) (which is usually called a Wright-Fisher SDE) is
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uniquely solvable in the strong sense if £ > 2 /2 and the solution remains in the interior of the
simplex, and further, by Proposition 2.2 (also in [I]), fOT (1/pt)dt has exponential moments of
sufficiently high order, if « is large enough. We recall that this latter integrability condition
is necessary for the well-posedness of (2Z.3]).

In this framework, our first main result has some interest in its own, independently of the
aforementioned selection principle. The functional spaces to which F' and G are assumed
to belong, and to which the value function is proved to belong, are defined in details in the
Appendix, by means of local charts. These are called Wright-Fisher, as introduced in [25],
and are used in [I] to prove well posedness of the MFG master equation. We just say here
that:

(1) CS{%(Sd) consists of continuous functions on Sy that are y-Holder continuous up to the
boundary with respect to the metric associated with the Wright-Fisher noise in ([Z.12]);
accordingly, C%,(,%(Sd) consists of continuous functions on S; that are continuously
differentiable in Int(Sy), with Holder continuous derivatives up to the boundary;
both spaces are equipped with norms || - ||wr,0,, and || - [|wF,1,4;

(2) for k = 0,1, C&’,%JW(Sd) consists of continuous functions on Sy that are 2+k& times
continuously differentiable in Int(Sy), with derivatives satisfying a suitable behaviour
at the boundary and a suitable Holder regularity that depend on the order of the
derivative; in particular, the derivatives of order 1 (if £ = 0) and of order 1 and 2 (if
k = 1) are Holder continuous up to the boundary, but the derivative of order 2 + k
(i.e. 2if Kk =0 and 3 if £ = 1) may blow up at the boundary and be only locally

Hélder continuous in the interior; both spaces are equipped with norms || - [[wr 0,24+
and [| - [[wr, 1,243

(3) CXL([0,T) x Sg) and Ces2([0,T] x Sy) are the parabolic versions of Cyl(Sy), and
C@QF+7(Sd); while the former consists of functions on [0,7] x Sy that are Holder

continuous for a suitable metric, the latter consists of continuous functions on [0, 7] x
S, that are continuously differentiable in time ¢ € [0,7] and that are 24k times
continuously differentiable in space in Int(S;), with derivatives satisfying a suitable
behaviour at the boundary and a suitable Holder regularity; in particular, the time
derivative and the space derivatives up to order 14k are Holder continuous up to the
boundary but the derivative of order 24k may blow up at the boundary; the norms

are also denoted by || - ||wr,0, and || - [|wr k244 (below, the norm is understood as
being for the parabolic space if the function in argument of the norm is time-space
dependent).

Throughout the sequel, the parameter v € (0,1) is fixed.

Theorem 2.1. Recall (6,r) from Z1). If F € C\I}{,’%(Sd) and G € C\l,{/?m(sd), then there
exists a constant k1 > 0 only depending on || f|lcos |9]lco, T and d, such that for any e € (0,1],
0 > 0 and k > K1/e%, and any initial state po in Int(Sy), the MFCP (ZII)-(ZI2) set
over F-progressively measurable processes a that are bounded by M = 2(||gllco + T .flco)
has a unique solution. Moreover, there exists v' € (0,7], possibly depending on € and &,
such that the corresponding Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation has a unique solution V=¥ in

CL2H ([0, T) x Sa).

The proof of this result is given in Section Bl see Theorem Generally speaking and us-
ing the notation ® = (9;);¢[q) and D2 = 0j4) jke[q) for the first and second order derivatives
on the simplex —the second derivative being defined similarly to the first, see Subsection B.1]
for a short account and [I, Subsection 3.2.1] for more details—, the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman
(HJB) equation has the following form:

OV +H (0, DV) + F(0) + 5 X ke (305 — pipr)2,V = 0, (2.13)
V(T,p) = G(p),
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for (t,p) € [0,T] x Sq, where HY, is an Hamiltonian term depending explicitly on ¢ and M,
the precise form of which is not so relevant at this early stage of the paper and will be just
given in the sequel of the text, see (B.3). In fact, we feel more useful for the reader to be aware
of the key fact that, here, this HJIB equation is shown to have a unique classical solution.
Obviously, this is a strong result that is true because of the presence of the common noise
and, in particular, that bypasses any use of convexity on F' and G (and hence of monotonicity
on f and g). The proof makes use of the smoothing properties obtained in [25] and [I] for so-
called Kimura diffusions that are second-order diffusion operators on the simplex: In (2ZI3)),
the second-order structure manifests through the operator % Zj7k(pj5j,k — pjpk)bi o> Which
is —and this is the main difficulty in the analysis— degenerate at the boundary of the simplex.
The latter explains why we need the forcing ¢ to be sufficiently strong —see the condition
Kk > K1/€? in the statement— in order to guarantee for the existence of a classical solution.

Our second main result is to prove that there is a uniquely solvable MFG that derives
from the viscous MFCP. Noticeably, this is a non-trivial fact. The reason is that, because
of the presence of stochastic terms in (Z12]), the standard computations that permit to pass
from inviscid MFCPs to inviscid potential games are no longer true. To wit, the result below
says that the shape of the cost of the viscous potential game is not the same as the shape of
the cost of the original inviscid one.

Theorem 2.2. Take F, G, and M as in the statement of Theorem [2Z1. Then, there exists
ko > K1, only depending on || f|lcos l9llcc, T and d, such that, for any e € (0,1], any 6 > 0
and any Kk > ka/e?, we can find a time-dependent coefficient Uz, ¢ [0,T] x Sq — R? that
is continuous on [0,T] X Sy, such that, for any initial condition py € Int(Sy), the optimal
trajectory p*%¥ of the MFCP (ZII)—(212) is also the unique equilibrium of the MFG with

common noise driven by the p—dependent cost functional

Fo(a) =E[ [ 3 i (S0 + £+ di+ Y dgion)], (219
i€[d] icld]
defined over pairs (q,a) solving (Z5)), for F-progressively measurable processes o that are
bounded by M, and over F-adapted continuous processes p that take values in Int(Sy).

The statement of Theorem deserves some explanations. First, we feel useful to specify
the definition of an equilibrium in our framework:

Definition 2.3. With the same notation as in Theorem[22 (in particular k large enough), an
F-adapted continuous process p with values in Sg is said to be an equilibrium if the following
two properties are satisfied:

(i) There exists an M -bounded and F-progressively measurable process o such that p solves
the SDE (212 —obtained by equalizing p and q in ([Z31)-, with py as initial condition;

(7i) For any other M-bounded and F-progressively measurable process B for which [2.35l) is
uniquely solvable, J*¢(a,p) < J*¥(B,p).

In particular, from item (i) in the above definition, p in (Z1I4]) is implicitly required to solve
([212) for some M-bounded and F-progressively measurable control process (even though this
control is denoted by « in (212), we feel better not to use this notation here in order to
distinguish from the control a used in (2I4]), which stands for the control used in (Z3)).
Also, as recalled above, it is proven in [1, Proposition 2.2 and 2.3] that, whatever the choice
of the control in (212, the solution p is uniquely defined, provided that  in (Z7)) is greater
than some threshold kge?, with ¢ only depending on the dimension; moreover, fOT (1/pi)dt
has exponential moments of sufficiently high order so that (2.1 always has a unique solution
that is square-integrable, whatever the choice of a therein (here, « fits a in (ZI4)).
particular, under the assumption of Theorem (k large enough), we should not worry for
the exponential integrability of fOT (1/pt)dt, for i € [d], nor for the well-posedness of (25
when p in ([2I4]) (and hence p*¥ itself) is a candidate for solving the MFG.
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The proof of Theorem in given in Section Ml together with the precise definition of
the additional cost ¢; see Theorem [J] and (£.6). As for the latter, it is certainly fair to say
that the definition of ¥ is implicit, meaning that it depends on V itself, which might seem
a bit disappointing but looks in the end inevitable. As for the proof itself, it relies on a
variant of the argument used in [I], the main point being to take benefit of the smoothness
of the solution to the HIB equation (2.I3]) in order to identify the equilibria. In this regard,
a key step in the proof is to expand (as in a verification argument) the intrinsic gradientﬂ
Ve = DV, , of the value function V; ,, — solving the HJB equation (ZI3))- along any possible
equilibrium p. This allows us to prove that, whatever the equilibrium p, the optimal solution
to J5¥(-;p) is in the form

(@7 PP) = a* (0Veolt,pr) = 0 Veltipr)), €[0T, i # 3, (2.15)
where
0 if <0,
a*(r)y=4 =z if rel0,M], (2.16)

M if r> M.

By plugging (ZI5]) into ([2I2]), we get that any equilibrium satisfies the same SDE. Thanks
to the smoothness properties we have on DV, ,, the latter is uniquely solvable, hence the
uniqueness property. See Section @ for more details.

2.3. Selection. The next step in our program is to address the asymptotic behavior of the
equilibria (p*¥).,, as ¢ tends to 0 and the support of ¢ shrinks to the boundary of the
simplex. In this regard, one difficulty is that, in the statements of both Theorems 2.1] and
22 the function ¢ is implicitly required to become larger and larger, as € tends to 0, on
the interval [0, #]. Equivalently, the constant x therein blows up as ¢ tends to 0. Obviously,
this looks a serious hindrance for passing to the limit. In Section [l below, we bypass this
difficulty by using the fact that, in the limit, the solutions of the Fokker-Planck equation
[22) without common noise cannot reach the boundary when starting from the interior of
the simplex, and in fact the solution stays away from the boundary with an explicit threshold
(this advocates once more for taking pg in Int(S;)). Also, for the subsequent analysis, we
introduce a new parameter §, which is understood below as the half length of the support of
: In short, 6 should be understood as the half length of the interval on which ¢ blows up as
¢ tends to 0 (as explained right above) and 0 for the half length of the interval on which it is
non-zero, see (B.1]) for the details. Obviously 6 < ¢ (in fact, we even require 20 < §); also, §
is taken small in the sequel. The dependence of the solution p*¥ on J, 0 and « is implicitly
written as a dependence upon . We then get the following result, which holds without any
further condition on # and 4, so that  can be taken as 6:

Theorem 2.4. Let the assumptions of both Theorems 21 and [Z2 be in force and, with the
same notation as in (ZI5), let

05 = aEOPT e [0,T).

Then, for any initial condition py € Int(Sy), there is a constant 6y > 0 such that the family of
laws (Po(p™%, &%) ™1)c(0,11.66(0,60).20<5 5 tight in P(C([0, T];RY) x L2([0, T); [~dM,dM] ™)),
the first factor being equipped with the topology of uniform convergence and the second one
with the weak topology. Moreover, any weak limit M, as € and § tend to 0, is supported by
pairs (p, ) that minimize the cost functional J in [ZI0), with p = q therein, with py as
initial condition.

1Consistently with the notation ¥ in Theorem [22] we here put the parameters € and ¢ in subscripts as
we sometimes write V., for denoting the coordinates of V¢ ,; even though Ve, is scalar-valued, we feel more
consistent to use the same convention for it.
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The proof is given in Subsection B, together with the precise definition of the function
 that we use; see Theorem [5.I1 It is worth mentioning that the inviscid MFCP may have a
unique minimizer even though the MFG has several equilibria. To wit, we provide an example
in Subsection In such a case, the probability M in the above statement reduces to one
point and the family (Po(p?, aev‘f’)_l)56(0,1]756(0750)7299 converges to the unique pair (p, a)
minimizing the cost functional J in (ZI0) (with g = p therein). As explained in the next
subsection, it happens quite often that the minimizer of the inviscid MFCP is unique: For
almost every (t,p) € [0,T] x Int(S;), the MFCP (2I1])—(2:2)) has a unique solution whenever
q in (22) starts from p at time ¢. These are the points in which the value function of the
inviscid MFCP is differentiable, thus they have full measure since the value function can be
shown to be Lipschitz in time and space, see Proposition 5.2

Back to the statement of Theorem 2.2 we get the announced limiting behavior for the
equilibria therein. Anyhow, the reader may also wonder about the behavior of the cost
functional J*¥ in (ZI4]) as ¢ tends to 0 and the support of ¢ shrinks to the boundary (and
hence ¢ vanishes). In fact, this asks us to revisit the shape of the coefficient 9., which is
certainly the most intriguing term therein, see again Section 4l Importantly, we learn from
its construction that, in order to control the impact of ¥, , accurately in the cost functional
j‘f’“", we cannot play for free with €, § and 6 at the same time —the three of them popping
up in the definition of ¢—. The reason is that, even though this may only happen with small
probability, the process p®¥ may visit the neighborhood of the boundary of the simplex
where the function ¢ is non-zero. Even more, ¢ may become very large when ¢ tends to 0.
Since the geometry of this neighborhood of the boundary of the simplex is determined by
and 6, this explains why some trade-off between ¢, § and 6 is necessary when averaging out
the cost functional ¥, , with respect to all the possible trajectories of p=¥. In this context,
the following result says that we can tune both §, 6 and ¢ in terms of € such that, along the
equilibrium, the influence of ¥, , vanishes as ¢ tends to 0:

Proposition 2.5. Let the assumptions of both Theorems m and ) be in force. Then, for
any £ € (0,1], we can choose § as § = 6(c) and 0 as 0 = 6(c) < d(c )/2 for some (strictly)
positive-valued functions 8 and 8, with 0 as limit in 0, and then v = @(e) in 2), such that
all the assumptions required in the statements of Theorems[21] and[2.2 are satisfied together
with the following limit:

: i Bl £ 3(6)
g | 1 5 a0t w50 -0

€[d]

for any po € Int(Sy) and qo € Sy, where qe";(e) solves ([25]) with initial condition qy and
p = p=¥C) therein.

In the statement, it is implicitly understood that () is parametrized by 6(c) and d(e)
(see the discussion above Theorem [2.4] for the meaning of these two parameters). As for the
proof, it is given in Subsection 3] see Proposition and Theorem B.ITl For sure, the

above result says that supy.|a,|<ar |j57$(5)(a,p€7$(5)) - IEJ(a,pava(E)ﬂ tends to 0 as € tends

to 0. Since the sequence of laws (P o (p”g(e)7 ae";(e))*l)ee(o,l] is tight in the same space as
in the statement of Theorem 2.4] we deduce that, along any converging subsequence (still
indexing the latter by €) with M as weak limi
lim J5# (027 p#0)) = BM [ (e p)], (2.17)
E—
where EM denotes the expectation under M. At this stage, we recall from Theorem [Z4] that,
under the probability M, almost every path (p, @) — understood as the canonical processes

2Tt looks like ZI7) could be recast differently, in a fashion closer to I'-convergence, but this would ask for
more materials in the text and we would make little use of it in the end. Instead, our formulation suffices to
address the convergence of the solution to the master equation, which is a key point in our paper.
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in C([0, T); RY) x L2([0, T); [-dM, dM]%* )~ forms an equilibrium of the original inviscid MFG
I)-(Z2). In particular, J(o;p) is nothing but J*(p) = infg J(B;p), the infimum being
here taken over all the deterministic processes 3, see (ZI]). At the end of the day, we may
interpret the right-hand side as a mean over the values of the equilibria of the inviscid MFG.
Obviously, the argument inside the limit symbol in the left-hand side is also the value of the
unique equilibrium of the viscous MFG, hence proving that the limit points of the values of
the viscous MFGs are means over the values of the inviscid MFG. Importantly, the probability
M here just charges the minimizers of the inviscid MFCP: In case when the inviscid MFCP
has a unique solution, the expectation EM[J(c, p)] then reduces to inf, J(a;p), where p is
the unique minimal path of the inviscid MFCP.

2.4. Master equation. It is worth recalling that the value of an MFG —at least when the
latter is uniquely solvable— has a nice interpretation in terms of the solution of a partial
differential equation set on the space of probability measures. This equation, see for instance
[30, BI] and [13, Chapter 7] for finite state MFGs and [7, [4, 14} [9] 19] for continuous state
MFGs, is usually known as the master equation for the underlying MFG and should be un-
derstood as the asymptotic version, as the number of players tends to oo, of the Nash system
associated with the finite N-player game. Our first main result in this direction concerns the
master equation of the viscous MFG: It is here a system of second-order partial differential
equations on the simplex, driven by the same Kimura operator as the HJB equation (Z.I3]).
It has the following general form:

aU" + HM((Ui - Uj)je[[d]]) + ) o) (U =U) + (f' +97°%)(t,p)
Jjeld]
+ > prle(y) + (U = U7)] (U = o, U7)
j.ke[d] ‘ ' ‘ (2.18)
+e2 Y pi QU = 0;U") + 3% > (pidjk — pipr) 03U =0,
‘ jeldl 3,ked]
UY(T,p) = g'(p);

for (t,p) € [0,T] x Sgq, where H)y is the Hamiltonian:

Hy(w) = Y {=a*(w;)w; + 3a*(w)P}, weR?, (2.19)
j€ld]

with a* as in (216). A key fact —which we implicitly use in our text— is that, under the
assumption of Theorem [22] this master equation has a unique classical solution (with a
suitable behaviour at the boundary, see the definition of the so-called Wright-Fischer spaces
in Appendix): This result is mostly due to [I]. Given a classical solution U , = (UZ ,)ic[q]
to (ZI8)), the value of the viscous MFG, when initialized from a state p € Int(S;) at some
time ¢ € [0,7), is given by Y ;cqq piUL ,(t,p). In other words, U! (t,p) is nothing but
inf, J &% (a; p%) whenever p*% is initialized from p at time ¢ and q in (2.3) is initialized at
time ¢ from (q{ = 5i,j)je[[d]}-

Due to the potential structure of the game, there is in fact a strong connection between the
HJB equation (ZI3]) and the master equation (ZI8). We can not have directly Ug#,(t, p) =
0;V: o(t,p) for any i € [d], because the intrinsic gradient sum to zero, while the functions
Ug,@ do not. This is by the way part of the difficulty in proving Theorem [Z.2] see Section [4l.
What we can show is that

Ug7¢(t,p) - Uej,cp(tap) = aiVe,cp(t7p) - ajV&@(t,p), (2.20)

for t € [0,T], p € Int(Sy) and 7,5 € [d], which is reminiscent of [9, Theorem 3.7.1] (in
the sense that, heuristically, space derivatives in continuous state space are replaced here
by differences). Notably, (Z20) sufficies to prove that the MFG and the MFCP have the
same solution, because the optimal control is given by (ZI5)). Interestingly, Proposition
provides a way to pass to the limit for U .. In case when the inviscid MFCP ([2.10)(2.2) has
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a unique minimizer initialized from p at time ¢, Proposition implies that the limit of Ug,so
(provided that & is chosen as § = 8(¢), 6 as 6 = 6(c) and ¢ as ¢ = 3(¢)) is Ui(t, p), where now
U'(t,p) stands for inf, J(c; p) with p denoting the unique minimizer of the inviscid MFCP
initialized from p at time ¢ and q in (Z2) being initialized at time ¢ from (g¢/ = d; ;) c[a-

Obviously, a natural question is to relate such a limit U with the value function V of the
inviscid MFCP (2I0]), where, for (¢,p) € [0,T] x Sq, V(t, p) is defined as inf,, J () whenever
q in ([Z2)) starts from p at time ¢. We manage to prove (see Theorem [6.2) that V is the
unique Lipschitz viscosity solution of the following HJB equation:

: t.p) €[0,T] x Sy, 2.21
{V<T,p>=G<p>, o) € 0TS (221
where H is the Hamiltonian associated to £ in (Z4]), namely

H(u)=-%Y" (u))}, ueR” (2.22)

j€ld]
Pay attention that there is no condition on the boundary of the simplex, see Definition [G.1]
for the details. Obviously, (2:21]) should be regarded as the inviscid version of the equation
@2I3) (up to the fact that controls are truncated by M in the latter, but this may be in
fact easily handled by using the fact that optimal controls to (ZI]) are bounded by M, see
Proposition (£.2)). Importantly, V is shown to be Lipschitz continuous in time and space, see
if needed Proposition in the core of the text. Hence, it is almost every differentiable in
[0,T] x 84, which plays a crucial role in our analysis: We also prove in Proposition that
the inviscid MFCP has a unique solution when it is initialized from p € Int(S;) at time ¢
such that V is differentiable in (¢,p) —and hence for almost every (¢,p) € [0,T] x Int(Sy)-,
which permits to pass to the limit (as e tends to 0) in ®V; , almost everywhere in time and
space in (220) (the simplex being equipped with the (d—1) Lebesgue measure). To this
end, we need to make the slightly stronger assumption that F € C%!(S;), meaning that f
is Lipschitz continuous (on S; and hence up to the boundary), in order to ensure that V is
semiconcave; see again Proposition
We build on this idea to obtain the following:

Theorem 2.6 (Part I). Under the same assumption and notation as in the statement of
Proposition [2.0, we have
imV_ 5. =V locally uniformly in [0,T] x Int(Sq), (2.23)

e—0 €

and, moreover, if in addition F € CH'(Sy),
m DV, =DV  ae in[0,T] x Int(S;) and in [Li.([0,T] x Int(Sg))]%.  (2.24)
e—0 ep(e) oc

This is the most technical and demanding result of the paper, and is proved is Subsection
(5.3 see Theorem [B.ITE notice that, in the end, we can not prove convergence at any points
of differentiability of V, but just almost everywhere. Passing to the limit in (Z20), equations
(2.26) and (2.24) provides a strong form of selection for the value of the inviscid MFG. In
the above notations, it says that, for almost every (¢,p) € [0,T] X Sg, the value U(¢,p) of the
game that is selected is given by the derivative of V, namely

for any 4,7 € [d]. At first sight, it looks like that only finite differences of the vector
(U(t,p), - ,U%t,p)) are hence selected. In fact, we can reconstruct a posteriori the full-

fledge collection (U'(t, p));e[q) by observing that each U'(t, p) should coincide with the opti-
mal cost to (2.I) when p is the minimizer of the inviscid MFCP (which is unique for almost
every initial point (¢,p)) and when ¢ in (22)) starts from the Dirac point mass in ¢ at time

t. Hence we may complement Theorem in the following way, which is also proved in
Theorem B.TTt
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Theorem (Part II). Under the same assumption and notation as in the statement of
Proposition and provided that F € CY1(Sy), we have

lim U =U ae in[0,T] xInt(Sy) and in [L}.([0,T] x Int(Sy))]4,  (2.26)
e—0 &¢(e) oc¢

where, for any initial condition (t,p) € [0,T] x Int(Sy) from which the inviscid MFCP has
a unique optimal trajectory p, U*(t,p) is defined as info J(a;p) in (1), the problem being
set over the time interval [t,T] and q in (Z2) starting from q; = (¢} = di)jepa)-

2.5. Weak solution to the master equation. The last step in our program is hence to

provide an intrinsic approach to the relationship ([Z25]) by addressing directly the master
equation of the inviscid MFG. The latter writes (see for instance [28, 29] and [I3, Chapter

7]):

{ U + H((Ui - Uj)je[[d}]) + FUp) + X pea Pe(UF = UP) 4 (0,U° = 0,U7) =0, (2.27)
UY(T,p) = g'(p):
for ¢ € [d], which is informally obtained by taking ¢ = 0 and ¢ = 0 in (2I8]). Recasted

in terms of the centered value functions (U? := U’ — U)iela), with U = éZje[[d]] U’, (227)

becomes:
aU" + ﬁi((ﬁj - (O]k)j,ke[[d]]) + 1 0) + ety pr(UF = U) 4 (0,07 — 0,U7) =
UT,p) = §'(p),

(2.28)
for ¢ € [d], where we have let

ﬁi((“j’k)mendﬂ) ::H((“i_ JG[[d]]) ZH( - ke[[d]])’

and similarly fi(p) = f'(p) = § Zjeqq 1 (p) and §(p) = g'(p) — § Tjeqa &’ @) As we
have already explained, the master equation is typically non-uniquely solvable (see the next
subsection for a benchmark example). The question for us is thus to rephrase (2:25]) as a
uniqueness result for the master equation —or at least for its centered version (2.28)— within
a well-chosen class of functions. Loosely speaking, we succeed to obtain such a result in
Section [l below but for the conservative form of (2:28]), namely

U + f‘o[i(((}j - ﬁk)j,ke[[d}]) + filp) — 3 > keld] pedi [(UF = U9)2] =0, (2.29)
UT,p) = §'(p),

for i € [d]. Clearly, the two equations (Z27)) and (Z29) may be identified within the class

of differentiable functions U that satisfy, for any ¢, j, k € [d],

1. .9 . . . .
=l = 093] = (UF = T7), (2,07 o).
which indeed holds true if, for any ¢, € [d],

0,07 =o,;U". (2.30)

As we clarify in Section [ identity (Z30) guarantees that U derives —in space— from a
potential, meaning that U%(¢, p) = 9;V(t, p) for some real-valued function V defined on [0, T x
Sg4. As a byproduct, it prompts us to regard the conservative formulation (2:29]) of the master
equation as the derivative system obtained by applying the operator 9;, for each i € [d], to
the HJ equation (Z21]). In words, (2.29) may be rewritten as

{ 8tﬁl + DZ‘ (Zk,je[[d]] pkH(ﬁk — ﬁj)) + D@'F(p) = 0,

. (2.31)
UYT,p) = 0;G(p),
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for i € [d]. Interestingly enough, the formulation (Z3T]) makes clear the link between the
HJ equation (Z2I]) and the master equation, at least when the latter is understood in its
conservative form. For scalar conservation laws, the usual notion of admissibility which
is used to restore uniqueness of weak solutions is the one of entropy solution. In space
dimension 1, which is the case when d = 2 (see next Subsection), the entropy solution to
a scalar conservation law is also shown to be the space derivative of the viscosity solution
of the corresponding HJB equation; see e.g. [36] 45, [6]. However, for hyperbolic systems of
PDEs with multiple space dimension, which is the case here when d > 3, there might be
non-uniqueness of entropy solutions and there are very few results in the literature about
such systems. In particular, system (Z31]) is hyperbolic in the wide sense, but not strictly
hyperbolic. Nevertheless, exploiting the connection with the HJB equation (2:21), borrowing
the idea from the paper of Kruzkov [38], it is possible to establish uniqueness in a suitable
set of admissible weak solutions. The whole is captured by the following statement”:

Theorem 2.7. Assume that F' and G are in C1*(Sy). The conservative form ([Z31) of the
master equation has a unique weak solution that is bounded and weakly semi-concave in space.
This solution is the almost everywhere space derivative of the unique viscosity solution V of

the HJ equation (Z.21]).

The proof is given in Section [B] see Theorem The notions of weak solution and
weak semi-concavity in space are clarified in Definition [6.4] below. In a shell, the proof of
the above statement holds in three steps: The first one is to show that any weak solution
to the conservative form of the master equation derives from a potential; The second one
is to prove that the potential must be an almost everywhere and semi-concave solution
of the HJ equation (Z2I); The last step is to identify almost everywhere and semi-concave
solutions with viscosity solutions of (ZZ1]), which are shown to be unique, despite the lackness
of boundary conditions, see Corollary [6.3] below. To put it differently, the striking facts
that we use here to restore a form of uniqueness to the master equation are, on the one
hand, the existence of a potential and, on the other hand, the semi-concavity assumption.
In this regard, it must be fair pointing out that the existence of a potential is somewhat
enclosed in the conservative form of (2.31]). In other words, the conservative form not only
permits to address solutions in a weak sense, but it also permits to reduce the space of
solutions to gradient functions. As for the semi-concavity assumption, it plays a crucial
role in the selection: The connection between semi-concave solutions of HJ equations and
entropy solutions of scalar conservation laws has been widely discussed, see for instance the
first chapter in the monograph of Cannarsa and Sinestrari [6] together with the bibliography
therein; In the case of of hyperbolic systems with a potential structure —like (231)—, the role
of semi-concavity is exemplified in the earlier paper of Kruzkov [38] from which we borrow
part of the proof of Theorem 271 For sure, it is also important to say that, in the end, we
are not able to define weak solutions for the non-conservative versions (2.27) and (2Z.28]) of
the master equation. However, we prove in Proposition below that classical solutions to
([228)) are indeed weak solutions to (Z:31), the key point being that Schwarz identity (Z30])
holds true for classical solutions to (2:28]).

2.6. Example. To illustrate our results, we feel useful to revisit the d = 2 example addressed
in [16] (the reader may also have a look at [3] which shares many features with [16]). Therein,
a selection result is proven by addressing directly the large N behavior of the N-player game,
both in terms of the value functions for the feedback Nash equilibria and of the optimal
trajectories. Although this is certainly a much more satisfactory approach than ours, at
least from a modelling point view, making a detour via the finite case remains however much
more challenging and difficult. To wit, the selection result established in [16] is partial only,
as it leaves open the case when the initial point of the equilibrium is precisely a singular point

3The reader should be aware of the fact that the assumption on G in the statement below is weaker than
what we required in the previous statements, see for instance Theorems [Z.] and
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of the master equation —we go back to this point next—. And most of all, it is by no means
clear —at least for us— how the potential structure we use here could help for addressing the
convergence of the corresponding finite player game in the case d > 3. Actually, this informal
comparison of the tractability of the two limits over N and e should not come as a surprise
for the reader. Intuitively, it is indeed more difficult to handle the N-player game for a large
N than the e-viscous game for a small intensity € of the common noise: Even though their
solutions are randomized, MFGs with common noise indeed share with standard MFGs the
key property that any unilateral deviation from an equilibrium has no influence on the global
state of the population; this turns out to be useful when addressing the asymptotic behavior
—as € vanishes— and, obviously, this is false for finite games. Noticeably, this argument in
support of the vanishing viscosity approach is exemplified in the paper [24]: Therein, the
authors prove a selection result for linear quadratic games with a continuous state space by
both methods; In this setting, the vanishing viscosity method is clearly the easiest one.

The case d = 2 is very special because any MFG becomes potential. Below, we first provide
a general description of two state mean field games and then we specialize our results to the
example analyzed in [I6]. For the same two sets of coefficients (f?);—12 and (g');=12 as in
(1)), we can easily reconstruct two potentials F' and G such that

o) — 1*(p)

01 F(p) = 5

= _D2F(p)’ JASEOR
by letting
P1 1 9
F(p1,1—p1) ::/o (fe1-a) = (a1 —q))ds,  pre0,1],

and similarly for G. Interestingly the centered master equation (Z28]), which is a system
in the general case d > 3, becomes a mere equation when d = 2. Indeed, we then have
U' = —U?, which implies that (Z28) can be rewritten in terms of the sole U' = (U' —U?)/2.
Accordingly, the conservative version of the master equation takes the form

{ o0 +0, (7'[(]9, (71)) + %(fl(pla 1—p1) — f2(p1,1 —p1)) =0, (2.32)
UNT,p) = 4(g" (01,1 — p1) — ¢*(p1.1 — p1)),

where

—H(p,u) = 2p1 ()2 +2(1 — p1)(—u)2 = zpl(lltl%)2 +20 —p1)(|u|2_ u)2

=u® + (2p1 — Dulul.
The latter expression prompts us to change the variable p; into m = 2p; — 1 (which should
be thought of as the mean of (p1, p2) if the state space was {1, —1} instead of {1,2}). Letting
Z(m) = =20 (2 1omy = (U2 — ) (42, 157 for m € [-1,1], we can rewrite (2Z32)
in the form

m 2 m 1l-—m —
{ —OZ + O (G — B )= (M, 15m) — L (Lym, gm), (2.33)
Z(T,p) = (5%, 157) — ¢ (55 157),

for (t,m) € [0,T] x [—1,1].
In [16], the cost coefficients are chosen as

F=0 and g¢g'(p)=-C2p1—-1), g 'p)=2p -1,
so that

P1

G(p1,1—p1) = /0 —2(2q — 1)dq = —2p? + 2p1 = 2p1po.

The reduced master equation in [16], see (3.11) therein, is exactly Equation (233]) for Z (up
to a time reversal). Note also that the potential G(py,ps) = —(2p1 — 1)?/2 therein differs
from G above by a constant (which is 1/2), but obviously this does not matter. Importantly,
the master equation (Z33)) may have multiple weak solutions when T is large enough, hence
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the need for a selection argument. The solution selected in (233]), following the theory for
scalar conservation laws, is the entropy solution, which can be shown to be unique in this
case despite the lackness of boundary conditions. As explained in the previous subsection,
the entropy solution is the space derivative of the viscosity solution to the HJB equation,
making this selection consistent with Theorem 2.7l Moreover, in [16], the value functions for
the feedback Nash equilibrium of the N-player game are shown to converge to this entropy
solution [I6l Theorem 8§]; this says that the solutions to the master equation that are selected
by taking the limit over € or over N are the same. So, in a shell, our result is fully consistant
with [16].

As far as convergence of the optimal trajectories is concerned, the equilibria are shown to
be non-unique, provided that the time horizon T is chosen large enough: Whatever the initial
condition at time 0, there are three solutions to the MFG if T' > 2, see [16], Proposition 2].
In this regard, the main result in [16] states that, whenever the initial condition py = (pg, p3)
of the population at time 0 satisfies mg := 2p{ — 1 # 0 (i.e., the mean parameter is non-
zero), there is a unique equilibrium (p;)o<¢<7 that is selected by letting N tend to oo in the
corresponding N-player game; it satisfies the equation

%mt = —th|Z(t,mt)| + ZZ(t,mt), te [O,T], (234)
with (m; = pf — p?)o<t<r and Z being the unique entropy solution to (Z33)), see [I6, (23)].
Notably, this equation is shown to admit a unique solution, when mg # 0; see [16] Prop 6] .
Again, this is consistent with our results: [16, Theorem 15] asserts that this equilibrium is
also the unique minimizer of the corresponding inviscid MFCP initialized from (0,my), see
(210) plugging F' = 0 and G(p) = 2p1ps2 therein. While the proof of Theorem [16, Theorem
15] is carried out by explicit computations, our Theorem [2:4] applies directly. Interestingly,
we may recover (234)) explicitly. Indeed, in [16], the function m — Z(0,m) is shown to
be discontinuous at m = 0 only (provided that T is large enough; if 7' is small, m —
Z(0,m) is continuous); Accordingly, the function m — V(0,2) in ([Z2I)) is continuously
differentiable at mg (since mg is assumed to be non-zero) which, as we already explained
—see also Proposition (.2}, implies that there is indeed a unique minimizer to the MFCP
initialized from (0, 2222). Also, our discussion (see (viii) in Proposition 5.2 says that this
unique minimizer, say (p})o<t<r, solves the equation

%pf’l = (1L =pr)O* () = U 1), — 0" (U (4 p7) = U (4, ))) .,
for t € [0,T]. Letting (m} := 2p;™ — 1)o<i<T, we easily derive that m} solves Equation
[234), whence we get m; = mj.

Last but not least, the case mg = 0 is left open in [16]. In that case, the inviscid MFCP is
shown to have two non-trivial symmetric minimizers, see again [16, Theorem 15]. It is also
claimed in [I6], see Section 4 therein, that, numerically, equilibria of the N-player game are
tending to converge in law to those two minimizers, with weight 1/2 each; In other words
there are numerical evidences for ruling out the third equilibrium (recalling that the MFG has
exactly three solutions). Obviously, our Theorem [Z4] sounds as a confirmation of this latter
intuition, as it precisely says that the third equilibrium (which is shown to be the constant
zero) is indeed excluded by the vanishing viscosity method. The fact that the two remaining
ones should be charged with probability 1/2 each comes from an additional symmetry argu-
ment, which is similar to the one used in [24]: If p*=%¥ = (p:’l’e"p,p:’ze"p)ogtgﬂ is an optimal
trajectory of the viscous mean field control problem, then, thanks to the symmetric form
of G, (p:’Q’a’w,pf’l’a’w)ogtST is an admissible path with the same cost and hence is also an
optimal trajectory but for the common noise (B, Btl’z)ogth (instead of (B}, Bf’l)ogtST).
By uniqueness in law of the equation characterizing the optimal trajectory, this shows that
(prV =% P25 ocyer and (pP>5%, pit*®)o<i<r have the same distribution. Consequently,
under any weak limit M as in the statement of Theorem [2.4] the marginal law of the first
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variable —which must be understood as the law of p— has to be symmetric. Here, we know
that the support of M is necessarily included in a set of two non-trivial trajectories. Hence,
each of them should be charged with probability 1/2.

Obviously, the thrust of our approach is that it applies to more general coefficients F' and
G and to any number of states d > 2; of course, the symmetry argument we have just alluded
to only applies under appropriate forms of symmetry.

3. MEAN FIELD CONTROL PROBLEM

The main goal of this section is to prove Theorem 2.1l We feel useful to recall that, for a
function ¢ as in (2.7, we aim at minimizing J°%(e) in (ZII]) where p = (pt)o<i<7 therein
solves the a-driven SDE (ZI2]). Importantly, the pair (,¢) is kept fixed throughout the
section, which prompts us to drop out the superscript (e, ) in the subsequent notations.
As explained in the previous section, we restrict ourselves to processes a that are bounded
by M = 2(||9llec + T||fllsc), in the sense that |ay?| < M, dt ® P almost everywhere, for
any (i,7) € [d] with @ # j. The bound M has the following interpretation in terms of
the inviscid MFG (21)-(2.2): For a given (deterministic) path p = (pt)o<i<r with values
in 8y, optimizers of (ZI)) are given in terms of the value function ((uf)o<t<7)ie[q], namely
ol = (ul —ud)y, for t € [0,T) and 4,j € [d] with i # j, see [I3, Chapter 7]. Here, u! is
defined as the optimal cost when g starts at time ¢ from the initial condition ¢/ = §; ; and
hence satisfies |uf| < T'||f]loo + ||g]lco: the upper bound holds by choosing the zero control,
while the lower bound follows from the sign of £. With the same meaning for a* as in (Z16]),
this allows us to express the corresponding Hamiltonian in the form

Hr D,w) 1= inf ﬁl (p, o, w) pH 3.1
( ) (C‘li,j)i,je[[d]]:i#j:OgaiijM ZEZ[[d] 1 M ( )

for p € Sg and w = (w;);eq) € RY, with

Hy(p.o,w) = 3 pi 3 (aijlwj —wi) + o)
i€ld]  jeld]:i#
ﬁ[i w) = inf ai(w; —w; —i—lo«Q
M) = ) et rosa < e%ﬂ( 5(wj = wi) + 3oy ) (3.2)

— Z{ (w; — wj)(w; — w;) + %‘a*(wi - wj)IQ}'

J#

By boundedness of a* (which in turn follows from our choice to restrict ourselves to controls
that are bounded by M), ﬁI]ZV[ is Lipschitz continuous and continuously differentiable with
Lipschitz and bounded derivatives (pay attention that it is not C2). The Hamiltonian FI}M
is used in the rest of the paper; note however that, in Section 2], see (Z19)), we preferred to
use the slightly different Hamiltonian Hjs, but the two are clearly related by the identity
Hi(w) = Hy((w; — wj)jeqa)), for w € R% The HIB equation for the value function is
nothing but [ZI3), with HY, therein given by

e (p,w) = Hu(p,w) + Y Y pico(p;) (w; — w). (3.3)
ie[d] j#i

The following is straightforward but useful for us:

OuHE (0 w) = 3 pi (i) +a*(wy —w))) = pi Y (plpy) +a*(wi —wy)). (3.4)

j€ld] j€ld]
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3.1. Classical solutions. The well-known verification argument may be easily adapted to
the simplex: If there exists a classical solution V to the HJB equation, then the optimal
control is unique (clearly bounded), if the initial condition is in the interior of the simplex,
and given in feedback form trough the feedback function a* := a*(0;V — 0;V). The proof
proceeds in the same way, by expanding the trajectories along 1, and by using the fact that
solutions to (ZI2]) remain in Int(Sy) (which makes it possible to use interior smoothness of
V and coercivity of the Hamiltonian on Int(Sy)).

Although intrinsic derivatives are the most canonical ones, and will hence be used in the
next sections, a key tool to prove the well-posedness of the HIJB equation ([2I3]) is to work
with local charts. In this respect, it is worth recalling that any function h defined in the
simplex §; may be easily regarded as a function defined on the set §d- It suffices to identify
h with & defined by

?L(x) =h(t, %), Z:= (21, ,xq-1,1—(x1+ - +24-1)), TE gd

As explained in [I], & is then once or twice differentiable on the (interior of) the simplex if / is
once or twice differentiable in the usual sense as a function defined on an open subset of R4~1,
in which case we have a dictionary to pass from ©h and ©2h to Dyh and D%/f\b and conversely.
In short, O, h(t,z) = 0;h(t, &) — dgh(t, &) = 0:h(t, &) + Yjeqa—11 05h(t, ), for i € [d — 1]
and 2 € Int(S,), and conversely 0;h(t,p) = (&TJL - éZje[[d—l}] &Bjﬁ)(t,pl,--- ,Dd—1), for
i € [d—1], and d4h(t,p) = ézje[[dflﬂ @Cﬁ(t,pl,--- ,Dd—1), for p € Int(Sy). As for the
second order derivatives, Oy,;h h(t,z) = 0;h(t, &) — 0iqh(t, ) — 0j4h(t, &) 4+ d4qh(t, T), for
i,j=1,---,d—1. As a byproduct, the HJB has the following writing in local charts (sums
being taken over [d—1] —1):

oY + Hy(x, D, V) + F(x) + 1e? ik K — T )02

X J:kl/}
+ 30w [ (@) (00, V = 02, V) — p(a™ )0 V] + 271 Y 0(2)0,,V =0, (3.5)
V(T,x) = G(x),

for t € [0,7] and z € Int(S;), where Has(z, 2) = Har (&, 2) = > jeld-1] xjﬁli/[(z)+x_df[]‘%/[(z),
fI]iV[, for:=1,...,d, is the Hamiltonian
d 1

‘ . 191 1%
Hiy(2) = Hj (0(2)). @<z>:(zl—32zjy---,zd dew—gZ ) (3.6)
7j=1 7j=1

for z = (21, -+ ,24-1) € R¥1 and we denote ¢ = 1 — ;l 127; we refer to [I] for the

derivation of the second order term, see Eq. (2.26) therein. Interestlngly enough, the optimal
feedback then writes (in local chart) in the form (provided that the HJB equation has a
classical solution) (a7 ;(DzV)); je[d]:i-j With (recall the definition of a* in (2.16]))

{ a*(zi —z;), i,j €[d—1],

af,j(z) =

a*(z), j=d, (3.7
a*(—z;), i=d.

We remark that, if the value function is in the Wright-Fischer space Cyy 2JFPY([O, T x8yq) (to
which we already alluded and which is defined in more detail in the Appendix), then V solves
(ZI3) if and only in V solves (35). We choose to express the last coordinate in terms of the
first d — 1 for convenience only, and in fact the choice of the local chart is arbitrary. This
is one reason why we expressed the main results in terms of intrinsic derivatives. Anyhow,
the local chart is more adapted to the proof of Theorem B.J] below. Indeed, it is worth
emphasizing that, in order to prove the well-posedness of (2.I3)), it is enough to check that,
provided that it belongs to the right space, V solves (33) in the interior of the simplex for
the fixed chart we have chosen. In this regard, the precise choice of the local chart is not
of a great importance and expressing any other coordinate than x4 in terms of the other



20 ALEKOS CECCHIN AND FRANCOIS DELARUE

ones would work as well; to wit, by the same arguments as in [I, Subsection 3.2.1], Equation
B3) can be equivalently written in terms of another local chart. In fact, the choice of the
local chart really matters in the definition of the Wright-Fisher space carrying the solution,
in order to describe finely the behaviour of the solution at the boundary. Fortunately, in
the sequel, there is no need for returning to the details of the Wright-Fisher space and it is
absolutely fine for us to work with the same local chart throughout the analysis. This claim
holds also for the derivative systems (B.8]) and (3.9]) that we introduce below.

3.2. Derivative system. In order to address the HJB equation (ZI3]), we first study the
derivative system. The rationale to do so is that, obviously, the nonlinear term in the
derivative system is of order zero only while it is of order one in the HJB equation. As
a byproduct, it makes it possible to apply a priori estimates proven in [I]. As explained
above, we can use both intrinsic derivatives and local charts. Deriving (2.I3]) (by means of
(B.4)), we formally getl] the following expression for V = DV, applying the Schwarz identity
2;V7 =0;V? (the indices in the sums below belonging to [d]),

émﬂ+ﬁﬁwv—l§)ﬁj +22,(0 m@@M@”—V5
—a2 2., %meWJ VL) -3 P
+ijpk ¢(p;) +a*(Vk ) (0 V! —DkV’) + 1622 (pidje — P'P")O%V (3.8)
1.2 i i1
+ 3¢ (DiV — QZ,ijjV — EZj DjV]) =0,
VAT.p)=g'(p) = 5>_, ¢
where Hi, (V) is defined by (3:6). Instead, differentiating (3] with respect to « (using in
the sequel the generic notation Z for D, V) and applying the Schwarz identity 9., 27 (¢, z) =

Oz, Zi(t,x), for i,j € [d—1], we then get, at least formally, the following system of equations
(all the sums below are taken over [d — 1]):

(2) = BY(2) + Fla) = )+ 25 (P (@, 2) + 3205 = 2, )00, 2°
) %6 Z] k(xj(sj k— $]$k)a% kaZ =0, (3'9)
D= o) e
on [0,T] x Int(S,), for i € [d — 1], where, for j € [d — 1] and z = (2K )kefa—1] € R,
i (z) = (901(%') — (x4 - Z <P(90k))5i,j + (@ (™) — ¢ ()

keld—1]
y(m, z) = Z {mk [o(z;) + a* (2 — 2)] — zj[e(zr) + a* (25 — zk)}} (3.10)
keld—1]
—d —d
a1 p(z)) + 0’ (=2)] — xjle(z™) + a*(z))].
The two equations are equivalent, by using the identities Z* = Vi— Vd, Vi=gi-1 Zd Lz
and V4 = —1 Zd 1 Zi, given by the aforementioned dictionary to pass from one derlvatlve
to another.
Here, we prove well-posedness of ([3.9]), because it is needed for solving the HJB equation
(B5). Recalling the shape of ¢ from (Z2.7)), our main solvability result is:

Theorem 3.1. If f € [C 1(Sa)l¢ and g € [CO 2JFA’( Sy)]¢ for a given v € (0,1), then there
exists a constant k1 > 0 only depending on M, T and d, such that for any e € (0,1], § > 0

4The computations in the derivation of [B3) and ([B3) are rather tedious; anyhow, there is nothing difficult.
We feel it is sufficient to just provide the final results.
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and Kk > Kk1/€2, there exists ' € (0,7], possibly depending on e and r, such that Equation
B9) admits a unique solution in [CO 2 ([0,T] x Sy))¢ 1.

Proof. The proof of existence is done via Leray-Schauder fixed point theorem. Let 7' € (0, ]

to be chosen later. Lettind] X = CS{%I([O,T] x &), we consider the map ® : x4—1 — yd-1,
defined by ®(Z) = Y, where Y is the solution to the linear equation obtained by freezing
the zero order terms in ([39) (all the sums being taken over [d — 1]):

0, Y + Z ( (a:,Z) + 1626 i szxj)(? Y 4+ lsz Zj p(@idin — a:jxk)(?g kai

= —[Bi,(2) - BY(2) + Fi(w) - Fla) + 52,09 (2) 7] (3.11)
Yi(T,2) = §'(z) — §(x).

The key remark is that, once Z is given, this is a scalar equation for each Y, in the sense
that there is no Y7, j # i, in the equation. Therefore we are allowed to invoke Theorem

10.0.2 of [25], which states that there exists a unique solution Y* € CO 2+ ([0,T] x S) to

BII), for any i, if the rlght hand side and the drift belong to C{}’VF([O,T] x &) and the

terminal condition is in C 2+7 (S4). Such assumptions are satisfied in the present situation

because H]Zw Hj‘\l/f and a* (Which shows up in b, see (ZI0)) are Lipschitz continuous and ¢
and ¢’ are bounded and Lipschitz; thus the map ® is well-defined. The claim hence follows if
® admits a fixed point. In order to apply Leray-Shauder fixed point theorem we must show
that ® is continuous and compact and that the set

X = {Z € X1 Z = \®(Z) for some X € (0, 1]}

is bounded in X941,

Step 1. We first show that & is continuous and compact. To do so, we may restrict
ourselves to inputs Z such that max;cq— 1 | Z7||wr,0,4 is less than some arbitrarily fixed
real R > 0. Then, Theorem 10.0.2 of [25] gives, for any i € [d — 1],

¥ w0 < Cr( ma 127 wroq + 17 = Fhwro + 119" = g lwroaiy), (3.12)
for some constant Cr > 0 depending on R through the drift B(x, Z) in (B3II)), which yields
(up to a new value of Cr)

o [V wraiy < Cr (3.13)

The above inequality implies that the map ® is compact, as CO 2+7 ([0, T] x 8y) is compactly
embedded in C&,F([O,T] X S4), see the Appendix. To prove continuity, we consider the
analogue of ([I12), but applied to Y —Y” with (Y,Y") = (®(Z), ®(Z")), for (Z,Z') € (X412,

Again, we assume that max;epq_1] |27 |lwr,0,y and max;egg_q1 [[(Z2')? ||WF07/ are less than

R. So, using ([B.13]) together with the fact that the derivatives of H i — HY 4s are Lipschitz,
we have

[2(Z") — ®(Z)| yar < D[f[ldaﬁﬂ 1Y) = Y lwr o024y < CrIZ = Z| ya-1,

which proves continuity.

50Our notation for the Wright-Fisher space here is a bit abusive since it is regarded as a space of functions
on [0,77] x gd; as we already explained, there is no difficulty in passing from functions defined on [0, 7] X SA'd
to functions defined on [0, 7] X S4, and conversely. And in fact, the construction of the Wright-Fisher spaces,
as outlined in Appendix, is based itself on a local description of the functions (that it contains) through a
convenient choice of local charts.
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Step 2. We now prove an L* bound of X. For Z € X, we have, for some A € (0, 1],

020+ 5 (W (2, 2) + 362015 — €225 )00, 20 + 562 50 (w05 — wjax) 02, 2
= A Hiy(2) - BY(2) + Fi(w) - Jha) + 5,0 (2) 2] (3.14)
ZYT,x) = A () — g(x)).
The proof follows from a standard representation of Z along the solution of the SDE that
is driven by the second-order differential operator appearing in ([B.14]). To make it clear, we
have, for any i € [d — 1] and (¢,z) € [0,T] x Int(Sy),

A T, . o
Zi(t, ) = AE [ /t FHXP, Z(s, X)) ds +gZ(X;')], (3.15)

where, for convenience, we have let Z(s, X&) := (Z7(s, X%"))

g'(x) =g'(x) = 3'(d),

(@,2) = Hy(2) - () + Pl - Py + Y @)z, (3.16)
i,j€[d—1]

for z € Sy and z in R4-!. In @I8), X = (X" = (Xf’j)tgng)jg[[dq]] denotes a (d—1)-

dimensional process solving the SDE

jeld=1] together with

|

A~ . .. . 2 . .
AXY = (U (XL, 2(5, X2)) + b1 — €2 X0 ) ds

_ | ' S ' . (3.17)
- S VAT by R v
ke[d—1]

for t < s < T, with initial condition X, = z, where we have denoted X*~¢ =1 — Z?;% X,

Representation (3.15) follows from the fact that Z € C12([0,T]xInt(S,)) (which is here
the usual space of functions that are once continuously differentiable in time and twice in
space) and hence from 1t&’s formula applied to (Z(s, X¥"))i<s<r, provided that the solution
to (BI7) remains in Int(S;). Assume for a while that the latter holds true. Then, having
BI5) (together with the notations (BI0) and (B16)), we exploit the Lipschitz continuity of
(If[jﬂ)ie[[dﬂ, the boundedness of ¢ and ¢, the fact A\ < 1, and the uniform bounds on f and
g to obtain

) ) ~ o~ T :
1Z'(t,2)] <17 = §loo + T = Flloo +C [ max — sup  [Z{(s,2)|ds.  (3.18)
t J€ld-1] m/GInt(gd)

Taking the supremum over z € Int(S;) and the maximum over i € [d—1] in the left-hand side

and applying Gronwall’s lemma, we get a bound for max;e[q—1j SUD ;e (0.7 x Int(E)) |Z(s,x)|.

By continuity of Z, the L*> bound also holds for x in the boundary of Sy.
It remains to address the solvability of [BI7). We mostly borrow arguments from [I,
Proposition 2.1]. In order to apply the latter, we notice that X*»~¢ solves (noticing that the

sum over j in the first line in the definition (3I0]) of b is null and similarly for the first term
in the second line of (3.17))

dXi = { > XV [p(XI) + a* (20 (s, X))
jeld-1]

XY [ 4 a (-2, XE)] 22— X s
3y (3.19)

=Y VXWX Wi — aw i),
\/5 Jj€ld—1]
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The key fact is then to observe that, whenever X’ is close to zero, ¢(X?/) (which shows up
in the definition of the drift, compare ([BI0) with ([BI7)) is greater than s, and thus helps
for pushing the particle towards the interior of the simplex. This guarantees that, provided
that x > £2/2, the equation is well-posed and that the unique solution stays in Int(Sd) see
[1, Proposition 2.1] for the details.

Step 3. We now provide a (uniform) Holder estimate for the elements of X. Again we
borrow the result from [I]. Indeed, (BI4]) can be rewritten as a system of d — 1 equations
on [0,7] x Sy, using the dictionary to pass from intrinsic derivatives to derivatives in the
local chart. Thus we can applyﬁ Theorem 3.6 of [I], which states that there exist x1 and +/
as in the statement, and a constant C’, depending on ¢,6, M,d,T and the L> norm of the
r.hs. of (BII) (hence on f, g, ¢, ¢', and Z, which is uniformly bounded by step 2) such
that [|Z||wry < C'if £ > r1/€2. Therefore X is bounded, choosing such 7/, and the proof
is completed.

Step 4. Uniqueness of classical solutions can be proved by using the so-called four step-
scheme, see [22] [46]. Any classical solution Z can be indeed represented in the form of a
multi-dimensional forward-backward SDE (which is nothing but a system of stochastic char-
acteristics). In turn, the fact that (33) has a classical solution forces the former forward-
backward SDE to be uniquely solvable, and hence ([3.9) itself to be also uniquely solvable.
This argument is in fact explained in detail in [I, Theorem 3.3 and Corollary 3.4]. The
specific subtlety (which is common to [I] and to our case) is that, due to the fact that the
Kimura operator driving (8.9]) degenerates near the boundary, some exponential integrability
is needed for the inverse of the forward component in the forward-backward system of char-
acteristics. In fact, this integrability property is very similar to the integrability property
discussed after Definition 23] In short, it holds true provided that k is bigger than (up to a
multiplicative constant) 2, which is obviously the case in our setting since x scales here (at
least) like =2, This point is discussed with care in the paper [I]. O

3.3. Solving for the HJB equation. We now turn to the well posedness of (ZI3]), or
equivalently of (B.H), and prove the following refined version of Theorem 211

Theorem 3.2. If F € C 1 (Sa) and G € Ch 2Jrq/( Sa), for a given vy € (0,1), then there exists
a constant k1 > 0 only dependmg on M, T and d, such that for any ¢ € (0,1], § > 0 and

K > Kk1/€2, Equation (ZI3) admits a unique solution V € C1 2+7 ([0,T) x Sq). The solution
V is the value function of the viscous MFCP and the optzmal feedback function is given by

at(t,p) = a*(0,V(t,p) — 0, V(t,p)). (3.20)

The latter gives the unique optimal control in the sense that, for any initial state py € Int(Sy)
and any pair of optimal trajectory p and optimal control o (which is an F-progressively
measurable process bounded by M ), it holds oy = a*(t,p¢) for dt @ P a.e. (t,w). Moreover,

the derivative ®V is the unique solution to (B.8)) in CO 2 ([0,T] x Sy).
Equivalently, with the same assumptions and in the same space (up to a change of co-

ordinate), Equation [B.35]) admits a unique solution V and its derivative DV is the unique
solution to (B9) (denoted by Z in the statement of Theorem [31).

Proof. As announced before, we prove well posedness of (3.5]). The candidate for being the

optimal feedback is (see (B1)) o ;(t,x) = @;;(Z(t,x)), 4,5 € [d], i # j, for Z given by

61 fact, this requires a modicum of care, since the function ¢ in [I] is assumed to vanish outside [0, 26],
see (2.16) therein, with ¢ replaced by 6, and ¢ itself (with the same notation as therein) is required to be
small enough. The key point is that we can always modify the function ¢ so that it fits the assumption of [I]
Theorem 3.6]: Going back to [I, (3.20)], it is indeed easy to see that the values of ¢ taken at points that are
away from the boundary can be inserted in the function b° therein. Since b° does not enter the definition of
the threshold ko in [T, Theorem 3.6], this leaves the conclusion of [I, Theorem 3.6] unchanged.



24 ALEKOS CECCHIN AND FRANCOIS DELARUE

Theorem 3.1l Using the same notation as in (3.:2) and (3.7), we thus consider, on [0,7] x S,
the PDE (sums being taken over [d — 1]):

0 Z + ﬁM(x, Z)+ ﬁ(m) + %82 Zj,k(acjéj,k — xjxk)agjxkz
+> LTk [Z] 0(2)(0p; Z — 02, 2) — go(x_d)(?ka} + 274 > @(x5)0, Z =0, (3.21)
Z(T,z) = G(x),
In particular, we can regard ([32I]) as a linear Kimura PDE (the drift coefficient driving
the first order term is nothing but b;(z,0) and hence points inward the simplex). Since

Z € [C&}QFJ”/([O T] x 8;)]%!, we know from Theorem 10.0.2 of [25] that (32I) admits a

unique solution Z € CO 2+7 (10, 7] x Sy).

The key fact is to ShOW that ( = Z where ( = D, Z. Since the second order operator driving
(B2T)) is elliptic in the interior of the simplex (and non-degenerate in any ball, see for instance
[T, (2.27)]) and the source term is differentiable in space, with time-space Holder continuous
derivatives, we know from interior estimates for parabolic PDEs (see Theorem 8.12.1 in [39])
that ¢ is once continuously differentiable in time and twice in space on [0,T') x Int(S;) —even
though we have no guarantee on the behavior at the boundary—. This suffices to differentiate
(B2I). We then get the following variant of (39) at any point (¢,2) of [0,T) x Int(S,) (the
sums below being taken over j € [d — 1]):

¢+, @(ﬂﬂ) + 5¢%0i5 — 52%‘)5 G 582 0 (w050 — )07 4, O 4 30, ()¢
—[H,(2) = BY(2) + Fi(w) — F2) + 55 (b (2, 2) + $620 5 — £22;) 0, 27),
(T, 2) = §'(x) — §%(2),
where, for j € [d — 1],  and z (as usual sums below are over k € [d — 1]),
A{(w, z) = Zk{xka*(zk —zj) —xja*(z — zk)} + xida*(—zj) — zja*(%;).
() =, {one(@;) — ip(@n) | + 2% ;) — 2j0(x7).

Obv1ously, b7 and b7 should be compared with &’ in (BI0). In particular, bj(x z) is nothing
but ] (x, z) + b (2). This prompts us to make the difference with (), from which we get

(¢ = Z7) + 5, (Bh(w) + 32015 — €2) 0, (¢ = Z7)
+1e2 5, (w0 — x]max 5 (€= Z) 4 ;@ (@) (- 29) =0,
(¢' = Z%)(T,x) = 0.

In order to prove that { = Z, we can use It0’s formula as we did in the proof of Theorem
B Indeed, the interior smoothness of ¢?, for each i = 1,--- ,d — 1, suffices to apply Ito’s
formula to (3;cpq-1 R — Z7)(s, Xb))i<s<r for any given t where X* solves (3.17),
but for b/ (z, z) therein replaced by b3, with some z € Int(S,) as initial condition at time ¢,
and ((R%7); jefa—1])e<s<T solves the SDE dR%7 = > ted-1] RUEHI (X)), for s € [t,T] with
(R = dij)ije[d—1]- Following the standard proof of Feynman-Kac formula, we get that
Ci(t,x) = Zi(t ). Hence, Ci(t,-) and Z(t,-) coincide on Int(S;) and then, by continuity, on
the entire Sy. In particular, this implies that Z € Cyym 25710, T] x 8,), see the definition of
the hybrid spaces in Appendix.

By replacing Z by D,Z in B2ZI), we deduce that Z solves ([BI). By a straightfor-
ward adaptation of the verification theorem, we deduce that Z must be the value function
of the MFCP and, as by-product, it must be the unique solution of (B3l in the space
C\lﬂ’,QFJ”/([O,T] x 8y). Also, since Hys(p, a,w) (see BZ)) is strictly convex with respect to a
as long as p is in Int(S,) and since any controlled trajectory p in (212)) stays in Int(Sy) (see
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[1, Proposition 2.1]), we deduce that the optimal control is unique and is in a feedback form.
In local coordinates, the optimal feedback function writes

atl = a* (0, 2(t,x)),  a% = a* (=0, 2(t,x)),

and this is equivalent to (B:20) in intrinsic derivatives. Relabelling Z into 17, this completes
the proof. O

4. POTENTIAL GAME WITH A COMMON NOISE
The main purpose of this section is to prove Theorem

4.1. New MFG. Our first step is to introduce an MFG that derives from the MFCP studied
in the previous section. KEquivalently, we would like the corresponding MFG system to
represent the necessary condition for optimality of the MFCP. As we already explained in
Section [2 the problem is that, if we use the same dynamics as in ([25]) (which are the basis
of the results of [1], on which our paper is built), we can no longer use the cost functional
Jo¥ (see (26])) to get a potential structure. To wit, the master equation associated with
(26) (which may be computed along the same lines as in [I], see (3.14) therein) does not
identify with the derivative system (33). In particular, the master equation associated with
(Z5)-(26]) (which is an equation for the value of the game) can not be closed as an equation
for the centered value of the game (centered here means that the sum over the states i € [d]
is null), due to the additional drift in the equation given by the common noise: This means
that the master equation can not be the intrinsic derivative of a HJB equation. Instead, this
holds true for the MFG without common noise and will be exploited in the next sections.

In order to define the new cost of the MFG (see (2.I4))), let V' := DV be the classical
solution to (3:8]) —which is the derivative of the MFCP value function by Theorem B:2l- and
consider (vi = V(t,p}))o<t<T wWhere p* = (p})o<i<r solves the SDE driven by the optimal
feedback, namely (sums below are over [d])

= ZP:](S@(P:Z) Ut — 1)) Z p" a* (v} —Ut)) dt
j
1

- (4.1)
o Zth dBZ’] _ ngﬂ)’

see [I, Proposition 2.1] for the unique solvability, the unique solution remaining inside the
interior of Sy. By Itd’s formula (the fact that we can apply It6’s formula with intrinsic
derivatives can be justified by using the local chart, at least in the interior of the simplex),
we get (sums below being over indices in [d])

dv% (HM ) Z HM Ut)+f ;) Z f p; )dt+z wtdkdBjk
—(Zj(so(p N = o)) @l = o)) = 530 (i) = i (0} ))(j—vi))dt "

%E(Z ‘/ ,J *z ( z,z,j+w ,JZ) _ézjl pf’j(p:’l)_l(wi’l’j+w{’j’l))dt

)

vr=9g'07) = 52,9 0h)s

where
wi’]’k = WhR¢, pr), with Wt p) = fsw/pjp R,V =0, V) (8, p). (4.3)
Notice in particular that

,lwiﬂﬁj — %62 Z] p:J (Dlvl _ D]vz) (t,p;),

T3 2 NP ) Tl = 5230 pi (0, — 0V (),



26 ALEKOS CECCHIN AND FRANCOIS DELARUE

which permits to recover the penultimate line in (Z8), since 9;V7 = DjVi by Schwarz’
Theorem for intrinsic derivatives.

Ideally, we would like to see (£.2) as the stochastic HJB equation associated with our new
MFG with common noise (see [I, Lemma 3.1] for its derivation). However, we cannot do so
directly because the pair (p*,v) in (£2]) takes values in the tangent bundle to the simplex,
namely Zie[[d]] vi = 0 for any t € [0,7]. Obviously, the latter is not consistent with our
original MFG, whether there is a common noise or not. Indeed, if this were consistent, then,
discarding for a while the common noise, we would have to think of v} as the minimum of
J(+;p*) in (ZI)) whenever q therein starts from the Dirac mass at point 4, but, then, there is
no reason why the sum of all these costs over ¢ € [d] should be null. In fact, we here recover
the point raised in (ZZ0): Therein, we can identify the two vectors (US#(t,p));e[q and
(0:V=#(t,p))icfa) up to a constant only. The idea below is thus to reconstruct from scratch
the sum of the value functions. To do so, we notice from [25, Theorem 10.0.2] again that we
can solve the PDE in the simplex (sums below are over indices in [d])

OV + 35525 (0(pr) + a* (VI = VF) (0,9 = 0d) + 5 540300 — pipi)2 Y
13k psla* (VI = VB2 + 32 o () (VI = VF) + (p, f*(p)) =0, (4.5)
Y(T,p) = (p,g*(p)),

where we recall that (p, f*(p)) (and similarly with f replaced by g) here denotes the inner

product 3, pifi(p). '
We are now in the position to elucidate the shape of J; , in (2.14]), by letting (we remove
the superscripts € and ¢ for simplicity)

P (tp) = 3 [pi () (VI = V) (t.0) + Jgey/pypy (W9 — W —20) (1), (4.6)
where

WKt p) = W1, p) = (p, W*4(2,p)

. o (4.7)
T (t,p) = Je /s (0 (.p) — 0,V (p) — (V= VI)(t.p)).

Observe in particular that, despite the factor 4/ pi_1 in ([A6]), the function ¥ is bounded and
continuous on the entire [0,7] x S;. Using ([@&4]), we indeed have

9 (tp) =D pie' () (V! = V) (t.p)
+3¢° Zj p; (V7 —0;V')(t,p) + & Zj pj(0;Y =Y — (VI = V")(t,p) (4.8)
+e* > pipk(VE =2 Vh) (2, p).

Now, we recall (2.14]) together with Definition 2.3} For an adapted continuous process p with
values in Sy, such that fOT (1/pt)dt has exponential moments of sufficiently high order (which
we recall holds true if p solves an equation of the same type as (Z12) and « is large enough
independently of p) for a progressively-measurable process a = ((ai’j )i,jeld]:i;)o<t<T such
that 0 < ai’j < M and for g solving (2.5), we let

_ T | ‘ .
J= (e p) = E[/O > ai[€ o) + Fip) + 9 (tpo)|dt + > qngl(pT)]- (4.9)

ie[d] i€[d]
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By following [T, Subsection 3.1.1], the Stochastic HIJB (SHJB) equation associated with this
minimization problem here writes down (sums being taken over [d])

duj = —(Hiy(ue) + 3 o)) (uf =) + fi(pe) + (1, py) )t

= e NPT Y = de+ Y v B, (4.10)

UZT = gi(pT)-

Hence, our new MFG (in the sense of Definition [2.3)) is characterized by the forward-backward
system made of the SHJB equation (£I0) and of the Stochastic FP (SFP) equation (2I2I),
see again [I, Subsection 3.1.1] for the proof.

Of course, the core of our construction is to show that the optimal trajectory p* of the
MFCP is the unique possible equilibrium of this new MFG. In this regard, our choice for ¢
is especially designed so that (vi — (pf, vf) + V(t, p}))o<t<T solves ([EI0) whenever p is taken
as p*. In such a case, by equalizing the martingale terms in the expansions of (U%)Ogth and

(vi = (pF,v8) 4+ V(¢ p}))o<e<r, We get from ([@Z) and (E3)

'7 '7k '7 '7k k2 ‘7k k2 j 7k j
e e R (Djy(t,p?) =0 Y(tp}) — (v] — Uf))
— @27j7k + T]vk(t’p:)’

where @i’j’k = wi’j’k — (p,w¥*), which explains why Y appears in (@8). The details are

given in the proof of Theorem [A.1] below.

4.2. Solvability. This is the refined version of Theorem Recall that ¢ satisfies (2.7)).

Theorem 4.1. If F € Cih(Sa) and G € Cyrn " (Sa) for a given y € (0,1), then there exists
a constant ko > K1 (k1 and v being given by Theorem [31]) only depending on M, T and
d, such that for any ¢ € (0,1], 6 > 0 and xk > ra/e%, there exists v € (0,7'], possibly
depending on € and K, such that the new MFG, associated with the dynamics [2.5) and with
the cost [@9)), admits a unique solution (p, ) for any py € Int(Sy). It is equal to the unique
optimizer of the MFCP ([2I1))-(Z12]). Moreover, the master equation ([2I8]) associated with

the modified MFG admits a unique solution U € [C&’,ZFHH([O,T] x 8y)]¢ and 220) holds.

Proof. We first prove existence of a MFG solution, by using the solution of the MFC problem,
and then show uniqueness by invoking the results from [1].

Ezistence. As announced in the previous subsection, we choose p = p* with p* as in ([Z1])
(here, we drop the superscript x to alleviate the notation) and then let, as a candidate for
solving the SHIB equation (.I0):

ul =l — (pr,v?) + V(t,p), te€[0,T), ield]. (4.12)

Importantly, we notice that u} — u] = v} — vg for any 7,7 € [d] with ¢ # j. With the same

notation as in (LI1]), we then get (some explanations are given after the formula; moreover,
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the sums below are over [d])

duy = —(Hiy(wr) = (o, Hip(w) + £ (p1) = (o, f* () )
= (32, et —ui) =Y piewl)(uf — uf))dt
(Z Pt%p Pt ut _ut Z PtPtSD Pt ) (uf —Ut))dt

B %6(2] \/M(w;’“] + ’U)g"]ﬂ) — Z] A @( Jk.g + wty.] k))dt
P Ho(pF) + a*(u] — ulf)) (uf )dt - _gz gk (Wi — ik gy

)

S opllat(uf = uf) 2+ pivke (v]) (wl = uf) + (o, £ (p0) ) dt + > v B,
3k gk gk

)

/N /N
[N

In short, the term on the first line come from the expansion of dvi — d(p;,v), see the first
line in (£2)). Similarly, the terms on the second and third lines come from the second line in
(£2). And the fourth line derives from the third line in (£2]). The first term on the fifth line
comes from (vf,dp;) and the second term on the same line is the bracket in the expansion
of the inner product d(vy,p;). The first term on the last line comes from the expansion of
(V(t, pt))o<t<T by means of I1t6’s formula. The last term is given by (EII)).

We first treat terms that cancel in the above expansion. Obviously, the inner products
(pt, f*(pt)) on the top and bottom lines cancel. Similarly, the second term on the second
line cancel out with half of the first term on the penultimate line, and the second term on
the third line cancel out with the second term on the last line. As for the inner product
(pt, Hy;(ut)) on the first line, it cancels with the second half of the first term on the fifth
line and with the first on term on the last line. Now, using the fact that wi’k’] = —w}’ ok
have

, We

%5 Zj,k Vpgpf( T w] k) - %5 Zj,k V plpf (Wl — wl™) =0,

so that the last terms on the fourth and fifth lines also cancel out. Moreover, adding 9° (¢, p;)
(using (4.6])) to the first term on the third line and the first term on the fourth line, we get

9 (t,p0) + 3 Pl (P — i) - gg > VR w4 )
= 3 [Jhe o) Y =210 = e 2, Vo i i)

=" [FeVrl ) (2w 4+ 2(p i) = 2T) (1),

where, in the second and third lines, we used the two equalities (p;, w; Iy = —(pg, wi?) and
TZ’J (t7pt) - _T']7Z(t7pt)'
It remains to see from (4.I1]) that

Vzvzvj _ Vz7j7l — wzv’lv] _ wzvj Z <pt7 o, 7j> + <pt7 w;v]vl> + Tiv] (t7pt) _ T_g7l(t’pt)

= 2’LU2Z57Z7] — 2<pt, ’l,Ut7 ’]> + QT?](t,pt)

We hence get that the pair (pg, ut)o<i<r solves (1) (with v, replaced by w; therein) and

@Im).
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Uniqueness. For kg as in the statement, uniqueness follows froml] [1, Theorem 2.9], using
the fact that ¢ in (£3]) is Holder continuous, which is turn follows from the fact that the
solution to the linear equation (&3] belongs to C&,QFJWI([O, T]| x 84), by [25, Theorem 10.0.2].
The new exponent 7", as well as existence and uniqueness of a classical solution to the master

equation (ZI8)), then follow from [I, Theorem 3.8]. Finally, (Z20)) follows from @I2). O

5. SELECTION BY VANISHING VISCOSITY

5.1. Selection of equilibria. The purpose of this subsection is to prove Theorem 2.4l To
do so, we choose ¢ = @y ;. satisfying (in addition to the aforementioned monotonicity and
regularity properties)

Ke r<6
©0.6,(1) = Ko 20<r<34 (5.1)
0 r > 26,

for 0 < 0 <1/2 and 0 < 20 < § and kg > 0. Above, we choose k. of the form k. := e 2kg,
for k9 as in the statement of Theorem [Z2} in particular, o is fixed once for all and only
depends on || f|co, ||9]lcc, T and d, and is thus independent of the four remaining parameters
0, 6, € and ko in (BJ). As for kg, it is a constant whose value is fixed later on; say that, in
the end, it must be above some threshold xg, only depending on d and ks, see for instance
Theorem B.ITl In order for ¢g s . to be non-increasing, we will impose a smallness condition
on ¢, namely €2 < &2 := min(ka/ko, 1); again, we stress the fact that, in this condition, the
constant kg will be chosen later on, while ko is fixed. We also assume that

2/‘{0

2K
Vr >0, |@pse(r)] < 7611[0,29] (r) + 71[0,25] (7). (5.2)

The rationale for introducing an additional parameter 6 in the decomposition (5.1) is the
following: Whilst k. blows up with €, ko does not; Here, k. is used to force uniqueness
of the MFG equilibrium (as in [I]), hence the need to have it large when the intensity of
the common noise is small; Differently, xg is used below to force the equilibrium to stay
sufficiently far away from the boundary, see Proposition [5.4] below. The new decomposition

(51) is thus a way to disentangle the two issues.

Accordingly, for any initial condition (o, po) € [0, 7] xInt(Sy), we write (pft’j’go], aﬁ’f’go]) =

(p%f’;d " aﬁf’f’;()] Dto<t<r for the minimizer of J% defined by (2.I1I) with ¢ being given by
When there is no ambiguity on the choice of the initial condition, we merely write

(p, ). Importantly, in this notation, the F-progressively measurable process a?tféd is given

by (ZI5) through a feedback function; we feel useful to recall that its off-diagonal entries
are bounded by M. In order to state our main resulf] here, we also let & := L%([0,T); &)
where &7 = {(a;;)ij=1..4 € R a;; € [0,M], i #3j; ai; = =2 ji0ij}. We endow &
with the weak topology, which makes it a compact metric (and hence Polish) space and for
which the convergence is denoted by —. We also denote by V¢ the value function of the

TAs we already explained in footnote[6] some care is needed to apply the results of [I], since the framework
therein is not exactly the same. In footnote [6] we already commented on the shape of the function . This
observation is still relevant here. Also, it must be stressed that, in [I], the constant ko (with the same notation
as therein, ko denoting the threshold for x in [I] and hence being the analogue of x2/e* here) is allowed to
depend on || f||s and ||g||so- In our analysis, x2 is allowed to depend M, which in turn depends on ||f||s and
llglloc- So, the latter is consistent with the results of [I]. In fact, our framework is easier since the controls
are already required to be bounded by M, which is not the case in [I]. This explains why M directly shows
up in our statement; in short, it provides an upper bound for the drift in the dynamics of p.

8The attentive reader will observe that the L? space we here call £ is slightly different from the L? space
used in the statement of Theorem 24} obviously, £ is here a smaller (closed) subset and the result proven
below suffices to derive Theorem 241 In fact, we felt better not to introduce the space £ earlier in the text,
which explains why Theorem [24] and [5.1] are slightly different.



30 ALEKOS CECCHIN AND FRANCOIS DELARUE

viscous MFCP and by V the value function of the inviscid MFCP. The following result then
subsumes Theorem 2.4t

Theorem 5.1. Assume that F € C\I}(,'YF(Sd) and G € C\I}(,?'Y(Sd) for a given v € (0,1).
Moreover, fix the value of ko in Definition [B1 and let pg € Int(Sy) stand for the initial
condition of ([ZI2) at time 0. Then there exists &y, depending only on py, M, T and d, such
that the family (pe"S’E,a9’5’€)0<29<5§5070<5§50 is tight in C([0,T];Sg) x €. The limit in law
of any converging subsequence (p¥n0men afn9nen) with limy, oo (0, 0n,en) = (0,0,0), is a
probability M that satisfies the conclusion of Theorem[2.4. Moreover, for any such converging
subsequence,

lim J=m#0n.on.en (aen"sn’e") = min J(B). (5.3)

n—oo BeE

In particular, for any to € [0,T] and any py € Int(Sy),

lim YV, t = V(to0,p0). 5.4

05 00 0,5.¢(to, p0) = V(to, po) (5.4)

Proof. Throughout the proof, we use the following notation. For a = (a¢)o<t<7 a bounded

deterministic path in £, we call p°(a) the solution of the equation (obviously, the solution
exists and is unique as the equation is linear)

d=ph+ [ 3 (vlod' —plail)ds, telo1), i [d) (55
0
j€ld]

Step 1. The distributions of the random variables (0¢97‘57‘5)97576 (regarded as taking values
within &) is tight as € is compact. For any « in &, the corresponding solution p° := p°(«)

to (5.5) is such that p{"* > ph — M(d —1) 3 p2ids and thus, by Gronwall’s lemma, p;* >

pée tM(d 1). This prompts us to define
0g := TMA=1) min pi.
0 €[d] 0

e

=

and let
Teps = inf{O <t<T: mimpf;’e’é’8 < 350} AT,
7 ie[d]

with the convention inf @ = 400, and p?%¢ := (pﬁf(’siM)KKT.

Notice in particular that, for § < &y, p?* does not see the function ¢ in its drift since
the support of latter is restricted to [0, 2d]. By Kolomogorov’s criterion, since v is bounded
by M and p is bounded by 1, it is then standard to show the tightness of the distributions

of the processes (ﬁ9’5’€)0<29<5§50,0<5§50 in C([0,T); Sq).

Step 2. We hence consider a weakly convergent subsequence (ﬁ9"7‘5”75”, aem‘sma")n>0, with
some (p, a) as weak limit, where lim,, o0 (0, 0n,,) = 0. To simplify the notations, we let
(ﬁ(”), a(")) = (pPndnen, afndnen) - Applying Skorokhod’s representation Theorem, we can
assume without any loss generality that the convergence holds almost surely, provided that
we allow the Brownian motions (B%J )ijeld]:i+; to depend on n. We hence write the latter

in the form B™ = (B(”)’i’j )ijeld]:ij- S0, we can assume that there exists a full event (g

on which supy<;<p |ﬁ§n) —pt| = 0 and ™ — a.
We then write (pay attention that, although we don’t mention it explicitly, the last four

terms in the right-hand side below depend on i)
P =+ RO R R R e (0,7,

where (sums being over indices in [d])

Rn),1:/tZ (/\(n),ja(n),jﬂ‘_/\(n),ia(n),i,j) ds—/tz (pja(n)J,i_ ia(n),i,j) ds
t 0 j Ps s Ps s 0 j s-'s PsCg ’
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Rt" / Z ijé ()i _ i g ()i ,J) ds,

R / [(1_@)@)%7 M(wg %"”Z] #mn,an,en(ﬁé")’j)}ds,

We then work on QO in order to handle the almost sure convergence of the first three terms.
By uniform convergence of p™ to p and by uniform boundedness of (™, (Rt(")’l)ogtg
tends to 0, uniformly in ¢t € [0,7]. By weak convergence of a™ to a, we deduce that,
for any t € [0,T], R tends to Jo 32 (pladt — piaid) ds; by Arzela-Ascoli Theorem, the
convergence is uniform in ¢ € [0,7]. Since it is implicitly required that é,, < dp and hence
PO, 5msm (ﬁgn)’j) is 0 for all j € [d] and t € [0,T] (recall that p(™-7 is stopped before entering
the support of ¢), the term (R§">’3)0§t§T is constantly 0. We hence derive the almost sure
limit of the first three terms (the initial condition being excluded) in the expansion of p™).
As for (R§")’4)0§t§T, we observe by Doob’s inequality that, since the second moment of the
stochastic integral is uniformly bounded with respect to n, supcp 1] |R§n)’4| tends to 0 in
probability.

Thus we can conclude that, with probability 1, the limit process (p, ) solves equation

E5).

Step 3. We keep the same notation as in the second step (working in particular with the
same Skorokhod representation sequence). Since

P £ 3,0n,0n,En < >P T
(o458, e $0) 2 P usuen <)

and the limit process satisfies

<
P, dnf  min pj < 360) = 0

Portmanteau Theorem gives
nh_}rrgoIP’(Tgm en <T)=0. (5.6)

Now,

9”’ e e n7€n n, n7€n
ELES[%pT}|p Dt ” < IE{ S[UIF}]}Pt ptm{Ten,an,sn<T}} —HE[ S[Lé%]|p p‘ﬂ

/\0717577«7 n
< 2P (19, ., < T)+E| sup |5} = py|.
t€[0,T]
The first term in the right-hand side tends to 0 by (&.6]) and the second term by the con-
vergence result proved in the second step (the almost sure convergence also holding true
in L' since the underlying processes take values in the simplex). Therefore we obtain
limy, o0 E[ﬁuPte 0,7) |pt
the laws of the random variables (p
as before).

n,0n,En

— p¢|]] = 0. This in particular implies that the collection of

97575, a9’5’5)0<29<5§50,0<8§50 is tight (on the same space

Step 4. We pass to the limit in the cost. To this end, we use the convenient notatlons
p™) = pfdnen and J) () := JenPonomen (), see (ZII). By convexity (splitting o’ into

(”)7 i,J + ( (2 gn)y 7]))
T (@) ~E[7 ()]

T . . . i L

, we have
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-G - G(pﬂ} (5.7)
> E[/ Z — pt Zj;éi ’atn)’l7]‘2dt:| —+ E|:/0 lei Zj;éi atvf(ag EN o 7])
T ) (n)
5[ [P - P+ GolY) - Gon)].

Since limy, 00 E[sup;e(o 11 ]pl(f") —pt|] = 0, the first and third term in the lower bound go to 0

(using the boundedness of o™ and the regularity of F' and G). As for the second term, it can
be proved to tend to 0 by combining the convergence a(™ — « with Lebesgue dominated
convergence theorem. Thus we obtain E[7 (a)] < liminf,_ J™ (™).

In order to complete the proof, consider any deterministic control 8 € £ (in particular,
the off-diagonal components are bounded by M). Then, denote by p™-# the simplex-valued
solution to (ZI2]) with e = ¢, therein under the same initial condition (0,pg) as before but
under the deterministic control 3 (see [I, Proposition 2.1] for a solvability result). Differently
from the analysis performed for p(™, the choice of the noise does not really matter here,
meaning that we can work with the original Brownian motions (B%7);;. Indeed, by the
same localization argument as in Steps 2 and 3, it can be proved by a standard stability
argument (without any further need of weak compactness) that E[sup,cpon ]pt n)h —p2(B)]]

tends to 0 as n tends to co. We deduce lim,, ;oo J™(8) = J(B). Therefore we obtain

BT (a)) < liminf 7™ (@) <limsup 7 (@) < lim T™(B)=J(B) (58
for any B8 € £. Provided that all the minimizers of J belong to &, this implies that a
belongs with probability 1 to the set of minimizers of J over £ and further that (5.3]) holds
(in particular the limit exists). The fact that optimizers of J —over L* controls— belong to
£ is proved in the next Proposition 5.2, together with other properties of the inviscid MFCP.

Step 5. As for the proof of (5.4]), we can assume without any loss of generality that
to = 0. Observing that the family (Vo 5.(0,p0))o,s, is bounded (since F' and G themselves
are bounded and the control process in ([ZII)—(Z12) is bounded by M), ([54]) follows from
(B3) together with a standard compactness argument. O

5.2. Properties of the inviscid MFCP. Before we turn to the proof of Theorem [2.6] we
address various properties of the value function of the inviscid MFCP. In this respect, it is
useful to work with the system of local coordinates (zy,--- ,z4—1) introduced in Subsection
B The dynamics over which the MFCP (2I0) is defined then have the form (sums are
here over [d — 1])

i YY) i 1, d _dj i _i,d
xt—zj# (xtat — zioy )—l—xt oy — wioy”, (5.9)

for i € [d—1], with the useful notation that z; ¢ = 1= 1ea-1] z}. Above, the (deterministic)

control o = ((ai’j )ijepa))o<t<T is as in (2.3)); as we already explained, we assumd] it to be
bounded (but not uniformly bounded by M). Also, the initial condition is taken in the

interior of gd, which implies in particular that the whole path & remains in the interior of
the simplex. Lastly, following ([8.2]) and (3.6]) (but paying attention that M is formally taken
as +00), the Hamiltonian of the problem is given, for z € R4"!, by (sums are here over

9 The unbounded case looks more difficult. One issue is that the Lagrangian Z i ZJ#Z |a®9|? is not
Lipschitz continuous in p, uniformly in «, if « is not in a compact set. Another issue is that the Lagrangian is
not uniformly coercive on the simplex: As a result, we can easily cook up instances of unbounded controls that
drive the trajectory to the boundary but that remains of a bounded energy; and, in turn, those trajectories
precisely fall within the region where the Lagrangian is degenerate, which makes their analysis more difficult.
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[d—1])
Hz,z) =Y will'(z) + 2 "H'(2),
2 2 ’\
(Z#i('zi — 2%+ (zi)+)), =—3 Z —zj) +

. (5.10)
with H'(z) = —
It is important to observe that this Hamiltonian is strictly concave in z, for any z € Int(S,).

N[

Indeed, # is the sum of a concave function and of —1 min(min,epq—1y (i), =43, 22. More-
over, we may also write down the corresponding Pontryagin principle:

$f& = Z#i(ﬁ( g - Zt)+ - l"t(zt - Zt) ) +xy ( Zz%:)Jr - wi(Z§)+, (5.11)
sh= = (H'(20) = HO(20) + Ji() = @), 5 = G () — §r), '
for i € [d—1] and for a given initial condition in [0, 7] x Int(S,). It is worth noticing that the
Pontryagin principle is here stated in local coordinates, or equivalently in dimension d — 1.
For sure, we can also state it in dimension d, in which case the forward-backward system

coincides with the standard MFG system (the sum below is over [d])

pfs = 2 (p{(u{ —up)y - pfs(ui - U{)Jr)" '
i) = —(H((uf = ud)jega) + fi(pe))s  uh = g (pr),

with H as in (222). It is pretty easy to see that the two systems (B.II) and (BI2]) are
equivalent: Given a solution w to (5I2), it suffices to let z = ((2] := (uf —uf))iefa—1])to<t<T
where ¢ is the initial time. Conversely, given z a solution to (IZ)]:ZI) it suffices to solve (|5:[ZI)
where all the occurrences of u} — u] have been replaced by 2} — z{ if j € [d — 1] and by 2z} if
j=d.

The fact that H is strictly concave permits to apply to our situation several results from
[6, Chapter 7, Section 4], which we collect in the form of a single proposition, although part
of the notions are introduced in detail or explicitly used in Section [l It is worth mentioning
that the results of [6] are stated for a dynamics in R?, but is it straightforward to see that
they apply also to our situation because, when Workmg in local coordinates, any trajectory
remains in Int(S,), if starting from Int(Sd)

(5.12)

Proposition 5.2. Assume that F and G are in C*(Sy). Recall that V : [0,T] x Sg — R s
the value function of the MFCP (ZI0), and call V : [0,T] x 84 — R its formulation in local
coordinates, i.e. V(t,x) = V(t,%) . If the initial condition py € Int(Sy), then

(i) An optimal (bounded) control exists and is bounded by M = 2(||glloo + T||flo0);

(ii) If a is an optimal control and p the related optimal trajectory, then there exist u

solving (B.12) and z solving (.11), and a is given by (ab? = (ui —ud) 4 )g<i<r;
(i) V is a viscosity solution of (ZZI) on [0, T]xInt(S,), at least when Z21) is formulated
in local coordinates, see Definition [61]; R R
(iv) V is (time-space) Lipschitz-continuous on [0, T] X Int(Sy) and thus also on [0,T] x Sy.
If F and G are in CH1(Sy), then
(v) V is semiconcave on [0,T] x Int(Sy) and thus also in [0,T] x Sy;
(vi) V is differentiable at (t,p¢), for any t > tg and any optimal trajectory p starting from
(to,po), with Po € Int(Sd);
(vii) If the optimal control for the MFCP starting in (to,po) is unique (in particular this
holds true when (5.12) is uniquely solvable), then V is differentiable in (to, po).
If we assume in addition that V is differentiable at (tg,po), with py € Int(Sy), then

(viii) There exists a unique optimal control process v and an optimal trajectory p for the
MFCP starting from (to,po), and the optimal control is given in feedback form by

ap’ = @V(t,p) =0 V(tpr) . tE [to,T];
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(ix) The adjoint equation in (GII) is such that zi = 9y, V(t,x;) for any t € [to,T] and
i€ d—1].

In point (iii), we refer to Definition [6.T] for a reminder on the notion of viscosity solution;
In points (v)—(ix), we refer to the assumption of Theorem [Z6] for the meaning of the notation
CY!; In point (v), by time-space semiconcavity, we mean that there exists a constant ¢ such
that, for any ¢ € [0,7], x € Int(Sy), s with t £ s € [0, 7] and ¢ with z £ ¢ € Int(S,),

v(t+s,x+&) —2v(t,x) +o(t —s,z—&)

s>+ |€17

Notice that we also exploit the notion of semiconcavity, but in space only, in the next
section, see (G.II]). Also, not only in the statement but also throughout the rest of the
text, differentiability of V' is understood as time-space differentiability (unless it is stated
differently, in which case differentiability is explicitly referred to as space differentiability).
Last, we stress that (vii) follows from Theorem 7.4.20 in [6], but the statement therein
assumes that the Hamiltonian is strictly convex; in fact, it is clear from the proof that the
authors mean strictly convex in z only.

<ec. (5.13)

Proof. To prove (i), assume first that controls are bounded by R, for some R > M. Then
an optimal control ap exists by [6, Theorem 7.4.5] and, by the Pontryagin principle [6],
Theorem 7.4.17], point (ii) holds but with the truncated Hamiltonian (H}i%)ie[[d]] defined
as in (32). Thus, ar induces an equilibrium p°(ag) to the MFG (ZI)-(2Z2) and (using
the coercivity of the Lagrangian on the interior of the simplex) is of the form ((alj’%j’t =
(uf — U )4 )i jefd]:ii)0<t<T, Where u = ((u%)ie[[d]])OStST is the value process associated with
the optimization problem J(-;p°(ar)) in (ZI]), set over controls that are bounded by R.
Choosing 0 as control in (Z1I]), we observe that w is upper bounded by M /2. In order to
prove that —M /2 is a lower bound, it suffices to lower bound the quadratic cost by zero in
the cost functional J(-;p°(ar)). Hence, ag is bounded by M, which is independent of R,
implying that an optimal control exists over the set of bounded controls. Therefore, (i) and
(ii) are proved and the other points follow now from the results in [6, Section 7.4]. O

Since V is almost everywhere differentiable in [0, 7] X S, the above result, together with
Theorem [5.1], implies that the sequence of optimal trajectories (p“’6 )0<20<5<50,0<e<z, admits
a true limit for almost every initial condition (¢g,pg) (the convergence hence holding true
in probability). Moreover, point (vi) above permits to say more about the convergence also
when starting from a point of non-differentiability: The randomness of the limit trajectory
is enclosed in the initial time only. We summarize in the following:

Corollary 5.3. Assume that F is in C11(Sy) and G in C\lj",QFJ”(Sd) for a given v € (0,1).
Then, if V is differentiable in (to,po), with po € Int(Sy), then, the following holds true in
probability (the first one on C(]0,T];Sq) and the second one on ),

lim 915,5’8 = Plto,po] lim 0157576 = Xto,po]>
(6,6,6)—(0,0,0) " [to-Pol ’ (0,6,6)—(0,0,0)  Llo:Po] ’

(5.14)

where piy, no) 1S the unique optimal trajectory and oy, o1 the unique optimal control process
of the limiting MFCP, see the notation in the introduction of Subsection [51].

Moreover, if V is not differentiable in (ty,po), the limit of any converging subsequence is
supported on a set of (optimal) trajectories which do not branch strictly after the initial time.

5.3. Selection for the master equation. Although Corollary .3 provides an interesting
information about the limiting behavior of the equilibrium p®%¢ as the parameters (6,4, ¢)
tend to 0, it says nothing about the asymptotic behavior of the related equilibrium cost.
We address this question in this subsection; in particular, we prove here Proposition and
Theorem Throughout, we assume that F' € c@}(sd) and G € C\l;{,QFJW(Sd) for a given
v € (0,1); at some point, we need to strengthen the condition on F' and assume it to belong
to C11(Sy), see Proposition 510l and Theorem [B.111
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Actually, part of the difficulty for passing to the limit in the cost Jo% defined by ([£9) is
to control the distance from the equilibrium to the boundary. Back to the formula (5.1), it
is indeed plain to see that ¢ should become steeper and steeper (and hence || larger and
larger) in the neighborhood of 0 as (6, d,¢) tends to 0, whence the need for some uniform
integrability properties on the inverse of the distance from p?%¢ to the boundary. We here
collect several useful a priori bounds in this direction. Proofs of the first three statements
are postponed to the end of the section, see Subsection 5.4l

Proposition 5.4. For (0,0,€) and ¢ = @y 5. as in (5.1), with ko > €2/2 and gg := Ko /Ko >
€2, and for any initial condition (to,po) € [0,T] € Int(Sy) and any A > 0 and i € [d],

A &2 A T 1 i 0.6, el'C(6,,))
Ty o I
E(1+N)y /71 00,6 eTC1A)
Bleo{a(m - =5) [ S5 Hoa WYL, i) < TR
(5.16)
with C(8,&,)\) 1= e 2[A(1+A)/(26) +\d(ke + Ko+ M)] and C(5,\) := A1+ X)/(20) + Ad(ko +

6,0,e
[to,po]*

0.,0,e

M), and where p is here understood as p

Proposition 5.5. For any A > 1, there exists a constant Ky (depending on A and k2) such
that, for any ko > ko and any compact subseld K Int(Sy), we can find (strictly) positive
constants C, &y, &0 and (strictly) positive-valued functions 0(6,¢) £(8) and 0(¢) converging
to 0 in (0,0), 0 and O respectively (all these items only depending on ko, ko, K, A\, M, T
and d), such that

V6 € (0,00], Ve € (0,8(8)], VO € (0,0(5,¢)], ¥(\,0,0,6K) <C, (5.17)
Ve € (0,&), V0 € (0,0(5(c),¢)], ¥(\,0,0(c),¢,K) <C, (5.18)

where

r : 1
V(A 0,6, K) =max sup E[exp{)\/ ( o0 — Pt pifoe Y~ )dt}].
( ) i€ld] (to,po)€f0,T]xKC to [ € 9,5,5}( ffo-polt) ftiif]t

With the same notations, it also holds that

o~ o~

Ve € (0,8, V0 € (0,0(5(c), )],

i,@,g(e),e (519)

min inf > C_') >1—2exp(—e 1),

P( inf y ;
i€[d] (to,po)E[0,T]xKC  \to<t<T" [to:Pol;

In what follows, we prefer to state the convergence result as limits as the viscosity parame-
ter €2 tends to 0, instead of limits as § tends to 0, which explains why, in (5.I8]) and (5.19), we
consider ¢ as a function of €, and # as function of € and . In order to formulate the next state-
6,0,e 6,0,e L 6,0,e
0] Tito-poao) = (Tt po.go).t o <I<T
denotes the solution to (Z3]) with g as initial condition at time ¢y, when (p, o) therein is un-
07576 07576 9,5,6
[to,po]> Y [to.po] [to,po
are the same. When there is no ambiguity on the choice of the initial condition,

ment properly, we need another notation. Similar to p

derstood as (p
6.,6,e

q[to ,P0,po],t

we merely write q.

). In particular, it should be clear for the reader that p ] and

Lemma 5.6. For £ > 1, we can find X := \(¢), only depending on £ and d and then take kg
accordingly in Proposition (in terms of A and kg only) such that, for any ko > Ko and
any compact subset K included in Int(Sy), it holds that, for &y, 0 and § as in Proposition [5.5,

loHere, K is regarded as a compact subset of Sg, but, obviously, we could regard it as a (d — 1)-dimensional
compact subset of S4.
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for any state i € [d] and any initial point (to,po,qo) € [0,T] X K x 84, and for any e € (0, &)
and 6 € (0,0(5(¢),¢)],

i,0,6(c),e\—¢
tosiiliTE[zieudﬂ Bliopoi )] < C (5.20)
z ,0 6(6
L S<121£T Zze[[d]] to,po,qo] t) } <C, (5.21)

where C' depends only on kg, ko, K, £, M, T and d.

Proposition 5.7. We can find kg > 0, only depending on ko and d, such that, for any
Ko > Ko and any compact subset K included in Int(Sy), there exist constants C and &y, only
depending on ko, k2, K, ||fllso: llgllsc, T and d and functions 6(6,¢) and 8(¢) as in the
statement of Proposition (with A therein a fized constant whose value is made explicit in
the proof in terms of d only and is, in particular, required to be greater than 5\(12) in Lemma
[5.6) such that, for Vys. = (Vei,a,a)ie[[d}] denoting the solution to [B.8) with ¢ = @y 5. therein,
and for any € € (0, and 6 € (0,0(5(¢), )],

sup supmax|V'~  (t,p)| < C. (5.22)

tel0,7] pek i€ld] ¢ 5(5),5(

Moreover, if (to,po) € [0,T] x K, for the same values of ko, € and 0 (indices in the sums
below being taken in [d]),

[ 0,5(c),e 2] =
g v <C 5.23
22, e Vo 0O | < € (523
r rT
7]k 06(8
g /to Z',jk’wea(e)g( ] (5.24)
06(6) —
" / ij 955)5( Pe ) dt] <C, (5.25)

where Weﬁ(e), is defined by (&3) and YT~ 30 _ by @), with ¢ = ¢, 5 5.

Proof of Proposition [5.7. For a suitable X\ > 1 that will be fixed in (5.26]) below in terms of
d only, we consider kg as in the statement of Proposition but with A therein replaced by
2)Ad (the need for changing A into 2Ad is made clear in the proof, see again the discussion
right after (5.26]); in short A in the statement should be understood as 2A\d in the sequel
of the proof). Then, for any ko > Ko and for any compact subset K included in Int(Sy),
we consider &y, Zo, 0(d,¢) and () also as in the statement of Proposition We then
fix e € (0,&), 0 € (0,0(5(c),e)] and (tg,po) € [0,T] x K and we write p for the process

pe,é(e),e _ (pf b(e)e )

B38)), and similarly' for (Wi’jvk)i,jvke[[d]] and (Ti’j)i7je[[d]]. We then let (v@ = Vi(t,pt))tOStST,
for i € [d], and (wi’]’k = Wivj’k(t,pt))tOStST, for 4,7,k € [d]. We know that (vi, wt)t <i<T
satisfy (@2]). We consider then

fimoo{) [ (e~ 0D + 0D )as) <<t
Ito’s formula and (@) give (indices being taken in [d])
d (&fvil?) = 26widv} + A&l P Y ([0 = @10 + () ")t + 3 e Pt
= 28} (Hi(v) = 437, H' (0) + fi(p) = 13, F(py) )t
— 26} (Zj (o)) =l ) @ = o} = 537 (ewl) =l () ) (o] — vi))dt

to<t<T, ¢ for Podio)e and (Vi)ie[[d}] for the corresponding solution to
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bAS? '7 ‘7' j —_ l7l7 j '7 ‘7l
- \/_E&vt<z Vol (ph)- ( botnd —i—wiﬂ) B ézj,l V i (p}) 1(wt I+ wl? ))dt
; k k ; j i —1 i,k
+ 280} Zj,kw?]’ dBIF 4+ 2\&|vi)? Zj ([(p — & (]) + (1) )dt + & Zj,k i 2.
Integrating from ¢ > ¢y to T and using the Lipschitz continuity of the Hamiltonian and the
boundedness of f and g, we deduce that there exists a constant C, which is allowed to vary

from line to line as long as it only depends on the same parameters as C in the statement,
such that

) T ) ) ) T .
ail+a [ e Y (o= @10+ W) )ds+ [ &% i Pas

A T A o , T . ,
<erlg'onf+2 [ el witapit+ [ e fuil{ O+ Clul + calul Tl - @) 2)

teasy PA(PE) 1 (Je™] + [wd ) }ds’

where ¢4 only depends on d. Hence, by Young’s inequality ab < 2na® + b?/2n, which holds
true for any n > 0,

A T . , . T o
i+ [ ElPY (o= 0D+ o) s+ [ &5, jwi s
<05T+c/ (1 + o d5+cd/ Eules? Y - &) (])ds

T
1,750 (2 d 2 |2 1\—1 i 0,9,k ik
—|—877/t Es g "y |wl?**ds 4 2776 /t Eslv] E l(pS) ds—i—2/t Esve, g j’kwij dB7".

By summing over i € [d], we get

2 r 2 nyoj '_1 T i,k 2
e+ [ oS (o= 1D + @) s+ [ &3, it Rds

<05T+c/ S(1+ [ )ds—l—cdd/ Exlosl? Y T — '] (p)ds

—|—877d/ EZ|wjk| d5—|— d 2/ Eslvs|? Z ) lds—i—Z/ EZZHkvw]kdB]k

1,5,k

Choosing 7 = 1/(16d) and A = max(\(12)/(2d), (32¢3 + c4)d + 1/2), we obtain

T ) ) T .
aluf+3 [ el Y (o= ¢0D+ @) s +3 [ &3, i Pas
<C€T+C/ (1 + |vs|? ds—|—2/ 52@ kvw’]kdB]k (5.26)

The stochastic integral is a martingale since (v});,<;<7 and (w;” Yo <t<7 are bounded (pos-
sibly not uniformly in ¢ at this stage of the proof). Also, by (5I8) in Proposition [.5]
replacing therein A by 2Ad (as we already explained) and then using Holder’s inequality, we
have E[€2] < C for our choices of kg and kg (the latter being greater than &g). Therefore,
taking expectation in the above inequality and applying Gronwall’s lemma, we get

T ..
sup B |& vl ‘HE[/ &S Jwptt 2dt} <C. 5.27
tOStET |: t‘ t’ :| to tzz7j7k’ t ’ ( )

In order to pass the supremum inside the expectation in the first term of the left-hand side, we
return back to (520, take the supremum therein and then apply Burkholder-Davis-Gundy’s
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inequality to handle the martingale, noticing that

el [ e iy ik 2 g V2 E i) [ e Ly V2
sy t < < 2 t
(& Z gl Tor) | < w[( g )7 &, i)
1/2
SCE[ sup &l }
to<t<T
where we used (0.27)) together with Cauchy-Schwarz inequality to get the last line. We easily
obtain
2 1/2
E[ sup  &Elvyl } < C—i—CE[ sup E|vil }
to<t<T to<t<T
which is enough to derive (5.23)), recalling that the left-hand side is already known to be
finite. Taking ¢ = to in (5.23]) and then letting (¢o,po) vary over the entire [0,7] x K, we
obtain (5.22)).
Inequality (5.24)) derives from (5.27)). Finally, in order to prove (5.25]), we return back to
(#35) and then expand (YV(t, pt))t,<t<r by Ito’s formula. We get

Y(t,pe) = {pr,9°(pr) +/[ (3P21ad* 12 + plpke () (v] —vk))+<ps,f'(ps)>}ds

+ %a/t pEpk (ajy(37ps) - Dky(saps))dBZ’k-

By Proposition 5.5l and by (5.23]) (recall also that a is bounded by M), we have a bound for
the second order moment of the right-hand side in the first line. Taking ¢ = tg, passing the
stochastic integral to the left, squaring the whole equality and then tacking expectation, we
get the announced result. U

We now address the (local) uniform convergence of the value function Vy 5. (of the viscous
MFCP) towards the value function V of the inviscid MFCP. Recall that the convergence is
already known to hold pointwise, see Theorem B.Il Recall also that Vp 5. = ©Vy s solves

B.8).

Proposition 5.8. We can find kg > 0, only depending on ks and d, such that, for any
Ko > ko and any compact subset KC included in Int(Sy), for the same two functions 6(9,¢)
and 6(¢) as in the statement of Proposition [2.71 (which only depend on kg, k2, K, ||f|loo,
l9]lco, T and d), it holds that

I VoG(e)056. =Y (5.28)

uniformly on [0,T] x K.

Proof. Throughout the proof, we consider g as in the statement of Proposition[5.7and then,
for kg > Ko and for two compact subsets K and K’ included in Int(S;) such that the interior
of K’ contains K, we consider &g, 6(d,¢) and d(g) as in the statement of Proposition [5.7] when

the compact subset therein is not K but K’'. For simplicity, we let V. := Vé\(g(e),e),g(e),e and

similarly for V., for € € (0, &g].

Step 1. The first step is to prove that the functions (V:)o<c<z, are uniformly continuous on
[0,7] x K. In fact, recalling that V. = ©V., we already know from (5.22) that the functions
(V:)o<e<z, are uniformly Lipschitz continuous in space on [0,7] x K'.

In order to prove uniform continuity in time, we fix some € € (0,&p] together with an

o~

initial condition (tg,po) € [0,7] x K. Writing p° for p[t(O ;O)] <10E)€ 4nd similarly for af, we

define the stopping time o := inf{t > to : pi & K'} AT. Since 0(¢) tends to 0 with &, we can
change the value of £ in such a way that ¢; > 24(¢), for any ¢ € (0,&¢], i € [d] and g € K'.

Since ¢, := is zero outside [0,29(¢)], we deduce that, up to the stopping time

P0(5().e).0(e) ¢
oe, p° does not see the function ¢, in its own dynamics (ZI2]). Also, since the off-diagonal
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entries of the control af in (ZI2) are bounded by M, we easily deduce that there exists a
constant C, independent of € and (g, pg), such that, for any ¢ € [tg, T,

E[ sup  [pS —poﬂ < C(t —tp). (5.29)
to<s<tAoe

In particular, denoting by dist(/C, (K’ )E) the distance from K to the complementary of K’
and then allowing the value of C' to vary from line to line (and to depend on both K and K’
but not on €), we have

Plo. <t) < P( sup [pS — po| > dist(K, (IC/)C)) < C(t —to). (5.30)

to<s<tAoe

We now apply 1t6’s formula to (V: (¢, pt))t,<t<o.. By the HIB equation ([ZI3) (see also (33])),
we obtain, for any ¢ € [to, T],

thoe /1 . e
_ _} : 7 2 : ,2,7 12 € €
VE(tO?pO) _E|:/to <2 ZEIId]]pS ]EIId]]]?él|a8 | +F(p8)>d8+V€(t/\o-€’pt/\0'g):|

Subtracting V. (t,po) to both sides and recalling that the integrand in the right-hand side
can be bounded independently of €, we deduce that

|Ve(to, po) — Ve(t, po)|
< C(t - to) + E[‘Ve(t A Uaypi/\ag) - Va(tap;\os) } + EUVE(t7p§/\o'E) - Va(tpo)u
< C(t —to) + 2||Vs||oop(06 < t) + CEHP?/\O—E —POH,

where we used the Lipschitz property of V. in the space variable (at least whenever the
latter belongs to K') to derive the last line. Since the value function V. can be bounded
independently of € (using for instance the fact that controls themselves are required to be

bounded), we deduce from (B.29) and (5.30) that

V(0. po) — V=(tpo)| < C(t — )2,

which shows that the functions (V:)p<:<z, are uniformly continuous in time (and hence in
time and space) on [0,7] x K.

Step 2. Applying Ascoli-Arzeld theorem, we deduce that there exist a subsequence (Vz,, )n>0
and a function Vi, a priori depending on K, such that lim, .o V., = Vi uniformly in
[0,7] x K. Thanks to (5.3]), we have pointwise convergence lim._,o V.(tg,po) = V(to,po) for
any to € [0,7] and py € Int(Sy). Hence any subsequence (V.,)n>0 converges uniformly to

the same limit which is the value function, and thus we obtain lim._,o V. = V uniformly in
[0,T] x K. O

We are now in position to prove a preliminary version Proposition 23] but restricted to
initial conditions in a compact subset of [0, 7] x Int(Sy):

Proposition 5.9. We can find kg > 0, only depending on ks and d, such that, for any
Ko > kKo and any compact subset KC included in Int(Sy), for the same two functions 6(9,¢)

and §(g) as in the statement of Proposition [B.71 (which only depend on kg, k2, KC, ||fllco,
lglloo, T and d), the additional cost induced by (L8] tends to 0 with e:

lim 55(3(5),5),5(5),5 (tO, Po, QO) =0, (5.31)

e—0

uniformly in ty € [0,T], po € K and qo € S4, where

T
1,0,0, 6E00.6.¢ 0,5,
/t Z q[to’po’qO}’tﬂ (t’p[tmpo},t)dtu.
0 ield]

E0,6,¢(to, P, q0) = E{
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Proof. Throughout the proof, we consider kg as in the statement of Proposition (.7 (and
implicitly the same value of A as in its proof, see (0.26]) and the discussion below (5.26))) and
then, for kg > K¢ and for a compact subset K included in Int(S,), we consider &, §(5, ¢) and
S(e’:‘), also as in the statement of Proposition 5.7l For simplicity, we let . := P56 0)50) e

and V, := Vé\(g(e),e),g(e),e for e € (0,&p]. Similarly, we use the abbreviated notations p® and ¢°

for the two processes appearing in (5.31]), the underlying initial condition (to,po,qo) being
fixed in [0,7] x K x S (which is licit provided we prove that the convergences below hold
uniformly with respect to (to,po,qo)). To prove the claim, we have to show (see (AG]) that
(uniformly with respect to the initial condition)

im | /fz B B O (VE )~ VI i) at] | =0, (5.32)

e—0

T
ek £,9 7, k\N_1(1177.J.k rk.k,j k.j _
tim || [ 5, 0t S V) (29— WA x| <0 (539

where W, = Wé\(g(e) 30 and similarly for ..

We begin by proving (5.32). We know from (5.19)) (all the results from Proposition 5.5 are
applied with 2Ad, see again the discussion below (5.26])) that lim._,o P(inf, <;<7 mingcpq) pi’k <
n) = 0 for n > 0 small enough (independently of ), the convergence being uniform with
respect to the initial point (tg,pg) € [0,7] x K. Together with the fact that the support of
oL shrinks with e, we deduce that the integrand tends to 0 in probability as ¢ — 0. Hence,

to obtain (5.32]), we have to prove uniform integrability, namely it is enough to show that

T ) 3/2
EH/t PO DN Rl 5 (VE (@ pF) = VE (1,5) )t ] <C,
0

for a constant C' independent of € and of (¢g, po, go). By (23] and by Hélder inequality with
exponents 8, 8 and 4/3, it suffices to prove that

E[Zk sup ’qek 12} ‘/ Z oL (p

to<t<T
The first term in the left-hand side is easily bounded by means of Lemma [5.6] recalling that
A in the statement of Proposition [5.711s required to satisfy A > A(12). As for the second one,
it follows from (B.I8)).
To prove (B.33]), we have to show that the expectation is bounded (since there is the
additional factor € in front of it), but this easily follows from Holder’s inequality, with

1=1/341/6 +1/2, together with (5.20), (5.21)), (5:24) and (&.25). O

We now address the convergence of the master equation. To do so, we denote by Uy s the
solution to the viscous master equation (2.I8]) (as provided by Theorem E.II), with ¢ = @y 5.
therein. We recall (see Proposition[5.2] (viii)) that there exist a unique optimal control e and
optimal trajectory p for the inviscid MFCP starting at points (tg, po) € [0, 7] % Int(S4) where
the value function V is differentiable. For such points, let, as in Section [2] (see Theorem 2.6,
part II), U'(tg, po) := infq J(cy; p) with g being initialized at time ¢, from (g, = dij)jeld]-

1241/8
] <c.

Proposition 5.10. On top of the assumptions quoted in the beginning of the subsection,
assume that F is in C1Y(Sy). Then, we can find ko > 0, only depending on ky and d,
such that, for any ko > Ko and any compact subset KC included in Int(Sy), for the same two
functions §(5, e) and 3(6) as in the statement of Proposition [5.7 (which only depend on ko,
k2, K, || flloos lgllocs T and d), and for any (to,po) € [0,T] x K at which V is differentiable,

hm DV’@(E\( ) )7'\(5)75@07170) = DV(to, po), (5.34)
35% U3G().0)5). t0: Po) = Ulto, po), (5.35)
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Moreover, these convergence hold in [L}, ([0, T] x Int(Sy))]¢, for any v > 1, where Int(Sy) is
equipped with the (d—1)-dimensional Lebesgue measure.

Proof. Step 1. As in the previous proof, we consider kg as in the statement of Proposition (.71
(and implicitly the same value of A as in its proof) and then, for ko > ko and for a compact
subset K included in Int(S,), we consider &, 6(d,¢) and 6(¢), also as in the statement of
Proposition B71 We also use the same notations ., V., p® as in the previous proof, and
similarly we write a® for the corresponding optimal control and U, for the solution of the
(viscous) master equation. Here, the initial condition of p® is implicitly understood as a
point (tp,po) € [0,7] x K at which V is differentiable. By Corollary (3] (writing (p, o) for
(Plto,po]> X[to,po)) therein), the convergence of (p, &®).c(0,c) to (P, @) holds in probability (for
the same topology as in the statement of Theorem [5.1]). In fact, by combining (5.7)) and (5.8))
(with B = « therein), we have (indices below are in [d])

T L
limE/ S, pilai P dt:/t S, vilai? 2,
0

e—0

from which we deduce that

lim E/ ZZ# pilas™ — o 2dt = 0. (5.36)

e—0

As the limit process p does not touch the boundary of the simplex, the latter shows that o
converges to a in probability but for the strong (instead of weak) topology on £. We make
use of this property later on in the proof.

In order to prove (53], it is worth recalling that Ui(tg, po) is the value function of the
cost functional J&¥=(-; p°) when the state trajectory q in (Z3) is initialized from at = 0k,
k € [d], and similarly U'(to, po) is the value function of the cost functional J( -;p) when the
state trajectory in (Z2) is also initialized from ¢f = 6; 1, k € [d]. Recalling (ZI4), we have
(indices in the sum belonging to [d])

J5% (af;p°) [/ Z 2’“ (a5) + fE(pS) + 05k (¢, p )dt+z qHC k )} (5.37)
where ((¢;")efa)to<i<r) solves

dqfv’f:Z#k(qu(%( 5) 4 ap ) = g (e (pi?) + o) ) dt

k
6 / Ek 87] (dBk?J ngJ{I)’

f Zﬁék

with qf(;k = 0; -

By (&.19), there exists 7 > 0 such that lim._,o P(infy, <;<7 mingepq) piF < n) = 0. This
suffices to kill asymptotically the terms ¢, in the drift right above on the model of the proof
of Theorem 5.1l As for the martingale part, we may invoke Lemma[5.6l with ¢ = 4 (recall that
Ko is chosen in such a way that Lemma applies with ¢ = 12) to show that its supremum
norm converges to 0 in probability. Altogether with (5.36), we easily deduce that

t
L +/ g (qa’jajk q; kak’J)ds +r5kF te [to, T
N2 ;ﬁk S S t bl 0 bl
to J

where sup; <;<p Iry k\ tends to 0 in probability with €, which prompts us to consider the
differential equation

-k K k,j k
% = Z]#k(qt O[Z - C];O‘t J)’ iy = 5k,i-

Forming the differences ((qf’k — Qf)ke[[d}])togtha we easily deduce that supy <i<r|qf — ¢
tends to 0 in probability. By Lemma again, the convergence holds in L? (recall that
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A > A(12)). Using (ZI4) and (5.36) together with the fact that all the off-diagonal controls
are bounded by M, we get

B[ [0, a4 () + 700 )t + X, )

=/‘EQ#Wﬁ®®+meDﬁ+§;ﬂ%Wmﬁ:Jmnﬂ:UWmm%
to
which, together with (5:31]) that holds for any initial condition, gives (B.35l).
7]

Step 2. To prove (5.34), we note that, by item (viii) in Proposition [(.2] again «;” =
(@:V(t,pr) —0;V(t, pr)), for any to <t < T (recalling that V is differentiable at any (t, pt)),
and by item (ix) in Proposition (.2 the backward equation in (5I1)) (in the unknown z =
(2t)to<t<T) represents the gradient of V, so in particular at the initial time we have zj =
8%.17(150,360) with xo = (pg, - ,pg D). But zgo is also equal to U(tg, po) — U%(to, po), which
is exactly (5I2). Thus we have 9,,V(to, o) = U'(to, po) — U%(to,po). Importantly, we have
a similar identity when ¢ € (0,&0], which is provided by (Z20) proved in Theorem A1
Therefore (5.34]) now follows from (B.35]).

Step 8. The last claim follows from uniform boundedness of DV, and U,. The former is
given by (5.22]), together with the fact that V is almost everywhere (for the (d—1)-dimensional
Lebesgue measure) differentiable, while the latter follows easily from the definition (5.37))
together with the bounds in Proposition 5.7 O

At this stage of the proof, the reader must understand that Propositions 5.9 and 5101 do
not provide complete proofs of Proposition and Theorem The reason is that the
functions 6 and ¢ therein depend on the underlying compact set K. In words, we should
write O and dx. Now, we would like to choose K = K. depending on ¢ such that, letting

V.:=V> ~ ~ U, :=Us ~ ~ =5~

O (. (€):€) 01 (). O (Breo (€).:0)0c. ()7 5 "7 T Bk (€),8)01c. (e),8

(5.38)
(528) and (B3T) hold locally uniformly on [0,7] x Int(S;), and (5:34) and (B.35]) hold
almost everywhere. We mostly argue by an inversion argument very similar to the proof
of Proposition (which is given below).

Theorem 5.11. Under the assumptions quoted in the beginning of the subsection, we can
find kg > 0, only depending on ke and d, such that, for any kg > Ko and any e € (0,9 =
VK2/kKo|, there exist a compact subset K. included in Int(Sy), with Ko D Ko if e < €' and
Uee(0,c0)/Ke = Int(Sa), together with functions Ox.(0,€) and o, () as in the statement of
Proposition [5.7 such that, using the same notations as in (5.38) (and in particular letting
e=¢),

;%v =V locally uniformly in [0, T] x Int(Sy), (5.39)
gl_% =2.=0 locally uniformly in [0, T] x Int(Sg) X Sq. (5.40)
If, in addition F is in C11(Sy), then
lim DV, =DV a.e. on [0,T] x Int(Sy) and in [L}.([0,T] x Int(Sy)], (5.41)
lim U, =U a.e. on [0,T] x Int(Sy) and in [L},.([0,T] x Int(Sy)]¢, (5.42)

e—0

where Int(Sy) is equipped with the (d — 1)-dimensional Lebesgue measure.

Proof. Throughout the proof, we consider kg as in the statement of Proposition (.7 and then,
for kg > Ko and for a compact subset K included in Int(S,), we consider §;C(5, e) and g;c(e),
also as in the statement of Proposition (.71 Without any loss of generality, the functions
O (3,¢) and 0xc(¢) may be assumed to be defined for all § € (0,1/2] and ¢ € (0,29 = \/r2/Ko);
in fact, only the limits in (0,0) and 0 matter for our purpose. For any n > 1, let IC;, be the



SELECTION FOR POTENTIAL RANDOMIZED FINITE STATE MFG 43

compact set {x € Sy : dist(x,0S;) > 1/n}. Below, we restrict ourselves to the set Ny of large
enough integers n such that C,, # (). Obviously, Ny is of the form Ny = {ng,ng+1,---} for

some integer ng > 1. For n € Ny, we let V,, .(t,p) := VGzc Ger (©)).5en (@) 8(t,p) for t € [0,T]

and p € Sg; similarly, we introduce U,, . and =, ¢ (the latter being defined on [0, 7] x Sy x Syg).
By Corollary [.8] for any fixed n € Ny, lim. 0V, = V, uniformly on [0,7] x I, and, by
Proposition [(5.9] lim. 0 =, = 0, uniformly on [0,7] x K, x §;. Further, by Proposition
610, lime—,0 @V, (t,p) = DV(t,p) for ae. (t,p) € [0,T] x Ky, and lim._,o DV, = DV
in [L1([0,7] x K,)]¢, and similarly with U, . and U. Applying Egoroff’s theorem for any
n € Ny, there exists F,, C [0,7T]x K,, with (d-dimensional —since the simplex is equipped with
the (d—1) Lebesgue measure-) Lebesgue measure |E,| < 27" such that lim._,o DV, . = DV
and lim._,o Uy = U uniformly in [0,7] x K,, \ E,,. Therefore, for any n € Ny, there exists
€ (0,&¢] such that, for any ¢ < ¢,

sup | (Vne = V)(t,p)| + sup 1Zn,c(tp,q)|
(t,p)€[0,T1xKr (t,p,q)€[0, T X Kn xSy
+ s ([@Vae - DV (D) + | Une — U)(2.p)]) (5.43)

(t,p)€[0,T1XKn\En

+/ /n - )(up)\+\(Un,€—U)(t,p)y)dQ(p)d g%

where g is the image of the (d—1)-dimensional Lebesgue measure by the map (x1,--- ,24-1) —
(1, 241, x*d). Moreover, we can assume that ,11 < &, < 1/n, so that lim,, . &, = 0.
We now define n, and thus Ky, in terms of e: for any € € (0,¢,,), let n. be the unique
n € N such that €,11 < & < g,. Obviously, the function (0,n5) > & — n. is decreasing
and the supremum, say N := Sup.c(n,)Ne cannot be finite as otherwise we would have
0 <ent1 <éen.41 <e for any € € (0,ep], which is a contradiction. Hence, choosing n = n.
in the right-hand side of (5.43]), letting with a slight abuse of notation K. := I, (the
definition of K., for € € [ey,,E0], does not really matter) and then using the same notation
as in (B5.38), we get, for any compact subset K included in Int(Sy),

sup  [Ve(t,p) =V(t,p)| < sup |V o(t,p) = V(E,p)] < -
(t,p)€[0,T]xK (t,p)€[0,T]x K< Ne
for e small enough, which gives (5.39)). Obviously, the proof of (5.40) is similar, and in fact
the same argument applies for proving the L' convergence in (5.41) and (5.42]). To prove the
a.e. convergence in (5.47]) (and similarly in (5.42])), consider again a compact set K C Int(Sy)
and ¢ small enough such that £ C K.. From (5.43]) again, we get that

OV (t,p) ~ DV(t,p)| <

Ne
if (t,p) € [0,T] x K\ E,_.. Therefore, the set of points (¢,p) € [0,T] x Int(Sy) such that
DV.(t,p) does not converge to DV(t,p), as € — 0, is included in the set of points (¢, p) such
that (t,p) € E,, for infinitely many n.. The latter is nothing but limsup,,,, £, which
has Lebesgue measure 0 by Borel-Cantelli lemma, since Y oo |Ey| < 302 ;27" < co. Hence
lim. o ®DV.(t,p) = DV(t,p) for a.e. (t,p) € [0,T] x Int(Sy), from which the a.e. convergence
in (5.41]) follows. The a.e. convergence in (0.42) is treated in the same way. O

5.4. Proofs of auxiliary exponential integrability properties.

Proof of Proposition[5.7). We prove (0.I5]) and (5.16]) in a single row, mostly following [II
Proposition 2.2]. Fix i € [d] and, for simplicity, write p’ for p"?%¢ and take to = 0. Asin
the second step of the proof of [I, Proposition 2.1], we write the equation for p’ in the form

dpi = Y [Pl (posc(0)) + od") = pi(ose(®]) + af?)|dt + e\/pi(1 = paW],  (5.44)

j€ld]
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for t € [0,T] and for Wi = (Wf)ogth a 1ld-Brownian motion. Then, It6’s formula yields
(the left-hand side below is well-defined since p’ does not vanish)

AL A pl ; A i Al —
d[—glnpt] =D [—zp—ﬁ(w,&s(Pt)Jrai’ ) - _2(<p«9,5,€(pg)+at7]):|dt— = ptdt
¢ j €D € 2 p;
et (5.45)
A f1-
+2 ptth, te0,7).
€ j

We now subtract the quantity A\2(1 — pi)/(2e%pi) to the drift of (5.45) and then get the
following lower bound (using the definition of ¢ in (&) together with the fact that 0 <
aid < M if j # 9)

)\2 J g A j ij )\l—pé >‘21_pé
T |5 ractb v o) = 3 (onnatel) + o) | 5 - 52
A1 A | | A 1
> 5oholpg () — > (He]l[o,ze](pi) + kol 25 (p7) + M) - @(52 +A)=  (5.46)
Py jE[[dﬂ b
A 24\ o A1+N) A
Z—(Fuo— 5 ) Ljo,5(P1) — W‘g(“ﬁ-%o*—M)-

Hence, integrating (IBEED from 0 to T, adding and subtracting the compensator e ~2\? f(;[(l —
pi)/(2p)dt and then taking the exponential, we get

2 T (]
( )A/e 1- pt i . )‘_2 1 _ipt dt)

Dt
i g? +)\
> (pp)/* exp( (Ho— ) /0 = [06](pt)dt) ~TO(GeX),

Since the left-hand side has expectation less than 1, claim (5.I5]) follows. In order to get
(514, it suffices to replace A by £2)\, to observe that the indicator function 1y, 29] in (5.46])

has zero value if info<i<7 pi > 26, and to integrate from 0 to the first time when p’ becomes
lower than 26. O

Proof of Proposition [5.3. Throughout the proof, the initial condition (tg,pg) € [0,T] x K is
implicitly understood in the notation p?%¢. Also, we fix the state i € [d] and the value of
A > 1 and we make explicit the dependence of the various constants upon the two parameters
0 and €. However, we do not indicate the fact that the constants may depend on K. Below,
we use the same notation W as in (5.44)).

Step 1. a. We first claim that, for any n > 0, there exists a,(d,¢) € (0,1), such that, for
all (to,po) € [0,7] x K and 0 € [0,5/2],

1,0,6,€
IP’(t01<r%£Tp > ay(0, 5)) >1—n. (5.47)

The proof is a consequence of (5.45) and of (BI5H) (with A = &2 and kg > €2). Indeed, the

former, together with Doob’s maximal inequality, yield

B, (i) = —ney) <t [ (14—

to<t<T = |In(ay)| Ji

for some ¢ only depending on € and §, M, ko and ky. Then, (5.I5]) gives a bound (depending
on 0 and ¢) for the above right-hand side.
b. Our second step is to prove that, provided that xq satisfies

A
Ko — 1-— 5 > 452, (548)
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there exists 01(d,e, ) > 0 such that, for any 6 < 0;(d,¢) and any (to,po) € [0,T] x K,

T )
E[exp{)\/ —gp’e(pi’e"s’e)dt}] <2, (5.49)
t

0

where we have let for convenience yy(r) 1= —(2kc/0) 1 26)(7)-

Obviously, ft wp(p Z”E)dt converges to 0 in probability as 6 tends to 0, uniformly in

(to,po) € [0,T] x K (the other two parameters § and e being kept fixed), as the indicator
function appearing in the definition of ¢j vanishes for 6 small enough (it hence suffices to
choose 20 < a,(0,¢) for a,(d,¢) as in (47, for a given n > 0 as small as needed). In order
to prove (5.49]), we then notice that

0.5, 0.5, ke 20 0.5, Ak 0.5,
— p(py"%) = 2g1[0 29](19% “) < szm]l[o 20] (Pt 70 < pi,e,ée Ly, 5](19% “). (5.50)
t t

Recall now that k. = e 2ko. Hence, if we choose another real X that satisfies kg > 4k +

(14 X)/2 (take for instance that A’ = A+ 1 and recall kg > 4ka + 1+ A/2), then (B.50) and
EI5) yield

T i 4 / T 1
E|exps — ) go'g(pi’e’é’e)dt < E|exp riz Ljo,4] (pZ 0, 5€)dt < C1(8,e,)N),
to 2 to pz 0,6,

where C1(d,e, ') is a constant independent of § and depending on (tg,po) through onl.
Combining the above upper bound with the fact that ft (D 10,9, “)dt tends to 0 in probability
(uniformly in (tg,po) € [0,T] x K), we easily derive (IE)ZQI)

Step 2. The goal of this step is to address a similar result to (5.49) but with ¢} replaced
by ¢, defined as ¢(r) := —(260/0)1[9,26) ().
a. The first step is to notice that

; Ko 20 0.5, 4k 0.6, 4k i,0.0,
—os(pt""%) < 27W1[O 20) (P %) < Wl[o 5 (") + e Lisz2e) (P1"%)- (5.51)
t t

b. We address the first term in the right-hand side of (5.5I)). To do so, we need a finer
lower bound on the coordinates of p?*¢ and hence we must revisit the proof of Proposition
B4l As in the first step, We fix some 1 > 0 and, for a, := a,(d, <) as therein, we consider the

event A1 U= {inf, <<t pt’ e s ap}. Obviously, (2.47) says that IP)(A}?’Z') >1-n.
Next we define the event

1065 1 7/67675
%
A% {Vte to, T, /to ZME ————dW! > _1__/ Z@ée_ds}.

We observe that the complementary reads

2066 tl 1955
(Azz) {Ht € [to, T] : exp / Z”E dWZ - = st) > exp(a_l)},

from which we get by Doob’s inequality that P (A%%) > 1 —exp(—c1).
We now work on (N je[[d]]An YN A% for 26 § . By combining (0.45) and (B.46]), we get

(choosing A = 2 therein and noticing that, since we work on Njeld] A}]’j , we can remove the
second indicator function in the second line of (5.46])):

ln(pi’e’é’a) > ln(pé’e’é’a) 1

¢ 1 i €
+ (Klo—c?)]m]l[o(ﬂ(psgée)ds— (5+d(KO+M))T

to

Hwe do not keep track of the parameters ko, k2, K, M, T and d in the constants.
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Hence, for kg > €, we can find a constant Cy > 0 (only depending on kg, M, T and d) such
that, on (Njepgdy?) N A>%, for 20 < a, < e <6, i € [d] and t € [0,T], we have pifoe >
exp(—Cs). (Observe indeed that, in ([B.47), we can always assume that a,(J,¢) < min(e, 6).)

c. Return back to the first term in the right-hand side of (5.51). By (5.16) (applied with

A replaced by 8\ for X > \), if kg > €2(1 + 8X), which is for instance true if kg > 2 and
8Ne? <1 (in turn the latter is true if 8(A 4+ 1)e? < 1 and N — A = 1), then

1 0,0,0,
E[eXp{‘D‘/“O /t0 BEEE Lio,6) (P E)dt} {mfto<t<Tp;“5>29}] < C3(,\), (5.52)

where C3(5,\') is non-increasing with §. Under the same condition ko > 2 and 16\e? < 1,
(515) (applied with A replaced by 8c2)\’) yields

T 1 1,6,0, iy 1/2
E [exp{ ko /. sz Loa (01" VL g ooy | < a0 NP((AF) .
t

at least whenever 26 < a,. Choosing n such that C4(9,¢, N)nl/2 < C3(6, ') and allowing for
a new value of C3(d, \'), we may remove the second indicator function in (5.52]). Then, we can
easily change the first indicator function in (5.52)) into 1 o5 by noticing that =1 o5 (1) <
7“_1]1[075} (r) 4+ 6~L. For a new value of C3(8, \') (as long as it remains non-increasing with §),
we then have

r 1
E|:€Xp{4)\//€0/t ml[o 25](pi666)dt}:| < 03(5, )\,) (553)
0 pt

Recall Cs from step 2b and deduce by Holder’s inequality that, for 20 < a, < e < ¢ and
30 < exp(—Cy),

eof [ i)

1
< E{exp{ll)\/io/t W]l[o 26]( 0 7€)dt}]
0 Pt

T i,0,0,e
=1 +E[exp{4)\f@0/t leE [0 25}(2% )dt}l((mje[[d]]A NNAZi)E
< 14 C3(6, WM (nd + exp(—e 1) MY

For 35 < exp(—C5), we may choose & < £(8) A d with C3(8, V)M [2exp(—&~1(6))]'MY =1
and then nd < exp(—e~!), with a, < ¢, and 6 < min(a,/2,61(5,¢, X)) (with 6;(5,¢,\) as
in Step 1b). We get that the above right-hand side is less than 2, which is the analogue of
©.49).

d. By collecting (5.2)), (5.49) and the above conclusion with A\’ = XA + 1 and by applying
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we obtain

[exp{ / ©h.5..07) dtH <2, (5.54)

for the following choices: & < dg := exp(—C3)/3, ko > Ko := max(2,4rs + 1+ \/2), € <
min(1/v16\ + 16,6, \/k2/k0,(5)) and 6 < min(6;(,&, ), ay), for nd < exp(—e~!) such
that a, < e. We recall that the condition e2 < \/ka/kq is required to ensure that ©o,5,c IS
non-increasing. This is one part of the inequality in the definition of the term ¥ showing
up in (IBIIII) In fact, the term with ¢y 5(p 1002) in W is bounded in the same way since
o5 < —(y + ¥f) for 20 < ¢ < 1, yielding (for the same range of parameters)

A [T Z
E [eXp{i/t @955(Pt956)dt}
0

(5.55)
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Step 3. We now handle the term with 1/p>%* in (517).
a. On the one hand, recalling that ko > 2, using (.53]) and arguing as above, we obtain

E g 1 1,0,0,e
expA | =gz la(p")dtp| <2,
to pt7 "

again for kg, k1,0, 0, as in item d of the second step.

b. On the other hand, by following the second step, for 20 < a,, < e <9, we get

T 1 i
E [eXP{A / 57 Lo) (Pt’9’5’€)dt}]
tO pt7 »y

T 1 .
70767
< GXp()\TGCQ) + E[exp{)\/t Wl[&l] (pff 6)dt}]]'((ﬂje[[d]]A}y’j)mAQ’i)c
0 Pt

< exp(ATe®?) + exp(%) (nd + exp(—e1)).

Following item 2c¢, we can render the last term in the right-hand side less than 1.

c. We then combine items 8a and 3b by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. And, then by Holder
inequality, we gather all the three cases addressed in item 2d and in this third step to get
(BI7), provided we replace A therein by A/6 and then fix the various parameters as in item
2d with the additional constraint that 2exp(AT/d)exp(—e~!) < 1 (which is equivalent to
e < (In(2) + \T/5)~ L.

Step 4. We now want to prove (5I8) and (B.19). Throughout the step, we fix the value
of \.

a. We recall that, for 0 < & < dg, £(0) is defined as
1

5(5) = min(m, \/Zii 5. ((2ACs (A + 1)) (n(2) + )\T/(S)l),

where C3(d, A + 1) is a non-increasing function of 6. (We omit to specify the dependence of
£(9) upon A and K.) Clearly, € is non-decreasing on (0, g, takes positive values and has 0
as limit in 0. We then define

£(6) = /0  (6)ds

It is straightforward to verify that, for § € (0,00], 0 < &(8) < 08(0) < &(6) (assume without
any loss of generality that dgp < 1). Moreover, £ extends by continuity to [0,do], letting
£(0) = 0, and the extension, still denoted by &, is continuous and strictly increasing.

b. We now define § : [0,5) 3 ¢ — d(e) € [0,0] as the converse of the mapping & :

[0,00) 2 6 — £(0) € [0,&], where & = £(dg). Conclusion (5I8) hence follows from (5.17),
noticing that, for any ¢ € [0,&], £ = &(8(¢)) < &(3(¢)), from which we indeed deduce that
WX, 0,0(e),e,K) < C, for § < 8(3(¢),e). As for (5I19), it follows from Step 2b, recalling
that, under our choice for 7, the probability of (N;¢[q] A},’j YN A% s less than 2exp(—e~1). O

Proof of Lemma [5.0. We first prove (5.20). For simplicity, we write p for pi’fgl’e

©g.5.- Using the same notation as in (.44)) and applying It6’s formula, we expand

and ¢ for

1 1 ] . .. . . . 82 1 _pi

_J_ Jj i AN V] (] < t

d— —{ Loy et (o) + 0f") = pilo (@) + ap")) + et + 1) (pg)m}dt
pi(1 —p})

w
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Letting
1
&= exp{/ (ﬁz L] o(pl) + L0+ 1) 5 (—é - 1))ds}, t € [to, T,
we have
d 5{1 = —l——— &’ Z pt o(pl) +a dt—l—fz Bt + dmy
(P}’ (p)H! i
< (d—1)¢M & dt + dmy,

(pt )

where m; is a local martingale. By a standard localization, we deduce that there exists an
increasing sequence of (localizing) stopping times (o, )n>1 converging to T' such that
Eine tal En
Vt € [to, T], E| -5 <C+IM | E| 77| ds,
(Pincy) to | (Pinc,)’

for a constant C that is allowed to vary from line to line as long as it only depends on the
parameters quoted in the statement of the lemma (in particular, it is independent of n).
Thus Gronwall’s lemma and then Fatou’s lemma (letting n tend to co) give

1
sup E|—=| < C.
to<t<t | (P})

Applying Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and then the above inequality, with ¢ replaced by 2¢,
we obtain

22,2 5i7] < (elow{ [ (4T cpgstr e v Jf])

which is bounded by a constant thanks to (5.I7), choosing A in terms of ¢ and d.
The proof of (.ZI)) follows from the same argument and then from Doob’s maximal in-

equality (to pass the supremum inside the expectation), see for instance [I, Proof of Propo-
sition 2.3]. O

6. UNIQUENESS FOR THE MASTER EQUATION

Here, our aim is to show Theorem [2.7] namely that V, the value function of the potential
game, is the unique viscosity solution of the HJ equation (Z2I]) and that its derivative
V = ®V is the unique solution, in a suitable class which we will determine, of the conservative
form (Z3I) of the master equation of the MFG. In this regard, it is worth emphasizing
that we work below with the local coordinates (z1,...,z4_1,2~%) = (p1,...,pq) for p € Sy
(and thus = € S;). We recall that, for any # € Sy, we have V(t,z) = V(t,%), where
&= (r1,...,09-1,2~%), and we denote z7% =1 — > je[d—1] Tj- Following (B.5), (Z21)) may
be indeed rewritten

{ OV +H(z,D,V) + F(z) =0, (6.1a)
V(T,z) = G(z), (6.1b)

for t € [0,7] and z € Int(S,), and with 7 as in (5.10). Its derivative Z = D,V should satisfy
[23T)), at least when the latter is formulated in local coordinates, namely

2+ Oy, [H(x, Z) + F(x)] =0,
ZUT,z) = 0,,G(x),

the latter reading as a multidimensional hyperbolic system of PDEs. Let us point out a
common difficulty in the study of the above two equations: Both are set in a bounded
domain, but there are no boundary conditions in space, which is due to the fact that the
dynamics of the forward characteristics of the MFG system do not see the boundary of the
simplex when starting from its interior.

(6.2)
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Concerning the HJ equation (6Ial), there are no C' solutions in general, which prompts
us to consider viscosity solutions. Below, we first handle the HJ equation of the MFCP and
then turn to the well-posedness of the conservative form of the master equation. The idea
for proving uniqueness of the latter is to construct a correspondence between weak solutions
in a suitable class and viscosity solutions of the HJ equation.

6.1. HJ equation for the MFCP. In this subsection, we assume that F anf G are just
Lipschitz-continuous. As we have just said, the HJ equation (6Ial) is set in a bounded
domain but without any boundary conditions in space. We hence define viscosity solutions
in the interior of the simplex only:

Definition 6.1. A function v € C([0,T) x Int(Sy)) (hence defined in local coordinates) is
said to be:

~

(i) a viscosity subsolution of 1) on [0,T)xInt(S,) if, for any 1 € CL([0, T)xInt(S,)),
_8t1/}(£7'i') —ﬁ(@Daﬂb(ﬂf)) _ﬁ(f) < 07 ( '3)
(

-~

d
6
at every (£, %) € [0,T) x Int(Sy) which is a local mazimum of v—1 on [0,T) x Int(S,);
(i) a viscosity supersolution of (BIal) on [0,7) x Int(Sy) if, for any v € C([0,T) x
Int(Sy)),

— O(t,T) — H(T, Dptp(t, &) — F(T) > 0, (6.4)

at every (&, %) € [0, T) x Int(Sy) which is a local minimum of v—1 on [0, T) x Int(S,);

(iii) a viscosity solution of (61al) on [0,T) x Int(Sy) if it is both a viscosity subsolution
and a viscosity supersolution of ([G.Ial) in Int(Sy).

In order to prove uniqueness of viscosity solutions, in absence of boundary conditions in
space, we must use the fact that the forward characteristics, given by an equation of the
type (Z2) with a bounded therein, do not leave the interior of the simplex. The result is
the following:

Theorem 6.2 (Comparison Principle). Let u,v be Lipschitz continuous in [0,T] X S4, u be
a viscosity subsolution and v be a viscosity supersolution, respectively, of (61al) in Int(Sy).
If u(T,z) <v(T,x) for any x € Sq, then u(t,z) < wv(t,z) for any t € [0,T] and x € Sy.

Before giving the proof, we state an immediate consequence.

Corollary 6.3. There exists a unique viscosity solution of (6.1al) in Int(gd) that is Lipschitz

continuous in [0,T] X Sy and satisfies the terminal condition (6IL). It is the value function
V of the MFCP.

Proof. Uniqueness holds in §d by the above theorem. The fact that the value function is a
viscosity solution in Int(S;) is given by Theorem 7.4.14 of [6] (as we already accounted in
the statement of Proposition [.2). O

Proof of Theorem[63. We borrow ideas from the proofs of Theorem 3.8 and Proposition
7.3 in [47]. The idea is to define a supersolution vy, that dominates u at points near the
boundary, for any h, and then use the comparison principle and pass to the limit in . The
parameter h is needed to force vp to be infinity at the boundary of the simplex. Since the
simplex has corners, the distance to the boundary is not a smooth function, so the first step
is to construct a nice test function that goes to 0 as x approaches the boundary. Roughly
speaking, we consider the product of the distances to the faces of the simplex, and then take
its logarithm.

Step 1. Let pi(z), for z € Int(S,), be the distance from  to the hyperplane {y € R4 :
y; = 0}, for i € [d — 1], and pg(z) be the distance to {y € RI~1: Z?l:_f y; = 1}. Specifically,
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for x € Int(Sy), we have
x; i€ d-1],
pi(z) = Z_d .
x=%/d—1 i=d,
where we recall that =% =1 — > iefa—1] T Clearly p; € C*(Int(S,)).
Since u and v are Lipschitz-continuous, we may let R := max{||D,u|/c0, || DzV| oo}, Wwhich
is licit since the gradients are defined almost everywhere. Hence it is easy to showl'] that u

and v are viscosity subsolution and supersolution, respectively, in Int(gd), of the modified
HJB equation

0,V + Har(z, D,V) + F(z) = 0, (6.5)

with Hog(z, 2) = > keld—1] xk]flgR(z) —}—x_dﬁgR(z), where ﬁ;R, for i € [d], is given by (3.4)),
with M replaced by 2R therein and also in the definition (ZI6]) of a*, which we denote here
by a’p (see also ([B.2) for the way the latter shows up in the Hamiltonian). This modified
Hamiltonian has the property that Hag(z,2) = H(x, z) for any z € R?%! such that |z| < R,
and is further globally Lipschitz continuous in (z,z) and concave in z € R*! even if not
strictly. Now, we show that there exists a constant Cg, depending on R, such that

<D2ﬁ2R(x’ Z)’ Dpl(x» > _CRpi(x)’ (6'6)
for any i € [d], z € Int(S;) and z € R*. Indeed, we have
0i.; i€d—1]
O, pi = 7 ,
Pi() {—1/\/61—1 i=d.
Similar to ([B.4]), we also have, for j € [d — 1],
0, Har(e,2) = D (anaip(ek — 27) — wjasp(z; — 2)) + @~ "a3p(—2;) — zjasp(2).
keld—1]
Hence, for i € [d — 1],
(D.Har(w, 2), Dpi()) = 0., Hap(z, 2) > —2R(d — 1)z; = —2R(d — 1)pi(2),

while (noticing that the contribution of the first sum in the expansion of D, Hsp is null in
the computation below)

(D.Har(z,2), Dpa(z)) = T > (%azR zj) —x_dagR(—Zj))
je[[d 1]

d—1
d—1
and thus (6.6]) holds with Cr = 2R(d — 1).
Step 2. For any h > 0, let

vp(t, ) == v(t,z) — h? Z In(pi(x)) + h(T —t), (t,x)€[0,T] % Int(S,).
€[d]

> —2R x4 = —2R(d — 1)pg(z),

We claim that vy, is a viscosity supersolution of (6.5) on [0,T) x Int(S;). Let then ¢ €
Cl([O T) x Int(S,)), and (£,z) € [0,T) x Int(S;) be a local minimum of v;, — ¢ on [0,T) x
Int(Sy). Since v is a viscosity supersolution of (G.3) in [0, x Int(Sy), considering the test
function ¢, € C1([0,T) x Int(Sy)) given by ¢y (¢, ) = ¥(t, ) + h? >icfq) n(pi(z)) — (T - 1),
we get

0 (t, &) — Har (%, Datby(t, 7)) — F(Z) > 0.

121, short, the argument is as follows: If 1 is a continuously differentiable function such that u — ) has a
minimum at some point (¢,%) € [0,T) x Int(S4), then necessarily || D, (%, T)|| < R and similarly when (¢, %)
is a maximum of v — .
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Using the concavity of Hop in the second argument, see ([3.2), and (6.6]), we obtain

_ D ~
0< —0b(T,7) — h— 7—[23<x D)+ 1Y, ppl )—F(x)

< —9(t,7) — h — Hor (%, Dyp(t, 7)) — F(7)

Dpi(z Dpi(z)
<D HQR <x Dyi(t, z) 2Zze[d}] e > QZze[d}] (@) >
—0(t, Z) — h — Hor(Z, Doto(t, 7)) — F(Z) + h2dCh,

IN

giving

—0(t, %) — Hor(Z, Dotp(t, 7)) — F(2) > h—h2dCr >0  if h < —— e
R

which implies that vy, is a viscosity supersolution of (6.5) on [0,T) x Int(S,).

Step 3. As p; < 1, we have vy (t,z) > v(t, z) for any (¢,z) € [0,T] x Int(Sy). In particular
op(T, ) > o(T,x) > u(T, ) for any (t,z) € [0,T] x Int(S;). We denote p(z) = [1%, pi(x).
Since u and v are bounded, we find that for any h > 0 there exists n > 0 (which may depend
on h) such that —h? Inp(x) > [ulloc + [[v]leo if p(z) < 1. We denote by I'" = {z € Sy :
p(z) =n}, O = {z € 8;: p(x) > n}, and O = {z € S;: p(z) < n}; note that O is a
smooth domain. Thus vy (¢, ) > u(t,z) for any ¢ € [0,7] and x € Of, in particular for any
x € I, Therefore we can apply the comparison principle (Theorem 9.1 page 90 in [27]) in
[0,T] x O", because u, v, € C([0,T] x O"): we obtain u < v, on [0,7] x O" and hence u < vy,
on the entire [0,T] x Sy, since we already have u < v, on [0,T] x O7. Finally, the conclusion
follows by sending h to 0, as limj_,o vp(t, 2) = v(t,z) for any (t,2) € [0,T] x Int(S,). O

6.2. Uniqueness of the MFG master equation. We now turn to the analysis of (G.2]).
Clearly, it has to be understood in the sense of distributions. We assume in this subsection
that F and G are in C'(S;). The multidimensional hyperbolic system (6.2)) is known to
be ill-posed in general; nevertheless, in this specific potential case, it is possible to prove
uniqueness of solutions in a suitable class, thanks to a result of Kruzkov [38]. We remark
that the system is hyperbolic in the Wlde sense, but not strictly hyperbolic. We denote
Qr = (0.7) x 1nt(S4), O = [0,T] x Sa, (z,2) = Alw, =) + F() and g(z) = D,C(x).

The set of weak solutions in which we prove uniqueness is the following;:

Definition 6.4. A function Z € [C([0,T); (L®(Sy),*))]* ! (where  denotes the weak star
topology o*(L>(Sy), L1(Sy))) is said to be an admissible solution to the Cauchy problem
(62)) if the following three properties hold true:

(1) For any ¢ = (¢',..., gpd_l) € Cé(QT;Rd_l),
/ (Zidrg' +§(x. 2)0s, ] dadt = 0; (6.7)
Qr

(2) At timet =T, Z(T,-) = g a.e.; in particular, by time continuity of Z with respect to
the weak star topology,
Z(t,) >g as t—T; (6.8)

(3) There exists a universal constant ¢ such that, for any ¢ € Cé(lnt(gd);ﬂ%+) (where
the index C' means that ¢ is compactly supported) and any nonnegative matriz A =
(Aij)ijela—1) with Trace(A) <1,

| UDub,AZ) + eyl ds 0. (6.9)
Int(Sy)

By Banach-Steinhaus theorem, note that Z € [C([0, T]; (L™ (Sy), o* (L (Sy), L1(Sy))))]?!
implies Z € L>®(Qp;RI41).
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Before we say more about the solvability of (6.2]), we feel useful to elucidate the connection
between (6.2) and the original form (Z227) of the master equation. For sure, the main
difference between the two is that the former is in conservative form while the latter is
not, but also the reader must pay attention to the fact that (6.2]) is in local coordinates
(x1,--- ,24-1) while (2.27)) is written in intrinsic coordinates (p1,--- ,pq). Obviously, (227
can be easily written in local coordinates, which makes it easier to compare with (6.2)).
Similar to (39]), but with ¢ = e = 0, the version in local coordinates writes (indices in the
sums belonging to [d — 1]):

QU+ H((U' = U7)jeqa) + ij(xk(ﬁk —U9)y — (U7 - Ak)*)a'”fﬁi
+zj($_d((7d 09)4 — (07 = 0%+ )8 U+ T = 10

for (t,z) € [0,T] x Int(S;) and i € [d]. As we explained in Subsections 24 and B2 the key
step to pass from one formulation to another is Schwarz identity. The following statement
clarifies this fact.

Proposition 6.5. We have

(1) if U € [CY([0,T] x Sg)]? is a classical solution of the master equation 2.27) and
U denotes its version in local coordinates, then Z defined by Z' = Ui — ﬁd, for
i € [d—1], is a weak admissible solution to (6.2)); it satisfies O sz 0,27 for any
i,j € [d—1]?%

(2) if Z is a weak solution to (6.2)), in the sense that it satisfies [©1), and Z is in
[C1([0,T] x Sy)]%1, then the master equation (ZZT) has a (unique) classical solution
U € [Cl([O T] x Sd)] denoting U its version in local coordinates, the latter satisfies

= U= U, forie [d].

The proof of Proposition [6.5] is postponed to the end of the section, as we feel better to
focus now on the following statement, which is the refined version of Theorem 2.7l Indeed,
the next theorem establishes uniqueness of admissible solutions to (6.2]), by determining
a correspondence with viscosity solutions to (6.IaH6.1D)). The proof is to establish first a
connection between admissible solutions to (6.2) and semiconcave solutions to (6.IaH6.1D)
and then to show that viscosity and semiconcave solutions to (G.IaH6.1D]) are equivalent. We
recall that, in our case, a function v € C([0,T] x S,) is called semiconcave (in space) if there
exists a constant ¢ such that, for any ¢ € [0,7], x € Int(Sy) and € with = + £ € Int(S,),

v(t,z +¢&) — 21)|(;|,2$) +o(t,r —§) <e (6.11)

We stress that only semiconcavity in space is needed in the analysis below (for simplicity,
we just call it semiconcavity), although the value function V is shown to be semiconcave in
time and space in Proposition (v), see (&I3). In this framework, condition (G.9) can be
referred to as a weak semiconcavity condition, since it reads as the derivative of the above
condition. Indeed, assuming for a moment that v is C2, (6.11)) can be equivalently formulated
by saying that >=; ;cra-1] Amagmjv < ¢ for any non-negative matrix A with Trace(A) < 1
(write for instance A as the square of a symmetric matrix). Hence, denoting z = D,v and
integrating by parts, we obtain (6.9]). We say that v is a semiconcave solution if (G.11]) holds,
v is Lipschitz-continuous in [0,7] x Sy, Equation (G.Ia) holds almost everywhere and the
terminal condition (6.1D) is satisfied (everywhere).

The proof of the following theorem is mostly due to Kruzkov [38], see Theorem 8 therein;
for the sake of completeness, we write its adaptation to our framework (as the state variable
here belongs to the simplex).

Theorem 6.6. There exists a unique admissible solution to [€2). It is given by D, V, where
V is the value function of the inviscid MFCP and V is its version in local chart.
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Proof. As we have just explained, we first establish a connection between admissible solutions
to ([6.2) and semiconcave solutions to (G.IaH6.1D]) and, then, we show equivalence between
semiconcave and viscosity solutions to (G.IaH6.1D]).

Step 1. Let Z € [C([0,T]; (L=(Sy), %))]4! be an admissible solution to ([62). Let w €
C2(Int(Sy)) and ¢ € CX((0,T)), and for fixed i # j choose as test functions ¢'(t,x) =
C()Dp;w(x), 7 (t,2) = ((t)0y,w(z). Then ([G.7) provides

T , :
/0 0C(t) /§d [Zl(t,x)axjw(x) - Zj(t,x)awiw(x)} dxdt =0,

which, by the fundamental lemma of the calculus of variations, implies that the quantity
fgd[Z’(t,x)(?m].w(m) — Z7(t, )0y, w(x)]dx is a constant for almost every ¢ € [0,7]. Hence
(6.8)) and the fact that the final condition is a gradient yield

/§ [Zi(t,x)axjw(m) - Zj(t,x)agciw(x)} dz =0, forall we C%(Int(Sy)), (6.12)

which means that Z(¢,-) admits a potential, in the weak sense, for almost every ¢.
Step 2. Fix (s,y) € Qr and choose as test function ¢ the mollification kernel pj (¢, ) =
h=4p((s —t)/h,(y — )/h). Then ([B.2) gives
NTE 4+ 0y fn =0 in Q% (6.13)

where Z! = ppx Z%, fr, = pn * (}(-, Z)) and QM is the set of (s,y) in Qr with a distance to the
(time-space) boundary that is greater than or equal to h. Thanks to ([G.I2]), Z; derives from
a potential for fixed ¢, and the equation above implies that (—fp, Z}L, ceey Zg) also derives
from a potential (but in time and space) for (t,x) € Q. Thus there exists a function vy,
defined in Q:}; such that Oyvp, = —f, and O, vn, = Z}'L; since vy, is defined up to a constant, we
fix o"(T — h, zM) = G(zM), where 2M = (1/d,...,1/d) € R is the point in the middle of
the simplex.
By condition (6.9, substituting again the mollification kernel and integrating over t, we
obtain, on Q’%,
Y AidE .o < (6.14)
i,j€[d—1]
for any nonnegative matrix A with Trace(A) < 1, which implies in particular that for any
vector v with |v| = 1 we have, also on Q%

32Uh
5,2 <e. (6.15)
Step 3. Let h — 0. We have limy_,o 0wy, = —f(x,Z) and limj_,g Dyvp, = Z almost

everywhere in Qr. By Ascoli-Arzela theorem and by boundedness of f, and Zj, uniformly in
h > 0, the sequence (v3)p>0 is precompact in C(Qr) endowed with the topology of uniform
convergence, it being understood that we extend vy, outside Q% as a Lipschitz function. Let v
be any limit point. We have necessarily that v is Lipschitz continuous (with a fixed Lipschitz
constant) on Qr and has weak derivatives ;v = —f(x, Z) and Dyv = Z a.e. in Qr, proving
that dyv + f(z, D,v) = 0 a.e. in Qp.

Since vy, (T — h, M) = G(xM), we get v(T, 2M) = G(a™). Moreover, for any test function
w € C3(Int(S,)) and any h > 0 that is less than the distance dist(Supp(w),dS,) from the
support of w to the boundary of the simplex, we have

/A vp(T — h,z)Dyw(x)dx
Sa

= /s Zn(T — h,z)w(x)dx (6.16)
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= — /gd(ph x Z)(T — h,x)w(x)dr = — /Rd pn(s,y) [/gd Z(T — h — s,x)w(x + y)dx|dsdy.

By (6.8), we know that, for any |y| < dist(Supp(w),dS4)/2, limhﬂo[fgd Z(T — h,x)w(x +
y)dz] = fgd g(x)w(x + y)dz. Since the function in argument of the limit is uniformly con-
tinuous with respect to y, the convergence holds uniformly with respect to y. Hence, the
right-hand side in (6.I6]) converges to — J. 5, g(x)w(x)dx. Since the left-hand side in (G.I6])
converges to fgd (T, z)Dyw(z)dz, we deduce that Dyv(T,-) = D,G = g a.e. and then

o(T,-) = G on 8, since both are continuous and coincide in 2.
Lastly, by inequality (6I5]) (writing first the inequality below for v, and then taking the

limit as h tends to 0)
v(t,x + 5) - 2U(t,$) + ’U(t,x - 5) < C|£|2,

for any ¢ € (0,T), z € Int(S;) and £ such that 2 + ¢ € Int(S,), thus (GII) holds. Hence,
we have proved that v is a semiconcave solution to the Cauchy problem (E.IaH6.1Dh) and
z=D,v a.e. in Op.

Step 4. On the converse, if v is a semiconcave solution to (6.Ial)) then, for any ¢t € [0,7],
v(t,-) is a.e. differentiable in z. By integration by parts, it is clear that, for any w € Cé(g’d),
the function [0,7] > t — fgd D,v(t, x)w(z)dz is continuous. Since D,v € L*°(Qr), the result
easily extends to any w € L'(S;), hence proving that D,v € C([0,T]; (L°°(Sq), *)). Also, v
is a.e. differentiable in (¢,2) and the (¢, x)-derivative clearly satisfies (6.7]). Obviously, (G.8])
holds true. So we have just to check (63). For any h > 0, let v}, := pp, *v (it being understood
that v can be extended in a Lipschitz fashion outside Qr). From (GII]) we derive again
inequality (G.I5]), but with vy, replaced by v}, and then (G.14) follows. Multiplying (6.14]) by

(NS Cé(lnt(gd); R.) (provided that h is smaller than dist(Supp(¢), dS;)) and integrating by
parts we get (for any nonnegative matrix A with a trace lower than or equal to 1)

/ . [{Dz%, ADyv},) + ] dx > 0,
Int(Sy)

and letting h — 0 we obtain (6.9).

Step 5. It remains to show that there is a correspondence between semiconcave and
viscosity solutions to (G.Ia)-(6.Ih). By Corollary [6.3] any viscosity solution V is in fact the
value function of the MFCP. By items (iv) and (v) in Proposition 52 the value function is
Lipschitz continuous and semiconcave. By Proposition 3.1.7 in [6], V solves (61al) almost
everywhere. On the converse, if v is a semiconcave solution then it is also a viscosity solution
on [0,T) x Int(S;) by Theorem 10.2 in [45]. By Corollary 63} it hence coincides with the
value function. O

We now turn:

Proof of Proposition [6.].

Step 1. We first assume that U is a classical solution of the master equation (Z27)
or equivalently that U e [C}([0,T] x S4)]? is a classical solution to (EI0). Then, (Z¢ =
Ui-U d)ie[[d_l]] is a (classical) solution of

02"+ H(Z) = HNZ) + ;4 (an(Z8 = 20)1 = 2y( 27— 29),.) 0y, 2"
+ 55 (27 U=29) 1 —25(29)4) 00, 7 + Fi(a) = F(a) =0, (6.17)
ZUT,x) = §(z) — §%(x),

for (t,z) € [0,T] x Int(Sy), i € [d — 1]. Obviously, the system of characteristics of (E.17)
is nothing but the Pontryagin system (in local coordinates) (B.I1]), see (ii) in Proposition
Hence, the fact that Z is a classical solution of (6I7]) implies that (5.I1)) has a unique
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solution, for any initial condition (tg,xg) of the forward equation in (5.I1]). The argument
is pretty standard: By expanding (Z*(t,z:))t,<t<7 and then comparing with the backward
equation, we prove that any solution (x, z) of (.II]) must be of the form z} = Z*(¢t, x;), for
i € [d—1] and ty <t <T; Conversely, solving the forward equation with z; = Z*(t, x;), for
i € [d—1] and ty) <t < T, we can indeed easily construct a solution. In turn, we deduce
that the inviscid MFCP admits a unique optimizer: By (i) in Proposition (2], there exists
a minimizer; uniqueness follows from the fact the Pontryagin system (5.I1) has a unique
solution. By Proposition (vii), the value function V of the MFCP is differentiable in any
(to, o) and, by point (ix) in the same Proposition, zj, = 9z, V(to, ), whenever the forward
equation in (B.IT]) starts from g at time tg, but in turn z{, = Z*(to, zo) hence showing that
Zi(t,z) = 0,,V(t, z) for any ¢ € [0,T] and z € Int(S,), which implies that, on [0, 7] x Int(S;),
% isAC2 and thus 9, Z" = 9,,Z for any i,j € [d —1]. Recalling (5.I0), it is plain to see that
Oy, H(x, Z) coincides with the nonlinear terms in (6.I7]), which shows that Z is a solution to
©2) on [0,T] x Int(S,). It is straightforward to see that it satisfies ([6.7) and (B3), because
V is C? and (obviously) semiconcave.

Step 2. Let Z € [CX([0,T] x 8)]%! satisfy (6.7). From (GIZ) and the fact that Z €
[C1([0,T] % 84)]%!, we obtain that 9,; Z¢ = 8,:Z7 on [0, T] x Int(S;). Thus Z solves ([E.17) on
[0, 7] xInt(S,;), but then it solves the equation also at the boundary, because it is differentiable
up to the boundary. It remains to construct a classical solution to the master equation (G.I0).
To do so, it suffices to solve (6I0) with all the occurrences of Uk — U7 replaced by ZF — Zi
and all the occurrences of U7 — U replaced by Z7. By doing so, we hence solve a linear
system of transport equations with a vector field that is C'. Despite the fact that the linear
system is set on the simplex, there is no real difficulty for proving that the solution is also

cl. O

APPENDIX A. WRIGHT-FISHER SPACES

We describe the so-called Wright-Fisher spaces used in the paper, as recently introduced
in the monograph of Epstein and Mazzeo [25]. We here follow the exposition given in [I]. In
short, these Wright-Fischer spaces are Holder spaces, tailored made to the study of second
order operators of the form

62

Lih(p) = Z a;(t,p)Op;h(p) + ) Z (pidi; —pz'pj)a;pjh(p), (A1)
i€[d] i,7€[d]

where p € Sy and a;(p) > 0 if p; = 0. As we already alluded to, such operators are called
Kimura operators; we refer to [21], 37, 48] for earlier analyses. Clearly, the second order
term in ([(AJ)) is degenerate, which is somehow the price to pay for forcing the corresponding
SDE to stay in the simplex; in fact, the latter SDE is nothing but a Wright-Fisher SDE
of the same type as (ZIZ), at least for a relevant choice of a. The key feature is that,
under the identification of S; with S, (see the introduction for the notation), we may regard
the simplex as a (d—1)-dimensional manifold with corners, the corners being obtained by
intersecting at most d of the hyperplanes {x € R¥!: 21 =0}, ..., {x €¢ R : 24 = 0},
{z € R : g 4 4+ 241 = 1} with S; (we then call the codimension of the corner the
number of hyperplanes showing up in the intersection). Accordingly, we can rewrite (A.I])
as an operator acting on functions from gd to R, by reformulating (A1) in terms of the
sole d—1 first coordinates (p1,--+,p4—1) or, more generally, in terms of (p;)ic[ap g1y for any
given coordinate [ € [d]. Somehow, choosing the coordinate | amounts to choosing a system
of local coordinates and the choice of [ is mostly dictated by the position of (p1,--- ,pq)
inside the simplex. Whenever all the entries of p = (p1,- - ,pq) are positive, meaning that
(p1,- -+ ,pa) belongs to the interior of gd, the choice of [ does not really matter and we work,
for convenience, with | = d (which is, in fact, what we have done throughout the paper).
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n [I, Subsection 2.3.1], it is shown that the operator (A1) fits the decomposition of
[25] Definition 2.2.1], which allows to use the Schauder-like theory developed in the latter
reference. We do not repeat the computations here, but we recall the following two facts:
Firstly, the operator (A is elliptic non-degenerate in the interior of the simplex, when
written in local coordinates in 3; in the form

2
Loh(a) = 3 ailt, ) h(x) + % S (e — @), hiw), (A.2)
ie[d—1] i,j€[d—1]

where now 2 € 8y, h is a smooth function on 8; (which must be thought of h(z) = h(#)) and
a;(t,z) = a;(t,&); Secondly, for a point in the relative interior of a corner of codimension ¢,
there exist local coordinates, of the form (p;);c[ap\ 1} for a given I depending on the shape of
the corner, such that, in the new coordinates, the operator satisfies the normal form required
in [25] Definition 2.2.1] (the details of which are however useless here).

Hence, for a point 20 € Sd 1n the relative interior of a corner % of Sd of codimension

¢ € {0,---,d} (if ¢ = 0, then z° is in the interior of S;), we may consider a new system
of coordinates (yi1,- - ,yq—1) (obtained as in the second point above) such that ¢ = {y €
Sy Yi, = -+ =1;, =0}, for 1 <y <--- <ip. Letting I := {iy,--- ,4} and denoting by
(49, ,y9_) the coordinates of z° in the new system (for sure y?j =0forj=1,---,0), we

may find a §° > 0 such that:
(1) the closure U(8°,z°%) of U(6°,2°) := {y € (R, )1 : SUPefa—1] [¥i — Y9 < &%) is
included in &y,
(2) for y in U(8°,2Y), for j € I, y; > 0,
(3) for y in U(&9, 20), for y1 + -+ + yg_1 < 1 — 0°.
A function h defined on U (6°, z°) is then said to belong to Coyp (U(0°, 20)), for some v € (0, 1),
0

if, in the new system of coordinates, h is Hélder continuous on I/ (50 ) with respect to the

distance
dw.y) = 3 Wi =il (4-3)
i€[d—1]
We then let ~ =~
R |h(y) — h(y')|
h = sup h(y) + sup T
| Hyu . yeﬁ(é°,x°)| | yyetiear) A Y)

Following [25, Lemma 5.2.5 and Definition 10.1.1], we say that a function h defined on
U89, 2°) belongs to C2+V(U(5O, 0)) if, in the new system of coordinates,

(1) his contlnuously differentiable on ¢4(6°, 2°) and % and its derivatives extend contin-
uously to U U(8°, 2°) and the resulting extensions belong to Ciyp (U (8%, 2°));

(2) h is twice continuously differentiable on 244 (8%, 2°) = U(8%, %) N {(y1, - ,ya_1) €
(Ry)4: Vi€ I,y; >0}. Moreover

lim 0 VIl0h,h(y) =0, lim /07 h(y) =0, (A.4)

min(y;,y;)— Yi—04

and the_functions Y /yiyj(?;iyj hy), y — /502 - P(y) and y a;kyl (y) belong
to Clp(U(6Y,2%)) (meaning in particular that they can be extended by continuity to

(50, 0)).
We then let
1Bl a0 20) = [Bllyaaio a0y + D 10hllyziqso 20y + > ||\/yz'yja;yﬁ\ly;u(ao,w)

ie[d—1] i,j€l

+ Z | ykyzh”vu(tm x0) +ZZ”\/E yzythv;M((S“,x“)’

kT i€l kgl
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where | /ylyjﬁy v I is a shorten notation for y — | /Yi¥;0, yzy (y) (and similarly for the others).
For a given finite covering UX (8%, z%%) of Sy, which is then fixed in the rest of the dis-
cussion, a funntion h is said to be in Ciyp(Sa), respectively in Ca}LF7 (Sq) if h belongs to each
Clyp (U(6°,2%7)), respectively each C2+7(U(50,x0’l)). Equivalently, we write h € C{,YVF(SdA)
(respectlvely h € C2+7(Sd)), for a function h deﬁned on Sy, if the associated function h

defined on Sy belongs to Cyvr(Sa) (respectively C (Sd)). We then let
K

K
Illwey = D llyzao 0y, Rllwe 2y = D [Pllagyas0 a0)-
i=1 1=1

We refer to [25, Chapter 10] and to [I, Subsection 2.3] for more details. Also, we feel useful
to notice that, in Subsection [Z2] the spaces C\VNF(QSA’d) and Ca}LF7 (S;) are denoted C 1 (Sa)
and CX 2+V(Sd) with a ‘0’ in superscript and without a ‘hat’ on Sy, and similarly for the
two norms ||h||WF7 and ||R||wr 2+~, which are written ||h|lwr o~ and ||| wr,0.2+y Where

h : Sq — R is canonically associated with h: Sd — R. Our choice for inserting the additional
index ‘0’ is made clear below.

Parabolic Wright-Fisher spaces. Similar definitions hold for the spaces C{yp([0,T] x Sy) and
C2+7([O,T] X Sg). They are respectively spaces of time-space functions that are y-Holder
continuous functions and spaces of time-space functions that are continuously differentiable
in time and twice continuously differentiable in space, with derivatives that are locally ~-
Hoélder continuous, Holder continuity being understood in both cases with respect to the
time-space distance (in the local system of coordinates)

D((t,y), (¢ y) = [t —t'["* +d(y,y). (A5)

To make it clear, a function  defined on [0, 7] x U(6°, 20) is said to belong to Cyyr([0,T] x
U0, 2%)), for some v € (0,1), if, in the new system of coordinates, h is Hélder continuous
on [0,T] x U(6°,z°) with respect to the distance D. We then let

N T ’/ﬁ(t7 y) - /}\L(tla yl)‘
1L, o= s fh(ty)l+ sup -
O TXU(R2) (t,y)€[0,T]xU(8°,x0) t,t'€[0,T], y,y' €U(8°,20) D((t, ), (¢, y"))

Following [25, Lemma 5.2.7], we say that a function  defined on [0,7] x ¢(6°, 2°) belongs
to the space C%\;? ([0, T) x U(8°,2%)) if, in the new system of coordinates,

(1) h is continuously differentiable on (0,7) x U(8°,2°) and h and its time and space
derivatives extend continuously to [0,T] x U(6°,2") and the resulting extensions
belong to Cop ([0, T] x U(S°, 29));

(2) h is twice continuously differentiable in space on [0, 7] x Uy (8°,2°). Moreover, for
any i,j € I and any k,l € I,

lim \/ ylyjay Yj (t y) - 0 hm \/E Yilk ( ) 0? (Aﬁ)

min(y;,y;)—
and the functions (t,y) — /7iy;0 yzyg ht,y), (ty) = /50 2 h(y) and (t,y) —
82 h(t,y) belong to Civp ([0, 7] x U(8°, 29)).

YeYi
We then let
d
HhHQ-l-’Y;[O,T]XZ/I(éO,xO) = HhH’y;[O,T]XZ/{((SO,xO) + HathH'y;[O,T]XZ/l(éo,xO) + Z HayihH'y;[O,T} XU (80,20)
i=1
+ Z ||\/ylyj8yly]h”’y[0T]><le(60 z0) + Z H ykyth'y;[O,T]XZ/l(éo,xo)

ijel k121

+ Z Z Vi yzythv;[O,T]XU(éo,xO)'

1€l k&1
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For the fixed coverlng U; 11/{(50 0i) of 8y, a function h is said to be in Cyvr ([0, T x Sy), re-
spectively in C = ([0,T] x Sd) (as before, the definition extends equivalently to the associated
function h deﬁned on [0,T] x S,)), if h belongs to each Cyp ([0, T] x U(6Y, 2%7)), respectively
each C2+7([0,T] x U(8°,29%)). We then let

K K
IRllwe,y = Y Pllspo myxeaeso a0y, Ilwr 24y = D 1hll2 oo ryxas0 a0:)-
=1 i=1

As before, we stress the fact that, in the core of the text, we put an additional index ‘0’

and we removed the ‘hat’ in the notations Ciyp ([0, T x Sa), CQJ”([O T x S,), ”EHWFV and
[l w24, hence writing Cyip- (0, 7] x Sa), i we(10,7] x Sa), [hllwr,o and [[Allwr,o2++-

Hybrid spaces. We now introduce hybrid spaces of functions with mixed classical and Wright-
Fisher regularity. Again, this notion is directly borrowed from [25] Chapter 5]. More pre-
crsely, a function h, defined on Sy, belongs to C 1 (Sa) (respectively C%;\}QFJW(Sd)), for some

€ (0,1), if it is continuously differentiable on Sd (meaning that it is continuously differen-
tiable on the interior and the derivatives extend by continuity up to the boundary) and each
0;h, for i € [d], belongs to C 1(Sa) (respectively co 2Jrq/(Sd)) For h € C 1(S4), we then let

Ihllwe1y = Bl + D ihllyp o0
i€[[d]

and, for h € Cyy 2+7(Sd), we let

1Bllwr,1,247 = [1hlloc + D 19l 024+
€[d]

The parabolic version of CW 7(8;) (which is the only one we need in the text) is defined
in a similar way. A function h, defined on [0, 7] x Sy, belongs to Ci; 2+7([0, T] x Sq), for some
€ (0,1), if it belongs to C% 2ij([07 T x 8;) (and is hence differentiable in space) and each

D h, for i € [d], belongs to Cy: 2+V([O,T] x 8;). For h € Ci; 2+7([0,T] x Sq), we then let

1allwr 1,244 = Thllwr,on + 18chllwroy + D [0kl yp g0pn-
€[d]
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