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Abstract: In this paper, a Nash-type fictitious game framework is introduced to handle time-
inconsistent linear-quadratic optimal control problems. The Nash-type game in this framework is
called fictitious as it is between the decision maker (called real player) and an auxiliary control variable
(called fictitious player) with the real player and fictitious player looking for time-consistent policy
and precomitted optimal policy, respectively. Namely, the fictitious-game framework is actually an
auxiliary-variable-based mechanism where the fictitious player is our particular design. Noting that
the real player’s cost functional is revised in accordance with that of fictitious player, the equilibrium
policy of real player is called an open-loop self-coordination control of original linear-quadratic prob-
lem. As a generalization, a time-inconsistent nonzero-sum stochastic linear-quadratic dynamic game
is investigated, where one player is to look for precommitted optimal policy and the other player is to
search time-consistent policy. Necessary and sufficient conditions are presented to ensure the existence
of open-loop equilibrium of the nonzero-sum game, which resort to a set of Riccati-like equations and
linear equations. By applying the developed theory of nonzero-sum game, open-loop self-coordination
control of the linear-quadratic optimal control is fully characterized, and multi-period mean-variance
portfolio selection is also investigated. Finally, numerical simulations are presented, which show the
efficiency of the proposed fictitious-game framework.

Key words: time inconsistency, stochastic linear-quadratic problem, dynamic game, precommitted
policy, time-consistent policy

1 Introduction

Dynamic programming is a fundamental and powerful approach to solving optimal control problems;
the basic idea is to consider a family of problems with different initial times and states, and to establish
relationships among these problems. Bellman’s principle of optimality is the core of this approach
which states using Bellman’s words [5] as “An optimal policy has the property that whatever the
initial state and initial decision are, the remaining decisions must constitute an optimal policy with
regard to the state resulting from the first decision.” This property is termed as the time consistency
of optimal control. However, in many practical situations, the time-consistency fails quite often and
the corresponding optimal control problems are time-inconsistent.

Actually, there are several factors that ruin the time consistency of optimal control. The first one
is the nonlinear terms of conditional expectations of state/control that appear in the objective func-
tional. As there is no nonlinear version of the tower property of conditional expectation, the controller
at different time instants is facing with different objectives, which are not consistent with the global
objective. Therefore, the time inconsistency comes from the conflicts between global optimal control on
the lifetime horizon and local optimal control on the tail time horizon. Such a kind of time-inconsistent
problems are classified as mean-field optimal controls, which have gained considerable attention during
the last few years [33, 51]. Another factor is the non-exponential discounting in objective functional,
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which does not possess the property of group or separability any longer. Though exponential discount-
ing is of great importance to model people’s time preference [38], empirical researches over the last
half century have documented the inadequacy of constant discount rate. Among others, hyperbolic dis-
counting is a known anomaly and is often used to describe the case with a declining discount rate [18].
Further, it is hypothesized [42] that people are born with tendency to overvalue current consumption
and that more discounting occurs between the present and the near future than between periods in the
more distant future, namely, the discounting function in the objective functional is non-exponential.
The aforementioned two factors that ruin the time consistency reflect people’s risk preferences and time
preference in some nontraditional ways, both of which are of the phenomenon of “changing tastes” in
intertemporal choices [4], namely, today’s preference conflicts with tomorrow’s preference.

1.1 Existing methodologies on handling the time inconsistency

To handle the time inconsistency, there are several different approaches in existing literature and a rule
of selecting the preferred solution is called as a choice mechanism [4]. The first one is the precommitment
choice for which the initial policy is implemented on the lifetime horizon. This approach neglects the
time inconsistency, and the optimal policy is optimal only when viewed at the initial time. The second
mechanism is naive choice or myopic choice: at each time instant a naive agent embarks on the option
that currently seems best, namely, this agent sticks to the local objective and completely ignores the
global interest. However, the naive policy makes no sense of optimality, and simple example [4] shows
that it might be the worst one of all the policies viewed from the initial time instant.

1.1.1 Strotz’s time-consistent solution

Another mechanism is sophisticated/time-consistent choice proposed by Strotz [42]. In the viewpoint
of Strotz, the decision maker at different time instants is regarded as different selves, and the time
inconsistency suggests a conflict between different these selves. At any time instant the current self
takes account of future selves’ decisions, and the equilibrium of this intertemporal game is called a
sophisticated policy, or a time-consistent policy. Inspired by Strotz’s idea, hundreds of works have
sought to tackle practical problems in economics and finance; see, for example, [11, 12, 16, 17, 21, 26,
28, 32, 36] and the references therein. Moreover, accompanying the appearance of time-inconsistent
mean-field optimal control, recent years have witnessed the rapid progresses of extending Strotz’s
idea in the theoretical control community [7, 8, 23, 24, 31, 33, 37, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51]; in
particular, the open-loop time-consistent control, feedback time-consistent strategy and mixed time-
consistent solution are elaborately studied. It should be noted that Strotz’s solution is essentially a
closed-loop time-consistent strategy. So far, the sophisticated policy and precommitted policy are two
extreme solutions; namely, the sophisticated policy recovers the time consistency and ignores the global
optimality, while the precomitted solution does not care about the time consistency and just pays
attention to the global optimality on the lifetime horizon.

1.1.2 Self-control of Thaler and Shefrin

Different from Strotz’s formulation and to balance the global optimality and time consistency, the
economists Thaler and Shefrin [43] introduce a two-dimensional self-control model: the individual at
any instant in time is assumed to be both a farsighted planner and a myopic doer. This division
into conflicting subselves is how psychologists think about self-control, and the notion of self-control is
paradoxical without it. The doer at each moment in time exists only for one period and is completely
selfish, or myopic [43], namely, the objective of each doer is independent of past and future variables
that are concerned. On the contrary, the planner is concerned with the lifetime objective, which is
derived from the objectives of all the doers. Interestingly, pointed out by [43] and due to the myopic
nature of the doers, the conflict between the planner and doers is fundamentally similar to the agency
relationship between the employer /principal and employees/agents of a firm. In fact, this two-self model
to understand the savings behavior of individuals and households is one of four Thaler’s contributions
in behavioral economics to win 2017 Nobel Prize [1]. For the recent progresses on self-control, we are
referred to [6, 13, 14, 19, 20, 22, 35] and references therein.

Actually, the idea of two-self model can be traced back to the work of Adam Smith [41] in 1759; and
[43] is the first systematic and formal treatment of a two-self economic man, which integrates economics



with psychology. A key feature of this planner-doer modelling is that the planner is also allowed to
bear some influence on doers’ behavior. For this, the doers are given the discretion to either modify
their preferences or alter the incentives (rewards, punishments, etc). Specifically, through incorporating
the costly control of a “preference modification parameter” (selected by the planner) into the doers’
utilities, the behaviors of the planner and doers can be mutually influenced, and the planner’s utility
is simultaneously modified. By finding the equilibrium of this intrapersonal game, a balance between
the lifetime objective and myopic objectives is achieved. Noting that the planner does not actually
consume, the policy of this game selected by the doers is the one that is executed by the individual.

1.1.3 Two-tier game framework of Cui, Li and Shi

Note that the doers’ local objectives of standard self-control schemes are fully myopic, namely, there
are no conflicts among different local objectives. To meet the time-inconsistent stochastic decision
problems with conflicting non-myopic local objectives and non-expectation operators, Cui, Li and Shi
propose a two-tier planner-doer game framework [13] to reconcile the global and local interests, where
a sequential game among the doers is involved that significantly extends existing self-control schemes
[19, 20, 22, 35, 43]. Through commitment by punishment, the proposed mechanism of [13] revises the
original preference of each individual doer by adding a penalty term, while the expected total penalty
in turn modifies the planner’s preference. Then, both a sequential game among the doers in the lower
tier and a leader-follower game between the planner and doers in the upper tier are constructed. Given
any planned policy, the best-response policies of the doers form a Nash equilibrium of the low tier game
and are time-consistent on the lifetime horizon. Therefore, the two-tier game is indeed a game between
precommitted policy and time-consistent policy, and the doers’ equilibrium time-consistent policy of
this game is called a self-coordination policy of the original time-inconsistent decision problem.

Furthermore, the proposed self-coordination mechanism is applied to the dynamic mean-variance
portfolio selection, and an explicit self-coordination policy is obtained together with a detailed sensi-
tivity analysis [13]; this enable investors to understand the trade-off between global and local interests
and coordinate among various selves. To the best of the authors and within the realm of dynamic
games, the work [13] is the first to study the game between precommitted policy and time-consistent
policy, which clearly merits further investigations. The followings are some of questions that might be
studied.

i). There exist several notions on time-consistent equilibrium solution in existing literature, such as
the open-loop equilibrium control, closed-loop equilibrium strategy and mixed equivalent equa-
tions [23, 31, 51]. Note that the best-response time-consistent policy of the doers is closed-loop.
So, it is desirable to study other types of best-response time-consistent policy.

ii). If we go beyond, the game between the planner and doers can be settled within more general
framework of games between precommitted policy and time-consistent policy, whose study must
enrich the game theory. In particular, it is desirable to study the Nash-type games, namely, the
precommitted policy and time-consistent policy have equal status.

iii). Linear-quadratic (LQ, for short) optimal control is pioneered by Kalman in 1960s and is now a
classical yet fundamental problem in control theory. Though general time-inconsistent decision
problems has been considered in [13, 14], the pretty structure of LQ problem has not been fully
explored within the games between the precommitted policy and time-consistent policy.

1.2 Nash-type fictitious game framework
1.2.1 The framework
In this paper, a time-inconsistent LQ optimal control is studied via a method of Nash-type fictitious

game. Specifically, consider the system

(1.1)

Xieor = (AUXe + o) + 30, (CY X+ DYiv .
Xi=xz, keT;, teT,



where T = {0,...,N—1}, T, = {t,..., N —1}, and A}, CY" € R"*" BY D% € R"™™ are deterministic.
Letting wy, = (w},...,w})T, the noise process {wy, k € T} is assumed to be a vector-valued martingale
difference sequence defined on a probability space (2, F,P) with

Ek[wk] =0, Ek[wkw,{] = Ak, keT, (12)

where Ay = (52j)pxp, k € T, are assumed to be deterministic. Ex[-] in (1.2) is the conditional math-
ematical expectation E[-|Fy] with respect to Fy, = o{w;,l =0,1,...,k — 1}, and Fy is understood as
{0,Q}. Let (2(t;R™) and I2(T;; R™) be defined as

B(tR™) = {C € R™ | ¢ is Fy-measurable, E|¢|* < oo}, (1.3)
(T R™) = {u = {v, k € Ty} ‘ vy € R™ is Fy-measurable, E|vy|? < oo, k € ']I‘t} ;o (1.4)

and z of (1.1) belongs to I2(¢;R™). The objective functional is

N-1
J(t,z0) =Y Et{XkT QY o X1, + (B X30) " QY B X, + v RY vy, + (Etvk)TngEtuk}
k=t
+E[(Xn)TGYXN] + (B Xn) GIE Xy, (1.5)

where Q7 ., Q7 ., RY ., RY ., k € Ty, G?, G are deterministic symmetric matrices of appropriate dimen-
sions. Then, the LQ problem is stated as follows.
Problem (LQ). Letting t € T and x € I2(t;R"), find a v* € IZ(T;R™) such that

J(t,z;v*) = inf  J(t,z;0). 1.6
(o) = it J(taio) (16)

Problem (LQ) is time-inconsistent as the objective functional (1.5) contains nonlinear terms of
conditional expectation and the weighting matrices of (1.5) depend on the initial time. «* of (1.6)
is called an open-loop precommitted optimal control, or simply precommitted solution/policy, for the
initial pair (¢, z), which totally adheres to the global interest on the lifetime horizon T;. Noting that u*
neglects the time inconsistency, the following notion yet pays attention to the open-loop time-consistent
solution of Problem (LQ).

Definition 1.1. A control v € [2(Ty; R™) is called an open-loop time-consistent equilibrium control
of Problem (LQ) for the initial pair (t,z), if for any k € T; and any vy, € 12(k;R™),

J(k, X vlr,.) < J(k, Xi; (O, v1,044))- (1.7)

Here, v|r, and U‘Tk-f—l are the restrictions of v on Ty and Ty41, respectively; and Xy, is given by

(1.8)
Xt:Jf, kETt, teT.

{ X1 = (AR Xk + Biu) + 320, (CR Xy + DYfvg)wj,,
Since Strotz’s work, time-consistent solutions have gained much attention in the areas of economics,
finance etc. It should be noted that time-consistent policy and precommitted optimal policy are two ex-
treme and irreconcilable solutions for time-inconsistent optimal control. More precisely, time-consistent
policy recovers the time consistency and ignores the global optimality, while the precomitted solution
does not care about the time consistency and just pays attention to the global optimality on the life-
time horizon. In this paper, we will extend the notion of time-consistent solution in order to strike a
balance between the time consistency and global optimality. The main idea is to introduce an auxiliary
fictitious player that plays games with the decision maker v in Definition 1.1 (this v is called a real
player throughout this paper).

The Nash-type fictitious game framework of this paper is divided into the following three steps.

Step 1. Introduce an auxiliary control variable u € I2(T;;R™), which is called a fictitious player
throughout this paper. The cost functional of w is J (¢, x; u) with the internal state

(1.9)

)?k+1 = (Ag)?k + Bguk) + Z:f:l (Cgl)?k + Dgzuk)w}c,
)?t =, k S Tt,



namely,

N-1
J(tasu) =Y Et{X,CTQg,CXk + (B Xk) Q0 By X + uf RO g + (Etuk)TRg{kEtuk}
k=t

+ E; [()?N)TG?XN] + (]Et)?N)TGgEt)?N.

Different from the real player (v of Definition 1.1), the fictitious player v would like to find a precom-
mitted optimal solution.

Step 2. Modify the cost functionals of v and u to

J(k, z;ulr, ,vlr,) = J(k, Z;0|1,) + e (ug — o) W (ug —vi), k€ Ty, (1.10)
N-1

J(t, xyu,v) = J(t, x;u) + Z By [ (ur — vr) T Ok (wr, — o) (1.11)
k=t

with ), € R™*™ being symmetric and u; € R,k € T;. Here, the inner states in J(k, Z;u|r, ,v|r,) and

J(t,x;u,v) are given, respectively, by (1.8) and (1.9).
Step 3. Solve the fictitious game:

Problem (LQ),. Find (u*,v*) € IZ(Ty; R™) x [2(T4; R™) such that

J(t,;u v*) < J(tz;u,0%), Yu € B(T, R™), (1.12)
J(k, Xj5 0, v*|r, ) < J(ky X u®|ny s (U, v%|1esy))s  VE € Ty, Vo € (K, R™) (1.13)

hold with X; computed via

{ Xy = (AQXF + BYvp) + X0, (CR X} + Dy )w, (1.14)

X; ==z keT,.

Here, v* is called an open-loop self-coordination control of Problem (LQ) for the initial pair (¢, z) and
{/j,k\I/k, ke Tt}

Remark 1.2. {U;,k € T;} and {ui, k € T} are called the punishment direction and punishment
intensity, respectively. Note that modifying the objective functionals (1.10) (1.11) of Step 2 is similar
to that of [15]. Actually, it is [13] that motivates the study of this paper, and the term “self-coordination
policy” is introduced firstly by [13] that is of closed loop indeed. As the formulation of this paper is
somewhat similar to that of [13], the “self-coordination” is borrowed here and the equilibrium policy
of real player is called an open-loop self-coordination control of Problem (LQ)). Furthermore, Problem
(LQ)gy is called a fictitious game as it is a game between a real player and o fictitious player.

1.2.2 Motivation

The Nash-type fictitious game framework can be viewed as an auxiliary-variable method. The v of
(1.1) is the real controller and its policy is the one that is actually performed, and the fictitious player
u is an auxiliary control variable with system equation (1.9). On the fictitious game of Problem (LQ),,
the real player’s policy is obtained that is called an open-loop self-coordination control of Problem
(LQ). Namely, all the derivations from (1.9) to (1.14) are our particular design in order to obtain
the open-loop self-coordination control. Furthermore, the method of fictitious game differs from the
two-tier planner-doer game [13] in the following two points. Firstly, the two-tier game framework is a
self-control scheme, where the decision maker at any instant is assumed to have conflicting subselves—
planner and doer. On the contrary, there is only one real controller in the fictitious game framework,
and the fictitious player is an auxiliary variable. Secondly, the game of [13] is of lead-follower type,
where the planner is a leader and the doers are the followers. In contrast, the game between real player
and fictitious player of this paper is Nash-type, namely, the real player and fictitious player have equal
status.

Auxiliary-variable method is somewhat usual in controller design [15, 29]; in this case, some inter-
nal auxiliary variables are introduced by which the concerned controllers can be constructed. In the



fictitious game framework, the fictitious player is an internal auxiliary control variable, and through
the fictitious game the real player’s policy is obtained. Furthermore, the best-response policies of real
player and fictitious player are time-consistent and globally optimal, respectively. In other words, the
fictitious game is indeed a game between a real time-consistent policy and a fictitious precommitted
policy, which shares some similarity with that of [13]. To the best of the authors, the work [13] is
the first to study the game between time-consistent policy and precommitted policy, where the con-
flicting subselves have hierarchical status. Under the idea of introducing auxiliary control variable, it
is possible to conduct a fictitious Nash-type game between time-consistent policy and precommitted
policy. Similarly to standard Nash equilibrium, the Nash-type equilibrium of fictitious game is also
non-cooperative, namely, if any one player stays at its equilibrium policy, the other player’s equilibrium
policy is optimal in the sense of (1.12) or (1.13).

Furthermore, on the status of precommitted policy and time-consistent policy in the fictitious game,
let us go back to the pioneer work [42] too. Though consistent planning is proposed firstly by [42], it
seems that no prejudice on precommitted policy is found in [42]. If the conflicts between the global
interest and local interests are recognized, it “may be solved either by (a) a strategy of precommitment,
or (b) a strategy of consistent planning”; this is noted in the Summary of [42]. More interestingly, in
the very recent year, Caliendo and Findley [9] present some positive results about that the precom-
mitted policy acts better than time-consistent policy: “In some prominent, well-studied examples with
intertemporal tradeoffs (like the choice between investing in a project now or later, doing an unpleasant
task now or procrastinating it until later, and eating a cake), we find that the commitment allocation
can multiself Pareto dominate the non-cooperative equilibrium allocation if the number of time-dated
selves exceeds a low threshold.” Here, the commitment allocation and non-cooperative equilibrium al-
location are the precommitted policy and time-consistent policy, respectively. Besides, commitment
mechanism is widely accepted in the fields such as decision science, economics and finance. To mention
a few, see, for example, [3, 10, 25, 27] and references therein. Namely, though nowadays consistent
planning has gained much attention in the control community, the above mentioned sample of papers
provides many positive evidences of studying precommittmed policy, which ought not to be ignored for
its practical values in some situations. Therefore, for the general study, it is reasonable to treat the
precommitted policy and time-consistent policy equally; this is the case of [42]. Hence, to balance the
global optimality and time consistency, an alternative way to that of [13] is conducting a Nash-type
game between time-consistent policy and precommitment policy. This is another motivation of the
fictitious game of this paper.

Additionally, concerned with standard nonzero sum games, Nash solution and Stackelberg solution
are two standard noncooperative equilibrium solutions in the sense that no player can achieve an
improvement if she attempts to deviate from her strategies. Nash solution ensures simultaneously that
at the same time each player will not benefit from changing their strategy, and Stackelberg solution is
in a sequential manner. Though it is established in [40] that the leader in the Stackelberg solution is
at least as good and possibly lower cost than in the Nash solution, yet nothing can be said about the
follower who may or may not do better than the Nash solution [39]. Hence, for the self-coordination
policy of [13] and open-loop self-coordination control of this paper, generally it is hard to say that one
acts better than the other one. Interestingly, according to the examples of Section 4, the scheme of [13]
looks for self-coordination policy between open-loop precommitted optimal control and open-loop time-
inconsistent equilibrium control, while to some extent this paper goes beyond open-loop precommitted
optimal control and open-loop time-consistent equilibrium control. Therefore, our formulation adds a
new dimension to handle time-inconsistent optimal control problems.

1.2.3 Generalization

Letting X2 = [XT X717, we have

A9 0 ) ( By ) 0
X, = Xo4 [ TF ) u+ vk
ket (0 Ay )k 0 By

p . .
oY 0 o (DY 0 ;
+Z{< 0 c%)X”( 0 )*(D)}“’ (1.15)

w:(x),ken

T




Noting Xy = I 0)Xg Xy, =10 IIXg, the inner states of j(t,x;u,v) and J(k,Z;u|r,,v|T,) can be
replaced by {X7, k € T;}. Hence, (1.11) (1.10) are expressed as

N-1

7T a\T gk 0 a a\T Q?k 0 a
J(t,x;u, 'U) = ]Et (Xk) O7 0 Xk + (]Eth) 07 0 ]Eth
k=t

R, + ¥y —p ¥ RV, 0
T t,k k¥k Mk ¥k T t,k
=+ Ug < *,uk\:[/k /lk‘I’k Uy + (Etuk) 0 0 Etuk)

(GO0 (GO0 .
+Et{(XN)T ( Ot 0 ) Xf + (B X3)T ( Ot 0 )EtXN}v (1.16)
and

N—-1
_ 0 0 0
Tk X ulny o) = 3 B <X;>T( ) )X;+<EkX3>T( f
—k 0 Qe 0
0

0 0
+uT< >u—|—IEuT< — >Eu
7 Ry, )M (Erue)™ { Ry, KUy

U, —U . 0 0 .
+Hku£< —\IZ \I/kk >uk+Ek{(XN)T< 0 GY )XN

) Ep X

>0 O

N4

o o

0 0
+(EkX]‘i,)T< e )Ekxjav} (1.17)

with uy, = [u} o],k € T;. By the above notations, the game finding the open-loop self-coordination

control of Problem (LQ) is sublimed to solve a generalized time-inconsistent nonzero-sum LQ dynamic
game (Problem (GLQ) below). Namely, finding the open-loop self-coordination control is a motivation
to study the generalized time-inconsistent nonzero-sum LQ dynamic game.

Specifically, consider the system

{ Xi1 = (ArXk + Blug + Bivy) + S8, (O} Xy, + D}k + Divg )w, 118)

X,=yeR” keT,, teT.

Here, {Xy, k € T:} £ X, {up,k € Ty} 2 w and {vp, k € Ty} £ v with T, = {t,..., N} are the state

process and control processes, respectively; the system matrices Ay, Ci € R™", B}, D}t € R<m,
B2, D¥' € R™ ™2 of (1.18) are deterministic. In (1.18), y belongs to [Z(¢;R™), which is defined as

B(t;R") = {C € R"| ¢ is Fr-measurable, E|¢]? < oo}. (1.19)

The cost functionals associated with (1.18) are

N—-1 T 1 1 T
= X Qi) (S X
Sty B ( uk ) ( S?k <Rt71k) ) ( uk )
k=t k tk bk k

+

T , A Gl \T
E; Xy Qi (Si1) Es Xy 1 N\T 1 \T
( E,u; ) < Svtlﬁk R%,k E,u; +2(q1)" Xk +2(pp)" ur
+E[(Xn)TGLXN] + (B XN)TGIE XN + 2(9/)"Ee X v, (1.20)
X, g ?,k (Stz,k)T Xy
Ui St2,k R?,k Ui

T s ~H2 G2 \T
By X t,k (St,k) E; Xy 2 \T 9 \T
- ( Eiug ) < St RP, + 2(gix)” Xi +2(pep)" ik

and

J2(t7y;u7v) = Et

Eiuy,



+E[(Xn)TGIXN] + (BeXN)TGIE XN + 2(97)"Ee X v, (1.21)

1) g1 G20 52(1)
uk:(m) Stlk:< t’(k)> gtlk:< t’(k)> ka:( t’(k)> ka:< t’(k)>
? 5 1(2 ? 5 al(2 ? 5 2(2 ? 5 a2(2 ?
Uk Sk Sk Sk tk
RO pl(2) ) RIOY  pl12) R21) p2012)
Riy= ( 2-17(1621) 2-17(1622) , Riy = —tf(km) —tf(kzz) , Ry = ;’(];1) ;,(1;2) ;
R,y R,y R, R,y Ry Ry

) R0 p2012) p1(1) p2(1)
Ri,;( bon) e *= pi’(’i) =\ "5e | teT keT.

52(21)  $2(22)
Rt,k R tk Ptk

)
=

The weighting matrices in (1.20) (1.21) are deterministic matrices; and Q{ . _{ & R{ ) Rf ) GILGlj=
1,2 are symmetric. Let

12(T;; R™) = {u = {vp, k€T,

vp € R™i is Fj-measurable, E|v;|? < 0o,k € ']I‘t}, i=1,2. (1.22)

As the weighting matrices depend on the initial time and the nonlinear terms of conditional expectation
appear in the cost functionals, the considered dynamic optimization problem associated with (1.18)
(1.20) (1.21) will be time-inconsistent.

Problem (GLQ). For the initial pair (t,y), find a pair (u*,v*) € IZ(T;; R™) x 12(T; R™2) such
that

Ji(t,y;ut 0") < Ji(tyyu,vt),  Yu e l[f-(Tt,le), (1.23)
JQ(kvXZ;U*|Tk7U*|Tk) < JQ(kvXZ;U*|Tk7 (Uk7v*|Tk-+1))7 vk € Ttv Vo, € l%‘(kanm)v (124)

where

{ Xipy = (ARX] + Bl + Biop) + LIy (CLXG + Difuj, + Divp)u, (1.25)

X;=y, keT,.

(u*,v*) above is called an open-loop equilibrium of Problem (GLQ). By the inequalities (1.23) (1.24),
the best-response policies u* and v* are precommitted and time-consistent, respectively. Specifically,
in (1.23) u* is compared with all other elements in {Z(T;,R™!) which is global optimal on T;, and
in contrast v* of (1.24) is called an equilibrium control and is local optimal in the sense that at any
time instant it is optimal pointwisely provided that future equilibrium policies are given. In Section
2, Problem (GLQ) is firstly studied and the obtained results are applied directly to Problem (LQ) to
obtain the open-loop self-coordination control.

1.3 Contents and findings

By discrete-time convex variation, the stationary conditions and convex conditions are obtained, which
together ensure the existence of open-loop equilibrium of Problem (GLQ). Then, several sets of Riccati-
like equations and linear equations are introduced, by which the stationary conditions and convex
conditions are equivalently characterized. Interestingly, the Riccati-like equations (2.14) and linear
equations (2.15) characterizing the convex conditions have nothing to do with the Riccati-like equations
(2.9) (2.10) that are for the stationary conditions. To the best of the authors, the result, b)-c) of
Theorem 2.2 that characterizes the convexity (Proposition 5.2), is the first one for mean-field LQ
problems, which is proved by using a technique of control shifting. Furthermore, sufficient conditions
(2.26) in terms of Riccati-like equations and linear equations are presented to characterize the open-loop
equilibrium of Problem (GLQ), which can be easily checked. Moreover, the uniqueness of open-loop
equilibrium is also studied. By applying the developed theory, open-loop self-coordination control of
Problem (LQ) is obtained.

As an example, dynamic multi-period mean-variance portfolio selection is investigated, which itself
is of much interest. By introducing a martingale difference sequence, the wealth equation becomes a



special case of general linear stochastic system with multiplicative noises. Therefore, the developed
theory of Problem (LQ) can be applied directly to this portfolio selection problem. Firstly, the result
that is parallel to the general theory is presented on the open-loop self-coordination control, which
resort to a pair of Riccati-like equations with special structure. When the punishment matrices become
zero, the open-loop self-coordination control should be an open-loop time-consistent equilibrium con-
trol, and further the obtained Riccati-like equations should reduce to and coincide with the ones for
open-loop time-consistent equilibrium control. This is validated in Theorem 3.2 indeed. Moreover, a
term “sequently generic” is introduced, and one shows that given any nonnegative definite punishment
direction and any initial pair, Problem (MV) admits unique open-loop self-coordination control for
sequently generic punishment intensity.

Section 4 presents two examples to validate the theory developed. Numerical simulations indicate
a large body of diversity and the following points are manifested. When punishment intensity is small
enough, open-loop self-coordination control perform between open-loop precommitted optimal control
and open-loop time-consistent equilibrium control; at some late instants, open-loop self-coordination
control outperforms open-loop precommitted optimal control and open-loop time-consistent equilibrium
control. In particular, Example 4.2 shows: the scheme of [13] looks for self-coordination policy between
open-loop precommitted optimal control and open-loop time-inconsistent equilibrium control, while
to some extent this paper goes beyond open-loop precommitted optimal control and open-loop time-
consistent equilibrium control. Therefore, our formulation might be viewed as the supplement to that
of [13]. Furthermore, on the above technical contents, we have additional comments. Firstly, open-
loop self-coordination control relives the open-loop time-inconsistent equilibrium control if one lets the
punishment matrices be zero. On the other hand, by adjusting the punishment matrices, open-loop
self-coordination control provides many alternatives to handle the time inconsistency. Namely, the
necessity to study open-loop self-coordination controls is indicated.

Notation. For a matrix M, MT, M? and Ran(M) denote the transpose, the Moore-Penrose
inverse and the range, respectively, of M. Mentioned above, T = {0,..., N — 1},'f‘ ={0,...,N}, and
T; = {t,..., N—1} for t € T. The spaces I2(t; R™) and I2(T;t; R™) are given in (1.19) (1.22); and I2(¢; R")
and [Z(T;t; R™) are similarly defined. If a matrix M is nonnegative definite or positive definite, it will
be denoted as M = 0 and M > 0.

2 Main results

This section presents the main results of this paper, whose proofs are given in Section 5. As looking
for open-loop self-coordination control is a special case of solving Problem (GLQ), the results of this
section are stated mostly for Problem (GLQ).

Theorem 2.1. For the initial pair (t,y), the following statements are equivalent.
i) Problem (GLQ) admits an open-loop equilibrium.
ii) There exists a (u*,v*) € [2(TyR™) x 12(Ty; R™2) such that the stationary conditions

0= Sl(l)Xk +Sl(1)IEth +Rl(n) N +R1(11)]Et u +R1(12) N +31(12) v
+ (BOTELYy + X0 (DI TEL (Y wh) + o1, as.,  keTy,

(2.1)
0= SQ(Q)Xk +R (21) u¥ +R2(22) * (Bk)TEka+1
+yr (DZl)T]Ek(Zlek) + pk@) as., keT,
and the convex conditions
inf jl(t,O;u) >0, a.s.,
u€l2(Ty;R™) (2.2)

inf jg(k,();vk) >0, a.s., VkeT,
vi €12 (ksR™)

are satisfied. Here, Yk*+1=Z:f1 are computed via the backward stochastic difference equations



(BSAEs, for short)
Yy = QLuXi + QL EX] + (SIS g+ (S Eewg, + (S0 o+ (810) Euvp
+ AEEkYk*-s-l + Zf:l(clic)TEk(Yk+1wk) + qt,k, (2.3)

* * M * T
Zf’ = Q% X[ + Qi Br X[ + (Slf(él)) uy + (52(1)) Erup + (S o )) Ve
+ (52(2)) Epv; +A; EeZZ_*l Z 1 (C )TEK(ZZ—HU)@) + qk A (2.4)

0 = G2 X5 + R X + g2, (€T,
ke

with
Xip = (AkX; + B;uz + B,va) + Zle (C’,iX;g + D,%’u;; + Diiv,’;)w,@,
Xf=y, keT.

Ji(t,0;w), Jo(k, 050, of (2.2) are

N—-1
Ji(t,0;u) Z E, [ak QL + 2uf S} Vv, + ul Ry + (Evan) T QL Evcy

H,

+ 2(Etuk)TSt7(kl)Etozk + (Etuk)TR;(kn)Etuk + Et[a%G%aN]

+ (Eran) Gy Eran, (2.5)

and
Ja(k, 05 vp) = vy, R2(22)Uk + Z Ex [@TQi,eﬂe + (ExBe)" Q7 (ExBe
+ B [BYGY 5N] (ExBn) T GRERSN (2.6)

with {ag, k € Ti},{Be, £ € Ti} given by the following stochastic difference equations (SAEs, for
short)

Qkt+1 = (Akak + Bii“k) + 20 (Cliak + D,ﬁiuk)w (2.7)

Qp = 07 k€ Tt, ’
and

Beyr = AeBe + Y0, CiBewy,
Brt1 = Bive + 227, Di'vpwy, (2.8)
BrL=0, (e ']Tk+1.

Under i) or ii), (u*,v*) of i1) is an open-loop equilibrium of Problem (GLQ).

To characterize the stationary conditions (2.1), introduce the Riccati-like equations:

Pk =Qtp+ AL P A+ 30, 67 (COT Pria G,

C gl
11 12
=y w2 |
L .. k’k{ .
Pk = Qtp + AL Priy1Ar + 30 i1 6, (CL)T Priya O,
i (2.9)
LT LT |33t Ht17(lcl)
=[O GuT W | st
k.k

1(1 1(2 — hi s
oLk = _[(Ht,(k))T (Ht,(k))T}WI,k [ h2 ] + AL oy ki +qtk,
Pt,N:th7Pt,N:gtlagt,N:gtla kETta

10



Te = Qi g+ (A) Thp1 Ac+ 370y 5, (CHTTp,041C

2001 2wt | e
- [(Hk,z ) (Hk,Z ) ]Wt,e ﬁz’@)
00

Tre = Q34+ (A)T Thoi1 A+ 30 1 6 (CH Ti 441CY

N N O

2(1 2(2
- {(kaz))T (H ( )) }Wie l ﬁti(ez)
0,0

)

. N [
Tie = (Ag) Th o1 A0 — [(Hifé))T (’Hif?))T} WI,Z H%’(gg)
0
R R Je s
2(1 2(2
AT EY W [ 2o |

h
ke = _[(Hifz}))T (7'[2(2)) }WZz { h2 } +A Ehe.e+1 +qkev
Tin =G3, Tin =G2 Tpn =0, fk,N =gi, L(€Ty,

ke,
where
Wiit? =R + (BOT Pt By + L0, 6 (D) P DY,
Wi = 2(25) + (BT (Tihtr + Toir1) By + 30,21 0 (DF) T Ti 1 DY
Wll(fls) 1(15) + (BY)T Pogya By + 30—y 6 (D) Py DY,
Wifs) = 2(23) + (B Trws1 By + 20 121 6 (DF) Ty k2 DY,
H, (ks) = + (B Pegr1 Ak + 307 124 57 (D) Py 1 C,
”Hifﬁ) ) + (BT (Thisr + Ter1) A+ 30y 67 (D) T T 041 C,
) = S) + (B Trep1Ar + 30 1 67 (D)) Tr 041 C,
HY = 819 + (B PuiprAx + £052, 67 (D) Poisn G,
HYD = S35 + (B Teoa Av + X0 1y 67 (D) Ty 441C,
teT, ke’}l‘t, LeT,, s=1,2,
and

1(11 1(12) 1(11) 1(12)
Wik = ( ILV\Q? 1) IiV\té?m) ) Wtk = ( Wtz(km) Wtzéﬁzz) ) keT,
’ W Kk Wk:,k: ' Wk: Wk: k

hip = (B ot p1 + Ptl,(kl)v hie = (BY) €repr + Pe,(z)7 k €Ty, £€Ty.
Furthermore, the following Riccati equations
Uk = Q1+ (AR) Upkr Ak + X0, 67 (CL)TUp i1 Cf — MEO] My i,
Upi = Qo+ (A) Uy k1 Ak + X0 21 67 (CL U k2 CF, — MT O My,
Un=Gt, Uyn=0G} keT,,
and linear equations
Vie = QR+ (A) Vierr Ae + 327,20 67 (C) Vi ea CF,
Vie = Qi o+ (A) Vi1 Ao + 327 ;1 07 (C)) T Va,ea O,

Vk:,N = Gi7 Vk,N = g]37 le Tk)a
keT,;

11

(2.10)

(2.11)

(2.12)

(2.13)

(2.14)

(2.15)



are introduced to characterize the convex conditions (2.2) with

M = Stl(kl) + (B U1 Ae + 220 2y 8 (DN Uy 1 CY,
My = 1(1 + (Bi) Uy o1 A + 327 =1 5”( WU k+10k7

O = + (B U1 B+ X0 ) 0 (DE)TUp i DY, (2.16)
O = 1(11) + (BL) Uy 41 B + Z” 1 5”( W)U k+1Dk )

)

Vi1 By + 220 2 57 (DF)"Vi, jr1 DY

Throughout the paper and for a matrix ®, Ran(®) and Ker(®) denote the range and kernel of ®,
respectively.

Theorem 2.2. For the initial pair (t,y), the following statements are equivalent.

i) Problem (GLQ) admits an open-loop equilibrium.
it) The following assertions hold.

a) The conditions

~ E, X* —~

H, ( IEtXIfk > +hy € Ran(Wtk), (2.17)
Xi—E X}

H, ( X% - E’;X’% ) € Ran(Wyi), keT, (2.18)

are satisfied, where

e -~ E: X}
Xip1 = A X + [Bli BI%] [Wj,k <Htvk ( EzX]j‘ > Jrhtvk)

k
X; —E X}
~-W! H k< . )
BETTRR X - By X
P * 2.19)
s 1ot p2 vt (g [ EX (
+§ {Cka + [D} DY [W;k (Ht,k ( Ez XE‘ > +ht,k)

wt X ~EXE )
Wit ( 3 gt )|
X =y, keT,

and

H1(1) 0 _ Hl(l) 0 hl
H .- t,k N CH, = tk , hey = < ) keT 2.20
t,k ( 0 Hi(i) t,k 0 %if? t,k h% . t- ( )

)

b) The solutions of (2.14) (2.15) have the property Oy i >= 0, Orj, = 0 and O, = 0, k € Ty.
¢) For any u € [2(Ty; R™), the conditions

M, (o) —Eiaf) € Ran(Ov k), a.s., (2.21)
Mt,k]EtaZ S Ran((’)tyk), keT, (222)

are satisfied, where o* is given by

apyy = (Aray + Binp) + 20, (Claj + Difng)wi, (2.23)
Oét = O7 ke Tt ’

with

e =up — O My (ap — Ero) — OF Moy, keT,. (2.24)

12



Under i) or ii), the open-loop equilibrium of Problem (GLQ) can be selected as

up \ _ st |\ E: X}
< ’UZ ) - Wt7k [Ht,k < ]EtX];k + ht,k

with X* given in (2.19).

(2.25)

X —EX}
-whae (% E )

Remark 2.3. The condition a) in Theorem 2.2 is characterizing the stationary conditions (2.1),
and b)-c) is equivalent to the convex conditions (2.2). To the best of the authors, b)-c) is the first result
about equivalently characterizing the convezity of mean-field LQ problems.

The following result is straightforward by following Theorem 2.2.

Theorem 2.4. If the conditions

Wt,kW;kHt,k = H; s, Wt,sz’kﬁt,k = I:it,ka
WoaW] e =hy g, OpkO) My g = My, (2.26)
O kO Mik = Mk, O, Ok, Opp =0, k€T, teT

are satisfied, then for any initial pair (t,y) x R, Problem (GLQ) admits an open-loop equilibrium that
is given in (2.25).

Theorem 2.5. If conditions in (2.26) are satisfied and Wt,k,vwvm are nonsigular k € Ty, then
Problem (GLQ)) admits unique open-loop equilibrium

’U,;:: __N_l e EfXZ
(vz)“WMPhk<mX:)+m*

X —E. X}

- W, H LA

t,k t,k( X;—EtX;
with

X = (AeX} + Biuj + Bivp) + >0, (Ci X} + Di'uj + Ditop ) wi,,
X =y, keT,.

If all the weighting matrices in (1.20) (1.21) do not depend on the initial times, this corresponds to a
special case of Problem (GLQ), which is denoted as Problem (sGLQ) below. For Problem (sGLQ), the
corresponding P, i, Pe ks, Ur ki, Th 0 77675,Tk7g, Vieos ko k € Ty, £ € Ty, of (2.9) (2.10) (2.14) (2.15) are also
independent of the initial times, and are denoted, respectively, by Py, Pk, Uk, Tk, Tk, Tk, Vi, &k, k € Ty
Furthermore, matrices in (2.11) (2.12) (2.13) (2.16) (2.20) do not depend on the initial times too. For
example, (2.10) (2.12) become

Ty = QF + (AR) Ter1 Ar + X0 -1 67 (CL) T Tha O
1(1
— [T ()T | w [ o)
Te = Qi + (Ap) Thr Ax + 227 14 52 CHTTy41CY
= N 1(1
- [T RO w [ﬁ@]
_ _ 22 Hl®
T = (A T Ak — [ )T (13 }W 2(2 1
o s
+ [(Hi(l))T (7‘[2(2)) }WT [ ﬁi@)
~ [
@—Wﬁ%TW?WﬁW[%]+%&H+%
TN:GQ; TN:gz, TN:07 fN:g2, ke’]rta
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and

W1(11) W1(12) N W1(11) W1(12)
W, = k k ., Wp = k k , keT,.
k ( )7\75(21) )7\75(22) k W,f(21) W,f(”) ¢

Note that looking for open-loop self-coordination control of Problem (LQ) is a special case of solving
Problem (GLQ). Now consider Problem (LQ). Using the notations of (1.20) (1.21), the weighting
matrices of (1.16) (1.17) are

ol = Q) 0 ol = Q?,k 0 Rl — Ry + e —pxVy
bk 0 0 ’ tk 0 0 ’ tk _/ik\:[lk [Lk\I/k ’

_ RO 0 GY 0 - GY 0
1 _ t,k 1 t 1 t
o= (50 ) a=(F 5 ) a=(50)

Stl,k =0, ‘gtl,k =0, P%,k =0, q;k =g, =0,

9 (0 0 Q2 (0 _0
k.t ™ 0 Qz,z P vRE T 0 Qg,e ’

and

A — Wy 0 —
R2 — —eWy  Rp .+ iy ’
Rt = 0 0
0 R% . ) 14 € Tk—i—h

— 0 0 0 0 = 0 O
2 _ 2 _ 2 _ L
wo-(0m, ) i-(0@) a-(0a)

SI%,Z =0, Sl%,z =0, Pi,z =0, q12c,£ = gl% =0.

Combining (1.16) and (1.17), we can get results that are parallel to Theorem 2.2, Theorem 2.4 and The-
orem 2.5 to obtain the open-loop self-coordination control of Problem (LQ). Due to space limitations,
the results are not presented here.

3 Multi-period mean-variance portfolio selection

In this section, we find the open-loop self-coordination control of multi-period mean-variance portfolio
selection, which is a special example of Problem (LQ). Consider a capital market consisting of one
riskless asset and pg risky assets over a finite time horizon N. Let si(> 1) be a given deterministic
return of the riskless asset at time period k and ey = (ej, -+ ,et?)T the vector of random returns of the
po risky assets at period k. We assume that vectors ex, k = 0,1,--- , N —1, are statistically independent
and the only information known about the random return vector ey is its first two moments: its mean
E(ey) = (Ee},Ee?, - ,Eet®)T and its covariance Cov(ey) = E[(ex, — Ee)(ex —Eey)T]. Clearly, Cov(ey)
is nonnegative definite, i.e., Cov(ey) = 0.

Let X € R be the wealth of the investor at the beginning of the k-th period, and let “Z be the
amount invested in the ¢-th risky asset at period k, 7 =1,2,--- ,pg. Then, X — Zfil u,”C is the amount
invested in the riskless asset at period k, and the wealth at the beginning of the (k + 1)-th period [30]
is given by

Po Po
X1 = Zeiu}c + (Xk — Zu}c)sk = s Xk + @fuk, (31)

i=1 i=1
where Oy, is the excess return vector of risky assets [30] defined as O = (0},0%,--- ,0")T = (e} —
Sk, e% — Spy e, R0 — sx)T. In this section, we consider the case where short-selling of stocks is allowed,

ie., up,i = 1,...,k, take values in R. This leads to a multi-period mean-variance portfolio selection
formulation. For this problem, we let Fj* = o(e¢,¢ =0,1,--- ,k—1), k=0,...,N — 1.

To proceed, (3.1) is transformed into a linear system with multiplicative noises such that the general
theory of above section can work. Precisely, define

wh _:e}; —sp — E(el — s),
Dy =(0,---,0,1,0,---,0), (3.2)
1:17 y PO kGT,

14



where the i-th entry of Dj** is 1. Then, {wj, = (w}, ...,wt°)’, k € T} is a martingale difference sequence
as ex, k =0,..,N — 1, are statistically independent. Furthermore,

Eplwpwi] = Elwpwy] = Cov(ey) £ (S;CJ)POX:D(H
and (3.1) becomes

(3.3)

Xk+1 = (Ska + (E@k)Tuk) + fil D;Tiukwligv
Xt = Z, k E Tt.

Then, a time-inconsistent version of multi-period mean-variance problem [30] is formulated in the
following.

Problem (MV). Fort €T and z € I2,.(t;R), find a u* € I2,.(Ty; RP) such that

I (b, z;u*) = inf I (t, 23 u).
u€lZ,, (T4;RPO)

Here,
It z3u) = By [(Xn — B Xn)?] — AE X n (3.4)
with A > 0 the trade-off parameter between the mean and variance of the terminal wealth.

In what follows, we look for the open-loop self-coordination control of Problem (MV). From the
formulation of (1.16) (1.17) and using similar notations, introduce the following objective functionals
and system dynamics:

N-1

Tt zu,0) = Y By [uf Toug] + B [(X5) G XY] + (B X3) "G 'E X R +2(9") "B Xy, (3.5)

k=t

Ik, Xl vlr,) = uf Teug + B [(XH) TG XY ] + (B X3) " GPEr Xy +2(6°)"Er Xy,  (3.6)
and

Xp ) = A X+ Biug + Bivg + 300, (D}ug + Doy )wi,

Xg:(i), keT,

Uk::<1;:>,rk:,uk<q)£k —;k>>o,G1=<é 8)’G1:<_01 8>’ (3.8)
;\3/2>’G2:<8 (1))’@2:(8 —01>’92:<_,(\)/2)’ (3.9)
A’C:(Sg sok>7Bi:((E%k)T>7Bi=((E£k)T), (3.10)
D;ii—(DgLi), Dii_(D(;mi)’ i=1,.p0. (3.11)

Here, pp, > 0, P = 0,k € T. We then have the following two results, whose proofs are given in Section
5.

(3.7)

with

Q
—
I
7 N

Theorem 3.1. Given {Yy, k € T}, let the conditions

o _ ~ ~7_
W, W H, =H,, WW,h,=h;, keT (3.12)
be satisfied, where
11
S — PUUE(0,07) 0
k= 2tk 21 22 ’
T(%ir)i Cov(Oy) T;Jri Cov(Oy)
— Cov(Oy) 0
P
Wi =7+ —(21) —(22) ) (3.13)
T 1Cov(©) T, Cov(Oy)
(11)
ﬁk — Sk)Pk+1]E®k O c R2p0><47
0 0
ke,
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—2EOyN_
2N k=N-—1,
—5EON_1
A
by = ~2N-1EOn-2 , k=N—2 (3.14)
—2sny_1EON_2

A

—58k+1 - SN-1EOg
A

—55k+1 - SN-1EO,

), ke {0,..,N — 3},

and

(11)

Pk (11)

— —(11 —— 11
= 3P [1 - P 6T (W) RSy,

1(1)
— 2 1 2(2
Tk = (Ap) Tri1 Ar — [( ( )) (ch( )) }Wk [ Hy ] ,
o (3.15)
7" = Bp” ( i 3>Ak’ 2 = (B) TepAr, s=12,

P =1, Ty=062 keT

with Tilﬂ and T,(ffi being the (2,1)-th and (2,2)-th entries of Tyy1, respectively. Then, for any
(t,z) € T x R, Problem (MV) admits an open-loop self-coordination control for the initial pair (t,z)
and { Yk, k € T,}, which is selected as

)

~t_
= —[0 Ipo} |:Wka (X —E. X0 —I—thk} , keT;. (3.16)

1

Here, H,, ' is the first column block of Hy, i.e.,
=0 _ ( sPlEe, 0
H, K k159 €R#*P0*2 keT,
0 0
and

X, = (A X + Bjuj + Bivy) + >0, (Dituj + DEvp ) wi,
z (3.17)
Xg’* = 2 5 k G Tt

with Ay, B}, B, D}, D¥' k € Ty given in (5.10) (3.11).

When the punishment matrices become zero, the open-loop self-coordination control should be an
open-loop time-consistent equilibrium control, and further the obtained Riccati-like equations (3.15)
should reduce to and coincide with the ones for open-loop time-consistent equilibrium control. This is
validated in Theorem 3.2 below.

Theorem 3.2. The following statements hold.

i) Let py =0,k € T. Then, Ty =0,Py " >0,TC" >0,k € T with
(22) _ 5m(22)
Tk Tk+17
. (3.18)
Ty =1 keT.

it) Let p, = 0,k € T and EOy € Ran[Cov(©y)|,k € T. Then, for any initial pair (t,z) Prob-
lem (MV) admits an open-loop self-coordination control, which is an open-loop time-consistent
equilibrium control.

iii) Let EOy € Ran[Cov(@k)],k‘ € T. Define 2} = {<I>|<I> = a1 Cov(O) + a2EO,(EO)T a1, a0 >
0}, k€T and let Dy € E, k € T. Then, for any initial pair Problem (MV) admits an open-loop
self-coordination control.
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Given any ¢y > 0,k € T, denote

11
— P+ P](g.l,_iE(@k@{) — P
(Wi| = -~ o = p(uk)-
*ﬂkq)k + Tk+1COV(@k-) Hkq)k + Tk+1COV(®k)

The polynomial p(u) is at most of order 2pg. Let AY = {u|p(ux) = 0} and Ay = A NR; with
Ry = (0,400). Note that Ay is related to the values of pgi1,...,un—1, k € T. Clearly, p(ux) # 0 for
k. € Ry \ Ag, and the Lebesgue measure m(Ay) = 0,k € T. In this case, we call that ‘W, is nonsingular
for sequently generic {ux, k € T}.

To be precise, a property is parameterized by {ar € Ry, k € T}, and this property is called to
hold for sequently generic {ak,k € T} if this property is satisfied for any {ax,k € T} with ay_; €
Ry \Ay_1,an—2 € Ry \ Ay_2,..., and ag € R \ Ag; here, for k € T, m(A;) = 0 and Ay, is related to
the values of agy1,...,an_1.

Theorem 3.3. Give any & = 0,k € T. Then, for sequently generic {ug,k € T} and any initial
pair (t,z), Problem (MV) admits unique open-loop self-coordination controls.

Remark 3.4. Clearly, E©), € Ran|[Cov(Oy)],k € T holds if Cou(©) = 0,k € T. Note that
Cov(©y) = 0,k € T is a common assumption in multi-period mean-variance portfolio selection [11] [13]
[30]. Moreover, letting pu, = 0,k € T, we recover the results on open-loop time-consistent control of
multi-period mean-variance portfolio selection [11] [32] [34].

4 Examples

In this section, two examples are presented to validate the theory developed above.

4.1 Two examples

Example 4.1. Consider a discrete-time stochastic LQ problem, whose system dynamics and cost
functional are given, respectively, by

XI(GJ-H = (AOXO + Bkuk) + Dgukwk,
X0 =2, t€{0,1,2,3}, kelt,..3}

and
3 -
Je(t,m;u) =Y By (X)) QYXY + (B XP) T QRE XY + RYui]
k=t
+E[(X)TGOXY] + (B X9)TGOE, XY,
where
0 1 04 o ([ 1102 —-0.24 o ([ 1.89 0.49
AO_(O.?) 2 )’ A1_< 0.53 1.89 )’ A2_< 0 175)
o_( 08 —04 0o _ 1.2 o (1 o (12
Az = ( 0.2 0.7 » Bo= -0.5 )’ B = 1) By = 0.2
0o_ 1 0 1 0o _ 1 o_ [ 0.45
By = ( 0.3 )’ Do = 0.3 )/’ Dy = 04 /)’ Dy = 0.25 )’
o_ [ 0.52 0.55 0.25 0o _ 1 -0.325
D5 = ( 0 QO 0.25 0.6 » Q1= —0.325 0.5 ’
0 1.25 0.25 0 0.5 0 ~0 1 0.325
Q2 = ( 0.25 14 » (= 0 037 )’ Qo = 0.325 1.15 ’
~o ([ 1.265 0.175 Q 1.25 0. 325 Q0 — 1 0
L=\ 0175 0.95 ’ 0.325 ’ 37\ 0 15 )
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RO=15 R\ =14, RO =16, R =2, G° _< 1 -0l )

—0.1 1
o (05 0
¢ _< 0 05 )

and {wg, k = 0,1,2,3} here is a scalar martingale difference with constant second-order conditional
moment Ex(wi) =1,k =0,1,2,3. Letting the punishment matrices be

1 1
Tk:,u< 1 1), kJE{O,...,3},

find the open-loop self-coordination control for the initial pair (0,x) with x = [0.5 0.5]7.

Example 4.2. Consider a multi-period mean-variance portfolio selection problem. A capital market
consists of one riskless asset and three risky assets over a finite time horizon N = 4, and the parameters
of the model are as follows

2=10, s, =1.04, Eej =1.162, Eej =1.246, \ =1,
Eel =1.228, k=0,1,2,3,
and the covariance of e, = (e}, €2,e3)T is

0.0146 0.0187 0.0145
Cov(ey) = | 0.0187 0.0854 0.0104 | =0, k=0,1,2,3.
0.0145 0.0104 0.0289

For objective functional of the form (3.4), let the punishment matrices be

I, —I
Yy = . ke{0,1,2,3
k M<—13 I ) { }

with I3 the identical matriz of order 3. Find the open-loop self-coordination control for the initial pair

(0,2).

4.2 Findings

For Example 4.1 and Example 4.2, we have a basket of policy candidates to handle the time inconsis-
tency, namely, precommitted optimal control, open-loop time-consistent equilibrium control, open-loop
self-coordination control, and self-coordination policy of [13]. Among these candidates, a question arises
naturally: Which one should we select to handle the time inconsistency?

The answer depends on whether or not we have the discretion to reconsider the problems in the
future. If we are not allowed to reconsider the problems in the future, precommitted optimal control is
our unique selection. On the other hand, if we are given the discretion to reconsider the problems at
any or some of intermediate time points, it might be reasonable to select the one as our policy, which
outperforms the others at that instant (where we lastly reconsider the problem).

In this section, the expected objective functionals will be calculated for intermediate time instants
and different policy candidates. For a specific u, let v*(u),v™* () be the open-loop self-coordination
controls of Example 4.1 and Example 4.2, respectively, and

Vk(:u) = E[Je(kleg;'U*(y’”Tk)] (41)
and
Vi (1) = E[ T (k, X705 0™ () |r,)] = E[(XF — ExX3)?] — AEXRY (4.2)

are the corresponding expected objective functionals at k € {0,1,2,3} with Ty, = {k,...,3} here. In
(4.1)-(4.2), the internal states are computed via

Xpo1 = (ARXR + Blug) + DRvg (m)w,
X0 ==, ke/0,..,3},
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and

Xity = s XP + O v (1),
X =2z ke{0,1,2,3}.

Let vP" be the precommitted optimal control of Example 4.1 and
VP =E[Je(k, X2;0""|1,)], ke€{0,1,2,3}
with

X,SH = (AYXY + BJY") + Dot (p)wy,
Xy ==z, ked0,..3}

Then, the following facts are straightforward:

1. When p = 0, the open-loop self-coordination control v* () becomes the open-loop time-consistent
control, namely,

thc = Vk(o), ke {07 17273}7

where V}'¢ denotes the expected objective functional under open-loop time-consistent control.

2. It holds that N
VP =E[Je(k, X2;u*(0)|r,)]-

Here, u*(0) is a version of u* of fictitious game (1.12) (1.13) in Problem (LQ), that corresponds
to Example 4.1 and p = 0; and X} is computed via

X0, 1 = (AYXY + Bou*(0)x) + DYui (0)wy,
X0 ==, ke{0,..,3}.

Furthermore, similar facts hold for V,""*", V!¢ of Example 4.2, which are the expected objective func-
tionals under precommitted optimal control and open-loop time-consistent equilibrium control, respec-
tively; denote the expected objective functionals under self-coordination policy of [13] as

V() = B[ (k, X7 u™ (u)|r, )] = B[(XR© — Ex XR)?] — AEXRC, k€ {0,1,2,3},
where

Xiey = s X+ O v (w),
Xre =z, ke{0,1,2,3),

and v"(p) = K"(u) X+ Li(p), k = 0,1,2,3 with K}, L*¢ given in Theorem 3.1 of [13].

For Example 4.1 and Example 4.2, we have conducted simulations with p valued in
A= {lx107°x107°,¢|£=0,1,2,...,10°}.

The following tables present the minima and minimizers of Vi (u), V™ (1), V" (1), k € {0,1,2, 3} over
e A°.

30.0160 29.0124 26.8679 12.2209
f min, V() | min,Vi(p) | min,Va(p) | min, Va(p)
. 15 I M 13
0 0 0.38460 1.7760
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Table 1. values of min, Vi (u) and pj = argmin, Vi (), k =0,1,2,3.




In what follows, 16 pictures are presented to show the curves of expected objective

-14.8722 -22.1273

-27.0525 -34.3649

miny, V" () | min, V"™ (1)

min, V5" (p) | min, V5" (1)

m* m*
Ho Ky

m* m*
Ha M3

1

0

.19802 0.22226

0.06424 0.16591
Table 2. values of min, V™ (u) and py

“ = argmin, V" (p), k=0,1,2,3.

-20.6331 -20.9993

-21.9038 -24.1135

min, Vg™ (p) | min, Vi"°(p)

min, Vo™%(p) | min, V3" (p)

\L MBYLC* M{)’LC* M;VLC* MZO’YLC*
99953 6.13 2.163 10°

mc*

Table 3. values of min, V;™*(n) and pf]

Several points need to be specialized:

= argmin, V,;"°(u), k =0,1,2,3.

1) Figures 1 is for Example 4.1 and Figures 2-4 correspond to Example 4.2.

2) Figure 4 shows the curves of min,, V™ (), min, V;"°(u), k € {0, 1,2, 3}.

3) In Figures 1-3, local curves are obtained by shrinking the interval scale of time.
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Above figures indicate a large body of diversity and the following cases are manifested:

1) At some early instants, open-loop precommitted optimal control outperforms (with smaller ex-
pected objective functional) open-loop time-inconsistent equilibrium control; and at late instants,
open-loop time-inconsistent equilibrium control outperforms open-loop precommitted optimal

2) At some late instants, open-loop self-coordination control outperforms open-loop precommitted
optimal control and open-loop time-consistent equilibrium control: Figures 1 (1 = 0.3846,1.776),

control: Figure 1.

Figure 2 (1 = 0.16591,0.19802, 0.22226).




3) When p is small enough, open-loop self-coordination control performs between open-loop precom-
mitted optimal control and open-loop time-consistent equilibrium control: Figure 2 (1 = 0.06424).

4) Comparison with [13]: Example 4.2

a)

Self-coordination policy of [13] performs mostly between open-loop precommitted optimal
control and open-loop time-consistent equilibrium control (Figure 3), though the minima of
Vime(u), k = 1,2 are slightly smaller than those of open-loop precommitted optimal control.

At k = 3, open-loop precommitted optimal control outperforms all the self-coordination
policies of [13] over A®: subfigures 3, 4 of Figure 3.

Concerned with the minima of expected objective functionals over p € A€, open-loop self-
coordination control of this paper outperform self-coordination policy [13] at & = 1,2,3:
Figure 4.

Namely, we can select open-loop self-coordination controls such that at & = 1,2,3 they
outperform self-coordination policy of [13]; see the line (u = 0.16591) of Figure 2, and
compare with those of Figure 3.

This, yet, is at a price that self-coordination policy of [13] outperforms open-loop self-
coordination control at k = 0.

To summarize and for the particular example (Example 4.2), self-coordination policy of
[13] performs mostly between open-loop precommitted optimal control and open-loop time-
inconsistent equilibrium control (this is also indicated in Page 102 of [13]); at a price at k = 0,
particular open-loop self-coordination controls can be selected such that at &k = 1,2,3 they
outperform self-coordination policy of [13], and also outperform open-loop precommitted
optimal control and open-loop time-consistent equilibrium control.

Namely, the scheme of [13] looks for self-coordination policy between open-loop precom-
mitted optimal control and open-loop time-inconsistent equilibrium control, while to some
extent this paper goes beyond open-loop precommitted optimal control and open-loop time-
consistent equilibrium control. Therefore, our formulation might be viewed as some supple-
ment to that of [13], and adds a new dimension to handle time-inconsistent optimal control
problems.

The last words of this section go to the necessity to study open-loop self-coordination control.

5 Proofs

5.1 Proof of Theorem 2.1

The proof is based on the method of discrete-time convex variation.

i)=ii).

Let (u*,v*) € I2(Ty;R™) x 12(Ty; R™2) be an open-loop equilibrium. For e € R and

u € IZ(T, R™), let X© satisfy the SAE

N1 = (ApXj + By (uj, + euy) + Bjp) ‘ ‘
+ 3001 (CLXT, + D} (uf, + eug) + DRioj)wi,, (5.1)
Xs=y, keT,

From (1.25) and (5.1), we have

Xk

Xir1—Xi41
g

XX —0, keT,.

X;-X; 1 » | XE— X, 1i ;
= A, ks k4 Bkuk + Zi:l (C;C bk Dkluk)wi,

g

—X;

Denote =:—£ by ay, then o = {ay, k € T} satisfies (2.7). Obviously, X; = X} +¢eay, k € T;. Then,

we obtain

g
0 < Jl(t7y7U* +€’LL,’U*) - Jl(t7y;U*7U*)
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_ 25{]& (X5)"Glan] + (Bean)TGIE X + (gtl)TEtaN}

[(
+€2{Et aNG an] (EtaN)Tth]EtaN}

1(1 1(2
N-1 ar \T [ Qb (IO (SENT [ 2x 4 can
+e Z Et{ Ug Stl(kl) Rt(ku) R:(km) 2uy + euy,
k=t 0 51(2) R1(21) R:,(ICQQ) 2’0k
= 1(1 1(2
Eeap \ Q%,k Sy (SET 9B, X} + eEray,

+ | Ejug St (kl) Rtl,(ku) Ri(ku) 2E uy, + eEyuy ]

2 1(21 1(22 *

0 St,(k ) RIY Rt,(lc ) 2R, v}

+2(Q151,k)Tak +2(pt(k)) k:}

— 25{]Et [(Gi XN +9) an] + (EXK)TG{Eay
N—-1

T
+ 3 K {(Qt{k}(; + (SS9 Tug + (S52) g + Qtl,k> ak

Sl(l)Xk+R1(11) *+R1(12) Z+Pi(1€1)> ur

+eX{E, [aNGtozN] + (Bran)TGIEan
N-1

+ Z E, [af@%’kak + 2u£5’tl’ ay, + uj, Rl(ku)uk
k=t

+ (Eean) " QL Evar + 2(Equr) S} VErcur + (Bpur) T RLVE uk} } (5.2)

Noting (2.3) and (2.7), we have
N-1 o - T
E,; [(G%X}(, + gtl)TaN} + (B XN) G Eian + Et{ (Q%)kX,f + (Stl(k)) uy, + (Stl(k)) vy + qtlk) g
k=t

— _ _ T
SEOxE 4+ R + R+ pt(l)) b+ (QLEXG + (1) B + (S15) Buvg)” By

N—

> { |01 (Xi B X)) + (S150) (ui — Beug) + (S10) T (wi — Bavi) + AT (BaYityy — BeYi)
k=t

( Eth +Rt(k: )Et k+Rt(k )Etvk> Et’l,tk}
E,

bS]

. . . T
+ 3T (Ba(Viawh) = B(Viawh)) = (5 — EY7)| (an — Bao) + [ Q1 B X;
=1

p T
T * * 7 * i *
+ (5 k 1)) Eruy, + (S @ )) Eivp + qg,k + ALEY S + E (COTE(Yyrqwp) — EtYk} Eiay,
i=1

+ [SID(X —EXp) + Ry OV (up — Beu) + RGP (0 — Eof) + (BDT (Ve — EYyy)

7

—

. . T
Z(Dk )T (Ek(y,:ﬂw;) —EYiwh)) | (= B + [SSVEXG + R B

i=1

24



i=1

P , 9T
+ Rt(k 'Ew; Vgt Pl(u) + (By)TE Yy + Z(Diz)TEt(Yk*ﬂwilc)} EtUk}
=E, { [SH0 (X = EXp) + RS (i — B + R (0 — Ea) + (BYT (Vi — EYi)
t=
: ; ; \17 111
+ > OE) (B (Vi wh) — B¥iwp)) | (un = Boug) + [S[VEXG + RIGVE

P , AT
+ R Ewi + pre + (BOTEY ) + Y (DE)TE(Yi )] Eu}
i=1

Then, (5.2) becomes

Ji(t, y;u” 4 eu,v”) = Ji(t y;ut,vv)

N-1
= 2R, {[s“”(xk EcX7) + Ry OV (uf, — Eeuf) + Ry 0P (vf — Bevp) + (BT (Y41 — EeYis)
k=t
L i 3 i T 1 1(11
+ > DR (B (Vawh) = B(Vawh) )| (un = Bo) + [SUE X + RV v
=1

p ) 4T ~
+ R VB + M+ (BOTEY Y + Z(Déz)TEt(Yk*_i_lw/i)} Etuk} + &% J1(t,0;u)
i=1

> 0. (5.3)
As (5.3) holds for any ¢ € R and any u € IZ(T;, R™), we must have

inf .71(t,0;u) >0, a.s.,
uEl%(Tﬁle)

and
0= 5, (X; —EXp) + RSV (w — Byup) + RSP (0f — Bowp) + (BYT (BRYy, — By
+ > (DT (Ek(ykilw@ - Et(yk*-i-lwli)
1(1 * 1(11 *« 1(12 11 * i * i
0=8VEX; + R VB + RV Ew) + ppt )+ (BOTEYE, + 0 (DF)TE(Y, wh),
ke Ty,

which implies the first equation of (2.1).
On the other hand, for any A € R and vy, € [2(k, R™2), let X* satisfy the SAE,

X}y = (AeX} + Bluj + Bfvy) + Y0, (CiX} + Dftup + Dy )wi,
X201 = (ApXR + Biuj + BE (v + Aug))

. _ _ (5.4)
+ 38 (CiX} + Diuj, + DE(vf + Aug) )wi,
X]? =y, €& Tgy1.

From (1.25) and (5.4), we have

X —X0 :AZX/ —X; +Z 1X, X,?f w@

X>\ 7X* 1 7

ﬁ = Bivk +31 Di Ukwka

% = 0, é S ’]Tk+1.
Denote X£—Xi by B¢, then B = {B¢, € € Ty} satisfies (2.8), and X' = X + NS¢, ¢ € Ty, Therefore, it

holds that

JQ(k7XI:;U*|Tk’ (U;:: + Avk7v*|'ﬂ‘k+1)) - JZ(kaXz;uﬂva*‘Tk)
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N-1 r
= QA]Ek{ {(Qk X7+ ( 52(1)) ug + (52(5))%2‘ +qi z) Be
—k

_ _ _ T
+(Qi,zlEkXZ+(S,§fj)) Eku;+(sﬁf§))T]Ekv;) Ekﬂe}
T
" (82<2)Xk+R2(21 k+RiEk i+ p 2(2 )) o

(X 1 ) By + <EkmeGz<wN>}

N—-1
Az{ Z Er {ﬁf@i,eﬁe + (Ekﬁe)TQz)éEkﬂe}
1=k

+ Er[BLGEBN] + (BxBn) T GEELBN + U{RQ(QQ) }
- (5.5)

From (2.4) and (2.8), we have
P 1 T T T T
1 , 2(2 « ~ « | (@20 «
{ Z Qk X7+ Sk:,(é)) ug + (Sk,(e)) v + ql%,é) Be + (Qi,eEkXZ + (Sk,(e)) Brug
=k

+

—~

)) EkW) Ekﬁe] + ( ,3(,3))(* —|—R2(21) Ry ( )vk + 0 22 )> Vg

+ (Gi XN +90)" Bn + (EkX}kV)TG%EkBN}
N-1 . .,
* * 2 * * * * * *
= Ek{ Z [Qi,g(Xg -E.X7)+ (Sk,(el)) (up — Epug) + (Si(gz)) (v — Egvp) + AeT(EEZéCH EkaH)
—Fk
N k ; 7k k]t
+ D (CHT (BelZErwh) — Br(ZL5ywh)) = (29" —BaZy™)| (B — EnBe) + | QF Er X}
i=1
P T
T * T * * i * g *
+ (SEO) Erug + G+ (S Erof + ATELZES, + 3 (CHTEL(ZE w)) — B ZE } Ekﬁg}
i=1
4 T
+ (S (Q)X* +R2(21) * +R2(22) * (Bk; T]EkZ o +Z D T]Ek Zk—,:lwz) _’_pifz)) Uk

T
_ (82(2)X*+R2(21) *+R2(22) ‘4 (B2) ]EkZ,flerZ (D% T]Ek(Zk+1wk)+Pk(k)) k.

=1

Hence, (5.5) becomes
JQ(ka lea U*|Tkv (UZ + /\vk’v*|Tk+1)) - JQ(kvXZ;u*|Tk’U*|Tk)

=2\ (5 @ X; + RIVup + R op + (B ER 2,

T ~
+ Z (DEYTE( Zkﬂwk) + pk(k)) v + A Jo(k, 05 v)
>0

)

which holds for any A € R and any vy, € l[2(k,R™2). Therefore,

inf jg(k,O;vk) >0, a.s.,
velZ(Ty;R™2)

and the second equation of (2.1) holds.
i1)=1). By reversing the proof of i)=-ii), we can obtain the conclusion. O
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5.2 Proof of Theorem 2.2

Proposition 5.1. The following statements are equivalent.

i). There exists a (u*,v*) € [2(T;; R™) x [2(Ty; R™2) such that the stationary conditions of (2.1)

hold.
it). a) of Theorem 2.2 is satisfied.

Under the condition i), the backward states Y*, Z** of (2.3) and (2.4) have the following expressions

Yy = Pop(X) — B Xp) + PisEXp +org,  keT,,
{ ZP* =Ty o(X; — B X7) + ThtBu X; + Th B X) + &y, k€T, £€Ty.
Proof. i)=-ii). From (2.1), it holds that
0= 38, VEX}: + Ry G VEwuf + RV Ewf + (BY)TEY,
+ S (DI E (Y wh) + o) k€T,
0 =S, PEX}: + RyGVEwf + Ry 2 Ewf + (B)TEZ,
+ X (DY) B Zy ) oy ke T
and
0= S B« R (0 Bu) + L 07— B
+ (BT (B, — BV ) + 300 (D) (B (Vi wh) — Be(Ywy)), ke Ty,
0=8 (X —EX}) + Ry (uf — Eeuf) + RyG (v — Egvf)
+ (BYT(ERZy, —EZ5T) + S0 (DT (Bp(Z5 wh) — B2 w))), k€T,
Let us first consider the case k = N — 1. We have

E.Yy =G/ AN 1B X3 + Gi By By 1+gtBN 1Ervy 1+9t>
Ei(Yiwi_1) = Gt 30— 651 (Ch 1 BeX{_y + Dy Eeuly_y + Di_ By _y).

Then, the first equations of (5.7)and (5.8) become
0= (Stl(l\lf) L+ (By_)TG AN + Z” 1 5%71(D11\%71)TG%C%71)EtX1§71
111 ij i j X
+ (ReNy + (Bh_1)TGEBY s + Y01 0% (DN_)T G DY ) Evuyy
112 ij i j X
+ (RiND + (BTG BY 4 + X7y 0% 1 (DN_) T GEDY ) ) By
1(1
+(Bx-1) "9t JFPt(N) 13
and
1 0j i j * *
0= (Stl(N) 1+ By ) GHAN 1 + i1 Sy 1 (DN_1)TGiOy 1) (Xao1 —EeX3y)
111 i N X
+ Rf(N)1+(BN DIGEBy 1+ 2001 Ox - (DN DIGIDY_, (un_1 —Ewuiy_y)
112 i i N "
+ Rt(N )1 +(By_)"GiBY_, + Z” 1 5]\%71(D11V—1)TG%D12\?71 (UN—l - EiuN—l)‘

Furthermore,

EtZJI\\r[_l’* =G0X 1 AN B XN + GX By 1By + GX BBy + 9% 1,

P
N—-1,% 4 1] j * 15 * 24 *
E(Zy wiy_1) =G4 251\3—1(05\7—1EtXN—1 +Dy_ By + D]\?—lEtvN—l)'

j=1
Therefore, the second equations of (5.7) and (5.8) become
2 i 7 j *

0=(Sy n )1(]\{) L (BRYo) T GR 1 AN—1 + 300 10N (DN T GR O ) B X3y

] 7 13 *
(Ré\&;) No1+ (BY_)TGX1By oy + 3071 0y (DR )T GR Dy ) By,

ij i 2j «
+ Ry ne 1 +(By_) G BY 1 + 200 O (DR )G DY) By,

+ (BY_1) 9% + P1\§—)1,N—1-
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and

0= (812\/(3)1,N—1 + (B12V—1)TQJQV—1AN71 + Zf,j:l 5%71(D?\;—1)TG?V—1C{V71> (X1 —EeX{_y)

2(21 ij i 15 * *
+ Rl\gfl),N—l + (BJQVA)TQJQVAB}VA + Ef,j:l 51\J/71<D12V71)TG?V71D1\L1 (uy_y — Epuy_ ) (5.11)

2(22 i . 2j . .
+ RJ\E—l),N—l +(By_1) "G 1 BX 1 + 257]‘:1 Sy 1 (DN_)TGR_1 DNy ) (vi_y —Ewwi_y).

With the notations of (2.11) (2.12), we have from above equations

~ E. X% o Euy,_
0=H, n_ N=1 ) + W, n_ N=L ) +hyn_ 5.12
t,N—1 < EtXN_l ) t,N—1 ( EtvN_l t,N—1 ( )
and
_ Xyo1 —ElXy W uy_y — By
0=Hen < Xy —EeXy oy TN oy — By )0 (5:13)

Therefore, by a property of Moore-Penrose inverse (Lemma 3.1 of [2]), (2.17) (2.18) hold for k = N —1

and we can select
By 1\ _ ot 7 Ee XN _4
( Etv}k\f—l - Wt,N—1 Ht,N—l EtX;/_l + ht7N—1 5
and

uy_y — Eruy_y — _wi H Xy —ElXy
( vy_y — Eoy ) ENATENTLU XN EX Ry )
Hence, (2.25) holds for k = N — 1. Substituting (u}_;,vh_;) into (2.3) (2.4), we have

Yo =Pn-1(Xyog —EelXyy) + Penv1Ee XNy + o1,
2Ny =Trn1 (XN — B X ) + TonaaBe Xy + Trona Be XNy + vty VP € {t,..., N — 2}

For k = N — 2 and by mimic the derivations between (5.9) and (5.11), we have

_ T E: XN o W Eiuy_,
0 - Ht,N—Q < EtX}kvfz + Wt,N—2 Et'l}}kvfz + ht,N—2 (514)
and
Xy_o — E X3 wh_o — Epul
0=Hyn- ye2 ¥‘2>+W _ ( -2 tiv‘2>. 5.15
t,N—2 ( XN_2 _ ]EtXN_z t,N—2 UN y — ]Et’UN_2 ( )

Therefore, (2.17) (2.18) hold for k = N — 2 and we can select

Ewuy_o \ _ Wit ~ E: X% o
( By o ) e E XN o Fhen—zl
and

Uy _o — Eruly_o ot XN_o —E Xy o
( X ¥ ) =-W, vy oHin—2 ( Xt —EX, )

Hence, Hence, (2.25) holds for k = N — 2. Substituting (u} _,,vk_o) into (2.3) (2.4), we have

Yy_o =P n-2(Xy_o —EX§_ o) + Pen2E: XN o +0p N2,
ZR}*—Q = Tr,N—Z(X;f—Q - IE,.XE_2) + 7;',N—2IE7'X]*V—2
+ TN 1B X}y o+ &N, Vre{t.,N—3}
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By repeating the above procedure and the arguments of induction, we can get the expressions of the
backward states Y*, Z¥* and u*, v*.

it)=1). Due to the property of Moore-Penrose inverse and by reversing the proof of i)=-ii), we can
obtain the conclusion. O

We now study the convex condition (2.2). By adding to and subtracting

N-1
Z E, [(Oék+1)TUt,k+1ak+1 — (ap) U par + (Brags1) U g1 Brag 1 — (Bear) T Up 1 Erpou,
k=t
from jl(t, 0;u) (with Uy, = Uy x — Up g, k € Ty), we have
N N-1
J1 (t, 0; U) = E; [(Oék — Etak)TMgkOZkMt,k(ak — Et()tk) -+ Q(Uk — Etuk)TMtyk(ak - Etak)
k=t
+ (u — Byug)TO — Eyug) + (Eeoy)T M, O, M, 1B
(ur — Eyur)” Opi(ur — Byug) + (Erag)” M, O] My iErau,
+ Q(Etuk)TMt7kEtO¢k + (Etuk)Tot7kEtuk} . (5.16)

Similarly,
Ja(k, 05 vk) = v{ O v (5.17)

As Oy, Ot are symmetric, there exist orthogonal matrices F} i, F¢  such that

b)) 0
Ot i = (Ft,k)T ( S’k 0 ) Fi .,

I 0
O = (Fra)" < B’k 0 )]:t,k‘

In the above, ¥; 1, I'; , are diagonal matrices, whose diagonal elements are the nonzero eigenvalues of
O+ 1,04 i, respectively. Let rank(O; ) = r}, rank(O; ) = r7. Then, we have

¥ roo0
OI,k = (Fip)" ( 6”“ 0 ) Fi,

b oo
O:sr,k = (Fur)” ( B’k 0 ) Fi k-

Moreover, F}j, Fir can be decomposed as Fyj = [(Ft(?) ,(F( T, Fox = [(ft(’lk))T,(ft(i))T]T,

t7
respectively, where the lines of Ft(,i), ]-}(22 form the bases of Ker(O, ) and Ker(O, ), respectively. Let

F(l)uk f(l)uk
Oy puy = bk . Oppug = bk .
o (Fﬁ?uk P E
N-1

71(t,0; E 4 |FY (u, — E s Wy _E T [FD (B
u) t, g ( tuk) + tkL K £ (g +OU;) tk |4k (w tUk)
k=t

T
+ 5, F My (e — Etak)] + [}'t(lk)]Etuk +TAF MusEiar] Top | F B

Hence, we have

T
+TAF L MupEiay] | +2 Z B [(F Mow(on — Ean)) B (ux — Eewy)|

N-1
T
+2 3 Ei[(FMisEian) FiEaw]. (5.18)
k—
Note that the space spanned by lines of Ft(jc) is Ran(Oy ). Let
U'(Ran) = {u | u € 2(Ty; R™), up — Bpuy, € Ran(O ), and Eyup, =0, k € ’]I‘t},

U (Ker) = {u |u € 3(Ty; R™ ), up, — Byuy, € Ker(Opx), and Eyuy = 0, & € Tt}.
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Proposition 5.2. The following statements are equivalent.

i) The convex conditions of (2.2) hold.
it) b) and c) of Theorem 2.2 are satisfied.

Proof. i)=ii). Note that u s Jy(t,0;u) is convex. If u € U(Ran), we have E;ay, = 0,k € Ty, and

N-1

~ T

Ti(t,05u) = > Et{ [Fﬁguk + zggFt<ijt7kak} SoplFO up + Z;éFt(jc)Mt,kakH >0, (5.19)
k=t

Introduce a set

U'(Ran) = {(Ft(é)ut, - ,th\),_luN_l)|u € Ul(Ran)}.

For k € Ty, let fi,--- ,f,:’l’ be the lines of Ft(}g, then (f1)7,--- 7(fl:’i)T form a basis of Ran(Oy, ). For

1 1 . .
any u € U'(Ran) and k € Ty, there exit AL, -+, A\* € R such that uy, — Epug, = up = > ;5 AL (fi)7.
Then,

L i :
1 i . i .
Ft(,k)Uk => N U= : £ A
i=1 ,

T T
k Ak
For k € Ty, uy, is Fx-measurable and E|ug|? < oo, this implies that) is Fr-measurable and E|\;|? < oco.
Therefore, U'(Ran) = [2(£;R™) x - -+ x [2(N — 1;R™~-1).
Introduce a bounded linear operator 7 from U!(Ran) to U'(Ran):
= FQu, + 37 FO) M, ~E keT
(Tu)k wok Uk 2y By My g (o o), k€T
We now prove that 7 is a surjection. In fact, for any 0 € I[~J1(Ran), we have E 0, = 0,k € Ty and let
i1 = (Axan + BLEST 00 — S7LFS) My g(an — Eiar)])
+ 0y (Chan + DE(ES) (0 — S04 FL ) My g — Evaip)]u,
a; =0, keT,,
and
up = (FSN 10k — S7 L FS) My s(an — Eedr)], k€ Ty (5.20)
Note that v in (5.20) is in U*(Ran). As Ft(’i)(Ft(’?)T = 1,1, from (5.20) we have
0, = (Tu)k, k € Ty.

Hence, 7 is a surjection defined from U'(Ran) to U!(Ran). From this, (5.19) and the procedure of
contradiction, we have ¥, j, > 0,k € T;. This further implies O; ;, > 0,k € T;.

Let
U?(Ran) u € IZ(Ty; R™), Epuy € Ran(O; ) and
an) =< u _
u, — Epu = —(FU) TS FG) My g (an — Evan), k € T
Note further that u — J; (£,0;u) is convex. If u € U2(Ran), from (5.18) we have
- phlte T
T, 00) = > Et{ [ft(}k)Etuk + F;,iff},jMMEtak} Tk [ff},j]Etuk + F;,ift(’l,c)Mt7kEtak} } >0.(5.21)
k=t

Introduce a set

U2(Ran) = {(ff}t)Etut, o FO Erun )| e U2(Ran)}.
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2
For k € Ty, let v},--- ,1,* denote the lines of .7-',5(71,3. For any u € U?(Ran) and k € Ty, there exit
2 2 . .
Xk, X" € R such that Eyuy, = Y005 xé(v5)T. Then,

1 1
ri Vi Xk
(1) _ i : iNT _ . N
Fi o Brug = E Xk : (i)' = : = Xk
i=1 vy 2
Vi Xk

Therefore, U2(Ran) = I2(t; RTtQ) X x1?(N—1; Rﬁvfl) is a deterministic space. Furthermore, introduce
a bounded linear operator ¢ from U?(Ran) to U%(Ran):

(pu)x = F ) Eeup, + Ty} FO M kB, k€ T
We now prove that ¢ is a surjection. In fact, for any ¢ € H~J2(Ran), let
1 = {Akak + B} [(ff}g)T(gk ~ T M Ed)
— (DTS A B Myl — Evan)| |
+ 0 {Cian + DE [(FIDT (o — T F) MusEidin)
— (BT A B Mg, — Bra)| Ju,
a, =0, keTy,

and
= (FIDT o — Ty A F ) MoBedn] — (FS) TS HFS) My ( — E keT 5.22
u = ( t,k) [k t,kY b,k 7tk tok] — ( ) tk Ttk (g +O), € 1. (5.22)
Note that v in (5.22) is in U?(Ran). As ]-'t(lk) (ff’lk))T = 1,2, from (5.22) we have
Sk = ((bu)ka ke Tt-

Hence ¢ is a surjection defined from U2(Ran) to U?(Ran). From this, (5.21) and the procedure of
contradiction, we have I'y, = 0,k € T;. This further implies O;) = 0,k € T;. Furthermore, from
(5.17), it is easy to get O 1 = 0,k € Ty.

We now prove c) of Theorem 2.2. Note that
i = w = (FO) TS E M0 (o — Braf) = (F) TR Mo sEaal, k€T,
Then,

(0 = 5 B[00 )] S [ - )] ¢ [#0] T[]
k=t

+2 Z E; [( Iy Mt (o Eta};))TFt(’i)(uk — Etuk)}

- T
+2 Z E[(FMiEiat) Fi3Eau] > 0. (5.23)
k=t
In the above, we must have
F(Q) TF(Q)M at — E,aq¥
(o )(2) ok (2‘;”“( A (5.24)
(ft,k) Fik M pEeay

Otherwise, assume there exist k; € T; and % such that

( a ) _ ( a ) () (ESTED My, (af, — Eeaf)
ao as (‘Ft(,le )T]:t(?k)1 M ke, Etagl

>(w);«féO7 for w € Ay
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with A; € Fy, and its probability P(A1) > 0. If E¢(|a1]? 4 |az|?)(w) = 0, a.s., we must have

0:/QIEt(|a1|2+|a2|2)IP(dw):/Q(|a1|2+|a2|2)IP’(dw)2/{\1 (Jar]? + as]?)P(dw) > 0

which is impossible. Hence, there exists A € F; with P(A) > 0 such that E;(|a;|? + |az|?)(w) > 0, for
w € A. Introduce a new control

g, k=t ...k —1,
U = I/L\kl + c1a1 + caa9, k =k, (525)
0, k=ki+1,..,N—1,
where
b b3
2E|aq | (w) {Et\a1\2>0,Et|a2|2>O}(w)
1 =c(w) = 0 I%]Etla1|2—07Et|(12|2>0}(w) , w€EA,
_1+ 1+bz+b3+b4(w)_1 (@)
2E,|as]? {Eila1]?>0,E;as|2=0}
07 w € Q — A,
_1+bo4bg, .
2Et|ﬂ2|2 (LU) {Et|a1|2>0,Et|a2|2>0}(w)
_1+b1+bo+b3+bay .
¢ =ca(w) = 2E(]azl? @) L om0 jas0} @) 0 @€
10 I{]Et|a1|2>0,IEt|a2\2:O}(w)
07 w € Q — A

with I¢.}(w) be the indicator function. Then, under (5.25) and for w € A, we have

J1(t,0;0) (@) = (b1 + bz + by + by + 21 ¢ |a1|* + 262, |as|” ) (w)
=1, (5.26)

where

Z]Et{ [ (ug, — Etuk)} Ytk [F )(Uk - Etuk)} }

ZEt{[ Ve T [FRE] ).
by = QZEt |(F& Mup(af Etak))TFﬁj(ak By,

~N\NT
by = 221& [(FRMEQ]) FiEG.

As P(A) > 0, (5.26) contradicts the convex condition (5.23). Hence, we have (5.24), and (2.21) (2.22)
follow.

it)=i). From (5.23) and b), ¢) of Theorem 2.2, we have J;(t,0;7%) > 0 and Jo(k, 0;vy,) > 0 for any
u € IZ(Ty; R™), vp, € 12(k;R™2), k € Ty. Then, we need only to show

{n“ |ue l%(Tt;le)} = I3(T,;R™). (5.27)
In fact, for any 77 € [2(Ty; R™), let
=i+ (F) TS PO MY @ — Ed) + (FO) T FOIM VB, keT
up = 1k + ( ) tk Ltk (o +0k) + ( tk) ek kM Bk, k€ Ly,

where

ak_H = (Ak&k + Béﬁk) + Zle (Cé&k + Dlyﬁk)w
&t = 0, k € Tt.
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Thus n* = 7. Hence, (5.27) holds, which together with jl(t, 0;1n*) > 0 implies

inf J; t,0;u) = inf J; t,0;n") > 0.
uEl%(TﬁRm) 1( ) uElg(TtﬂRm) 1( " )_

This completes the proof. (I
Proof of Theorem 2.2. This follows from Theorem 2.1, Proposition 5.1 and Proposition 5.2. [
Proof of Theorem 2.5. Following (5.12)-(5.15) and by deduction, we have that Problem (GLQ)

admits a unique open-loop equilibrium, as Wy j, Wy ;. are nonsigular k¥ € T;. The expression of open-
loop equilibrium follows easily form Theorem 2.2. This completes the proof. O

5.3 Proof of Theorem 3.1

Applying the general theory of Section 2 to Problem (MV), (2.9)-(2.13) (with ¢t = 0) becomes to
1)

— — —1(1 —12)\ ==t | H
Py = AT Prad,— (@) (I |Wh | Zhe |
k
— Z71(1)
— — —1(1 —12). = | H
Pr= ATPrnde— [T L)W, [ ) ]
k
_ ——1(1) —1(2)\ h _
o= =[O FOW| B |+ A,
FN:G175N:075N297 keTv

1(1)

_ _ —21 —2(2) ]
Ti = (A) T A - (@) VW | e |
k
[ 11)
_ _ ~2(1) ~2(2) . H
T = (A) Tri1 4y, — [(Hk )" (Hy, T}W/Tf ~50) |
k
= = 2(1 o) =t [ 7Y
T = (A0 Ty A - [T )| W, [ e
L
—1(1)
~2(1) =~202) 1+ | H
+ [ Hy, )T (H, )T]Wk 35(2) )
k
- =2\ p 22 7o E,lv 7=
&L = _{(,Hk ) (Hy ) }Wk -5 | T Ap &y
k
Tin=G* Ten=0, Tpyn=0, {y=g¢° keT,
where
—1(1s) s i ST sq
Wi =X+ (B Py By + X0, 3 (DY) Praa DY,
—2(2s s - i
Wk( ) T(2 )4 (BT (Tha JerH)B;C DY 5 (D¥ Ty DY,
W =10 4 (B Praa By + S0, 8, (DF) Py DY
=229 (25) NTF s po  F 2T sj
Wy =007 4 (Bi) Tra B+ 220521 0k (D) T Dy,
—1(s — 2(s — =
) = (B Prordr, = (BT (Tor + Thyn)Ar,
2 s\TT Z71(s) s\Tp
Hi = (Bp) Trn1dr, Hy = (B})" Prp14k,
) = (BY) Ty Ae, keT, s=1,2,
and
—1(11)  ——1(12 _ _
o Wk( ) Wk( ) — W}f(n) W}lc(m)
Wi =1 201y =202 ;o Wi = —2(21) —=2(22) |>
W, Wy Wi, Wy
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-1 _ —2 _
hk = (BI}:)TO-]C+17 hk = (B]%)Tfk_;r]_, keT.
with T = @, T2 = — 0y, 7Y = —0, TP = @

Noting Py = Tn = T'n = 0, simple calculations show

—1(s) =—2(s) ~2(s)
’Pk*Tk*kao H, =H, =H, =0, keT,

and
- 2, 0 EOn_1)T 0\ <ot EOn_1 0
PNl:( 0 0)‘8%1(( J(V)l) 0>WN1 0 0

for some ﬁﬁi’l, which implies the form of Py:

o —(11)
Po=|( Tx 0} ket
0 0

P o
0 0

Therefore,
(11) (11) —(11) =t (11
kPkH{ 1— P (E0,)T (W) )]E@k], keT. (5.28)
Hence,
11
= P£+3E(@k@g) 0
Wi =T + —(21) —(22) ’
T}, Cov(Ok) Tk+1COV(9k)
—-(11)
e P, 1Cov(©y) 0
Wie=Tet —Hl —=(22)
Moreover,
_2A
2 =
( 5 ) , k=N,
A
o = (25N_1>, k=N-1
0
—Ask SN—-1
( 2 0 , ke{0,...N —2}
( ’ ) , k=N,
2
& = ( ) ) F=N-1
—5SN-1

Hence, we have (3.13) and (3.15). Furthermore, for Problem (MV) and under the parameters (3.8)-
(3.11), (2.14)-(2.16) becomes to

P P 7T7 PR
Ui = ATU 1 Ay, — M, OL My,
PR S 7T7 -
Uy = ATUyi1 Ay, — M, 0L My,
UN:Gl, HNZO, k‘ET,
and

Vk - Ang_i_lAk,

V}C = AngHAk = 0,

VN=G? Vy=0, (€T
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with

O =T,V + (BY Ui B+ X5y 35 (DY) Ui DY

i,7=1

O = YU 4 (BN Ui 1 BE+ X7 8 (D) Ty DY,

4,J=1

O, =T + 30, 8 (DF) Vi DY

ij=1

Introduce a new optimal control problem with the system dynamics

Ory1 = Apbr + Biv, + 58 Ditvgwl, (5.29)
0: =0, keT,
and the objective functional
N-1
J(t,0;v) = Y E[v{ L] + EviGlvn] + (Evy)"G'Evy (5.30)
k=t

that is to be minimized within (2, (T;; RP°). Here, the parameters in (5.29)-(5.30) are from (3.8)-(3.11).
Clearly, this is a special example of the static mean-field LQ optimal control problem that is considered
in [34]. As T;@H) =0,G' = 0,G' + G' = 0,k € T, we have from Theorem 4.3 of [34] that

04O\ My, = My, OO\ My =My, Op=0, Oy =0, keT.

As T,(CQQ), G? = 0, we have O, = 0,k € T. This completes the proof by following Theorem 2.2 and using
the notations of (3.13)-(3.15). O

5.4 Proof of Theorem 3.2

1). Let T](:j) be the (i,7)-th entry of T4,i,j = 1,2, k € T, then

(1) =(12) (1) (12) —1
T T T T 2\ 7720 \1lxet | Pra EOr 0
<@1> ) )(m e >sk[<Hk )" (H; >T}Wk< b+LEOk

Ty T, Tiivr Tia 0 0
with
—(11 —(21
2OV O] _ Ty (EOW)T Tip (EO;)T
(Hy )" (Hp )" | = sk —(12) T (22) T
Ty (BOr)" Ty (E6y)

Therefore, for k € T,

A1) =(12) S (1) <o (D) S0 =(21) <oty (2D)
( ' T ) _ ( PonT ) (®0,)T (W) "VEe, + Py T (B0, (W) ®VES, 0 )

721 =(22) H(11)7(12) wo (1) H(11)7(22) wo ) (21)
T, Ty P 1T (B0 (W) "EOy + Py Ty 1 (EO)T (W) " E©; 0
—(1)  —=(12)
T T
+ 57 ( oy RS ) (5.31)
Try1 Thia

with (W,Tc)(n), (W,t)(m) being the (1,1)-th and (2, 1)-th blocks of WJ,L Therefore, (3.18) holds with
the property 715:22) >1,keT. Also, as 75\1,2) =0, we have T,(Cu) =0,k eT.

Note that ur = 0,k € T. In this case,

P/JIE(6:6]) 0

—(21 —(22
Ty Cov(Ox) Ty Cov(Oy)

sz s keT.
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Checking the definition of Moore-Penrose inverse, we have

(11) 7\t
_ E(©,0 0
WLZ DH ( ;;1 )} - 7 (5.32)
(Wk)( ) ( 1COV(@k)]
where
(Wh)® = — [T Cov(en)] T Cov(en) [PLAE(e0F)] (5:33)

From (5.31), (5.33), Ty = 0 and T = 0, it holds that T',

that W, has the followmg form:

T _ = 0,k € T. Hence, we have proved

B

_— E(0,0F 0
W, — PrB(0:07) . . keT. (5.34)
0 Tk+1c0v(6k)
From (5.28), we have
PO _ PO - (07 E(0,6T))'E0r] 59

By (50) of [34], we know 1 — (EO)7 [E(6,07)]'E) > 0. Therefore, P\ > 0 for k € T.

ii). In this case, Wy, is of the following form

~ PkliiCov(G)k) 0

W, = ) . keT. (5.36)
0 T, 1Cov(By)

As EO; € RaD[COV(@k)] ,k € T, the condition (3.12) is satisfied. Hence, for any initial pair Problem
(MV) admit open-loop self-coordination controls of precommitted self and of sophisticated selves, which
coincide with the open-loop precommitted optimal control and open-loop time-consistent equilibrium
control, respectively.

ii3). Let 2 = {C | Cov(O)¢ = E@k} # (). For given (o € Ef, there exists d > 0 such that
®,C = dEOy. (5.37)
Note that (3.12) is equivalent to

Ran(Hy) C Ran(Wy), hy € Ran(%k), ke,

(11)
Ran(Hj) = {( Py 1EOy > ce R},

0
LY+ L®b+ PLE(0,07)a

LPa+ LVb + Cov(0) [T a + T

and that

Ran(W},) = a,beR™ 3

LVa+LPb+ P Cov(O))a

(21) (22)

Ran(Wk) = 3) @
L a+ L b+ Cov(Oy) [Th11a + Tj 1 b]

a,b e R™

For ¢y € Ei, we have Cov(0y)(p = EOy and L,(f)CO = d;[EO for some d; € R. Letting a = x1{y,b =
z2(p, the equation

11)
LVa+ L+ PE(0:0] )a = ( Py EOy )
LPa+ LV + Cov(04) [T Ha + T o] 0

36



becomes to finding x1, zs such that

—(11 —(11
dyy + dyws + Pyl (14 EOT (o)ay = cPyay, "
—(21) —=(22) (5-38)
dgl'l + d4fE2 + Tk+1il'1 + Tk+1$2 =0
holds for given ¢ € R. By some calculations, the determinant of coefficient matrix of (5.38) is
—(11 —(22 —(21
Dei(dy, do,ds,dy) = {dl + P;«J(l + E@gCo)] [d4 + Té-&-” —do {d:a + Tf%i] (5.39)

Ifc=0or ﬁ,(clﬁ =0, 21 and z2 of (5.38) can be both selected to be 0. For ¢ # 0 and ?,(:ji # 0, we

have following derivation. As T,(ffi #0, let dy = —dy = —d3 = d4 and (5.39) becomes

—(11 —(21)  =(22 —(11 —(22
Der(dr, ~dr,—dy,dy) = [P (1 +BOT Q) + T2 + T2 i + PG L+ EOTGT . (5.40)

As 1+ EOTC) = 1+ (TCov(04)Co > 1, we must have Py, ) (1 + EOT )TV o) # 0. Therefore, there
exists some dy such that Dg;(dy, —d1,—d1,d1) # 0 and (5.38) is solvable.

Therefore, by selecting Y,k € T; with (5.37) we can have Ran(Hj) C Ran(Wy),k € T and
similarly hy, € Ran(Wy),k € T can be proved. This completes the proof. O

6 Conclusion

For a time-inconsistent LQ optimal control, a Nash-type fictitious game framework is introduced,
where the game is between the decision maker and an auxiliary control variable. The decision maker
and auxiliary control variable are called real player and fictitious player, which look for time-consistent
policy and precommitted optimal policy, respectively. The equilibrium policy of real player is called
an open-loop self-coordination control of the LQ problem. As a generalization, a time-inconsistent
nonzero-sum stochastic LQ dynamic game is studied, for which one player is to find the precommitted
policy and the other player is to find the time-consistent policy. Necessary and sufficient conditions are
derived to characterize the open-loop equilibrium of this nonzero-sum stochastic LQ dynamic game via
Riccati-like equations, and as a byproduct, result to ensure the existence of open-loop self-coordination
control of the original LQ optimal control is also obtained. To test the general theory, the mean-
variance portfolio selection is investigated. For future research, the closed-loop self-coordination should
be investigated.
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