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Abstract: This paper is concerned with a linear-quadratic mean field Stackelberg stochastic

differential game with partial information and common noise, which contains a leader and a large

number of followers. To be specific, the followers face a large population Nash game after the

leader first announces his strategy, while the leader will then optimize his own cost functional

on consideration of the followers’ reactions. The state equation of the leader and followers

are both general stochastic differential equations, where the diffusion terms contain both the

control and state variables. However, the followers’ average state terms enter into the drift term

of the leader’s state equation, reflecting that the leader’s state is influenced by the followers’

states. By virtue of stochastic maximum principle with partial information and optimal filter

technique, we deduce the open-loop adapted decentralized strategies and feedback decentralized

strategies of this leader-followers system, and demonstrate that the decentralized strategies are

the corresponding ε-Stackelberg-Nash equilibrium.
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1 Introduction

Recently, the study of dynamic optimization in stochastic large-population systems has garnered

significant attention. Distinguishing it from a standalone system, a large-population system

comprises numerous agents, widely applied in fields such as engineering, finance and social

science. In this context, the impact of a single agent is minimal and negligible, whereas the

collective behaviors of the entire population are significant. All the agents are weakly coupled

via the state average or empirical distribution in dynamics and cost functionals. Consequently,

centralized strategies for a given agent, relying on information from all peers, are impractical.

Instead, an effective strategy is to investigate the associated mean-field games (MFGs) to identify

an approximate equilibrium by analyzing its limiting behavior. Along this research direction, we

can obtain the decentralized strategies through the limiting auxiliary control problems and the

related consistency condition (CC) system. The methodological foundations of MFGs, initially

proposed by Lasry and Lions [21] and independently by Huang et al. [16, 17], have proven

effective and tractable for analyzing weakly coupled stochastic controlled systems with mean

field interactions, establishing approximate Nash equilibria. The interested readers can refer to

can refer to [2, 8, 10, 11, 20, 27, 39] for linear-quadratic (LQ) MFGs, and refer to [4, 5, 6, 7, 15, 29]

for further analysis of MFGs and related topics.

We mention that the above listed literature mainly focused on the case in which agents

have access to full information. However, in the real world, usually agents can only get par-

tial information at most cases. Huang and Wang [13] studied a class of dynamic optimization

problems for a large-population system with partial information. Huang et al. [14] investigated

a backward large-population system with partial information with full and partial information.

Wang et al. [38] studied the optimal control problems for forward-backward stochastic differ-

ential equations (FBSDEs) with incomplete information thoroughly. Şen and Caines [34, 35]

investigated the MFG problems with partial observation. Bensoussan et al. [3] focused on a

class of linear-quadratic-Gaussian (LQG) MFGs with partial observation and common noise.

Huang et al. [18, 19] studied a forward-backward stochastic system MFG with partial observa-

tion and common noise and a backward stochastic system MFG with partial information and

common noise, respectively. Li et al. [23] investigated a large-population problem with partial

information. Readers can see [22, 37] and the references therein for further studies.

The Stackelberg differential game, also known as the leader-follower differential game, arises

in markets where certain companies possess greater authority to dominate others or individ-

ual entities. von Stackelberg [33] introduced the concept of the hierarchical solution. Yong

[40] delved into a generalized framework of LQ stochastic leader-follower differential games.

Nourian et al. [30] studied a large-population LQ leader-follower stochastic multi-agent systems

and established their (ε1, ε2)-Stackelberg-Nash equilibrium. Moon and Başar in [28] investi-

gated continuous-time mean field LQ Stackelberg stochastic differential games by the fixed-point
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method. Si and Wu [31] explored a backward-forward LQ Stackelberg MFG, where the leader’s

state equation is backward, and the follower’s state equation is forward. Feng and Wang [9]

investigated an LQ social optimal problem with a leader and a amount of followers. Wang [36]

employed a direct method to solve LQ Stackelberg MFGs with a leader and a substantial number

of followers.

In this paper, we consider a new class of LQ mean field Stackelberg stochastic differential

games with partial information and common noise, which contains a leader and a number of

followers. The leader first announces his strategy and then each follower optimizes its own cost

based on the leader’s announcement. At last, the leader chooses his own optimal strategy based

on the responses of the followers. Compared with the existing literatures, the contributions of

this paper are listed as follows.

• We introduced a general Stackelberg stochastic differential game with partial information

and common noise. The common noise can not be observed by all agents, which force us to

introduce a stochastic process as the frozen term, rather than a deterministic function, in

the MFG analysis. Due to the framework of partial information, we need to use stochastic

maximum principle with partial information and optimal filter technique to get the open

loop decentralized optimal strategy and feedback decentralized optimal strategy of the

auxiliary limiting problem.

• The state equation and cost functional of the leader both contain the state average term.

This is motivated by real-world scenarios where all followers may have instantaneous and

significant effects on the leader’s dynamic. In addition, the state of the leader enters

the cost functional of the followers, which means that changes in the leader can have

an impact on the followers’ evaluation criteria. This is consistent with the background

where the leaders hold a dominant position. Therefore, complexity arises from the mean-

field coupling term and highlight the strong coupling and interactivity among the state

equations and cost functionals.

• The diffusion terms of all agents’ state equations contain both the control and state vari-

ables, which makes the Hamiltonian system more complicated. And we apply decoupling

technique to obtain the solvability of Hamiltonian system.

• Due to the application of dimension-extension techniques, the Riccati equations are asym-

metric and complex, making their solvability quite challenging.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we formulate our problem. In

Section 3, we introduce the auxiliary limiting problem and solve the problem of the followers

and the leader in turn and derive the decentralized optimal strategies. In Section 4, we prove

the decentralized optimal strategies are the ε-Stackelberg-Nash equilibria of the games. Finally,

the conclusion is given in Section 5.
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2 Problem formulation

Firstly, we introduce some notations that will be used throughout the paper. We consider a finite

time interval [0, T ] for a fixed T > 0. Let
(
Ω,F , {Ft}t≥0 ,P

)
be a complete filtered probability

space, on which a standard (N+1)-dimensional Brownian motion {W (s),Wi(s), 1 ≤ i ≤ N}0≤s≤t

is defined. {Ft} is defined as the complete information of the system at time t. Then, for any

t ≥ 0, we have

Ft := σ {Wi(s),W0(s),W (s), 1 ≤ i ≤ N, 0 ≤ s ≤ t} ∨ NP,

where NP is the class of all P-null sets. Define the available information of the i-th follower Ai

as

FWi
t := σ {Wi(s), 0 ≤ s ≤ t} ∨ NP,

and the available information of the leader A0 as

FW0

t := σ {W0(s), 0 ≤ s ≤ t} ∨ NP.

For i = 0, 1, . . . , N , define the involved information of Ai as

FW,Wi

t := σ {W (s),Wi(s), 0 ≤ s ≤ t} ∨ NP,

and let the information that is not observable by everyone (common noise) as

FW
t := σ {W (s), 0 ≤ s ≤ t} ∨ NP.

And define

Gl
t := σ {Wi(s), 0 ≤ s ≤ t, 0 ≤ i ≤ N} ∨ NP,

Gf
t := σ {Wi(s), 0 ≤ s ≤ t, 1 ≤ i ≤ N} ∨ NP,

F i
t := σ {W (s),W0(s),Wi(s), 0 ≤ s ≤ t} ∨ NP, for i = 1, · · · , N.

Let Rn be an n-dimensional Euclidean space with norm and inner product being defined as

| · | and 〈·, ·〉, respectively. Next, we introduce three spaces. A bounded, measurable function

f(·) : [0, T ] → R
n is denoted as f(·) ∈ L∞(0, T ;Rn). An R

n-valued, F-adapted stochastic process

f(·) : Ω× [0, T ] → R
n satisfying E

∫ T

0 |f(t)|2dt <∞ is denoted as f(·) ∈ L2
F
(0, T ;Rn). Similarly,

an R
n-valued, FT -measurable random variable ξ with Eξ2 <∞ is denoted as ξ ∈ L2

FT
(Ω,Rn).

For any random variable or stochastic process X and filtration H, EX and E[X|H] represent

the mathematical expectation and conditional mathematical expectation of X, respectively. For

a given vector or matrix M , let M⊤ represent its transpose. We denote the set of symmetric

n × n matrices (resp. positive semi-definite matrices) with real elements by Sn (resp. Sn
+). If

M ∈ Sn is positive (semi) definite, we abbreviate it as M > (≥)0. For a positive constant k, if

M ∈ Sn and M > kI, we label it as M ≫ 0.
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Now, let us focus on a comprehensive population system comprised of N + 1 individual

agents, denoted as {Ai}0≤i≤N . The state x0(·) ∈ R of the leader A0 is given by the following

linear SDE 



dx0(t) =
[
A0x0(t) +B0u0(t) + E0x

(N)(t) + b0

]
dt

+
[
C0x0(t) +D0u0(t) + F0x

(N)(t) + σ0

]
dW0(t)

+
[
C̃0x0(t) + D̃0u0(t) + F̃0x

(N)(t) + σ̃0

]
dW (t),

x0(0) = ξ0,

(2.1)

where ξ0 ∈ R represents the initial state, and x(N)(·) := 1
N

∑N
i=1 xi(·) signifies the average state

of the followers. The corresponding coefficients A0(·), B0(·), C0(·), D0(·), E0(·), F0(·), C̃0(·),
D̃0(·), F̃0(·), b0(·), σ0(·), σ̃0(·) are deterministic R-valued functions.

The state xi(·) of the follower Ai is given by the following linear SDE





dxi(t) =
[
A1xi(t) +B1ui(t) + E1x

(N)(t) + b1

]
dt

+
[
C1xi(t) +D1ui(t) + F1x

(N)(t) + σ1

]
dWi(t)

+
[
C̃1xi(t) + D̃1ui(t) + F̃1x

(N)(t) + σ̃1

]
dW (t),

xi(0) = ξ,

(2.2)

where ξ ∈ R represents the initial state, the coefficients A1(·), B1(·), C1(·), D1(·), E1(·), F1(·),
C̃1(·), D̃1(·), F̃1(·), b1(·), σ1(·), σ̃1(·) are deterministic R-valued functions.

The decentralized admissible control set U l,d
0 of the leader A0 is defined as

U l,d
0 :=

{
u0(·) | u0(·) ∈ L2

FW0

t

(0, T ;R)

}
,

and the admissible centralized control set U l,c
0 of the leader A0 is defined as

U l,c
0 :=

{
u0(·) | u0(·) ∈ L2

Gl
t
(0, T ;R)

}
.

For i = 1, · · · , N , the decentralized admissible control set Uf,d
i of the i-th follower Ai is defined

as

Uf,d
i :=

{
ui(·) | ui(·) ∈ L2

FWi
t

(0, T ;R)

}
,

and the centralized admissible control set Uf,c
i of the i-th follower Ai is defined as

Uf,c
i :=

{
ui(·) | ui(·) ∈ L2

Gf
t

(0, T ;R)
}
.

For the leader A0, the cost functional is defined by

J0 (u0(·)) =
1

2
E

∫ T

0

[
R0(t)u

2
0(t) +Q0(t)

(
x0(t)− x(N)(t)

)2]
dt+G0x0(T )

2, (2.3)
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where Q0(·), R0(·) are deterministic functions and G0 is a constant. Let u(·) ≡ (u1(·), . . . , uN (·))
be the set of control strategies of all followers and u−i(·) ≡ (u1(·), . . . , ui−1(·), ui+1(·), . . . , uN (·))
be the set of control strategies except for i-th follower Ai. For i = 1, · · · , N , the cost functional

of the i-th follower Ai is defined by

Ji (ui(·), u−i(·)) =
1

2
E

{∫ T

0

[
R1(t)u

2
i (t) +Q1(t)

[
xi(t)−

(
λx0(t) + (1− λ)x(N)(t)

)]2]
dt

+G1xi(T )
2

}
,

(2.4)

where Q1(·), R1(·) are deterministic functions and G1 is a constant. Here λ ∈ [0, 1] is a constant.

Moreover, we introduce the following assumptions of coefficients.

Assumption 2.1. A0(·), B0(·), E0(·), C0(·),D0(·), F0(·), C̃0(·), D̃0(·), F̃0(·), A1(·), B1(·), E1(·),
C1(·),D1(·), F1(·), C̃1(·), D̃1(·), F̃1(·), b0(·), σ0(·), σ̃0(·), b1(·), σ1(·), σ̃1(·) ∈ L∞ (0, T ;R).

Assumption 2.2. Q0(·), Q1(·), R0(·), R1(·) ∈ L∞ (0, T ;R) , Q0(·), Q1(·) ≥ 0, R0(·), R1(·) ≫ 0;

G0(·), G1(·) ∈ R, G0(·), G1(·) ≥ 0.

We mention that under assumption 2.1, the system of SDEs (2.1), (2.2) admits a unique

solution (x0(·), x1(·), · · · , xN (·)) ∈ L2
Ft
(0, T ;R1+N ). Under assumption 2.2, the cost functionals

(2.3), (2.4) are well-defined.

Our LQ mean field Stackelberg stochastic differential game with partial information and

common noise, investigated in this paper, can be stated as follows.

Problem 2.1. Finding a set of strategies (u∗0(·), u∗1(·), · · · , u∗N (·)) satisfying the following con-

ditions:

(i) given u0(·) ∈ U l,c
0 , for 1 ≤ i ≤ N , finding the control strategy set u∗(·;u0) ≡ (u∗1(·;u0), · · · ,

u∗N (·;u0)) of the followers A1, · · · ,AN , such that

Ji

(
u∗i (·;u0), u∗−i(·;u0)

)
= inf

ui(·;u0)∈Uf,c
i

Ji

(
ui(·), u∗−i(·;u0)

)
;

(ii) finding the control strategy u∗0(·;u∗) of the leader A0 such that

J0 (u
∗
0(·;u∗)) = inf

u0(·;u∗)∈U l,c
0

J0 (u0(·;u∗)) .

We call (u∗0(·), u∗1(·), · · · , u∗N (·)) the Stackelberg-Nash equilibrium of Problem 2.1. Moreover,

the corresponding state (x∗0(·), x∗1(·), · · · , x∗N (·)) is called the optimal centralized trajectory.

3 Limiting Stackelberg-Nash equilibria

Since the intricate nature arising from the coupling of the state-average x(N)(·) := 1
N

∑N
i=1 xi(·),

Problem 2.1 becomes challenging to investigate. We shall employ the MFG theory to seek an ap-

proximate Stackelberg-Nash equilibrium, which serves as a bridge between the “centralized” LQ
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games and the limiting state-average as the number of agents N approaches infinity. Typically,

the state-average is replaced by its frozen limit term for computational convenience.

As N → +∞, let us assume that the state-average x(N)(·) can be approximated by some

FW
t -adapted processes z(·) that will be subsequently determined through a CC system. For the

leader A0, we introduce the following auxiliary state x̄0(·) ∈ L2

FW,W0
t

(0, T ;R) which satisfies the

following linear SDE




dx̄0(t) = [A0(t)x̄0(t) +B0(t)u0(t) + E0(t)z(t) + b0(t)] dt

+ [C0(t)x̄0(t) +D0(t)u0(t) + F0(t)z(t) + σ0(t)] dW0(t)

+
[
C̃0(t)x̄0(t) + D̃0(t)u0(t) + F̃0(t)z(t) + σ̃0(t)

]
dW (t),

x̄0(0) = ξ0,

(3.1)

and the limiting cost functional

J0 (u0(·)) =
1

2
E

∫ T

0

[
R0(t)u0(t)

2 +Q0(t) (x̄0(t)− z(t))2
]
dt+G0x̄

2
0(T ). (3.2)

For each follower Ai, i = 1, 2, · · · , N , we introduce the following auxiliary state x̄i(·) ∈
L2

FW,Wi
t

(0, T ;R) which satisfies the following linear SDE





dx̄i(t) = [A1(t)x̄i(t) +B1(t)ui(t) +E1(t)z(t) + b1(t)] dt

+ [C1(t)x̄i(t) +D1(t)ui(t) + F1(t)z(t) + σ1(t)] dWi(t)

+
[
C̃1(t)x̄i(t) + D̃1(t)ui(t) + F̃1(t)z(t) + σ̃1(t)

]
dW (t),

x̄i(0) = ξ,

(3.3)

and the limiting cost functional

Ji (ui(·)) =
1

2
E

∫ T

0

[
R1(t)u

2
i (t) +Q1(t) [x̄i(t)− (λx̄0(t) + (1− λ)z(t))]2

]
dt+G1x̄

2
i (T ). (3.4)

Subsequently, we propose the corresponding limiting Stackelberg-Nash stochastic differential

game with partial information.

Problem 3.1. Finding a set of strategies (u∗0(·), u∗1(·), · · · , u∗N (·)) satisfying the following con-

ditions:

(i) Given u0(·) ∈ U l,d
0 , for 1 ≤ i ≤ N , finding the control strategy set u∗(·;u0) = (u∗1(·;u0), · · · ,

u∗N (·;u0)) of the followers A1, · · · ,AN , such that

Ji
(
u∗i (·;u0), u∗−i(·;u0)

)
= inf

ui(·)∈Uf,d
i

Ji
(
ui(·;u0), u∗−i(·;u0)

)
;

(ii) finding the control strategy u∗0(·;u∗(·)) of the leader A0 such that

J0 (u
∗
0(·;u∗)) = inf

u0(·;u∗)∈U l,d
0

J0 (u0(·;u∗)) .
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The above (u∗0(·), u∗1(·), · · · , u∗N (·)) is called the decentralized Stackelberg-Nash equilibrium of

Problem 3.1.

3.1 Open-loop decentralized strategies of the followers

Observing that the frozen limiting state-average simplifies Problem 2.1 into essentially an LQ

Stackelberg-Nash stochastic differential game with partial information, we will utilize the stochas-

tic maximum principle with partial information to derive its Stackelberg-Nash equilibria. In the

remainder of this section, for brevity and without causing ambiguity, we omit the time depen-

dency of some functions and stochastic processes, except for the terminal time.

For i = 1, · · · , N , we define the Hamiltonian function Hi : [0, T ]×R×R×R×R×R×R→ R

of the i-th follower Ai as

Hi (t, pi, qi, q̃i, x̄i, x̄0, ui)

:= pi [A1x̄i +B1ui + E1z + b1] + qi [C1x̄i +D1ui + F1z + σ1]

+ q̃i

[
C̃1x̄i + D̃1ui + F̃1z + σ̃1

]
− 1

2

[
R1u

2
i +Q1 [x̄i − (λx̄0 + (1− λ)z)]2

]
,

(3.5)

and introduce the following adjoint equation





dpi =−
[
A1pi + C1qi + C̃1q̃i −Q1 [x̄

∗
i − (λx̄0 + (1− λ)z)]

]
dt

+ qidWi + q̃idW + qi,0dW0,

pi(T ) =−Gix̄
∗
i (T ),

(3.6)

where the solution (pi(·), qi(·), q̃i(·), qi,0(·)) to the backward SDE (BSDE) (3.6) belongs to the

space L2
F i (0, T ;R)×L2

F i (0, T ;R)×L2
F i (0, T ;R), x̄

∗
i (·) ∈ L2

F i (0, T ;R) is the optimal solution to

(3.3) of the follower Ai, and x̄0(·) ∈ L2

FW,W0
t

(0, T ;R) is the solution to (3.1). By applying the

stochastic maximum principle with partial information (for example, Theorem 3.1 of Baghery

and Øksendal [1], or Proposition 2.1 of Shi et al. [32]), we can obtain the open-loop decentralized

optimal strategies for the subproblem (i) of Problem 3.1.

Theorem 3.1. Let assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 hold. For given u0(·) ∈ U l,d
0 and x̄0(·) ∈ L2

FW,W0

t

(0, T ;R)

be the solution to (3.1), then for i = 1, · · · , N , the open-loop decentralized optimal strategy of

i-th follower Ai is given by

u∗i = R−1
1

(
B1p̂i +D1q̂i + D̃1

ˆ̃qi

)
, P-a.s., a.e., (3.7)

where (x̄∗i (·), pi(·), qi(·), q̃i(·), qi,0(·)) ∈ L2

FW,Wi
t

(0, T ;R)×L2
F i (0, T ;R)×L2

F i (0, T ;R)×L2
F i (0, T ;R)
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satisfies the following stochastic Hamiltonian system





dx̄∗i =
[
A1x̄

∗
i +R−1

1 B2
1 p̂i +R−1

1 B1D1q̂i +R−1
1 B1D̃1

ˆ̃qi + E1z + b1

]
dt

+
[
C1x̄

∗
i +R−1

1 D1B1p̂i +R−1
1 D2

1 q̂i +R−1
1 D1D̃1

ˆ̃qi + F1z + σ1

]
dWi

+
[
C̃1x̄

∗
i +R−1

1 D̃1B1p̂i +R−1
1 D1D̃1q̂i +R−1

1 D̃2
1
ˆ̃qi + F̃1z + σ̃1

]
dW,

dpi =−
[
A1pi + C1qi + C̃1q̃i −Q1 [x̄

∗
i − (λx̄0 + (1− λ) z)]

]
dt

+ qidWi + q̃idW + qi,0dW0,

x̄∗i (0) = ξ, pi(T ) = −G1x̄
∗
i (T ),

(3.8)

where we denote p̂i := E

[
pi| FWi

t

]
, etc., with z(·) ∈ L2

FW
t

(0, T ;R) to be determined.

Proof. For each i = 1, · · · , N , for the open-loop decentralized optimal strategy u∗i (·), assuming

x̄∗i (·) represents the corresponding state trajectory, and (pi(·), qi(·), q̃i(·), qi,0(·)) is the unique so-
lution to the second equation in (3.8) relative to (x̄∗i (·), u∗i (·)), the stochastic maximum principle

with partial information can be expressed in the following form

E

[
∂Hi

∂ui
(t, pi, qi, q̃i, x̄i, ui) (ui − u∗i )

∣∣∣∣F
Wi
t

]
= 0, for any ui(·) ∈ R, P-a.s., a.e..

Substituting (3.5) into it, we can derive that

E

[(
B1pi +D1qi + D̃1q̃i −R1u

∗
i

)
(ui − u∗i )|FWi

t

]
= 0, for any ui ∈ R, P-a.s., a.e..

Then we can derive that

u∗i = R−1
(
B1p̂i +D1q̂i + D̃i

ˆ̃qi

)
, P-a.s., a.e..

The proof is complete.

Moreover, because the cost functional (3.4) of Problem 3.1 (i) is strictly convex, it allows a

unique optimal control, so the sufficiency of the optimal control (3.7) can also be obtained. In

addition, the state feedback representation of (3.7) can be obtained by Riccati equations.

Next, we will study the unknown frozen limiting state-average z(·), which is an FW
t -adapted

process. When N → ∞, we would like to approximate x∗i (·) by x̄∗i (·), thus 1
N

∑N
i=1 x

∗
i (·) is

approximated by 1
N

∑N
i=1 x̄

∗
i (·). Since the FW,Wi

t -adapted process x̄∗i (·) and FW,Wj

t -adapted

process x̄∗j(·) (for 1 ≤ i 6= j ≤ N) are identically distributed and conditionally independent

given E
[
· | FW

]
, we can apply the conditional strong law of large numbers (Majerek et al. [26])

to draw a conclusion

z(·) = lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

i=1

x̄∗i (·) = E
[
x̄∗i (·) | FW

.

]
. (3.9)
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According to (3.3), by replacing z(·) by E
[
x̄∗i (·) | FW

.

]
, we can obtain for each i = 1, · · · , N ,





dx̄∗i =
[
A1x̄

∗
i +B1u

∗
i + E1E

[
x̄∗i | FW

t

]
+ b1

]
dt

+
[
C1x̄

∗
i +D1u

∗
i + F1E

[
x̄∗i (·) | FW

t

]
+ σ1

]
dWi

+
[
C̃1x̄

∗
i + P̃1u

∗
i + F̃1E

[
x̄∗i (·) | FW

t

]
+ σ̃1

]
dW,

x̄∗i (0) = ξ.

(3.10)

Taking expectation on both sides of the equation (3.10), we have
{

dEx̄∗i = [(A1 + E1)Ex̄
∗
i +B1Eu

∗
i + b1] dt,

Ex̄∗i (0) = ξ, for i = 1, · · · , N.
(3.11)

Since u∗i (·) is FWi
t -adapted, we can obtain E

[
u∗i | FW

t

]
= E [u∗i ], for i = 1, · · · , N . Then taking

E
[
· | FW

.

]
on both sides of (3.10), we get for i = 1, · · · , N ,





dz = [(A1 +E1) z +B1Eu
∗
i + b1] dt+

[(
C̃1 + F̃1

)
z + D̃1Eu

∗
i + σ̃1

]
dW,

z(0) = ξ,
(3.12)

which admits a unique solution z(·) ∈ L2
FW

t

(0, T ;R). This indicates that for i = 1, · · · , N ,

{
dEz = [(A1 + E1)Ez +B1Eu

∗
i + b1] dt,

Ez(0) = ξ.
(3.13)

That is to say, Ex̄∗i (t) ≡ Ez(t), t ∈ [0, T ], for i = 1, · · · , N .

According to (3.8), by replacing z(·) by E
[
x̄∗i (·) | FW

.

]
, we noticing the second equation

of (3.8) is couple with the state of leader A0, then we arrive at the following CC system,

which is a conditional mean field FBSDE (CMF-FBSDE) of (x̄∗i (·), x̄0(·), pi(·), qi(·), q̃i(·), qi,0(·)) ∈
L2

FW,Wi
t

(0, T ;R)× L2

FW,W0
t

(0, T ;R) × L2
F i (0, T ;R) × L2

F i (0, T ;R) × L2
F i (0, T ;R) ([32]):





dx̄∗i =
[
A1x̄

∗
i +R−1

1 B2
1 p̂i +R−1

1 B1D1q̂i +R−1
1 B1D̃1

ˆ̃qi + E1E
[
x̄∗i | FW

t

]
+ b1

]
dt

+
[
C1x̄

∗
i +R−1

1 D1B1p̂i +R−1
1 D2

1 q̂i +R−1
1 D1D̃1

ˆ̃qi + F1E
[
x̄∗i | FW

t

]
+ σ1

]
dWi

+
[
C̃1x̄

∗
i +R−1

1 D̃1B1p̂i +R−1
1 D1D̃1q̂i +R−1

1 D̃2
1
ˆ̃qi + F̃1E

[
x̄∗i | FW

t

]
+ σ̃1

]
dW,

dx̄0 =
[
A0x̄0 +B0u0 +E0E

[
x̄∗i | FW

t

]
+ b0

]
dt

+
[
C0x̄0 +D0u0 + F0E

[
x̄∗i | FW

t

]
+ σ0

]
dW0

+
[
C̃0x̄0 + D̃0u0 + F̃0E

[
x̄∗i | FW

t

]
+ σ̃0

]
dW,

dpi =−
[
A1pi + C1qi + C̃1q̃i −Q1

[
x̄∗i −

(
λx̄0 + (1− λ)E

[
x̄∗i | FW

t

])]]
dt

+ qidWi + q̃idW + qi,0dW0,

x̄∗i (0) = ξ, x̄0(0) = ξ0, pi(T ) = −G1x̄
∗
i (T ), for i = 1, · · · , N.

(3.14)
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Noting that (3.14) possesses a fully coupled structure and contains conditional expectation terms,

we will discuss its well-posedness in the following subsection.

3.2 State feedback decentralized strategies of the followers

In this section, we derive the state feedback representation of the decentralized optimal strategies

(3.7) of the followers, through Riccati equations.

Noting the terminal condition and structure of (3.14), for each i = 1, · · · , N , we suppose

pi(t) = −P1(t)x̄
∗
i (t)− P2(t)E [x̄∗i (t)]− ϕi(t), t ∈ [0, T ], (3.15)

with P1(T ) = G1, P2(T ) = 0 for two deterministic differentiable functions P1(·), P2(·), and with

ϕi(T ) = 0, for an F i
t -adapted process triple (ϕi(·), ξi,0(·), ξi(·)) satisfying a BSDE

dϕi(t) = αi(t)dt+ ξi,0dW0 + ξidWi,

where the F i
t -adapted process αi(·) is to be determined. Applying Itô’s formula, we have

dpi =− P1dx̄
∗
i − Ṗ1x̄

∗
i dt− P2dEx̄

∗
i − Ṗ2Ex̄

∗
i dt− αidt− ξi,0dW0 − ξidWi

=− P1

{ [
A1x̄

∗
i +B1u

∗
i + E1E

[
x̄∗i | FW

t

]
+ b1

]
dt+

[
C1x̄

∗
i +D1u

∗
i + F1E

[
x̄∗i | FW

t

]

+σ1
]
dWi +

[
C̃1x̄

∗
i + D̃1u

∗
i + F̃1E

[
x̄∗i | FW

t

]
+ σ̃1

]
dW

}
− Ṗ1x̄

∗
i

− P2 [(A1 +E1)Ex̄
∗
i +B1Eu

∗
i + b1] dt− Ṗ2Ex̄

∗
i dt− αi(t)dt− ξi,0dW0 − ξidWi

=−
[
A1pi + C1qi + C̃1q̃i −Q1

[
x̄∗i −

(
λx̄0 + (1− λ)E

[
x̄∗i | FW

t

])]]
dt+ qidWi

+ q̃idW + qi,0dW0, for i = 1, · · · , N.
By comparing the coefficients of the diffusion terms, we achieve





qi =− P1

[
C1x̄

∗
i +D1u

∗
i + F1E

[
x̄∗i | FW

t

]
+ σ1

]
− ξi,

q̃i =− P1

[
C̃1x̄

∗
i + D̃1u

∗
i + F̃1E

[
x̄∗i | FW

t

]
+ σ̃1

]
,

qi,0 =− ξi,0, P-a.s., a.e., for i = 1, · · · , N.

(3.16)

Then, taking the conditional expectation E[· | FWi
t ], we can obtain





p̂i =− P1 ˆ̄x
∗
i − P2Ex̄

∗
i − ϕ̂i,

q̂i =− P1

[
C1 ˆ̄x

∗
i +D1u

∗
i + F1Ex̄

∗
i + σ1

]
− ξ̂i,

ˆ̃qi =− P1

[
C̃1 ˆ̄x

∗
i + D̃1u

∗
i + F̃1Ex̄

∗
i + σ̃1

]
,

q̂i,0 =− ξ̂i,0, for i = 1, · · · , N.

(3.17)

Substituting them into (3.7), we have

u∗i =−R−1
1

[(
B1 +D1C1 + D̃1C̃1

)
P1 ˆ̄x

∗
i +

(
B1P2 +D1F1P1 + D̃1F̃1P1

)
Ex̄∗i

+B1ϕ̂i +D1P1σ1 + D̃1P1σ̃1 −D1ξ̂i

]
, P-a.s., a.e., for i = 1, · · · , N.

(3.18)
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with R1 := R1 +D2
1P1 + D̃2

1P1, and

Eu∗i =−R−1
1

{[(
B1 +D1C1 + D̃1C̃1

)
P1 +

(
B1P2 +D1F1P1 + D̃1F̃1P1

)]
Ex̄∗i

+B1Eϕi +
(
D1σ1 + D̃1σ̃1

)
P1 −D1Eξi

}
, for i = 1, · · · , N.

(3.19)

By compare the coefficients of the drift terms, we get for i = 1, · · · , N ,

−αi =
(
P1A1 +A1P1 + C2

1P1 + C̃2
1P1 +Q1 + Ṗ1

)
x̄∗i

+
(
Ṗ2 + P2A1 + P2E1 +A1P2

)
Ex̄∗i

+
(
P1E1 + C1P1F1 + C̃1P1F̃1 −Q1(1− λ)

)
E
[
x̄∗i | FW

t

]

+
(
P1B1 + C1P1D1 + C̃1P1D̃1

)
u∗i + P2B1Eu

∗
i

+ P1b1 + P2b1 +A1ϕi + C1P1σ1 + C1ξi + C̃1P1σ̃1 −Q1λx̄0.

(3.20)

Then substitute (3.18) and (3.19) into (3.20), we obtain

−αi =
(
Ṗ1 + (2A1 +C2

1 + C̃2
1 )P1 +Q1

)
x̄∗i +

(
Ṗ2 + (2A1 + E1)P2

)
Ex̄∗i

+
(
P1(E1 + C1F1 + C̃1F̃1)−Q1(1− λ)

)
E
[
x̄∗i | FW

t

]
−
(
B1 +C1D1 + C̃1D̃1

)
P1R−1

1
[(
B1 +D1C1 + D̃1C̃1

)
P1 ˆ̄x

∗
i +

(
B1P2 +D1F1P1 + D̃1F̃1P1

)
Ex̄∗i

+B1ϕ̂i +D1P1σ1 + D̃1P1σ̃1 −D1ξ̂i

]
− P2B1R−1

1

{[(
B1 +D1C1 + D̃1C̃1

)
P1

+B1P2 +D1F1P1 + D̃1F̃1P1

]
Ex̄∗i +B1Eϕi +

(
D1σ1 + D̃1σ̃1

)
P1 −D1Eξi

}

+ P1b1 + P2b1 +A1ϕi + C1P1σ1 +C1ξi + C̃1P1σ̃1 −Q1λx̄0, for i = 1, · · · , N.

Noting x̄0(·) is FW,W0

t -adapted, we have E

[
x̄0 | FWi

t

]
= Ex̄0. Then take the conditional expec-

tation E
[
· | FWi·

]
on both sides of above equation, we can obtain

−α̂i =

[
Ṗ1 +

(
2A1 + C2

1 + C̃2
1

)
P1 −R−1

1

(
B1 + C1D1 + C̃1D̃1

)2
P 2
1 +Q1

]
ˆ̄x∗i

+
{
Ṗ2 + (2A1 + E1)P2 + P1

(
E1 +C1F1 + C̃1F̃1

)
−Q1(1− λ)

−
(
B1 + C1D1 + C̃1D̃1

)
P1R−1

1

(
B1P2 +D1F1P1 + D̃1F̃1P1

)

−P2B1R−1
1

[(
B1 +D1C1 + D̃1C̃1

)
P1 +B1P2 +D1F1P1 + D̃1F̃1P1

]}
Ex̄∗i

−
(
B1 + C1D1 + C̃1D̃1

)
P1R−1

1

(
B1ϕ̂i +D1P1σ1 + D̃1P1σ̃1 −D1ξ̂i

)

− P2B1R−1
1

[
B1Eϕi +

(
D1σ1 + D̃1σ̃1

)
P1 −D1Eξi

]

+ P1b1 + P2b1 +A1ϕ̂i + C1P1σ1 + C1ξi + C̃1P1σ̃1 −Q1λEx̄0, for i = 1, · · · , N.
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Moreover, from (3.1), we get the following linear ordinary differential equation (ODE):
{

dEx̄0 = (A0Ex̄0 +B0Eu0 + E0Ez + b0) dt,

Ex̄0(0) = ξ0.
(3.21)

Thus, we introduce the Riccati equations as follows:




Ṗ1 +
(
2A1 + C2

1 + C̃2
1

)
P1 −R−1

1

(
B1 + C1D1 + C̃1D̃1

)2
P 2
1 +Q1 = 0,

P1(T ) = G1,
(3.22)





Ṗ2 + P2

[
2A1 +E1 − 2

(
B1 +C1D1 + C̃1D̃1

)
P1R−1

1 B1 −
(
D1F1 + D̃1F̃1

)
B1P1

]

−B2
1R−1

1 P 2
2 + P1

(
E1 + C1F1 + C̃1F̃1

)

−
(
B1 + C1D1 + C̃1D̃1

)
P 2
1R−1

1

(
D1F1 + D̃1F̃1

)
−Q1(1− λ) = 0,

P2(T ) = 0,

(3.23)

and the equation of (ϕ̂i(·), ξ̂i(·)) ∈ L2

FWi
t

(0, T ;R) × L2

FWi
t

(0, T ;R) as





dϕ̂i =
{(
B1 +C1D1 + C̃1D̃1

)
P1R−1

1

(
B1ϕ̂i +D1P1σ1 + D̃1P1σ̃1

)

+ P2B1R−1
1

[
B1Eϕi +

(
D1σ1 + D̃1σ̃1

)
P1 −D1Eξi

]

−
[
P1b1 + P2b1 +A1ϕ̂i + C1P1σ1 + C1ξ̂i + C̃1P1σ̃1 −Q1λEx̄0

]}
dt+ ξ̂idWi,

ϕ̂i(T ) = 0, for i = 1, · · · , N.

(3.24)

By the existence and uniqueness of the solution to mean-field type BSDEs (Li et al. [24]), in

fact, (3.24) degenerates to the following linear backward ODE (BODE):
{

dEϕi =(M1Eϕi +Q1λEx̄0 +M2) dt,

Eϕi(T ) = 0, for i = 1, · · · , N,
(3.25)

which is coupled with the linear ODE (3.21), where we have denoted




M1 :=
(
B1 + C1D1 + C̃1D̃1

)
P1R−1

1 B1 −A1 + P2B1R−1
1 B1,

M2 :=
(
B1 + C1D1 + C̃1D̃1

)
P1R−1

1

(
D1P1σ1 + D̃1P1σ̃1

)
+ P2B1R−1

1

(
D1σ1 + D̃1σ̃1

)
P1

− P1b1 − P2b1 − C1P1σ1 − C̃1P1σ̃1.

Noting (3.25) is independent of i, we could drop the subscript i in the rest part of this paper,

that is, ϕi(t) ≡ ϕ(t), t ∈ [0, T ], for all i = 1, · · · , N . Therefore, we can get the following

forward-backward ODEs (FBODEs):




dEz =
(
N1Ez −B1R−1

1 B1Eϕ+N2

)
dt,

dEx̄0 =(A0Ex̄0 +B0Eu0 + E0Ez + b0) dt,

dEϕ =(M1Eϕ+Q1λEx̄0 +M2) dt,

Ez(0) = ξ, Ex̄0(0) = ξ0, Eϕ(T ) = 0,

(3.26)
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where



N1 := A1 +E1 −B1R−1

1

[(
B1 +D1C1 + D̃1C̃1

)
P1 +B1P2 +D1F1P + D̃1F̃1P1

]
,

N2 := −B1R−1
1

(
D1σ1 + D̃1σ̃1

)
P1 + b1.

Now, we derive the solvability of the equations (3.22), (3.23) and (3.26). Firstly, we introduce

Assumption 3.1.

P1

(
E1 + C1F1 + C̃1F̃1

)
−
(
B1 + C1D1 + C̃1D̃1

)
P 2
1R−1

1

(
D1F1 + D̃1F̃1

)
−Q1(1− λ) ≥ 0.

Under assumptions 2.1 and 2.2, (3.22) is standard Riccati equation. Noticing that (3.23) is

a standard Riccati equation under assumption 3.1. Therefore, applying the standard results of

Chapter 6 in Yong and Zhou [41], both (3.22) and (3.23) exist unique solutions.

Then, we derive the condition under which (3.26) is solvable. To this end, we first rewrite

(3.26) in the following form:





d




Ez

Ex̄0

Eϕ


 = Π




Ez

Ex̄0

Eϕ


+∆,

Ez(0) = ξ, Ex̄0(0) = ξ0, Eϕ(T ) = 0,

(3.27)

where

Π :=




N1 0 −B1R−1B1

E0 A0 0

0 Q1λ M1


 , ∆ :=




N2

B0Eu0 + b0

M2


 .

Then, by the variation of constant formula, we have




Ez

Ex̄0

Eϕ


 = Θ(t)




ξ

ξ0

µ


+Θ(t)

∫ t

0
Θ−1(s)∆ds

where Θ(·) is the fundamental solution matrix of the ODE: Ψ̇ = ΠΨ with the initial conditions

Ψ(0) = I3 and Eϕ need to satisfy the initial conditions Eϕ(0) = µ. Noting the terminal condition

in (3.27), now we present the following result.

Proposition 3.1. For given T > 0, assume

det



(

0 0 1
)
Θ(T )




0

0

1





 6= 0,

then (3.26) has a unique solution on [0, T ], for any initial value ξ and ξ0.
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Remark 3.1. Similar results about the solvability of coupled FBODE can be referred to the

Chapter 2, Section 3 of Ma and Yong [25] and Section 4 of Huang and Huang [12].

Then, the state feedback representation of the decentralized optimal strategies of the followers

can be obtained in the following theorem.

Theorem 3.2. Let assumptions 2.1, 2.2 and 3.1 hold, for given u0(·) ∈ U l,d
0 , the state feedback

optimal strategies of the followers Ai, i = 1, · · · , N , can be represented as

u∗i =−R−1
1

[(
B1 +D1C1 + D̃1C̃1

)
P1 ˆ̄x

∗
i +

(
B1P2 +D1F1P1 + D̃1F̃1P1

)
Ez

+B1Eϕ+D1P1σ1 + D̃1P1σ̃1

]
, P-a.s., a.e.,

(3.28)

where ˆ̄x∗i (·) ∈ L2

FWi
t

(0, T ;R) satisfies





dˆ̄x∗i =
{[
A1 −B1R−1

1

(
B1 +D1C1 + D̃1C̃1

)
P1

]
ˆ̄x∗i

+
[
E1 −B1R−1

1

(
B1P2 +D1F1P1 + D̃1F̃1P1

)]
Ez −B1R−1

1 B1Eϕ

−B1R−1
1

(
D1P1σ1 + D̃1P1σ̃1

)
+ b1

}
dt

+
{[
C1 −D1R−1

1

(
B1 +D1C1 + D̃1C̃1

)
P1

]
ˆ̄x∗i

+
[
F1 −D1R−1

1

(
B1P2 +D1F1P1 + D̃1F̃1P1

)]
Ez −D1R−1

1 B1Eϕ

−D1R−1
1

(
D1P1σ1 + D̃1P1σ̃1

)
+ σ1

}
dWi,

ˆ̄x∗i (0) = ξ,

(3.29)

and R-valued function triple (Ez(·),Ex̄0(·),Eϕ) satisfies (3.26).

Proof. (3.28) can be obtained from (3.18) since ξ̂(·) ≡ 0 in (3.24). (3.29) can be obtained by

putting (3.28) into (3.3) and taking the conditional expectation E[· | FWi
t ] on both sides of it.

The proof is complete.

For notational simplicity and noticing (3.25), we represent the state feedback optimal strate-

gies (3.28) of the followers as

u∗i = K1 ˆ̄x
∗
i +K2Ez +K3 −R−1

1 B1Eϕ, P-a.s., a.e., (3.30)

where




K1 := R−1
1

(
B1 +D1C1 + D̃1C̃1

)
P1, K2 := −R−1

1

(
B1P2 +D1F1P1 + D̃1F̃1P1

)
,

K3 := −R−1
1

(
D1P1σ1 + D̃1P1σ̃1

)
,

and then

Eu∗i = (K1 +K2)Ez +K3 −R−1
1 B1Eϕ, for i = 1, · · · , N. (3.31)
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To conclude this subsection, let’s discuss the well-posedness of the CC system (3.14). Similar

as Li et al. [23], we essentially employed the Riccati method.

After obtaining the optimal strategies of the followers in their feedback form (3.31), we

substitute them into (3.14) to obtain





dx̄∗i =
[
A1x̄

∗
i +B1

(
K1 ˆ̄x

∗
i +K2Ez +K3 −R−1

1 B1Eϕ
)
+ E1E

[
x̄∗i | FW

t

]
+ b1

]
dt

+
[
C1x̄

∗
i +K1 ˆ̄x

∗
i +K2Ez +K3 −R−1

1 B1Eϕ+ F1E
[
x̄∗i | FW

t

]
+ σ1

]
dWi

+
[
C̃1x̄

∗
i +K1 ˆ̄x

∗
i +K2Ez +K3 −R−1

1 B1Eϕ+ F̃1E
[
x̄∗i | FW

t

]
+ σ̃1

]
dW,

dx̄0 =
[
A0x̄0 +B0u0 + E0E

[
x̄∗i | FW

t

]
+ b0

]
dt

+
[
C0x̄0 +D0u0 + F0E

[
x̄∗i | FW

t

]
+ σ0

]
dW0

+
[
C̃0x̄0 + D̃0u0 + F̃0E

[
x̄∗i | FW

t

]
+ σ̃0

]
dW,

dpi =−
[
A1pi + C1qi + C̃1q̃i −Q1

[
x̄∗i −

(
λx̄0 + (1− λ)E

[
x̄∗i | FW

t

])]]
dt

+ qidWi + q̃idW + qi,0dW0,

x̄∗i (0) = ξ, x̄0(0) = ξ0, pi(T ) = −G1x̄
∗
i (T ), for i = 1, · · · , N.

(3.32)

Since we have already established the solvability of the FBODE (3.26), the first equation of

(3.32) is a filtered SDE. Taking E[· | FW
t ] on both sides of it, we get





dE
[
x̄∗i | FW

t

]
=
{
(A1 +E1)E

[
x̄∗i | FW

t

]
+B1

(
K1Ex̄

∗
i +K2Ez +K3 −R−1

1 B1Eϕ
)
+ b1

}
dt

+
{
(C̃1 + F̃1)E

[
x̄∗i | FW

t

]
+K1Ex̄

∗
i +K2Ez +K3 −R−1

1 B1Eϕ+ σ̃1

}
dW,

E
[
x̄∗i | FW

t

]
(0) = ξ, for i = 1, · · · , N.

(3.33)

This is a linear SDE, we can easily derive its solvability by standard SDE theory. And the

solvability of (3.29) of ˆ̄xi(·) can be guaranteed similarly. After these, we find that the first

equation of (3.32) is a linear SDE, which is also solvable. And the second equation of (3.32) is a

linear SDE, which also admits a unique solution x̄0(·). Then, the linear BSDE in (3.32) admits

a unique solution (pi(·), qi(·), q̃i(·), qi,0(·)). Therefore, the well-posedness of (3.14) is obtained.
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3.3 Open loop decentralized strategy of the leader

Noting that the followers take their optimal strategies u∗(·;u0) ≡ (u∗1(·;u0), . . . , u∗N (·;u0)), the
leader A0 will face the following “new” centralized state equation





dx0 =
[
A0x0 +B0u0 +E0x

∗(N) + b0

]
dt+

[
C0x0 +D0u0 + F0x

∗(N) + σ0

]
dW0

+
[
C̃0x0 + D̃0u0 + F̃0x

∗(N) + σ̃0

]
dW,

dx∗i =
[
A1xi +B1

(
K1 ˆ̄x

∗
i +K2Ex̄

∗
i +K3 −R−1

1 B1Eϕ
)
+ E1x

∗(N) + b1

]
dt

+
[
C1xi +D1

(
K1 ˆ̄x

∗
i +K2Ex̄

∗
i +K3 −R−1

1 B1Eϕ
)
+ F1x

∗(N) + σ1

]
dWi

+
[
C̃1xi + D̃1

(
K1 ˆ̄x

∗
i +K2Ex̄

∗
i +K3 −R−1

1 B1Eϕ
)
+ F̃1x

∗(N) + σ̃1

]
dW,

dEϕ =(M1Eϕ+Q1λEx̄0 +M2) dt,

x0(0) = ξ0, x∗i (0) = ξ, Eϕ(T ) = 0, for i = 1, · · · , N,

(3.34)

where x∗(N)(·) := 1
N

∑N
i=1 x

∗
i (·), whose solution is (x0(·), x∗1(·), · · · , x∗N (·)) ∈ L2

Ft
(0, T ;R1+N ),

together with Eϕ(·) ∈ R.

The centralized cost functional (2.3) of the leader A0 now writes

J0 (u0(·)) =
1

2
E

∫ T

0

[
R0u

2
0 +Q0

(
x0 − x∗(N)

)2]
dt+G0x

2
0(T ). (3.35)

Then, from (3.1), (3.9), (3.12) and (3.30), the corresponding decentralized state equation of the

leader A0 is




dx̄0 = [A0x̄0 +B0u0 + E0z + b0] dt+ [C0x̄0 +D0u0 + F0z + σ0] dW0

+
[
C̃0x̄0 + D̃0u0 + F̃0z + σ̃0

]
dW,

dz =
[
(A1 + E1) z +B1

[
(K1 +K2)Ez +K3 −R−1

1 B1Eϕ
]
+ b1

]
dt

+
[(
C̃1 + F̃1

)
z + D̃1

[
(K1 +K2)Ez +K3 −R−1

1 B1Eϕ
]
+ σ̃1

]
dW,

dEϕ = {M1Eϕ+Q1λEx̄0 +M2} dt,
x̄0(0) = ξ0, z(0) = ξ, Eϕ(T ) = 0,

(3.36)

and the centralized cost functional is

J0 (u0(·)) =
1

2
E

∫ T

0

[
R0u

2
0 +Q (x̄0 − z)2

]
dt+Gx̄20(T ). (3.37)

Now, we define the Hamiltonian functionH0 : [0, T ]×R×R×R×R×R×R×R×R×R×R→ R

17



of the leader A0 as

H0(x̄0, z,Eϕ, y0, z0, z̃0, g, h̃, h0, η) := y0 (A0x̄0 +B0u0 + E0z + b0)

+ z0 (C0x̄0 +D0u0 + F0z + σ0) + z̃0

(
C̃0x̄0 + D̃0u0 + F̃0z + σ̃0

)

+ g
[
(A1 + E1) z +B1

[
(K1 +K2)Ez +K3 −R−1

1 B1Eϕ
]
+ b1

]

+ h̃
[(
C̃1 + F̃1

)
z + D̃1

[
(K1 +K2)Ez +K3 −R−1

1 B1Eϕ
]
+ σ̃1

]

+ η (M1Eϕ+Q1λEx̄0 +M2)−
R0u

2
0

2
− Q0 (x̄0 − z)2

2
.

(3.38)

By applying the stochastic maximum principle with partial information, we can obtain the

open-loop decentralized strategies of the leader A0 for Problem 3.1 (ii). For simplicity of nota-

tion, we let ξ̌ := E

[
ξ| FW0

t

]
.

Theorem 3.3. Let assumption 2.1 and 2.2 hold. Then the open-loop decentralized strategy of

the leader A0 is given by

u∗0 = R−1
0

(
B0y̌0 +D0ž0 + D̃0

ˇ̃z0

)
, P-a.s., a.e., (3.39)

where
(
x̄∗0(·), z∗(·),Eϕ∗(·), y0(·), z0(·), z̃0(·), g(·), h̃(·), h0(·), η(·)

)
satisfies the following stochastic

Hamiltonian system





dx̄∗0 =
[
A0x̄

∗
0 +B0R

−1
0

(
B0y̌0 +D0ž0 + D̃0

ˇ̃z0

)
+ E0z

∗ + b0

]
dt

+
[
C0x̄

∗
0 +D0R

−1
0

(
B0y̌0 +D0ž0 + D̃0

ˇ̃z0

)
+ F0z

∗ + σ0

]
dW0

+
[
C̃0x̄

∗
0 + D̃0R

−1
0

(
B0y̌0 +D0ž0 + D̃0

ˇ̃z0

)
+ F̃0z

∗ + σ̃0

]
dW,

dz∗ =
[
(A1 + E1) z

∗ +B1

[
(K1 +K2)Ez

∗ +K3 −R−1
1 B1Eϕ

∗]+ b1
]
dt,

+
[(
C̃1 + F̃1

)
z∗ + D̃1

[
(K1 +K2)Ez

∗ +K3 −R−1
1 B1Eϕ

∗]+ σ̃1

]
dW,

dEϕ∗ = {M1Eϕ
∗ +Q1λEx̄

∗
0 +M2} dt,

dy0 =−
(
A0y0 + C0z0 + C̃0z̃0 −Q0 (x̄

∗
0 − z∗) +Q1λEη

)
dt+ z0dW0 + z̃0dW,

dg =−
(
E0y0 + F0z0 + F̃0z̃0 + (A1 + E1) g +

(
C̃1 + F̃1

)
h̃+Q0 (x̄

∗
0 − z∗)

+B1 (K1 +K2)Eg + D̃1 (K1 +K2)Eh
)
+ h̃dW + h0dW0,

dη =−
(
−R−1

1 B2
1Eg −R−1

1 B1D̃1Eh̃+M1Eη
)
dt,

x̄∗i (0) = ξ0, z
∗(0) = ξ, Eϕ∗(T ) = 0, y0(T ) = −G0x̄

∗
0(T ), g(T ) = 0, η(0) = 0.

(3.40)

Proof. For small ε > 0, let uε0 = u∗0 + εδu0, and we denote the solution to the FBSDE (3.40)

corresponding with uε0 by (x̄ε0(·), zε(·),Eϕε(·)). Then we have

x̄ε0 = x̄∗0 + εδx̄0, zε = z∗ + εδz, Eϕε = Eϕ∗ + εEδϕ,
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where (δx̄0(·), δz(·),E[δϕ](·)) satisfies





dδx̄0 = [A0δx̄0 +B0δu0 + E0δz] dt+ [C0δx̄0 +D0δu0 + F0δz] dW0

+
[
C̃0δx̄0 + D̃0δu0 + F̃0δz

]
dW,

dδz =
{
(A1 + E1) δz +B1

[
(K1 +K2)Eδz +K3 −R−1

1 B1E[δϕ]
]}
dt,

+
{(
C̃1 + F̃1

)
δz + D̃1

[
(K1 +K2)Eδz +K3 −R−1

1 B1E[δϕ]
]}
dW,

dE[δϕ] = (M1E[δϕ] +Q1λEδx̄0 +M2) dt,

δx̄0(0) =0, δz(0) = 0, E[δϕ](T ) = 0.

Noting (3.37), we have

J0 (u
∗
0(·) + εδu0(·))− J0 (u

∗
0(·))

=
ε

2
E

{∫ T

0

{
R0u0 (2u

∗
0 + εδu0) +Q0 (δx̄0 − δz) [2 (x̄∗0 − z) + ε (δx̄0 − δz)]

}
dt

+G0δx0(T ) (2x̄
∗
0(T ) + εδx̄0(T ))]

}

=
ε2

2
E

{∫ T

0

[
R0δu

2
0 +Q0 (δx̄0 − δz)2

]
dt+G0δx̄

2
0(T )

}

+ εE

{∫ T

0
[R0δu0u

∗
0 +Q0 (δx̄0 − δz) (x̄∗0 − z)] dt+G0δx̄0(T )x̄

∗
0(T )

}
,

where from (3.40), we get

E [G0δx̄0(T )x̄
∗
0(T )] = E [−y0(T )δx̄0(T )]

= −E
[
y0(T )δx̄0(T )− y0(0)δx̄0(0) + g(T )δz(T ) − g(0)δz(0) + η(T )E[δϕ](T ) − η(0)E[δϕ](0)

]

= −E

{∫ T

0

[
B0y0δu0 +Q0δx0 (x̄

∗
0 − z∗) +D0δu0z0 + D̃0δu0z̃0 −Q0δz (x

∗
0 − z∗)

]
dt

}
.

Therefore,

J0 (u
∗
0(·) + εδu0(·)) − J0 (u

∗
0(·)) =

ε2

2
E

{∫ T

0

[
R0δu

2
0 +Q0 (δx̄0 − δz)2

]
dt+G0δx̄

2
0(T )

}

+ εE

{∫ T

0

[
δu0

(
R0u

∗
0 −B0y0 −D0z0 − D̃0z̃0

]
dt
)}

.

Due to the arbitrariness of ε, we finish the proof.

Noticing (3.40) is also a CMF-FBSDE, we still discuss its well-posedness in the following

subsection.
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3.4 Feedback decentralized strategy of the leader

Now, we derive the state feedback of the open loop strategy of the leader A0, by the dimension

expansion technique of Yong [40]. Let

X :=



x̄∗0
z∗

η


 , Y :=




y0

g

Eϕ∗


 , Z0 :=



z0

h0

0


 , Z̃ :=



z̃0

h̃

0


 .

Then, the Hamiltonian system (3.40) of the leader A0 can be rewritten as




dX =
(
L11X + L12EX + L13EY + L14EZ̃ + B0u

∗
0 + f1

)
dt

+ (L21X +D0u
∗
0 + f2) dW0 +

(
L31X + L32EX − L⊤

14EY + D̃0u
∗
0 + f3

)
dW,

dY =
(
N11X +N12EX − L⊤

11Y − L⊤
12EY − L⊤

21Z0 − L⊤
31Z̃ − L⊤

32EZ̃ + f4

)
dt

+ Z0dW0 + Z̃dW,

X(0) = Ξ, Y (T ) = −G0X(T ),

(3.41)

where we have denoted

L11 :=



A0 E0 0

0 A1 + E1 0

0 0 −M1


 , L12 :=




0 0 0

0 B1(K1 +K2) 0

0 0 0


 ,B0 :=



B0

0

0


 ,

L13 :=




0 0 0

0 0 −R−1
1 B2

1

0 R−1
1 B2

1 0


 , L14 :=




0 0 0

0 0 0

0 R−1
1 B1D̃1 0


 , f1 :=




b0

B0K3 + b1

0


 ,

L21 :=



C0 F0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0


 ,D0 :=



D0

0

0


 , f2 :=



σ0

0

0


 , L31 :=



C̃0 F̃0 0

0 C̃1 + F̃1 0

0 0 0


 ,

L32 :=




0 0 0

0 D̃1 (K1 +K2) 0

0 0 0


 , D̃0 :=



D̃0

0

0


 , f3 :=




σ̃0

D̃0K3 + σ̃1

0


 ,

N11 :=




Q0 −Q0 0

−Q0 Q0 0

0 0 0


 , N12 :=




0 0 −Q1λ

0 0 0

Q1λ 0 0


 ,

f4 :=




0

0

M2


 ,Ξ :=



ξ0

ξ

0


 ,G0 :=



G0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0


 .

Noticing the terminal condition of (3.41), we can assume that

Y (t) = −Γ1(t)X(t) − Γ2(t)EX(t) − Φ(t), t ∈ [0, T ], (3.42)
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where Γ1(·) and Γ2(·) are deterministic matrix-valued functions satisfying Γ1(T ) = G0 and

Γ2(T ) = O3×3, and (Φ(·), ψ0(·)) are an FW0

t -adapted process pair of the solution to the following

BSDE: {
dΦ = γdt+ ψ0dW0,

Φ(T ) = O3×3.
(3.43)

for some FW0

t -adapted process γ(·) to be determined later. In addition, from the first equation

of (3.41), we have





dEX =
[
(L11 + L12)EX + L13EY + L14EZ̃ + B0Eu

∗
0 + f1

]
dt,

EX(0) = Ξ.
(3.44)

Applying Itô’s formula, we have

dY =− Γ1dX − Γ̇1Xdt− Γ̇2EXdt− Γ2dEX − dΦ

=− Γ1

{(
L11X + L12EX + L13EY + L14EZ̃ + B0u

∗
0 + f1

)
dt

+ (L21X +D0u
∗
0 + f2) dW0 +

(
L31X + L32EX − L⊤

14EY + D̃0u
∗
0 + f3

)
dW

}

− Γ̇1Xdt− Γ̇2EXdt− Γ2

[
(L11 + L12)EX + L13EY + L14EZ̃ + B0Eu

∗
0 + f1

]
dt

− γdt− ψ0dW0

=
(
N11X +N12EX − L⊤

11Y − L⊤
12EY − L⊤

21Z0 − L⊤
31Z̃ − L⊤

32EZ̃ + f4

)
dt

+ Z0dW0 + Z̃dW.

By comparing the coefficients of the drift terms and the diffusion terms, we obtain





−γ =
(
Γ̇1 + Γ1L11 +N11

)
X +

[
Γ̇2 + Γ1L12 + Γ2 (L11 + L12) +N12

]
EX − L⊤

11Y

+
[
Γ1L13 + Γ2L13 − L⊤

12

]
EY − L⊤

21Z0 − L⊤
31Z̃ +

(
Γ1L14 + Γ2L14 − L⊤

32

)
EZ̃

+ Γ1B0u
∗
0 + Γ2B0Eu

∗
0 + Γ1f1 + Γ2f1 + f4,

Z0 =− Γ1L21X − Γ1D0u
∗
0 − Γ1f2 − ψ0, P-a.s.,

Z̃ =− Γ1L31X − Γ1L32EX + Γ1L
⊤
14EY − Γ1D̃0u

∗
0 − Γ1f3, P-a.s..

(3.45)

Taking E

[
·| FW0

t

]
on the both sides of (3.42) and the last two equalities in (3.45), we have





Y̌ = −Γ1X̌ − Γ2EX − Φ̌,

Ž0 = −Γ1L21X̌ − Γ1D0u
∗
0 − Γ1f2 − ψ̌0, P-a.s.,

ˇ̃
Z = −Γ1L31X̌ − Γ1L32EX + Γ1L

⊤
14EY − Γ1D̃0u

∗
0 − Γ1f3.

= −Γ1L31X̌ − Γ1(L32 + L⊤
14Γ1 + L⊤

14Γ2)EX − Γ1L
⊤
14EΦ− Γ1D̃0u

∗
0 − Γ1f3, P-a.s..

(3.46)
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Therefore, the open loop decentralized strategy (3.39) of the leader A0 can be rewritten as

R0u
∗
0 = B⊤

0 Y̌ +D⊤
0 Ž0 + D̃⊤

0
ˇ̃
Z

= −B⊤
0

(
Γ1X̌ + Γ2EX + Φ̌

)
−D⊤

0

(
Γ1L21X̌ + Γ1D0u

∗
0 + Γ1f2 + ψ̌0

)

− D̃⊤
0

[
Γ1L31X̌ + Γ1L32EX − Γ1L

⊤
14 ((−Γ1 − Γ2)EX − EΦ)

+Γ1D̃0u
∗
0 + Γ1f3

]
, P-a.s., a.e.,

(3.47)

and thus
(
R0 +D⊤

0 Γ1D0 + D̃⊤
0 Γ1D̃0

)
u∗0

=−
[(

B⊤
0 Γ1 +D⊤

0 Γ1L21 + D̃⊤
0 Γ1L31

)
X̌ +

(
B⊤
0 Γ2 + D̃⊤

0 Γ1L32 + D̃⊤
0 Γ1L

⊤
14(Γ1 + Γ2)

)
EX

+B⊤
0 Φ̌ +D⊤

0 Γ1f2 +D⊤
0 ψ̌0 + D̃⊤

0 Γ1L
⊤
14EΦ+ D̃⊤

0 Γ1f3

]
, P-a.s., a.e..

Assume that

Assumption 3.2. R0 := R0 +D⊤
0 Γ1D0 + D̃⊤

0 Γ1D̃0 6= 0,

we can get

u∗0 =−R−1
0

[(
B⊤
0 Γ1 +D⊤

0 Γ1L21 + D̃⊤
0 Γ1L31

)
X̌

+
(
B⊤
0 Γ2 + D̃⊤

0 Γ1L32 + D̃⊤
0 Γ1L

⊤
14(Γ1 + Γ2)

)
EX

+B⊤
0 Φ̌ + D̃⊤

0 Γ1L
⊤
14EΦ+D⊤

0 Γ1f2 +D⊤
0 ψ̌0 + D̃⊤

0 Γ1f3

]
, P-a.s., a.e.,

(3.48)

and

Eu∗0 =−R−1
0

[(
B⊤
0 Γ1 +D⊤

0 Γ1L21 + D̃⊤
0 Γ1L31 + B⊤

0 Γ2 + D̃⊤
0 Γ1L32 + D̃⊤

0 Γ1L
⊤
14(Γ1 + Γ2)

)
EX

+
(
B⊤
0 + D̃⊤

0 Γ1L
⊤
14

)
EΦ+D⊤

0 Γ1f2 +D⊤
0 Eψ0 + D̃⊤

0 Γ1f3

]
.

(3.49)

Similarly, taking E

[
·| FW0

t

]
on the both sides of the first equality in (3.45), we have

−γ̌ =
(
Γ̇1 + Γ1L11 +N11

)
X̌ +

[
Γ̇2 + Γ1L12 + Γ2 (L11 + L12) +N12

]
EX

− L⊤
11

(
−Γ1X̌ − Γ2EX − Φ̌

)
+
(
Γ1L13 + Γ2L13 − L⊤

12

) [
− (Γ1 + Γ2)EX − EΦ

]

− L⊤
21

(
−Γ1L21X̌ − Γ1D0u

∗
0 − Γ1f2 − ψ̌0

)
− L⊤

31

[
− Γ1L31X̌

−Γ1

(
L32 + L⊤

14Γ1 + L⊤
14Γ2

)
EX − Γ1L

⊤
14EΦ− Γ1D̃∗

0u
∗
0 − Γ1f3

]

+
(
Γ1L14 + Γ2L14 − L⊤

32

) [
−Γ1

(
L31 + L32 + L⊤

14Γ1 + L⊤
14Γ2

)
EX

−Γ1L
⊤
14EΦ− Γ1D̃0Eu

∗
0 − Γ1f3

]
+ Γ1B0u

∗
0 + Γ2B0Eu

∗
0 + Γ1f1 + Γ2f1 + f4
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=
(
Γ̇1 + Γ1L11 +N11 + L⊤

11Γ1 + L⊤
21Γ1L21 + L⊤

31Γ1L31

)
X̌

+
[
Γ̇2 + Γ1L12 + Γ2L11 + Γ2L12 +N12 + L⊤

11Γ2 − Γ1L13 (Γ1 + Γ2)

− Γ2L13 (Γ1 + Γ2) + L⊤
12 (Γ1 + Γ2) + L⊤

31Γ1L32 + L⊤
31Γ1L

⊤
14Γ1 + L⊤

31Γ1L
⊤
14Γ2

−
(
Γ1L14 + Γ2L14 − L⊤

32

)
Γ1

(
L31 + L32 + L⊤

14Γ1 + L⊤
14Γ2

)]
EX

+
(
L⊤
21Γ1D0 + L⊤

31Γ1D̃0 + Γ1B0

)
u∗0 +

[
Γ2B0 −

(
Γ1L14 + Γ2L14 − L⊤

32

)
Γ1D̃0

]
Eu∗0

+ L⊤
11Φ̌ +

[
−Γ1L13 − Γ2L13 + L⊤

12 + L⊤
31Γ1L

⊤
14 −

(
Γ1L14 + Γ2L14 − L⊤

32

)
Γ1L

⊤
14

]
EΦ

+ L⊤
21ψ̌0 + L⊤

21Γ1f2 + L⊤
31Γ1f3 −

(
Γ1L14 + Γ2L14 − L⊤

32

)
Γ1f3 + Γ1f1 + Γ2f1 + f4.

Substituting (3.48) and (3.49) into the above equation, we get

−γ̌ =
(
Γ̇1 + Γ1L11 +N11 + L⊤

11Γ1 + L⊤
21Γ1L21 + L⊤

31Γ1L31

)
X̌

+
[
Γ̇2 + Γ1L12 + Γ2L11 + Γ2L12 +N12 + L⊤

11Γ2 − Γ1L13 (Γ1 + Γ2)

− Γ2L13 (Γ1 + Γ2) + L⊤
12 (Γ1 + Γ2) + L⊤

31Γ1L32 + L⊤
31Γ1L

⊤
14Γ1 + L⊤

31Γ1L
⊤
14Γ2

−
(
Γ1L14 + Γ2L14 − L⊤

32

)
Γ1

(
L31 + L32 + L⊤

14Γ1 + L⊤
14Γ2

)]
EX

+
(
L⊤
21Γ1D0 + L⊤

31Γ1D̃0 + Γ1B0

)
R−1

0

[(
−B⊤

0 Γ1 −D⊤
0 Γ1L21 − D̃⊤

0 Γ1L31

)
X̌

+
(
−B⊤

0 Γ2 − D̃⊤
0 Γ1L32 − D̃⊤

0 Γ1L
⊤
14Γ1 − D̃⊤

0 Γ1L
⊤
14Γ2

)
EX − D̃⊤

0 Γ1L
⊤
14EΦ− B⊤

0 Φ̌

−D⊤
0 Γ1f2 −D⊤

0 ψ̌0 − D̃⊤
0 Γ1f3

]
+
[
Γ2B0 −

(
Γ1L14 + Γ2L14 − L⊤

32

)
Γ1D̃0

]
R−1

0
[(

−B⊤
0 Γ1 −D⊤

0 Γ1L21 − D̃⊤
0 Γ1L31 −B⊤

0 Γ2 − D̃⊤
0 Γ1L32 − D̃⊤

0 Γ1L
⊤
14Γ1 − D̃⊤

0 Γ1L
⊤
14Γ2

)
EX

+
(
−D̃⊤

0 Γ1L
⊤
14 − B⊤

0

)
EΦ−D⊤

0 Γ1f2 −D⊤
0 Eψ0 − D̃⊤

0 Γ1f3

]
+ L⊤

11Φ̌

+
[
−Γ1L13 − Γ2L13 + L⊤

12 + L⊤
31Γ1L

⊤
14 −

(
Γ1L14 + Γ2L14 − L⊤

32

)
Γ1L

⊤
14

]
EΦ

+ L⊤
21ψ̌0 + L⊤

21Γ1f2 + L⊤
31Γ1f3 −

(
Γ1L14 + Γ2L14 − L⊤

32

)
Γ1f3 + Γ1f1 + Γ2f1 + f4

=
{[

Γ̇1 + Γ1L11 +N11 + L⊤
11Γ1 + L⊤

21Γ1L21 + L⊤
31Γ1L31

+
(
L⊤
21Γ1D0 + L⊤

31Γ1D̃0 + Γ1B0

)
R−1

0

(
−B⊤

0 Γ1 −D⊤
0 Γ1L21 − D̃⊤

0 Γ1L31

)]
X̌

+
{
Γ̇2 + Γ1L12 + Γ2L11 + Γ2L12 +N12 + L⊤

11Γ2 − Γ1L13 (Γ1 + Γ2)

− Γ2L13 (Γ1 + Γ2) + L⊤
12 (Γ1 + Γ2) + L⊤

31Γ1L32 + L⊤
31Γ1L

⊤
14Γ1 + L⊤

31Γ1L
⊤
14Γ2

−
(
Γ1L14 + Γ2L14 − L⊤

32

)
Γ1

(
L31 + L32 + L⊤

14Γ1 + L⊤
14Γ2

)

+
(
L⊤
21Γ1D0 + L⊤

31Γ1D̃0 + Γ1B0

)
R−1

0

(
−B⊤

0 Γ2 − D̃⊤
0 Γ1L32 − D̃⊤

0 Γ1L
⊤
14Γ1 − D̃⊤

0 Γ1L
⊤
14Γ2

)

+
[
Γ2B0 −

(
Γ1L14 + Γ2L14 − L⊤

32

)
Γ1D̃0

]
R−1

0

(
−B⊤

0 Γ1 −D⊤
0 Γ1L21

−D̃⊤
0 Γ1L31 − B⊤

0 Γ2 − D̃⊤
0 Γ1L32 − D̃⊤

0 Γ1L
⊤
14Γ1 − D̃⊤

0 Γ1L
⊤
14Γ2

)}
EX
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+
(
L⊤
21Γ1D0 + L⊤

31Γ1D̃0 + Γ1B0

)
R−1

0

(
−B⊤

0 Φ̌− D̃⊤
0 Γ1L

⊤
14EΦ−D⊤

0 ψ̌0 −D⊤
0 Γ1f2

−D̃⊤
0 Γ1f3

)
+
[
Γ2B0 −

(
Γ1L14 + Γ2L14 − L⊤

32

)
Γ1D̃0

]
R−1

0

×
[(

−D̃⊤
0 Γ1L

⊤
14 − B⊤

0

)
EΦ−D⊤

0 Eψ0 −D⊤
0 Γ1f2 − D̃⊤

0 Γ1f3

]
+ L⊤

11Φ̌

+
[
−Γ1L13 − Γ2L13 + L⊤

12 + L⊤
31Γ1L

⊤
14 −

(
Γ1L14 + Γ2L14 − L⊤

32

)
Γ1L

⊤
14

]
EΦ

+ L⊤
21ψ̌0 + L⊤

21Γ1f2 + L⊤
31Γ1f3 −

(
Γ1L14 + Γ2L14 − L⊤

32

)
Γ1f3 + Γ1f1 + Γ2f1 + f4.

Then, we can get the equation of Γ1(·):




Γ̇1 + Γ1L11 +N11 + L⊤
11Γ1 + L⊤

21Γ1L21 + L⊤
31Γ1L31

+
(
L⊤
21Γ1D0 + L⊤

31Γ1D̃0 + Γ1B0

)
R−1

0

(
−B⊤

0 Γ1 −D⊤
0 Γ1L21 − D̃⊤

0 Γ1L31

)
= 0,

Γ1(T ) = G0,

(3.50)

the equation of Γ2(·):




Γ̇2 + Γ1L12 + Γ2L11 + Γ2L12 +N12 + L⊤
11Γ2 − Γ1L13 (Γ1 + Γ2)

− Γ2L13 (Γ1 + Γ2) + L⊤
12 (Γ1 + Γ2) + L⊤

31Γ1L32 + L⊤
31Γ1L

⊤
14Γ1 + L⊤

31Γ1L
⊤
14Γ2

−
(
Γ1L14 + Γ2L14 − L⊤

32

)
Γ1

(
L31 + L32 + L⊤

14Γ1 + L⊤
14Γ2

)

+
(
L⊤
21Γ1D0 + L⊤

31Γ1D̃0 + Γ1B0

)
R−1

0

(
−B⊤

0 Γ2 − D̃⊤
0 Γ1L32 − D̃⊤

0 Γ1L
⊤
14Γ1

−D̃⊤
0 Γ1L

⊤
14Γ2

)
+
[
Γ2B0 −

(
Γ1L14 + Γ2L14 − L⊤

32

)
Γ1D̃0

]
R−1

0

(
−B⊤

0 Γ1

−D⊤
0 Γ1L21 − D̃⊤

0 Γ1L31 − B⊤
0 Γ2 − D̃⊤

0 Γ1L32 − D̃⊤
0 Γ1L

⊤
14Γ1 − D̃⊤

0 Γ1L
⊤
14Γ2

)
= 0,

Γ2(T ) = O3×3,

(3.51)

and the BSDE of (Φ̌(·), ψ̌0(·)):




−dΦ̌ =
{(
L⊤
21Γ1D0 + L⊤

31Γ1D̃0 + Γ1B0

)
R−1

0

[
−B⊤

0 Φ̌− D̃⊤
0 Γ1L

⊤
14EΦ−D⊤

0 ψ̌0

−D⊤
0 Γ1f2 − D̃⊤

0 Γ1f3

]
+
[
Γ2B0 −

(
Γ1L14 + Γ2L14 − L⊤

32

)
Γ1D̃0

]
R−1

0

×
[(

−D̃⊤
0 Γ1L

⊤
14 − B⊤

0

)
EΦ−D⊤

0 Eψ0 −D⊤
0 Γ1f2 − D̃⊤

0 Γ1f3

]
+ L⊤

11Φ̌

+
[
−Γ1L13 − Γ2L13 + L⊤

12 + L⊤
31Γ1L

⊤
14 −

(
Γ1L14 + Γ2L14 − L⊤

32

)
Γ1L

⊤
14

]
EΦ

+L⊤
21ψ̌0 + L⊤

21Γ1f2 + L⊤
31Γ1f3 −

(
Γ1L14 + Γ2L14 − L⊤

32

)
Γ1f3

+ Γ1f1 + Γ2f1 + f4

}
dt− ψ̌0dW0,

Φ̌(T ) = O3×3.

(3.52)

respectively. By the existence and uniqueness of the solution to the mean-field type BSDE [24]
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again, (3.52) degenerates to




−dEΦ =

{{
L⊤
11 + L⊤

21 + (L31 + L32)
⊤ Γ1L

⊤
14 − (Γ1 + Γ2)

(
L13 + L14Γ1L

⊤
14

)

−
[
L⊤
21Γ1D0 + L⊤

31Γ1D̃0 + Γ1B0 + Γ2B0 +
(
Γ1L14 + Γ2L14 + L⊤

32

)
Γ1D̃0

]

×R−1
0

(
B⊤
0 + D̃⊤

0 Γ1L
⊤
14

)}
EΦ+

[
(Γ1 + Γ2)

(
L14Γ2D̃0 − B0

)

− (L21 + L31 + L32)
⊤ Γ1D̃0

]
R−1

0

(
D⊤

0 Γ1f2 + D̃⊤
0 Γ1f3

)
+ L⊤

21Γ1f2

+ L⊤
31Γ1f3 −

(
Γ1L14 + Γ2L14 − L⊤

32

)
Γ1f3 + Γ1f1 + Γ2f1 + f4

}
dt,

EΦ(T ) = O3×3.

(3.53)

Remark 3.2. We note that (3.50) is symmetric Riccati equation, which admits unique solution

by applying the Theorem 3.7 of [23]. But (3.51) is an asymmetric one, which is hard to solve in

general. In this paper, we need to assume the solvability of (3.51). Then noticing the equation

(3.53) is linear BODE, which obviously admits a unique solution.

Therefore, the feedback decentralized strategy of the leader A0 can be given in the following.

Theorem 3.4. Let assumptions 2.1, 2.2, 3.1 and 3.2 hold. Let Γ1(·) be the solution to (3.50),

and suppose that (3.51) admits a unique solution Γ2(·), then the feedback decentralized strategy

of the leader A0 can be represented as

u∗0 =−R−1
0

[(
B⊤
0 Γ1 +D⊤

0 Γ1L21 + D̃⊤
0 Γ1L31

)
X̌ +

(
B⊤
0 Γ2 + D̃⊤

0 Γ1L32 + D̃⊤
0 Γ1L

⊤
14Γ1

+D̃⊤
0 Γ1L

⊤
14Γ2

)
EX +

(
B⊤
0 + D̃⊤

0 Γ1L
⊤
14

)
EΦ+D⊤

0 Γ1f2 + D̃⊤
0 Γ1f3

]
, P-a.s., a.e.,

(3.54)

where X̌(·) ∈ L2

FW0

t

(
0, T ;R3

)
satisfied the following SDE:





dX̌ =
{[
L11 −

(
B0 − L14Γ1D̃0

)
R−1

0

(
B⊤
0 Γ1 +D⊤

0 Γ1L21 + D̃⊤
0 Γ1L31

)]
X̌

+
[
L12 −

(
L13 + L14Γ1L

⊤
14

)
(Γ1 + Γ2)− L14Γ1 (L31 + L32)

−
(
B0 − L14Γ1D̃0

)
R−1

0

(
B⊤
0 Γ2 + D̃⊤

0 Γ1L32 + D̃⊤
0 Γ1L

⊤
14Γ1 + D̃⊤

0 Γ1L
⊤
14Γ2

)]
EX

−
[
L13 + L14Γ1L

⊤
14 +

(
B0 − L14Γ1D̃0

)
R−1

0

(
B⊤
0 + D̃⊤

0 Γ1L
⊤
14

)]
EΦ

+f1 − L14Γ1f3 −
(
B0 − L14Γ1D̃0

)
R−1

0

(
D⊤

0 Γ1f2 + D̃⊤
0 Γ1f3

)}
dt

+
{[
L21 −D0R−1

0

(
B⊤
0 Γ1 +D⊤

0 Γ1L21 + D̃⊤
0 Γ1L31

)]
X̌

−D0R−1
0

(
B⊤
0 Γ2 + D̃⊤

0 Γ1L32 + D̃⊤
0 Γ1L

⊤
14Γ1 + D̃⊤

0 Γ1L
⊤
14Γ2

)
EX

−D0R−1
0

(
B⊤
0 + D̃⊤

0 Γ1L
⊤
14

)
EΦ−D0R−1

0

(
D⊤

0 Γ1f2 + D̃⊤
0 Γ1f3

)}
dW0,

X̌(0) = Ξ,

(3.55)
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EX(·) ∈ R
3 satisfies the following ODE:





dEX =
{[
L11 + L12 −

(
L13 + L14Γ1L

⊤
14

)
(Γ1 + Γ2)− L14Γ1 (L31 + L32)

−
(
B0 − L14Γ1D̃0

)
R−1

0

(
B⊤
0 Γ1 + B⊤

0 Γ2 +D⊤
0 Γ1L21 + D̃⊤

0 Γ1L31

+D̃⊤
0 Γ1L32 + D̃⊤

0 Γ1L
⊤
14Γ1 + D̃⊤

0 Γ1L
⊤
14Γ2

]
EX

−
[
L13 + L14Γ1L

⊤
14 +

(
B0 − L14Γ1D̃0

)
R−1

0

(
B⊤
0 + D̃⊤

0 Γ1L
⊤
14

)]
EΦ

+f1 − L14Γ1f3 −
(
B0 − L14Γ1D̃0

)
R−1

0

(
D⊤

0 Γ1f2 + D̃⊤
0 Γ1f3

)}
dt,

EX(0) = Ξ,

(3.56)

and EΦ(·) ∈ R
3 satisfies the BODE (3.53), respectively.

Proof. (3.54) can be obtained by (3.48) with Φ̌(t) ≡ EΦ(t), t ∈ [0, T ]. (3.55) can be achieved

from the first equation of X in (3.41), noting (3.43), the third equality in (3.46) and (3.54). And

(3.56) can be got by (3.55) directly. The proof is complete.

Similar to the subsection 3.2, in brief, we discuss the well-posedness of (3.41), which is

equivalent to (3.40). For simplicity of notation, by (3.54) we denote

u∗0 = θ1X̌ + θ2EX + θ3EΦ+ θ4, P-a.s., a.e., (3.57)

where 



θ1 :=−R−1
0

(
B⊤
0 Γ1 +D⊤

0 Γ1L21 + D̃⊤
0 Γ1L31

)
,

θ2 :=−R−1
0

(
B⊤
0 Γ2 + D̃⊤

0 Γ1L32 + D̃⊤
0 Γ1L

⊤
14Γ1 + D̃⊤

0 Γ1L
⊤
14Γ2

)
,

θ3 :=−R−1
0

(
B⊤
0 + D̃⊤

0 Γ1L
⊤
14

)
,

θ4 :=−R−1
0

(
D⊤

0 Γ1f2 + D̃⊤
0 Γ1f3

)
.

Noticing (3.46) and (3.54), the first equation of (3.41) becomes




dX =
{
L11X +

[
L12 − L13

(
Γ1 + Γ2)− L14(Γ1L31 + Γ1L32 + Γ1L

⊤
14Γ1 + Γ1L

⊤
14Γ2

)]
EX

−
(
L13 + L14Γ1L

⊤
14

)
EΦ+ L14Γ1D̃0 [(θ1 + θ2)EX + θ3EΦ+ θ4]

+ B0

(
θ1X̌ + θ2EX + θ3EΦ+ θ4

)
+ f1

}
dt

+
[
L21X +D0

(
θ1X̌ + θ2EX + θ3EΦ+ θ4

)
+ f2

]
dW0

+
[
L31X +

(
L32 + L⊤

14Γ1 + L⊤
14Γ2

)
EX + D̃0

(
θ1X̌ + θ2EX + θ3EΦ+ θ4

)
+ f3

]
dW,

X(0) = Ξ.

(3.58)

Similar as subsection 3.2, we can obtain the solvability of (3.58). And then, we can obtain the

solvability of the second equation of (3.41). The details of the proof are left to the interested

readers.
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4 ε-Stackelberg-Nash equilibria analysis

In Section 3, we derived the decentralized Stackelberg-Nash equilibrium, denoted as (u∗0(·), u∗(·)
≡ (u∗1(·), u∗2(·), . . . , u∗N (·))), for the limiting Problem 3.1. In this section, we will prove that the

decentralized strategies (u∗0(·), u∗(·)) satisfy the ε-Stackelberg-Nash equilibrium property, for

Problem 2.1. To begin with, let’s define what an ε-Stackelberg-Nash equilibrium entails.

Definition 4.1. A strategy (u∗0(·), u∗1(·), · · · , u∗N (·)) is said to be an ε-Stackelberg-Nash equilib-

rium for Problem 2.1, if there exists a non-negative value ε = ε(N) such that limN→∞ ε(N) = 0,

which satisfies:

(i) Given u0 ∈ U l,d
0 , for i = 1, · · · , N , finding the control strategy u∗(·;u0) ≡ (u∗1(·;u0), . . . ,

u∗N (·;u0)) such that for any ui(·) ∈ Uf,d
i ,

Ji

(
u∗i (·;u0);u∗−i(·;u0)

)
≤ Ji

(
ui(·);u∗−i(·;u0)

)
+ ε;

(ii) finding the control strategy u∗0(·;u∗(·)) such that for any u0(·) ∈ U l,d
0 ,

J0 (u
∗
0(·;u∗(·))) ≤ J0 (u0(·;u∗(·))) + ε.

The main result of this section is the following theorem.

Theorem 4.1. Let assumptions 2.1 ,2.2 and 3.1 hold, then the set of strategies (u∗0(·), u∗1(·), u∗2(·),
. . . , u∗N (·)) constitutes an ε-Stackelberg-Nash equilibrium for Problem 2.1, where




u∗i = R−1

1

(
B1p̂i +D1q̂i + D̃1

ˆ̃qi

)
, i = 1, 2, . . . , N,

u∗0 = R−1
0

(
B0y̌0 +D0ž0 + D̃0

ˇ̃z0

)
,

(4.1)

with (pi(·), qi(·), q̃i(·)), (y0(·), z0(·), z̃0(·)) satisfying (3.6), (3.40), respectively.

To establish this theorem, we shall present several lemmas.

Lemma 4.1.

E

[
sup

0≤t≤T

∣∣∣x∗(N)(t)− z(t)
∣∣∣
2
]
= O

(
1

N

)
, (4.2)

sup
1≤i≤N

E

[
sup

0≤t≤T

|x∗i (t)− x̄∗i (t)|2
]
= O

(
1

N

)
, (4.3)

E

[
sup

0≤t≤T

|x0(t)− x̄0(t)|2
]
= O

(
1

N

)
. (4.4)
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Proof. From (2.2), we get




dx∗(N)(t) =

[
(A1 + E1)x

∗(N) +B1
1

N

N∑

i=1

u∗i + b1

]
dt

+
1

N

N∑

i=1

[
C1x

∗
i +D1u

∗
i + F1x

∗(N) + σ1

]
dWi

+

[
(C̃1 + F̃1)x

∗(N) + D̃1
1

N

N∑

i=1

u∗i + σ̃1

]
dW,

x∗(N)(0) = ξ.

(4.5)

Then, by (3.12) we obtain




d
(
x∗(N) − z

)
=

[
(A1 + E1)

(
x∗(N) − z

)
+B1

(
1

N

N∑

i=1

u∗i − Eu∗i

)]
dt

+
1

N

N∑

i=1

[
C1x

∗
i +D1u

∗
i + F1x

(N) + σ1

]
dWi

+

[(
C̃1 + F̃1

)(
x∗(N) − z

)
+ D̃1

(
1

N

N∑

i=1

u∗i − Eu∗i

)]
dW,

(
x∗(N) − z

)
(0) = 0.

By using BDG’s inequality and standard estimates of SDEs, we have for some positive constant

K (may be different line by line),

E

[
sup
0≤s≤t

∣∣∣x∗(N)(s)− z(s)
∣∣∣
2
]

≤ KE

∫ t

0


 sup

0≤r≤s

∣∣∣x∗(N)(r)− z(r)
∣∣∣
2
+

∣∣∣∣∣
1

N

N∑

i=1

u∗i (r)− Eu∗i (r)

∣∣∣∣∣

2

 ds

+
K

N2
E

[
N∑

i=1

∫ t

0

(
C1x

∗
i +D1u

∗
i + F1x

∗(N) + σ1

)
dWi

]2
,

where

1

N2
E

[
N∑

i=1

∫ t

0

(
C1x

∗
i +D1u

∗
i + F1x

∗(N) + σ1

)
dWi

]2

=
1

N2
E

[
N∑

i=1

∫ t

0

(
C1x

∗
i +D1u

∗
i + F1x

∗(N) + σ1

)2
dWi

+ 2
∑

i<j

∫ t

0

(
C1x

∗
i +D1u

∗
i + F1x

∗(N) + σ1

)
dWi

×
∫ t

0

(
C1x

∗
j +D1u

∗
j + F1x

∗(N) + σ1

)
dWj

]
≤ K

N
.
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Therefore,

E

[
sup
0≤s≤t

∣∣∣x∗(N)(s)− z(s)
∣∣∣
2
]

≤ KE



∫ t

0
sup

0≤r≤s

∣∣∣x∗(N)(r)− z(r)
∣∣∣
2
+

∣∣∣∣∣
1

N

N∑

i=1

u∗i (r)− Eu∗i (r)

∣∣∣∣∣

2

 ds+O

(
1

N

)
.

(4.6)

Moreover, noticing that u∗i and u∗j are i.i.d., we get

E

∫ t

0

∣∣∣∣∣
1

N

N∑

i=1

u∗i (r)− Eu∗i (r)

∣∣∣∣∣

2

ds =
1

N2

N∑

i=1

E

∫ t

0
|u∗i (r)− Eu∗i (r)|2 ds ≤

K

N
= O

(
1

N

)
.

From (4.6), by applying Gronwall’s inequality, (4.2) holds. Then, by (4.2) and standard estimates

of SDEs, (4.3) and (4.4) hold. The proof is complete.

Lemma 4.2. ∣∣Ji

(
u∗i (·), u∗−i(·)

)
− Ji (u

∗
i (·))

∣∣ = O

(
1√
N

)
, (4.7)

|J0 (u
∗
0(·)) − J0 (u

∗
0(·))| = O

(
1√
N

)
. (4.8)

Proof. From (2.4) and (3.4), we get

∣∣Ji

(
u∗i (·), u∗−i(·)

)
− Ji (u

∗
i (·))

∣∣

=
1

2
E

{∫ T

0

{
Q1

[
x∗i −

(
λx0 + (1− λ)x∗(N)

)]2
−Q1 [x̄

∗
i − (λx̄0 + (1− λ)z)]2

}
dt

+G1

[
x∗2i (T )− x̄∗2i (T )

]}
.

Noting Lemma 4.1, we can obtain

1

2
E

∫ T

0

{
Q1

[
x∗i −

(
λx0 + (1− λ)x∗(N)

)]2
−Q1 [x̄

∗
i − (λx̄0 + (1− λ)z)]2

}
dt

=
1

2
E

∫ T

0

{
Q1

[
x∗i − x̄∗i − λ (x0 − x̄0)− (1− λ)

(
x∗(N) − z

)]2

+ 2 [x̄∗i − (λx̄0 + (1− λ)z)]
[
x∗i − x̄∗i − λ (x0 − x̄0)− (1− λ)

(
x∗(N) − z

)]}
dt

≤ 1

2
E

∫ T

0



K

(
|x∗i − x̄∗i |2 + |x0 − x̄0|2 +

∣∣∣x∗(N) − z
∣∣∣
2
)
+

(∫ T

0
[x̄∗i − (λx̄0 + (1− λ)z)]2 dt

) 1

2

×
(∫ T

0

[
x∗i − x̄∗i − λ (x0 − x̄0)− (1− λ)

(
x∗(N) − z

)]2) 1

2



 dt
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≤ KE

∫ T

0

(
|x∗i − x̄∗i |2 + |x0 − x̄0|2 +

∣∣∣x∗(N) − z
∣∣∣
2
)
dt

+KE

[∫ T

0
|x∗i − x̄∗i |2 dt

] 1

2

+KE

[∫ T

0
|x∗0 − x̄∗0|2 dt

] 1

2

+KE

[∫ T

0

∣∣∣x∗(N) − z
∣∣∣
2
dt

] 1

2

= O

(
1√
N

)
.

Similarly, the order of the terminal term is also O
(

1√
N

)
. Therefore, (4.7) is proved. And then,

|J0 (u
∗
0(·))− J0 (u

∗
0(·))|

=
1

2
E

{∫ T

0

[
Q0

(
x∗0 − x∗(N)

)2
−Q0 (x̄

∗
0 − z)2

]
dt+G1

[
x∗20 (T )− x̄∗20 (T )

]}
.

Using similar method, we can prove (4.8). The proof is complete.

Now, let’s consider the perturbed controls of the followers. Suppose the i-th follower Ai

takes the value of ui(·), while Aj(j 6= i) still takes u∗j (·). Then, the centralized state equation

for the perturbation of Ai is





dx−i =
(
A1x−i +B1ui + E1x

(N)
− + b1

)
dt

+
(
C1x−i +D1ui + F1x

(N)
− + σ1

)
dWi

+
(
C̃1x−i + D̃1ui + F̃1x

(N)
− + σ̃1

)
dW,

x−i(0) = ξ,

(4.9)

where x
(N)
− (·) := 1

N

(
x−i(·) +

∑N
j=1,j 6=i xj(·)

)
. The centralized state equation for the j-th fol-

lower Aj is the following equation





dxj =
(
A1xj +B1u

∗
j + E1x

(N)
− + b1

)
dt

+
(
C1xj +D1u

∗
j + F1x

(N)
− + σ1

)
dWj

+
(
C̃1xj + D̃1u

∗
j + F̃1x

(N)
− + σ̃1

)
dW,

xj(0) = ξ.

(4.10)

The corresponding decentralized states satisfy





dx̄−i =(A1x̄−i +B1ui + E1z + b1) dt

+ (C1x̄−i +D1ui + F1z + σ1) dWi

+
(
C̃1x̄−i + D̃1ui + F̃1z + σ̃1

)
dW,

x̄−i(0) = ξ.

(4.11)
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and 



dx̄j =
(
A1x̄j +B1u

∗
j + E1z + b1

)
dt

+
(
C1x̄j +D1u

∗
j + F1z + σ1

)
dWj

+
(
C̃1x̄j + D̃1u

∗
j + F̃1z + σ̃1

)
dW,

x̄j(0) = ξ.

(4.12)

respectively. And then, for the perturbation of the i-th follower Ai, the corresponding centralized

state equation of the leader transforms into




dx0;−i =
(
A0x0;−i +B0u0 + E1x

(N)
− + b1

)
dt

+
(
C0x0;−i +D0u0 + F1x

(N)
− + σ1

)
dW0

+
(
C̃0x0;−i + D̃0u0 + F̃1x

(N)
− + σ̃1

)
dW,

x0;−i(0) = ξ0,

(4.13)

together with the decentralized state equation of the leader




dx̄0;−i =(A0x̄0;−i +B0u0 + E1z + b1) dt

+ (C0x̄0;−i +D0u0 + F1z + σ1) dW0

+
(
C̃0x̄0;−i + D̃0u0 + F̃1z + σ̃1

)
dW,

x̄0;−i(0) = ξ0,

(4.14)

By the definition (4.1) of ε-Stackelberg-Nash equilibria, we need to show

inf
ui(·)∈ Uf,d

i

Ji

(
ui(·), u∗−i(·)

)
≥ Ji

(
u∗i (·), u∗−i(·)

)
− ε.

Therefore, we only need to consider ui(·) satisfies Ji

(
ui(·), u∗−i(·)

)
≤ Ji

(
u∗i (·), u∗−i(·)

)
. And

then,

E

∫ T

0
R0u

2
i (t)dt ≤ Ji

(
ui(·), u∗−i(·)

)
≤ Ji

(
u∗i (·), u∗−i(·)

)
≤ Ji (u

∗
i (·)) +O

(
1√
N

)
,

i.e.,

E

∫ T

0
|ui(t)|2 dt ≤ K.

Lemma 4.3.

E

[
sup

0≤t≤T

∣∣∣x(N)
− (t)− z(t)

∣∣∣
2
]
= O

(
1

N

)
,

sup
1≤i≤N

E

[
sup

0≤t≤T

|x−i(t)− x̄−i(t)|2
]
= O

(
1

N

)
,

E

[
sup

0≤t≤T

|x0;−i(t)− x̄0;−i(t)|2
]
= O

(
1

N

)
.

(4.15)
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Proof. First, we get




dx
(N)
− =


(A1 +E1)x

(N)
− +

B1

N
ui +

B1

N

∑

j 6=i

u∗j + b1


 dt

+
1

N

(
C1xi +D1ui + F1x

(N)
− + σ1

)
dWi

+
1

N

∑

j 6=i

[
C1xj +D1u

∗
j + F1x

(N)
− + σ1

)
dWj

+



(
C̃1 + F̃1

)
x
(N)
− +

D̃1

N
ui +

D̃1

N

∑

j 6=i

u∗j + σ̃1


 dW,

x
(N)
− (0) = ξ.

(4.16)

Noting (4.5), we have





d
(
x
(N)
− − x∗(N)

)
=

[
(A1 + E1)

(
x
(N)
− − x(N)

)
+
B1

N
(ui − u∗i )

]
dt

+
1

N

[
C1 (xi − x∗i ) +D1 (ui − u∗i ) + F1x

(N)
−

]
dWi

+
1

N

∑

j 6=i

[
C1

(
xj − x∗j

)
+ F1

(
x
(N)
− − x∗(N)

)]
dWj

+

[(
C̃1 + F̃1

)(
x
(N)
− − x∗(N)

)
+
D̃1

N
(ui − u∗i )

]
dW,

(
x
(N)
− − x∗(N)

)
(0) = 0.

Utilizing a similar approach in the proof of Lemma 4.1, we can obtain

E

[
sup
0≤s≤t

∣∣∣x(N)
− (s)− x∗(N)(s)

∣∣∣
2
]

≤ KE

∫ t

0

(
sup

0≤r≤s

∣∣∣x(N)
− (r)− x∗(N)(r)

∣∣∣
2
+

1

N2
(ui − u∗i )

2 (s)

)
ds+O

(
1

N

)
.

By applying Gronwall’s inequality, the first estimate in (4.15) holds.

Noticing Lemma 4.1, we have

E

[
sup

0≤t≤T

∣∣∣x(N)
− (t)− z(t)

∣∣∣
2
]
= E

[
sup

0≤t≤T

∣∣∣x(N)
− (t)− x∗(N)(t) + x∗(N)(t)− z(t)

∣∣∣
2
]

≤ 2E

[
sup

0≤t≤T

∣∣∣x(N)
− (t)− x∗(N)(t)

∣∣∣
2
]
+ 2E

[
sup

0≤t≤T

∣∣∣x∗(N)(t)− z(t)
∣∣∣
2
]
= O

(
1

N

)
.

Then, by standard estimates of SDEs, we can obtain the last two estimates in (4.15). The proof

is complete.
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Lemma 4.4. ∣∣Ji

(
ui(·), u∗−i(·)

)
− Ji (ui(·))

∣∣ = O

(
1√
N

)
. (4.17)

Proof. From (2.4) and (3.4), we get

∣∣Ji

(
ui(·), u∗−i(·)

)
− Ji (ui(·))

∣∣

=
1

2
E

{∫ T

0

{
Q1

[
x−i −

(
λx0;−i + (1− λ)x

(N)
−

)]2
−Q1 [x̄i − (λx̄0;−i + (1− λ)z)]2

}
dt

+G1

(
x2−i(T )− x̄2i (T )

)}
.

Noting Lemma 4.3, we can obtain

1

2
E

∫ T

0

{
Q1

[
x−i −

(
λx0;−i + (1− λ)x

(N)
−

)]2
−Q1 [x̄i − (λx̄0;−i + (1− λ)z)]2

}
dt

=
1

2
E

∫ T

0

{
Q1

[
x−i − x̄i − λ (x0;−i − x̄0;−i)− (1− λ)

(
x
(N)
− − z

)]2

+ 2 [x̄i − (λx̄0;−i + (1− λ)z)]
[
x−i − x̄i − λ (x0;−i − x̄0;−i)− (1− λ)

(
x
(N)
− − z

)]}
dt

≤ 1

2
E

{∫ T

0
K

(
|x−i − x̄i|2 + |x0;−i − x̄0;−i|2] +

∣∣∣x(N)
− − z

∣∣∣
2
)
dt

+

(∫ T

0
[x̄i − (λx̄0;−i + (1− λ)z)]2 dt

) 1

2

×
(∫ T

0

[
x−i − x̄i − λ (x0;−i − x̄0;−i)− (1− λ)

(
x
(N)
− − z

)]2
dt

) 1

2





≤ KE

[∫ T

0

(
|x−i − x̄i|2 + |x0;−i − x̄0;−i|2 +

∣∣∣x(N)
− − z

∣∣∣
2
)
dt

]

+KE

[∫ T

0
|x−i − x̄i|2 dt

] 1

2

+KE

[∫ T

0
|x0;−i − x̄0;−i|2 dt

] 1

2

+KE

[∫ T

0

∣∣∣x(N)
− − z

∣∣∣
2
dt

] 1

2

= O(
1√
N

).

Similarly, the order of the terminal term is also O( 1√
N
), which completes the proof.

The following is the proof of first part of Theorem 4.1.

Proof. Applying Lemma 4.2 and Lemma 4.4, we obtain

Ji

(
u∗i (·), u∗−i(·)

)
≤ Ji (u

∗
i (·))+O

(
1√
N

)
≤ Ji (ui(·))+O

(
1√
N

)
≤ Ji

(
ui(·), u∗−i(·)

)
+O

(
1√
N

)
.
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Next, let us consider a perturbed control u0(·) for the leaderA0, the corresponding centralized

state equation is 



dx−0 =
(
A0x−0 +B0u0 + E0x

∗(N) + b0

)
dt

+
(
C0x−0 +D0u0 + F0x

∗(N) + σ0

)
dW0

+
(
C̃0x−0 + D̃0u0 + F̃0x

∗(N) + σ̃0

)
dW,

x−0(0) = ξ0.

(4.18)

And the corresponding decentralized state equation is




dx̄−0 =(A0x̄−0 +B0u0 + E0z + b0) dt

+ (C0x̄−0 +D0u0 + F0z + σ0) dW0

+
(
C̃0x̄−0 + D̃0u0 + F̃0z + σ̃0

)
dW,

x̄−0(0) = ξ0.

(4.19)

By the definition (4.1) of ε-Stackelberg-Nash equilibria, we need to show

inf
u0(·)∈ U l,d

0

J0 (u0(·)) ≥ J0 (u
∗
0(·)) − ε.

Therefore, we only need to consider u0(·) satisfies J0 (u0(·)) ≤ J0 (u
∗
0(·)). And then,

E

∫ T

0
R0u0

2(t)dt 6 J0 (u0(·)) ≤ J0 (u
∗
0(·)) ≤ J0 (u

∗
0(·)) +O

(
1√
N

)
,

i.e..

E

∫ T

0
|u0(t)|2 dt 6 K.

Lemma 4.5.

E

[
sup

0≤t≤T

|x−0(t)− x̄−0(t)|2
]
= O

(
1

N

)
. (4.20)

Proof. First, we get




d (x−0 − x̄−0) =
[
A0 (x−0 − x̄−0) + E0

(
x∗(N) − z

)]
dt

+
[
C0 (x−0 − x̄−0) + F0

(
x∗(N) − z

)]
dW0

+
[
C̃0 (x−0 − x̄−0) + F̃0

(
x∗(N) − z

)]
dW,

(x−0 − x̄−0) (0) = 0.

Using standard estimate of SDEs and Lemma 4.1, (4.20) holds.

Lemma 4.6.

|J0 (u0(·)) − J0 (u0(·))| = O

(
1√
N

)
. (4.21)
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Proof. Since

|J0 (u0(·)) − J0 (u0(·))|

=
1

2
E

{∫ T

0

[
Q0

(
x−0 − x∗(N)

)2
−Q0 (x̄−0 − z)2

]
dt+G1

[
x2−0(T )− x̄2−0(T )

]}
,

using the same method as in the proof of Lemma 4.2 and noticing Lemma 4.1 and Lemma 4.5,

we can prove (4.6).

The proof of the second part of Theorem 4.1.

Proof. Applying Lemma 4.2 and Lemma 4.6, we obtain

J0 (u
∗
0(·)) ≤ J0 (u

∗
0(·)) +O

(
1√
N

)
≤ J0 (u0(·)) +O

(
1√
N

)
≤ J0 (u0(·)) +O

(
1√
N

)
.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we have considered a linear-quadratic mean field Stackelberg stochastic differen-

tial game with partial information and common noise. The state equations of the single leader

and multiple followers are general. Decentralized strategies are given by the stochastic maxi-

mum principle with partial information and optimal filter technique, and the feedback form of

decentralized strategies have been obtained by using some high-dimensional Riccati equations.

Finally, the decentralized control strategy obtained has been verified as an ε-Stackelberg-Nash

equilibrium of the original game (Problem 2.1).

The general solvability of the high-dimensional Riccati equation (3.51) is rather challenging.

Problems with partial observation are an interesting but difficult ones. We will consider these

topics in our future research.
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[26] D. Majerek, W. Nowak and W. Ziéba, Conditional strong law of large number. Int. J. Pure

Appl. Math., 20, 143-156, 2005.
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