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Abstract

Mean field game (MFG) systems consisting of a major agent and a large number of minor agents were introduced in (Huang, 2010) in an
LQG setup. The Nash certainty equivalence was used to obtain a Markovian closed-loop Nash equilibrium for the limiting system when
the number of minor agents tends to infinity. In the past years several approaches to major–minor mean field game problems have been
developed, principally (i) the Nash certainty equivalence and analytic approach, (ii) master equations, (iii) asymptotic solvability, and (iv)
the probabilistic approach. For the LQG case, the recent work (Huang, 2021) establishes the equivalency of the Markovian closed-loop
Nash equilibrium obtained via (i) with those obtained via (ii) and (iii). In this work, we demonstrate that the Markovian closed-loop
Nash equilibrium of (i) is equivalent to that of (iv) for the LQG case. These two studies answer the long-standing questions about the
consistency of the solutions to major-minor LQG MFG systems derived using different approaches.

Key words: major-minor LQG mean field games; Nash equilibrium; Nash certainty equivalence; probabilistic approach.

1 Introduction

Mean field game (MFG) systems with major and minor
agents were first introduced in [5] in an LQG setting, where
there is a major agent (whose impact does not vanish in the
limit of infinite population size) together with a population
of minor agents (where each agent has individually asymp-
totically negligible effect). In the introduced setting the ma-
jor agent’s state appears in both dynamics and the cost func-
tional of each minor agent. Moreover, each agent is inter-
acting with the average state of minor agents through cou-
plings in the dynamics and cost functionals. As a result, the
mean field for such systems is a progressively measurable
stochastic process with respect to the filtration generated by
the major agent’s Wiener process. In [5], the author uses
the Nash certainty equivalence to establish the existence of
Markovian closed-loop ε-Nash equilibria and derive the in-
dividual agents’ explicit control laws which together yield
an equilibrium. This methodology is extended in [8] for a
general nonlinear case where the major agent’s state appears
in nonlinear dynamics and cost functional of individual mi-
nor agents, and all agents are coupled with the empirical dis-
tribution of minor agents’ state. The best-response strategy
of an agent in the limiting case is formulated as the solu-
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tion to a set of coupled forward backward (FB) PDEs, i.e. a
Hamilton Jacobi Bellman equation and a Fokker–Planck–
Kolmogorov equation. Subsequently, it is shown that the set
of best-response strategies yields a Markovian closed-loop
ε-Nash equilibrium for the system. This methodology which
mainly uses the dynamic programming principle is known
as the analytic approach in some literature.

A probabilistic approach to major-minor (MM) MFG sys-
tems by using the stochastic maximum principle is devel-
oped in [3], where the authors establish the existence of
open-loop ε-Nash equilibria for a general case as the solu-
tions to a set of FBSDEs, and provide the explicit solutions
for an LQG case. In [3, Section 6], it is discussed in detail
that the obtained open-loop equilibrium is different from the
Markovian closed-loop equilibrium derived in [5] for the
LQG case. Following this work an alternative probabilistic
formulation is proposed in [2], where the stochastic maxi-
mum principle is used and the search for Nash equilibria in
the infinite-population limit is formulated as the search for
fixed points in the space of best response control maps for
the major and minor agents. Using this method, the authors
retrieve the same set of FBSDEs as in [3] characterizing the
open-loop equilibrium without explicitly solving it. This is
while the paper does not present any comparison between
the obtained Markovian closed-loop Nash equilibrium and
that of the existing work [5]. Therefore, the paper is incon-
clusive about this important aspect.
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The MFG master equation methodology, which encapsulates
the MFG system in a backward nonlinear PDE in infinite
dimension, is used in [1, 7] to characterize Nash equilibria
for a general MM MFG system. Moreover, [1] shows that
the solution of the finite-population MM MFG Nash system
converges to the solution of the system of master equations
as the number of minor agents tends to infinity.

The solutions to MM LQG MFG systems obtained using
the above discussed methods are seemingly different . Con-
sequently, in order to address the questions in the MFG
community related to the consistency of the Nash certainty
equivalence solutions [5] with the ones obtained via other
methods in the literature, the following works have emerged.
[4] uses a variational analysis to retrieve the Markovian so-
lutions of [5], where no assumption is imposed on the mean
field evolution a priori. Moreover, [6] establishes that the
Nash certainty equivalence solutions [5] are equivalent to
the Markovian closed-loop solutions obtained via the master
equations [7] and asymptotic solvability. The current work
serves as the last piece of the long-standing puzzle about
MM LQG MFG systems. We demonstrate that the Marko-
vian closed-loop Nash equilibria obtained through the Nash
certainty equivalence [5] and the probabilistic approach [2]
for the limiting MM LQG MFG systems are equivalent. (For
the detailed analysis related to the derivation of consistency
equations, best response strategies and ε-Nash property we
refer the reader to [5], [4] and [2].)

In this paper we first introduce finite-population MM LQG
MFGs in Section 2. Next, we present the Nash certainty
equivalence solutions ([4], [5]) in Section 4. We then present
the Markovian closed-loop solutions obtained via the prob-
abilistic approach ([2]) in Section 5. Finally, we show that
the two solutions are equivalent in Section 6.

2 Finite-Population MM LQG MFG Systems

We consider a large population N of minor agents, each de-
noted by Ai, i ∈N := {1, . . . ,N}, N < ∞, and a major agent
denoted by A0. To capture the essence of the two approaches
we consider a simple LQG case (for a general case with het-
erogeneous minor agents see [4–6]), where the major and
minor agents’ states, respectively, satisfy

dx0
t = [A0 x0

t +F0 x
(N)
t +B0 u0

t ]dt +σ0 dw0
t , (1)

dxi
t = [Axi

t +F x
(N)
t +Gx0

t +Bui
t ]dt +σ dwi

t , (2)

for t ∈ T= [0,T ], i ∈N. Here xi
t ∈Rn, i ∈N0 := {0, . . . ,N},

are the states, (ui
t)t∈T ∈ Rm, i ∈N0, are the control inputs,

w = {(wi
t)t∈T,w

i
t ∈Rr, i ∈N0} denotes (N+1) independent

standard Wiener processes. Moreover, x
(N)
t := 1

N ∑i∈N xi
t de-

notes the average state of the minor agents. All matrices in
(1) and (2) are constant and of appropriate dimension.

Assumption 1 The initial states {xi
0, i ∈ N0} defined on

(Ω,F ,P) are identically distributed, mutually indepen-

dent and also independent of w, with Exi
0 = ξ , i ∈N, and

supiE‖xi
0‖

2 ≤ c < ∞, i ∈N0, where c is independent of N.

Moreover each agent Ai, i ∈N0, observes ξ , x0
0.

We denote ‖a‖2
B := a⊺Ba, where a and B are matrices of ap-

propriate dimension. We also denote u−0 := (u1, . . . ,uN) and

u−i := (u0, . . . ,ui−1,ui+1, . . . ,uN). Then the cost functionals
for a major agent and a minor agent Ai, i ∈N, are given by

JN
0 (u

0,u−0) = 1
2
E

∫ T

0

{
‖x0

t −Φ
(N)
t ‖2

Q0
+ ‖u0

t ‖
2
R0

}
dt, (3)

JN
i (u

i,u−i) = 1
2
E

∫ T

0

{
‖xi

t −Ψ
(N)
t ‖2

Q + ‖ui
t‖

2
R

}
dt, (4)

Φ
(N)
t := H0 x

(N)
t +η0, Ψ

(N)
t := H x0

t + Ĥ x
(N)
t +η . (5)

Assumption 2 (Convexity) R0 > 0, Q0 ≥ 0, R > 0, Q ≥ 0.

3 Infinite Population MM LQG MFG Systems

The dynamics and cost functional of the major agent A0 and
a generic minor agent Ai in the infinite-population case are
given by

dx0
t = [A0 x0

t +F0 x̄t +B0 u0
t ]dt +σ0 dw0

t , (6)

dxi
t = [Axi

t +F x̄t +Gx0
t +Bui

t ]dt +σ dwi
t , (7)

JN
0 (u

0) = 1
2
E

∫ T

0

{
‖x0

t −H0x̄t +η0‖
2
Q0

+ ‖u0
t ‖

2
R0

}
dt, (8)

JN
i (u

i,u0) = 1
2
E

∫ T

0

{
‖xi

t −Hx0
t − Ĥx̄t −η‖2

Q+ ‖ui
t‖

2
R

}
dt,

(9)

where the mean field is defined as x̄t := limN→∞
1
N ∑ j∈N x

j
t ,

if the limit exists. It is equivalently defined as the expected
value x̄t =E[xi

t |F
0
t ] of the state of a generic minor agent Ai

given the information set F 0
t defined below.

Information Sets. We define (i) the major agent’s infor-
mation set F 0 := (F 0

t )t∈T as the filtration generated by

(w0
t )t∈T, and (ii) a generic minor agent Ai’s information set

F i := (F i
t )t∈T as the filtration generated by (wi

t ,w
0
t )t∈T.

Assumption 3 (Admissible Controls) (i) For the major
agent A0, the set of admissible control inputs U 0 is defined
to be the collection of Markovian linear closed-loop con-

trol laws u0 := (u0
t )t∈T such that E[

∫ T
0 u

0⊺
t u0

t dt]< ∞. More

specifically, u0
t = ℓ0

0(t) + ℓ1
0(t)x

0
t + ℓ2

0(t)x̄t for some deter-

ministic functions ℓ0
0(t), ℓ

1
0(t), and ℓ2

0(t). (ii) For each minor

agent Ai, i ∈ N, the set of admissible control inputs U i

is defined to be the collection of Markovian linear closed-

loop control laws ui := (ui
t)t∈T such that E[

∫ T
0 u

i⊺
t ui

t dt]< ∞.

More specifically, ui
t = ℓ0(t)+ ℓ1(t)xi

t + ℓ2(t)x0
t + ℓ3(t)x̄t for

some deterministic functions ℓ0(t), ℓ1(t), ℓ2(t) and ℓ3(t).
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4 Nash Certainty Equivalence Approach

In the Nash certainty equivalence approach, first an a priori
dynamics for the mean field is derived. Then the idea is to
Markovianize (i) the major agent’s limiting system by ex-
tending its state with the mean field, and (ii) a generic mi-
nor agent’s limiting system by extending its state with the
major agent’s state and the mean field. This state extension
leads to a set of decoupled classical optimal control prob-
lems for individual agents, which are linked with each other
through the major agent’s state and the mean field. Given
the individual information sets, each agent can solve its own
stochastic optimal control problem to obtain a best-response
strategy. Subsequently, a Nash equilibrium is defined as the
set of the best-response Markovian closed-loop strategies
of individual agents such that they collectively generate the
same mean field that was used in the first step to obtain
the best response strategies. This yields a set of consistency
equations, the fixed-point solution of which characterizes
the Nash equilibrium. ([4] uses a variational analysis and
obtains the same Nash equilibrium without assuming an a
priori mean field evolution.)

Mean Field Evolution. According to [5,6], if a generic mi-
nor agent adopts a Markovian linear closed-loop strategy, x̄t

satisfies
dx̄t =

(
Ā x̄t + Ḡx0

t + m̄(t)
)

dt, (10)

where Ā, Ḡ ∈ Rn×n and m̄ ∈ Rn are functions of the fixed-
point solutions to the consistency equations (18)-(26). Now
we present the agents’ Markovianized systems.

Major Agent. From (6) and (10) the major agent’s extended

state X0
t = [x0⊺

t x̄
⊺
t ]

⊺ satisfies

dX0
t =

(
A0X0

t +B0u0
t +M0

)
dt +Σ0dw0

t , (11a)

A0 =

[
A0 F0

Ḡ Ā

]
,M0 =

[
0

m̄

]
,B0 =

[
B0

0

]
,Σ0 =

[
σ0

0

]
.

(11b)

The major agent’s cost functional in terms of X0
t is given by

J∞
0 (u

0) = 1
2
E

∫ T

0

{
‖X0

s ‖
2
Q0

+ ‖u0
s‖

2
R0
− 2(X0

s )
⊺η̄0

}
ds,

(12a)

Q0 = ‖ [In,−H0]‖
2
Q0
, η̄0 = [In,−H0]

⊺
Q0η0. (12b)

According to [4, Thm 5] (the finite-horizon version of [5,
Thm 10] for general MM LQG MFG systems), the best
response strategy for the major agent is given by

u
0,∗
t =−R−1

0 B
⊺
0

(
Π0(t)X

0,∗
t + s0(t)

)
, (13a)

−Π̇0 = Π0A0 +A
⊺
0Π0 −Π0B0R−1

0 B
⊺
0Π0 +Q0, (13b)

−ṡ0 =
[
A
⊺
0 −Π0B0 R−1

0 B
⊺
0

]
s0 +Π0M0 − η̄0, (13c)

Π0(T ) = 0, s0(T ) = 0. (13d)

Minor Agent. From (6)-(7) and (10), for a generic minor

agent Ai, the extended state X i
t = [xi⊺

t ,x
0⊺
t , x̄

⊺
t ]

⊺ is governed
by the dynamcis

dX i
t =

(
AX i

t +Bui
t +M(t)

)
dt +ΣdW i

t , (14a)

A=

[
A [G F]

0 A0 −B0R−1
0 B

⊺
0Π0

]
, B=

[
B

0

]
, W i

t =

[
wi

t

w0
t

]
,

M=

[
0

M0 −B0R−1
0 B

⊺
0s0

]
, Σ =

[
σ 0

0 Σ0

]
. (14b)

The cost functional for Ai, i ∈N, in terms of X i
t is given by

J∞
i (u

i) = 1
2
E

∫ T

0

{
‖X i

s‖
2
Q+ ‖ui

s‖
2
R − 2(X i

s)
⊺ η̄

}
ds, (15a)

Q= ‖[In,−H,−Ĥ]‖2
Q, η̄ = [In,−H,−Ĥ]⊺Qη . (15b)

According to [4, Thm 5] and [5, Thm 10], the best response
strategy for a generic minor agent Ai is given by

u
i,∗
t =−R−1B⊺

(
Π(t)X

i,∗
t + s(t)

)
, (16a)

−Π̇ = ΠA+A⊺Π−ΠBR−1B⊺Π+Q, Π(T ) = 0, (16b)

−ṡ = [A⊺−ΠBR−1B⊺]s+ΠM− η̄, s(T ) = 0. (16c)

Mean Field Consistency Equations. We first define

Πk =

[
Π11 Π̄12

Π̄21 Π̄22

]
, Π̄12 =

[
Π12 Π13

]
, s =

[
s1

s̄2

]
, (17)

where Π11,Π12,Π13 ∈ Rn×n, Π̄22 ∈ R2n×2n, Π̄12 ∈ Rn×2n,
Π̄21 ∈R

2n×n, s1 ∈R
n, s̄2 ∈R

2n. Then according to the Nash
certainty equivalence approach [5], the consistency equa-
tions are obtained by effectively equating (10) with the mean
field equation resulting from the collective action of the mass
of minor agents. Subsequently the consistency equations de-
termining Ā, Ḡ, m̄ are given by





−Π̇0 = Π0A0 +A
⊺
0Π0 −Π0B0R−1

0 B
⊺
0Π0 +Q0, (18)

−Π̇ = ΠA+A⊺Π−ΠBR−1B⊺Π+Q, (19)

Ā = A−BR−1B⊺Π11 +F −BR−1B⊺Π13, (20)

Ḡ = G−BR−1B⊺Π12, (21)

Π0(T ) = 0, Π(T ) = 0, (22)
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



−ṡ0 = [A⊺
0 −Π0B0R−1

0 B
⊺
0 ]s0 +Π0M0 − η̄0, (23)

−ṡ = [A⊺−ΠBR−1B⊺]s+ΠM− η̄, (24)

m̄ =−BR−1B⊺s, (25)

s0(T ) = 0, s(T ) = 0. (26)

Theorem 4 The consistency equations (18)-(26) reduce to





−Π̇0 = Π0A0 +A
⊺
0Π0 −Π0B0R−1

0 B
⊺
0Π0 +Q0, (27)

− ˙̄Π12 = Π11 [G F ]+A⊺Π̄12 + Π̄12(A0 −B0R−1
0 B

⊺
0Π0)

−Π11BR−1B⊺Π̄12 −Q[H Ĥ], (28)

Ā = A−BR−1B⊺Π11 +F −BR−1B⊺Π13, (29)

Ḡ = G−BR−1B⊺Π12, (30)

Π0(T ) = 0, Π̄12(T ) = 0, (31)





−ṡ0 = [A⊺
0 −Π0B0R−1

0 B
⊺
0 ]s0 +Π0M0 − η̄0, (32)

−ṡ1 = [A⊺−Π11BR−1B⊺]s1 −Qη

+ Π̄12(M0 −B0R−1
0 B

⊺
0s0), (33)

m̄ =−BR−1B⊺s1, (34)

s0(T ) = 0, s1(T ) = 0, (35)

where Π11(T ) = 0 and

−Π̇11 = Π11A+A⊺Π11 −Π11BR−1B⊺Π11 +Q, (36)

Π̄12 = [Π12,Π13], A0 =

[
A0 F0

Ḡ Ā

]
, B0 =

[
B0

0

]
,

Q0 =

[
Q0 −Q0H0

−H
⊺
0 Q0 H

⊺
0 Q0H0

]
, η̄0 =

[
Q0η0

−H
⊺
0 Q0η0

]
, M0 =

[
0

m̄

]
.

Proof. Given that B⊺Π = B⊺
[
Π11 Π̄12

]
, the optimal control

(16) of the minor agent Ai is given by

u
i,∗
t =−R−1B⊺

(
Π11xi

t + Π̄12

[
x0

t

⊺
x̄
⊺
t

]⊺
+ s1

)
. (37)

Hence only the first block row of Π and s appear in a generic
minor agent’s optimal control and the other blocks are irrel-
evant. Therefore we use (19) and (24) to derive the equations
that Π11, Π̄12 and s1 satisfy. To this end, we first treat the
terms in (19) one by one. Block multiplications for the first
and the second terms on the right hand side of (19) yield

ΠA=

[
Π11A E

⊺
1

Π̄21A E
⊺
2

]
, A⊺Π =

[
A⊺Π11 A⊺Π̄12

E1 E2

]
, (38)

E1 = [G F]⊺Π11 +(A0 −B0R−1
0 B

⊺
0Π0)

⊺Π̄21, (39)

E2 = [G F]⊺Π̄12 +(A0 −B0R−1
0 B

⊺
0Π0)

⊺Π̄22. (40)

For the third and forth terms in (19) we have

ΠBR−1B⊺Π =

[
Π11BR−1B⊺Π11 Π11BR−1B⊺Π̄12

0 0

]
,

Q =

[
Q −Q[H Ĥ]

−[H Ĥ]⊺Q [H Ĥ]⊺Q[H Ĥ]

]
. (41)

From (19) and (38)-(41), and through block by block corre-
spondence, we obtain the ODEs that Π11 and Π̄12 satisfy as
in (36) and (28), respectively.

Similarly, block multiplications for the terms in (24) result
in

ΠBR−1B⊺s =

[
Π11BR−1B⊺s1

0

]
, η̄ =

[
Qη

−[H Ĥ]⊺Qη

]
,

ΠM=

[
Π̄12(M0 −B0R−1

0 B
⊺
0s0)

Π̄22(M0 −B0R−1
0 B

⊺
0s0)

]
. (42)

From (24) and (42), s1 satisfies (33). �

5 Probabilistic Approach

In [2], the search for Nash equilibria for MM MFGs is for-
mulated as the search for fixed points in the space of best
response control maps for the major and minor agents in
the infinite-population limit. In this section, we present the
approach of [2] for obtaining a Markovian closed-loop equi-
librium for MM LQG MFG systems.

To be self-contained, in Table 1 we match the notations used
in the current work and in [2] for presenting the model pa-
rameters and the processes. Otherwise, the notations in the
two works are the same. In [2] Markovian linear closed-loop

Table 1: Associated parameters and processes

Dynamics Current Work A0 σ0 u0
t A σ ui

t

Reference [2] L0 D0 α0
t L D α i

t

Cost
Current Work Q0 Q R0 R Ĥ

Reference [2] 2Q0 2Q 2R0 2R H1

control actions as in Assumption 3 are considered for the
major agent and a representative minor agent, denoted, re-
spectively, by α0

t and α i
t . The mean field dynamics is then

obtained by forming the closed-loop system for the repre-
sentative agent Ai using α i

t and taking the conditional expec-

tation E[xi
t |F

0
t ] of its state xi

t given the information set F 0
t .

Subsequently, to obtain the solutions to the major agent’s
problem, its state is extended with the mean field in the
same manner as in [5]. Then using the stochastic maximum
principle for the extended system, the major agent’s optimal

4



control action is obtained as

α0,∗
t =−(2R0)

−1
[
0 B

⊺
0

]
Yt , (43)

and a set of McKean-Vlasov FBSDEs is derived which
solves for the major agent’s extended state and the decou-
pling field (adjoint process) Yt . To solve the FBSDEs, an
ansatz is adopted for Yt as in

Yt = Kt

[
x̄
⊺
t x0

t

⊺]⊺
+ kt , (44)

where Kt ,kt , are deterministic matrices of appropriate di-
mension. Then a set of ODEs that Kt and kt satisfy is de-
rived. Subsequently the notion of a deviating minor agent is
introduced as an extra virtual minor agent who deviates from
the strategy of its peers and aims to optimize in response
to the major agent and the rest of minor agents. However,
when dealing with the optimal control problem for the devi-
ating minor agent, the major agent’s state and the mean field
are considered as exogenous stochastic coefficients, which
are determined offline by solving a set of SDEs, i.e. the
major agent’s closed-loop extended system. Then using the
stochastic maximum principle, the deviating minor agent’s
optimal control is obtained as in

α i,∗
t = (2R)−1B⊺Y i

t , (45)

and a set of FBSDEs with random coefficients (not of
McKean-Vlasov type), that the minor agent’s state xi

t and
decoupling field (adjoint process) Y i

t satisfy, are derived. To
solve the FBSDEs, an ansatz is considered for Y i

t as in

Y i
t = St

[
x̄
⊺
t x0

t

⊺]⊺
+ Stx

i
t + s̄t , (46)

where St , St , and s̄t are matrices of appropriate dimension.
The mean field equation resulting from a minor agent us-

ing α i,∗
t must match the one obtained using α i

t to solve for

the exogenous stochastic coefficients [x̄⊺t x0
t

⊺
]⊺ in the minor

agent’s optimal control problem. Subsequently the consis-
tency equations whose fixed-point solutions determine Kt ,kt

and St ,St , s̄t , are given by ([2, eq. (31)-(32)])





−K̇t = Kt [Lt − B̄(2R)−1B⊺St ]−KtB̄0(2R0)
−1B̄⊺Kt

+[Lt − B̄(2R)−1B⊺St ]
⊺Kt + 2F0, (47)

−Ṡt = St [Lt − B̄(2R)−1B⊺St ]−StB̄0(2R0)
−1B̄

⊺
0Kt

+[L⊺− StB(2R)−1B⊺]St

+[StF − 2QH1 StG− 2QH], (48)

KT = 0, ST = 0, (49)





−k̇t = [Lt − B̄(2R)−1B⊺St ]kt −KtB̄0(2R0)
−1B̄

⊺
0kt

−KtB̄(2R)−1B⊺s̄t + 2 f0, (50)

− ˙̄st = [L⊺− StB(2R)−1B⊺]s̄t −StB̄0(2R0)
−1B̄

⊺
0kt

−StB̄0(2R)−1B⊺s̄t − 2Qη , (51)

kT = 0, s̄T = 0, (52)

where

−Ṡt = StL+L⊺St − StB(2R)−1B⊺St + 2Q, ST = 0, (53)

L=

[
L+F −B(2R)−1B⊺St G

F0 L0

]
, B̄=

[
B

0

]
, B̄0 =

[
0

B0

]
,

F0 =

[
H

⊺
0 Q0H0 −H

⊺
0 Q0

−Q0H0 Q0

]
, f0 =

[
H

⊺
0 Q0η0

−Q0η0

]
. (54)

6 Comparison of the Two Approaches

We start with the following theorem.

Theorem 5 For the MM LQG MFG system (6)-(9), the
Markovian closed-loop Nash equilibrium obtained via the
Nash certainty equivalence is equivalent to the one obtained
via the probabilistic approach.

Proof. By inspection, the Markovian linear optimal control
laws {u0,∗,ui,∗, i ∈N} obtained through the Nash certainty
equivalence (see (13a), (37)) have the same structure as the
ones {α0,∗,α i,∗, i ∈ N} obtained through the probabilistic
approach (see (43)-(46)). It remains to show the equivalency
of the sets of consistency equations, the fixed-point solu-
tions of which yield the coefficients in the above control
laws. More specifically, we show that the reduced consis-
tency equations (27)-(36) obtained via the Nash certainty
equivalence are the same as the consistency equations (47)-
(53) obtained via the probabilistic approach. To this end, we
first define a block elementary operator which operates on a
matrix to produce the desired interchanged block rows, as in

I=

[
0 I

I 0

]
, (55)

where the identity matrices I are of appropriate dimension.
Then we correspond the processes in (27)-(36) with those in
(47)-(53) as shown in Table 2. Using Tables 1-2, we can re-

Table 2: Corresponding processes in consistency equations

Current Work I⊺Π0(t)I Π11(t) Π̄12(t)I s0(t)I s1(t)

Reference [2] Kt St St kt s̄t

trieve (53) from (36) or vice versa. Now we correspond the
terms in (27)-(28) to those in (47)-(48). First we use Table 1
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to replace the system parameters in (27) with those consid-
ered in [2] (i.e. replace Q0,R0, respectively, with 2Q0,2R0,
in (27)). Then as per Table 2 to obtain Kt we multiply both
sides of (27) from right by I and from left by I⊺ as in

−I
⊺Π̇0I= I

⊺(Π0A0+A
⊺
0Π0−Π0B0(2R0)

−1B
⊺
0Π0+2Q0)I,

which by inspection is the same equation as (47), particularly

I
⊺Π0A0I= Kt [Lt − B̄(2R)−1B⊺St ], 2I⊺Q0I= 2F0,

I
⊺Π0B0(2R0)

−1B
⊺
0Π0I= Kt B̄0(2R0)

−1B̄⊺Kt . (56)

Next we use Tables 1-2 to match (28) and (48). We first re-
place R0,R,Q, Ĥ, respectively with 2R0,2R,2Q,H1 in (28),
and then right multiply both sides by I which gives us equa-
tion (48). Now we show that (50) can be retrieved from (32).
From Tables 1-2, we first replace R0,Q0 with 2R0,2Q0 in
(32), and then left multiply its both sides by I as in

−Iṡ0 = I([A⊺
0 −Π0B0(2R0)

−1B
⊺
0 ]s0+Π0M0−2η̄0), (57)

where −2Iη̄0 = 2 f0 and

IΠ0M0 =−Kt

[
B(2R)−1B⊺s̄t

0

]
=−KtB̄(2R)−1B⊺s̄t .

Finally, we replace R0,R,Q, respectively, with 2R0,2R,2Q,
in (33), which yields (51). This matches (33) and (51). �

Discussions. To obtain Markovian closed-loop Nash equilib-
ria for MM LQG MFG systems, both Nash certainty equiv-
alence and probabilistic approaches assume that a generic
minor agent adopts a Markovian linear closed-loop strategy.
With this assumption the mean field equation is derived us-
ing an ansatz for the minor agent’s control action. Then to
solve the major agent’s limiting optimal control problem,
its state is extended with the mean field in both approaches.
In [5], the optimal linear state feedback control for the ma-
jor agent’s extended system is obtained using the known re-
sults for single-agent LQG systems. This is while in [2], the
stochastic maximum principle is used, where a linear ansatz
for the adjoint process in terms of the major agent’s state and
the mean field is considered. The two methods are equiv-
alent and result in the same optimal control for the major
agent. For a generic minor agent’s optimal control problem,
[5] Markovianizes the minor agent’s system by extending
its state by the major agent’s state and the mean field. Then
again using the known results for single-agent LQG systems
the minor agent’s optimal control is obtained, which is a lin-
ear function of its own state, the major agent’s state and the
mean field. This is while in [2], the major agent’s state and
the mean field are considered as exogenous stochastic coef-
ficients in the minor agent’s system. Then using the stochas-
tic maximum principle, an optimal control is obtained for
the minor agent by adopting an ansatz for the adjoint pro-
cess which is a linear function of its own state, the major

agent’s state and the mean field. Although, the obtained op-
timal control actions for a generic minor agent derived in
[5] and [2] do not look the same at first glance, Theorem 5
establishes that they are indeed equivalent. Hence both ap-
proaches yield the same Markovian closed-loop Nash equi-
librium for MM LQG MFGs.

The fact that the set of consistency equations of [5] reduces
to that of [2] stems from an interaction asymmetry in the
minor agent’s extended system in the former. In fact, in the
minor agent’s extended system, the individual minor agent’s
state and control action do not affect the joint system of
the major agent and the mean field (i.e. the major agent’s
extended system). However, the major agent’s state and the
mean field affect the dynamics and the cost functional of
the individual minor agent. In the core, the minor agent’s
extended system (modelled in [5]) is working in the same
manner as the individual minor agent system with exogenous
stochastic coefficients solving the major agent’s extended
system (modelled in [2]). Such asymmetric interactions do
not occur in the major agent’s extended system. This is due
to the mutual interactions as the major agent’s state appears
in the mean field dynamics and the mean field appears in
both the major agent’s dynamics and cost functional.
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