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Abstract— In this paper, we consider a discrete-time
multi-agent system involving N cost-coupled networked
rational agents solving a consensus problem and a central
Base Station (BS), scheduling agent communications over
a network. Due to a hard bandwidth constraint on the
number of transmissions through the network, at most Rd <
N agents can concurrently access their state information
through the network. Under standard assumptions on the
information structure of the agents and the BS, we first
show that the control actions of the agents are free of
any dual effect, allowing for separation between estimation
and control problems at each agent. Next, we propose a
weighted age of information (WAoI) metric for the scheduling problem of the BS, where the weights depend on the
estimation error of the agents. The BS aims to find the optimum scheduling policy that minimizes the WAoI, subject to
the hard bandwidth constraint. Since this problem is NPhard, we first relax the hard constraint to a soft updaterate constraint, and then compute an optimal policy for the
relaxed problem by reformulating it into a Markov Decision
Process (MDP). This then inspires a sub-optimal policy
for the bandwidth constrained problem, which is shown to
approach the optimal policy as N → ∞. Next, we solve the
consensus problem using the mean-field game framework
wherein we first design decentralized control policies for
a limiting case of the N–agent system (as N → ∞). By
explicitly constructing the mean-field system, we prove the
existence and uniqueness of the mean-field equilibrium.
Consequently, we show that the obtained equilibrium policies constitute an ǫ–Nash equilibrium for the finite agent
system. Finally, we validate the performance of both the
scheduling and the control policies through numerical simulations.

I. I NTRODUCTION
With the emergence of time-critical applications such as
real-time monitoring in surveillance systems, autonomous vehicular systems, internet-of-things and cyberphysical security,
[1]–[3], networked control systems have garnered a lot of attention over the past decades, and promise interesting research
directions within both the communication and the controls
community. Such systems (often referred to as networked
multi-agent systems) involve large populations of spatially
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distributed agents, in which both feedforward and feedback
signals are exchanged between system components such as
sensors, controllers and actuators through an (often) bandlimited communication network [4]. Such a scenario allows
for remote information sharing and decentralised execution of
the designated tasks. However, while decentralization reduces
the storage complexity of servers at each system component,
limited information availability directly affects the control
performance of each agent. Thus, appropriate information
structures [5] need to be assigned to each system component
alongside timely and accurate transmission of time-sensitive
sensor measurements to the corresponding control units. All
these factors are critical in determining the design of the optimal scheduling and control policies to maximize the system
performance while meeting the system requirements, which
forms the major objective of this paper.
In this paper, we consider a discrete-time problem among
N + 1 players (N agents and a Base Station) where the
N cost-coupled agents are solving a consensus problem,
as in previous works [6], [7]. Each agent constitutes two
active decision makers–a controller and an estimator–jointly
minimizing a quadratic cost function in a team setting. The
agents have access to their state information through a wireless
communication network, controlled by the Base Station (BS),
which acts as a central planner (or a global resource allocator
[8]). A schematic diagram depicting the hierarchical structure
between the N + 1 agents is shown in Fig. 1. As in the case of
the real world wireless communication systems, the medium
connecting the BS with the agents has a limited bandwidth
of Rd (< N ) units. As a consequence of this communication
bottleneck, the agents may have intermittent access to their
state information. Hence, the BS must efficiently schedule
transmissions so as to minimize the agents’ estimation errors
caused by the intermittent communication and also to enable
timely communication at the control units. For this purpose,
we propose a novel Age of Information (AoI) based metric,
called the Weighted-AoI (WAoI), to optimally schedule the
wireless communication between the agents. This poses a
novel N + 1 player game where the N agents are individually
trying to solve a consensus problem among themselves while
the BS is trying to minimize an aggregate estimation error
based metric (to be precisely defined later) using a scheduling
policy. Due to the presence of a large population of agents
communicating over the network, we solve the consensus
problem using a mean-field game (MFG) setting. Further, the
scheduling problem, where the goal is to minimize the WAoI
subject to the limited bandwidth constraint at the scheduler,
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is an NP-hard combinatorics problem, and thus we first solve
a relaxed problem using a Markov Decision Process (MDP)
formulation. This then inspires an asymptotically optimal
solution to the original scheduling problem as the agents grow
in number.
Related Literature: Ever since the seminal works [9]–
[11]1 established no-dual effect and separation properties in
systems involving partial observations/limited information, a
lot of the literature has been concerned with the developments on information structures in stochastic decision making
problems [5], [13], [14]. Since networked systems involve
remote decision making, (un)availability of information at each
decision maker has a huge impact on the control performance
of the system. A number of works have considered networked
control problems involving both estimation and control with
uninterrupted [15], [16], and intermittent communications
[17]–[20]. In [17], the authors consider both the state and
innovations-based event-triggered schedulers to transmit information over a contention-based multiple access network, and
derive conditions ensuring separation between the scheduler,
observer and the controller. While [18] studies the optimality
of an event-based scheduler under constraints on the number of
resource acquisitions, and on the average number of resource
acquisitions, in [19], the authors show the better performance
of a consistent event-based scheduling policy over a periodic
scheduling policy for partially observed discrete-time systems
in a single-agent setting. Finally, in [20], the authors derive
information disclosure policies between an observer and an
estimator under a bandwidth constraint over the number of
transmissions, in a team setting. Additionally, most earlier
works [8, Chapters 6-8] exclude the set of communication
instants from the information structure of the decision maker,
the inclusion of which while it conveys side information on
the current plant state (even in the absence of communication
between sensor and controller), makes the multi-agent problem, harder to solve. The inclusion of the same is considered
in [8, Chapter 2], in [21] for a single agent setting, and in [17]
for a multi-agent setting, but the considered overall design is
only suboptimal. What also differentiates our setting from the
ones in [21], [22] is that they consider local schedulers (or
event-triggers) within each feedback loop while we consider
continuous sensing (at each discrete instant) and a hierarchical
structure between agents and the BS as in Fig. 1. Further,
the above-mentioned works contain no strategic interaction
between the agents as in a game setting, and an additional
challenge with the above designs is that of scalability to large
population systems.
To appropriately handle the concerns posed by increasing
number of agents in the population, there has been a rapid
growth in interest in the MFG setting, since the early works
[23]–[25], to solve multi-agent problems with strategic interactions. This is due to its efficiency in handling the scalability
issue that emerges in finite population games as the number of
agents increases. The key idea in MFGs is that, as the number
of agents approaches infinity, the agents become indistinguishable and the effect of individual deviations on equilibrium
1 See

[12] for variations of the problem considered in [10].

disappears. This leads to an aggregation effect and the game
problem consequently reduces to a stochastic optimal control
problem of a generic agent alongside a consistency condition.
While the above works consider continuous-time agent dynamics, the discrete-time counterpart is considered in [6], [26] and
[27], among others. The LQ-MFG setting [28], [29] with linear
agent dynamics and quadratic cost functions (with consensus
terms) serves as a standard, but significant benchmark for
general MFGs. Most works in LQ-MFGs consider continuous and reliable communication, with the possible exception
of [27], which considers passive (probabilistic) scheduling
over unreliable channels. Under suitable assumptions on the
probabilities of erasure of actuation and measurement signals,
the paper derives approximate-Nash equilibrium strategies for
the finite agent game. A recent work [7] deals with a game
where the agents are cost-coupled and have access to their
state through a noisy intermittent (individual) channel. The
problem in this paper, however, differs from the ones in
[7], [27] since we actively schedule transmissions over the
transmission medium, and extend the unconstrained setting to
the case where the agents are connected via a wireless-network
structure with a limited bandwidth. We utilize the emerging
notion of AoI to devise optimal scheduling policies over the
network.
Age of information was introduced in [30] to measure the
timeliness of information in communication networks. After
the initial works on AoI which mostly focused on the queueing
aspect, scheduling problems in AoI have received significant
attention recently. The maximum age first (MAF) policy has
been shown to minimize the average AoI for a multi-source
system where only one sample can be transmitted at a time
with random delay [31] and over a channel with transmission
errors [32]. In [33], the authors considered Maximum-agedifference (MAD) policy for preemptive and non-preemptive
scheduling policies and numerically observed its performance.
In [34], it was shown that the Maximum Weighted Age
Reduction (MWAR) policy minimizes a special class of agepenalty functions. The optimality of Whittle’s index policy to
minimize AoI has been studied in [35]. Age-optimal scheduling policies have been obtained by using MDP formulation in
[36]–[40].
Recently, AoI has also been studied in the context of
networked control problems. In [41], the mean-square estimation (MSE) performance of a system was optimized through
HARQ schemes by using MDP formulation. In [42], the
authors compared the performances of AoI based and Value
of Information (VoI) based scheduling algorithms where VoI
is measured through uncertainty reduction upon information
delivery. While the paper [43] proposes a discounted error
scheduler by using MDP approach for a truncated state-space
of the AoI, [44] studies a resource allocation problem to
minimize MSE through AoI. Further, we note also that in
contrast to [43], we do not truncate the state space for deriving
scheduling policies and the results in our work apply to an
unbounded state space, whereby we show by analysis that the
optimal policy is characterized as a threshold policy. Finally,
[45] has proposed a VoI based event-triggering policy which
achieves a lower MSE compared to the AoI-based and periodic

3

2 This

term is discussed in detail in the next section.
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updating policies. Surveys [46], [47] provide a more detailed
literature review on AoI. Finally, we note that [2] considers an
AoI motivated internet-of-things problem within the realm of
MFGs and is formulated in the spirit of [48], [49]; however,
it is fundamentally different from our problem since our area
of focus is scheduling policy design from the scheduler to the
individual systems and not on the broadcast of information
over the uplink.
Contribution: The main contributions of this work and its
comparison with available literature are as follows.
• We solve a large population game problem involving N
linear networked dynamical agents interacting strategically with each other to minimize individual but coupled
quadratic cost functions (as in [7], [27]) and a base
station (BS) aiming to minimize a performance measure
by scheduling communication over a hard-bandwidth
constrained wireless medium.
• Inspired by the Age of Incorrect Information (AoII)
metric [50], we introduce a weighted AoI metric as the
performance measure for the BS, which is a function
of the estimation error between the plant state and the
controller state (which results due to intermittent information transmission by the BS to the controller) and
the AoI at the controller. Such a metric is in contrast
to those available in the literature, which either include
only the current AoI as the cost [31], [36], [51] to
transmit information in a timely fashion or only the VoI to
minimize the system uncertainty [42], [45]. Additionally,
metrics based on AoII are control unaware2 and do not
involve the presence of a feedback signal. Thus, our
metric is novel and appropriately motivated.
• We allow the agents to keep track of the set of scheduling
instants as prescribed by the BS. With its incorporation
into the information structure, we establish separation
between the controller and the decoder by treating it as
a special case of [17]. Such an information structure is
inspired from [21], where the authors, however, consider
a single-agent problem. Further, it is in contrast to similar multi-agent problems [8, Chapters 6-8], where such
information is discarded.
• Since the optimal scheduling problem of the BS belongs
to the class of multi-armed restless bandits problems [52],
finding an optimal policy is not possible. Hence, we
propose a suboptimal solution to the scheduling problem.
We show that our proposed solution is asymptotically
optimal in the limit as N → ∞. This is in contrast to
results in the literature which either consider concave or
affine running costs for the scheduler [36], [53]. Further,
the asymptotic results proposed in [40] are oblivious to
the rate of convergence in the stand-alone scheduling
problem. On the contrary, in this work, the optimization
problem posed at the scheduler is (naturally) non-convex
and the proposed solution
 admits a rate of convergence

of the order of O √1N for the AoI evolving in an
uncountable state space.
• Finally, due to the difficulty of dealing with the consensus
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Fig. 1: Schematic Diagram of the Networked System showing
hierarchical levels of decision making at the Base station and the
agents. Solid blocks (Base station, Decoders, Controllers) denote
active decision makers while dotted blocks (plants) denote passive
components. Dashed lines denote a wireless transfer medium while
bold lines denote wired transfer. The decoder and the controller of
each agent are within a team setting minimizing a quadratic objective
while there is a game being played between N agents. The BS on the
top acts as a global decision maker minimizing its own cost function.
problem in a large (but not infinite) population setting,
we use the mean-field game framework to construct ǫNash strategies for the N –agent game problem. Using
the scheduling policy constructed above, we prove the
existence of a unique mean-field equilibrium (MFE) and
also establish
its linearity.
Furthermore, we prove that


1
, where |Nθ | denotes the number
ǫ=O √
minθ∈Θ |Nθ |

of agents of type θ ∈ Θ, which is stronger than the
asymptotic result in [27].
Organization: In Section II, we formulate the N + 1 player
game, where the agents aim to achieve consensus and the BS
aims to minimize the average WAoI. In Section III, we analyze
the centralized scheduling problem of the BS and transform
it into N decentralized scheduling problems by relaxing the
hard bandwidth limit. The hard bandwidth limit is first relaxed
to a soft rate limit, and by using an MDP formulation,
we are able to show that a randomized threshold policy is
optimal for the relaxed problem. This policy then inspires an
approximately optimal scheduling policy which is shown to
be asymptotically optimal for the original bandwidth-limited
scheduling problem (Section IV). In Section V, we solve
the consensus problem between agents by first considering
a MFG (constituting infinitely many agents) and proving the
existence and uniqueness of the mean-field equilibrium. Then,
we show that the decentralized control policies obtained by
using the MF analysis constitute an ǫ–Nash equilibrium for the
finite agent game problem. In Section VI, by using numerical
analysis we demonstrate the empirical performance of both
the control as well as the scheduling policies. The paper is
concluded in Section VII with some major highlights.
Notations: Z+ denotes the set of non-negative integers and
N = Z+ \ {0}. For a matrix S and vector x, kxk2S := x⊤ Sx.
Further, [N ] := {1, 2, · · · , N } and tr(·) denotes the trace of
its argument. The symbol Γd := Γd,1 × · · · × Γd,N denotes
the set of scheduling policies. While Euclidean norm for
vectors or the induced 2-norm for matrices is denoted by k · k,
k · kF denotes the Frobenius norm of its argument. For real
functions, A(α) = O(B(α)) is equivalent to the statement
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that there exists K > 0 such that limα→∞ || A(α)|
B(α)| = K. The
expression Ya:a+k := {Y [a], · · · , Y [a+k]},Pk ≥ 0. All empty
0
summations are set to zero, for example, l=1 (·) = 0. For
any two matrices X, Y ≥ 0, X ≥ Y means X − Y ≥ 0.
II. S YSTEM M ODEL AND P ROBLEM F ORMULATION
We start by formulating the N + 1 player game, which can
be expressed as 1) a consensus problem between N agents
and 2) a centralized scheduling problem of the BS.
A. Consensus Problem
We consider a discrete-time N -agent game on an infinite
horizon, communicating over a wireless network. Each agent’s
dynamics evolve according to a linear difference equation
i

i

i

i

X [k+1] = A(θi )X [k]+B(θi )U [k]+W [k],
+

(1)

i

for timestep k ∈ Z and agent i ∈ [N ]. Here X [k] ∈ Rn
and U i [k] ∈ Rm are the state and control action, respectively
of agent i. The process noise for agent i, W i [k] ∈ Rn has
zero mean and bounded positive-definite covariance KW (θi ).
Further, we assume that sup1≤i≤p KW (θi ) ≤ K0 . Agent i’s
initial state X i [0] is independent of the process noise and is
assumed to have a symmetric density with mean νθi ,0 and
bounded positive-definite covariance matrix Σx . The timeinvariant system matrices A(θi ) ∈ Rm×m and B(θi ) ∈ Rm×n
depend on the agent type θi ∈ Θ := {θ1 , · · · , θp } which
is P
chosen according to the empirical distribution FN (θ) =
N
1
i=1 I{θi ≤Θ} , θ ∈ Θ, where I{·} is the indicator function.
N
It is further assumed that lim FN (θ) = F (θ) in distribution
N →∞
and |FN (θ) − F (θ)| = O(1/N ) for all θ ∈ Θ. The corresponding probability mass functions are denoted by PN (θ)
and P(θ), respectively.
We now state the following assumption on information
transmission over the network.
Assumption 1. We assume that,
(i) the wireless links connecting system components are
perfect (free of any noise and transmission errors), and
(ii) the BS can send measurements to the corresponding
controllers instantaneously.
As a result of Assumption 1, the information can be
transmitted from the plant to the controller for its next action
without any delay, if the BS decides to send an update for
that particular agent. Further, Assumption 1(i) can be relaxed
to include for instance, additive noise channels or erasure
channels. This more general model would require additional
back-channels from the decoders/estimators to the scheduler
to communicate the best estimate of the state in order to
entail no-dual effect as in [7]. This no-dual effect property will
be instrumental in the design of both scheduling and control
policies as shown later. Next, we note that in many information
updating systems, the required transmission time for the update
is usually less than the time unit used to measure the dynamics
of a process [37]. Hence, Assumption 1(ii) is justified.3
3 If we relax this assumption and allow delays in the update transmissions,
one needs to keep track of the additional delay in the AoI of each agent, and
we leave such a direction as future work. A preliminary result considering
additional delays can be found in [45].

The N + 1-player system is shown in Fig. 1. For each
agent Pi , its full-state information is relayed to the decoder Di
through a two-hop network (called uplink and downlink) via a
centralized BS, which is then communicated to the controller
Ci for generating an actuation signal. The uplink capacity of
the wireless network is Ru = N and the downlink capacity
is Rd < N . This implies that only the downlink acts as a
bottleneck for transmission of information from the BS to their
respective controllers. Then, under Assumption 1, the state of
the ith plant as observed by the ith decoder is given as:
(
X i [k], if γ d,i [k] = 1,
i
z [k] =
(2)
ϕ,
if γ d,i [k] = 0,
where γ d,i [k] = 1 denotes that current state information
is transmitted to the ith decoder (over the downlink) while
γ d,i [k] = 0 stands for no transmission (or ϕ). Additionally,
between transmission times, the decoder calculates the best
minimum mean square estimate
(MMSE) based
o on its inforn
d,i
i
i
, which equals
mation history I d,i [k] := z0:k
, γ0:k
, U0:k−1
the conditional expectation of the state given the information structure.
 The same is then sent to the controller, i.e.,
Z i [k] = E X i [k] | I d,i [k] , for which an explicit expression
is derived later. Typically, in the game problems as formulated above, the control action of the agent i can depend
on other agents’ state and control actions, and hence, the
information history of the ith controller would be given by
i
i
I c,con,i [k] := {U0:k−1
, Z0:k
}i∈[N ] . Here, I c,con,i [k] denotes a
centralized information structure whereby the controller has
the knowledge of not only its own but also of other agents’
controller states and actions. This entails that Mc,con
= {π i |
i
i
c,con,i
π is adapted to σ(I
[s], s = 0, 1, · · · , k)}, where σ(·)
is the σ–algebra adapted to its argument and Mc,con
is the
i
space of admissible centralized control policies for agent i [7].
We also note that we do not require a back-channel from the
controller to the decoder since the control policy (designed
later in Section V) can be input a priori into the decoder; and
consequently, it can compute the control actions at its own
end.
Now, each agent i aims to minimize its infinite-horizon
average cost function
JiN (π i , π −i ) := lim sup
(3)
T →∞


T −1
N

1 X j
1 X
X [k]k2Q(θi ) + kU i [k]k2R(θi ) ,
kX i [k] −
E

T 
N j=1
k=0

where Q(θi ) ≥ 0 and R(θi ) > 0. The coupling
between
enters through the consensus-like term
PN agents
1
j
X
[k].
The
cost function penalizes deviations from
j=1
N
the consensus term and large control effort. We define π −i := (π 1 , · · · , π i−1 , π i+1 , · · · , π N ), where π i :=
(π i [1], π i [2], · · · , ) ∈ Mc,con
denotes a control policy for
i
the ith agent. Finally, the expectation in (3) is taken with
respect to the noise statistics and the initial state distribution.
We note now that having access to (and keeping track of) the
information of other agents in a large population setting is
quite difficult, and hence, we will resort to the MFG framework to characterize decentralized control policies whereby
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decisions are made based on an agent’s local information.
This is defined and treated more formally in Section V. We
also remark here that the estimator and the controller work
together in a team setting to minimize (3), and as we will see
later, can be designed independently of each other to lead to a
globally optimal design. Finally, the BS acts as a centralized
scheduler and schedules transmissions over the downlink using
an optimal scheduling policy in order to minimize the WAoI
across all agents, as we define below.

X i [k]
BS
γ d,i [k]

d,i
γhyp
[k]

z i [k]

Di

Z i [k]

Ci

U i [k]

Pi

Fig. 2: Focused view of a single agent in Fig. 1. Solid blocks
B. Centralized Scheduling Problem
Consider the most recently received observations by the
controller i as z i [si [k]], where si [k] = sup{s ∈ Z+ :
s ≤ k, z i [s] 6= ϕ} denotes the latest transmission time. By
definition, the AoI is the time elapsed since the generation
time-stamp of the most recent packet at the plant. Thus, the
AoI ∆i [k] at the controller Ci is given as ∆i [k] = k − si [k].
More precisely, we have
(
0,
if γ d,i [k] = 1,
i
∆ [k + 1] =
(4)
i
∆ [k] + 1, if γ d,i [k] = 0.
Thus, the scheduling problem with hard-bandwidth constraint
to be solved by the BS is:
Problem 1 (Control-Aware Constrained AoI minimization).
#
" T −1 N
XX
1
1
η i [k]∆i [k]
inf J S (γ d ) := lim sup E
N
γ d ∈Γd
T →∞ T
i=1
k=0

s.t.

N
X
i=1

γ d,i [k] ≤ Rd , ∀k,

where γ = [γ d,1 , · · · , γ d,N ]⊤ and Γd is the space of
scheduling policies across all agents. Further, we define η i [k]
as the importance weight associated with agent i given by
η i [k] := E[kei [k]k2 ], where eik := X i [k] − Z i [k] is the
estimation error between the plant state and the controller
state at instant k. Finally, the expectation is taken over the
stochasticity induced by random policies (which, as we will
see later provides an optimal solution to the above problem).
d

III. C ENTRALIZED S CHEDULING P ROBLEM A NALYSIS
We start this section by computing the best estimate at
the decoder. Then, we show that since the system matrices
are time-invariant, we can transform the importance weights
(which are functions of the errors) into equivalent functions
of the AoI for the respective plants. Also, to avoid cluttering
notations, we use the shorthands Ai := A(θi ), Bi := B(θi ),
and KW i := KW (θi ), uless specified otherwise.
Based on the signal input to the decoder (2), the decoder
computes the best estimate of the state as
(
X i [k],
if γ d,i [k] = 1,
 i

Z i [k] =
E X [k] | I d,i [k], γ d,i [k] = 0 , if γ d,i [k] = 0,
where


E X i [k] | I d,i [k], γ d,i [k] = 0 =


Ai E X i [k − 1] | I d,i [k − 1] +Bi U i [k − 1]+ Ŵ [k − 1], (5)

(Base station BS, Decoder Di , Controller Ci ) denote active decision
makers while dotted block (plant Pi ) denotes passive component.
Dashed lines denote a wireless transfer medium while bold lines
denote wired transfer. Additionally, a hypothetical local scheduler
(dash-dotted and pink colored box) is inserted between the plant and
d,i
the BS which connects both if γhyp
[k] = 1.



where Ŵ i [k − 1] := E W i [k − 1] | γ d,i [k] = 0 . This yields
(
X i [k],
if γ d,i [k] = 1,
i
Z [k] =
i
i
i
Ai Z [k − 1]+Bi U [k − 1]+ Ŵ [k − 1], if γ d,i [k] = 0.
Note that the presence of transmission instants in the conditioning leads to the extra term Ŵ [k − 1]. While this conveys
additional information on the state of the plant in the absence
of any communication between the BS and the decoder [21],
it is typically hard to compute optimally. However, we show
now that this term equals 0 due to the setup in Fig. 1.
Consider the setup shown in Fig. 2, where we focus
on a single agent and additionally add a hypothetical local
scheduler (dash-dotted) within the feedback loop, generating
i
an output of γhyp
[k] ≡ 1, ∀k ≥ 0. Thus, we can define
i
i
γhyp [k] := f (ek ), which is clearly an even mapping of the
argument (i.e., f (r) = f (−r)). It then follows from [17] and
assumptions of symmetric densities of initial state and the
noise process that Ŵ [k − 1] = 0. Hence, the optimal decoder
is given by
(
X i [k],
if γ d,i [k] = 1,
i
Z [k] =
(6)
i
i
Ai Z [k − 1]+Bi U [k − 1], if γ d,i [k] = 0,
where Ai Z i [k − 1] + Bi U i [k − 1] can be thought of as the
recursive estimate calculated between transmission instants
based on the information history. The signal Z i [k] can now be
computed easily using (6). We summarize the above results
in the following lemma, which entails a closed form of
expression of the WAoI as a function of the current AoI of
the system.
Lemma 1. The estimation error ei [k] for all agents is independent of the control inputs, and hence there is no dual effect
of control [7]. Moreover,
(
0,
if γ d,i [k] = 1,
i
e [k] = P∆i [k] l−1 i
(7)
W [k − l], if γ d,i [k] = 0,
l=1 Ai

and the covariance of the estimation error can be formulated
in terms of the AoI, i.e., E[kei [k]k2 ] = h(∆i [k], Ai , KW i ),
which is given in (8).
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Proof. We note that the decoder output at a non-transmission
instant k, can be rewritten by using (6) as:
i

Z [k] =

∆i [k] i i
z [s [k]]
Ai

∆i [k]

+

X
l=1

Al−1 Bi U i [k − l].

The result then follows immediately from the definition of
eik . In addition, by using (7), the covariance of the estimation
error is given by

we bring the N –agent scheduling problem into a single agent
discrete-time MDP to find the optimal scheduling strategies.
Next, we define a relaxed version of Problem 2 as follows:
Problem 3 (Relaxed Control-Aware Constrained AoI minimization).
#
" T −1 N
1 XX
1
i
g(∆ [k], Ai , KW i )
inf
lim sup E
N
γ d ∈Γd
T →∞ T
i=1
k=0

i

∆ [k]

h(∆i [k], Ai , KW i ) =

X
l=1

which completes the proof.



⊤
tr Ail−1 Ail−1 KW i ,

(8)

Thus, Problem 1 can be equivalently written as:
Problem 2 (Control-Aware Constrained AoI minimization).
inf

γ d ∈Γd

J S (γ d ) =
" T −1 N
#
1 XX
1
i
i
h(∆ [k], Ai , KW i )∆ [k]
lim sup E
|
{z
}
N
T →∞ T
i=1
k=0

s.t.

N
X
i=1

γ d,i [k] ≤ Rd , ∀k.

=:g(∆i [k],Ai ,KW i )

(9)

We note that Problem 2 does not only depend on the AoI
but also on the system parameters of each agent such as
Ai and KW i . This entails that g(∆i [k], Ai , KW i ), which is
nonlinear in the AoI of an agent, takes into account the system
dynamics as well. Hence, we refer to it as Control-Aware
AoI [42]. Additionally, as a consequence of this reformulation,
the scheduler does not have to store the plant states and the
controller actions for any agent. Thus, no additional storage
space is required for the scheduler.
Remark 1. Note that at this point, it may be tempting to
remove the AoI term, ∆i [k], from multiplication in the cost
function since the error metric h(∆i [k], Ai , KW i ) is already
a function of it. However, we note that if this term is removed,
then, in general, the error over an infinite horizon may
approach a finite limit (for instance, consider stable agents).
This in turn may cause the AoI of those agents to approach
infinity since a trigger for information transmission may never
be generated for these agents (as will also be clear from
Lemma 2 and the proof of Theorem 1 later). This phenomenon
is additionally seen from the empirical analysis in [42]. Thus,
the use of a weighted metric as in Problem 2 penalizes both
the error as well as the AoI and is appropriately justified.
In the sequel, we first solve the scheduling problem in
Section IV and then solve the consensus problem in Section
V. We start by observing that Problem 2 is an intractable
combinatorics problem due to the presence of the bandwidth
constraint (9), and is difficult to handle. Thus, we first present
a relaxed optimization problem involving a time-averaged soft
rate constraint on the frequency of transmissions. This entails
that more than Rd users are able to transmit over the channel
at some times as long as the average transmissions satisfy
the average constraint over the infinite horizon. Consequently,

s.t.

T
N
1 X X d,i
γ [k] ≤ Rd .
lim sup
T →∞ T
i=1

(10)

k=0

Note that the above problem consists of a time-averaged
soft rate constraint (10) over the allowed transmissions rather
than a bandwidth constraint as in (9). For this problem, we
introduce the Lagrangian function as:
" T −1 N 
1 XX
1
g(∆i [k], Ai , KW i )
L(γ d , λ) := lim sup E
N
T →∞ T
k=0 i=1

 #
R
d
d,i
+ λ γ [k] −
,
N
where λ ≥ 0 is the Lagrange multiplier [54]. Such a multiplier
can be thought of as the cost of scheduling for each agent
over the channel. Thus, for a fixed λ, the decoupled single
user optimization problem is defined as follows:
Problem 4 (Decoupled Control-Aware Unconstrained AoI
minimization).
" T−1
#
1 X
g(∆i [k], Ai , KW i)+λγ d,i [k] .
inf lim sup E
γ d,i∈Γd,i T →∞ T
k=0

Since Problem 4 is solved for a single user, we henceforth
drop the superscript i until mentioned otherwise.
IV. D ECENTRALIZED S CHEDULING P ROBLEM
Next, we formulate Problem 4 into a discrete-time controlled MDP M, defined by the quadruplet M := (S, A, P, C).
The state space S = Z+ is the set of all possible AoI of the
agent and is countably infinite. The action space is A = {0, 1},
where a = 1 denotes that the agent is connected over the
channel while a = 0 stands for no transmission. Note here
that a is different from γ d [k], which is constrained by the
hard-bandwidth limit. The probability transition function P
denotes the evolution of the states of the controlled system.
When a = 0, we have P(∆ → ∆ + 1) = 1. When a = 1,
we have P(∆ → 0) = 1. We further note that although
the states evolve deterministically, writing them in the form
of an MDP will simplify the notation. The one-stage cost
C(∆, a) = g(∆, A, KW ) + λa denotes the cost incurred when
an action a is taken at the state ∆. Next, we formally define
the decentralized scheduling problem.
Problem 5 (Decentralized Scheduling Problem).
" T −1
#)
(
X
1
d
C(∆[k], a[k])
. (11)
inf V (∆, γ ) := lim sup E
γ d ∈Γd
T →∞ T
k=0

In the following, we provide the solution to Problem 5.
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(j)

A. Single-agent Deterministic Scheduling Policy
We first prove the following lemma, which is used in the
main theorem characterizing optimality of a threshold policy.
Lemma 2. g(∆[k], A, KW ) has the following properties:
1) It is an increasing function of ∆[k] between any two
successive transmission instants k1 and k2 such that
k1 ≤ k ≤ k2 .
2) lim g(∆[k], A, KW ) = ∞.
∆[k]→∞

Proof. Note that g(∆[k], A, KW ) = h(∆[k], A, KW )∆[k].
Since tr(·) is the sum of eigenvalues
 ma of the argument
⊤
trix, we see that the quantity tr Al−1 Al−1 KW is always positive since the argument matrix product has positive eigenvalues. Thus, for any ∆[k1 ] ≤ ∆[k2 ], we have
h(∆[k1 ], A, KW ) ≤ h(∆[k2 ], A, KW ). Since g(·, ·, ·) =
h(·, ·, ·)∆[k], we get both 1) and 2).
Definition 1. A scheduling policy γ d for the MDP M is g(∆)–
optimal if it infimizes the time-average cost V (∆, γ d ). Moreover, we define the optimal cost as V ∗ = inf γ d ∈Γd V (∆, γ d ).
We first recall that the expectation in (11) is only due to
the stochastic nature of the scheduling policy. However, in the
next two subsections, we characterize a deterministic optimal
solution to Problem 5. Thus, we remove the expectation
operator in (11) and proceed with further analysis. First, we
have the following theorem.
Theorem 1. There exists a g(∆)–optimal stationary deterministic policy solving the Decentralized Scheduling Problem
5 for a fixed λ. Further, it has a threshold structure, i.e., there
exists τ := τ (λ, A, KW ) such that

1, ∆ ≥ τ,
a=
(12)
0, ∆ < τ.
Proof. The proof of Theorem 1 requires some preliminary
build-up. Similar to the time-average cost function as in (11),
we introduce an α–discounted cost function on an infinite
horizon, with 0 < α < 1, as follows:
Vα (∆, γ d ) =

∞
X

αk C(∆[k], a[k]), ∆[0] = ∆0 .

(13)

k=0

Definition 2. A scheduling policy γ d of the MDP M is α–
optimal if it infimizes the total α–discounted cost Vα (∆, γ d )
in (13). Further, we define Vα (∆) = inf γ d ∈Γd Vα (∆, γ d ) as
the optimal discounted cost.
With the above definition of Vα (∆), we can write down
the Bellman equation that it satisfies, as in the following
proposition.
Proposition 1. The optimal α–discounted cost Vα (∆) satisfies
the following discounted-cost Bellman equation
Vα (∆) = min [C(∆, a) + αE[Vα (∆′ )]] ,
a∈{0,1}

(14)

P
where E[Vα (∆)] = ∆′ ∈{0,∆+1} P∆,∆′ (a)Vα (∆′ ). A deterministic policy that realizes the minimum in (14) is an α–
optimal policy. Further, we can define the value iteration

(0)

(j+1)

in terms of Vα (∆) with Vα (∆) = 0 and Vα
(∆) =
(j)
T (Vα )(∆) where T is the Bellman operator given by,
T (f )(∆) = min [C(∆, a) + αE[f (∆′ )]] .
a∈{0,1}

(15)

(n)

Then, lim Vα (∆) → Vα (∆).
n→∞

Proof. We use the monotonicity property of the Bellman
operator to show that the value function is its fixed point and
it can be obtained by iterative application of the operator. First
we prove monotonicity of the Bellman operator. Consider two
functions f, g : Z+ → R such that f (∆) ≤ g(∆). Then
T (f )(∆) ≤ C(∆, â) + αE∆′ ∼P(·|∆,â) [f (∆′ )],
≤ C(∆, â) + αE∆′ ∼P(·|∆,â) [g(∆′ )] = T (g)(∆)

where â is the minimizer in T (g)(∆). Using this mono(0)
(1)
tonicity property, we deduce Vα
≤ Vα
≤ . . ., and
using the monotone convergence theorem, we can conclude
(k) k→∞
(∞)
(∞)
Vα −−−−→ Vα . Moreover, for any given policy γ, Vα =
(k)
(k)
(k)
limk→∞ Vα ≤ limk→∞ Vα,γ = Vα,γ , where Vα,γ denotes
(∞)
the cost under γ for k timesteps. Thus, Vα
≤ Vα . In
particular, consider γ to be the policy such that a = 1, for all
k. Then, clearly, this policy leads to a finite average cost. Thus,
the optimal cost Vα is finite. Furthermore, using Lebesgue’s
monotone convergence theorem [55] and finite action space,
(∞)
(∞)
= T (Vα ). By letting γ ∗ denote the
we can deduce Vα
optimal policy, we get
T
hX
i
Vα(∞) (∆0 ) = E
αk C(∆k , γk∗ ) + αT Vα(∞) (∆T )
k=0

T
hX
i
T →∞
≥E
αk C(∆k , γk∗ ) −−−−→ Vα,γ ∗ (∆0 ) ≥ Vα (∆0 ).
k=0

(∞)

Since we have shown Vα

(∞)

≤ Vα we obtain Vα

= Vα .

Proposition 2. The optimal α–discounted cost Vα (∆) is
monotonically non-decreasing in ∆.
The proof follows from the monotonicity property of the
Bellman operator as shown in the proof of Proposition 1.
Proposition 3. There exists an α–optimal stationary deterministic policy for a fixed λ. Further, it has a threshold structure,
i.e., there exists τ := τ (λ, A, KW ) such that

1, ∆ ≥ τ,
aα (∆) =
(16)
0, ∆ < τ,
where aα denotes the action under an α–optimal policy.
Proof of Proposition 3. Consider first the case where the optimal action is aα (∆1 ) = 1 at state ∆1 . Then, from (14),
we get C(∆1 , 0) + αVα (∆1 + 1) ≥ C(∆1 , 1) + αVα (0). By
substituting the value of C(·, ·), we have αVα (∆1 + 1) ≥
λ + αVα (0). Consider now ∆2 ≥ ∆1 . Then, by Proposition
2, we have that
αVα (∆2 + 1) ≥ αVα (∆1 + 1) ≥ λ + αVα (0),
which implies that the optimal policy for state ∆2 is to
schedule the agent. Similar to the first case, for the one where
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the optimal action is aα (∆) = 0, we have that for any
∆2 < ∆1 , the optimal action satisfies aα (∆) = 0. Finally,
if we start with aα (∆) = 0 and continue idling, there must
exist a ∆ such that we land in the first case. This is due to
monotonicity of Vα (∆). Thus, there exists a threshold τ as in
(16), such that for any state ∆ ≥ τ , aα (∆) = 1 is optimal,
while for ∆ < τ , aα (∆) = 0 is optimal, which completes the
proof.

gives
V (τ ) = V (0) + σ ∗ τ −

τ
−1
X

g(∆, A, KW ).

(21)

∆=0

Next, we rewrite the expression of g(·, ·, ·) as
g(∆, A, KW ) =

∆
X

tr((Ar−1 )⊤ Ar−1 KW )∆

r=1

Finally, to complete the proof of Theorem 1, we make
use of the main result of [56]. Assumptions 1 and 2 in
[56] follow due to Propositions 1 and 2. By using (14) we
can show that Vα (∆) ≤ C(∆, 1) + Vα (0), which implies
Vα (∆) − Vα (0) P
≤ C(∆, 1) =: M∆ < ∞. Moreover,
for
a
given
∆,
∆′ P∆∆′ (0)M∆′ = M∆+1 < ∞ and
P
′ (1)M∆′ = M0 < ∞. Hence, Assumption 3* of
P
′
∆∆
∆
[56] is also satisfied. Consider now a sequence of αl such that
liml→∞ αl = 1. Then, the optimal policy aαl , which is αl –
optimal from Proposition 3, converges to the g(∆)–optimal
policy [56], which verifies the threshold structure of the latter.
Further, the time-average cost V ∗ = limα→1 (1 − α)Vα (∆)
is finite and independent of the initial state [56]. This, then
completes the proof of the theorem.

=

∆
X
r=1

∆

X

0.5 2
0.5 ⊤ r−1 0.5
A KW ∆ =
kAr−1 KW
kF ∆.
tr Ar−1KW



r=1

(22)

Substituting the above expression (22) for g(·, ·, ·) in (21), we
can calculate the value of τ by using (19) and (21).
Next, we provide a simplified expression to calculate τ for
scalar systems (m = 1 in (1)).
1) Scalar systems: Equating the values of V (τ ) from (19)
and
Pτ (21), we arrive at the equation (τ + 1)g(τ + η, A, KW ) −
l=0 g(l, A, KW ) = λ. By substituting the expression for
g(·, ·, ·) in this equation yields

f1 (τ, A, KW , λ) = 0, A 6= 1,
(23)
f2 (τ, KW , λ) = 0,
A = 1,

B. Analytical Characterization of τ

where

Having established the threshold structure of the g(∆)–
optimal policy for the single-agent scheduling Problem 5, we
can restrict our attention to the finite-state MDP with the state
space S ′ = {0, 1, · · · , τ }. Then, the one-stage cost for the
time-average cost function satisfies the Bellman’s equation
given by V (∆) + σ ∗ = mina∈{0,1} [C(∆, a) + E[V (∆′ )]] ,
which can be equivalently written as:

f1 (·, ·, ·, ·) =KW (τ + 1)(τ + η)

V (∆) + σ ∗ = min {C(∆, 0)+V (∆ + 1), C(∆, 1) + V (0)} ,
(17)
where σ ∗ is the average cost under the g(∆)–optimal policy,
and V (∆) is the optimal cost.
Next, we calculate an analytical expression for finding τ as a
function of the Lagrange multiplier and the system parameters.
We know from Theorem 1 that a = 1 is optimal at ∆ = τ .
Then, from (17), we have C(τ, 1) + V (0) − σ ∗ < C(τ, 0) +
V (∆ + 1) − σ ∗ , which yields
V (0) + λ < V (τ + 1).

(18)

Further, at ∆ = τ − 1, a = 0 is optimal. Thus, by the
same argument, we have that V (τ ) ≤ λ + V (0), which on
combining with (18) leads to V (τ ) ≤ λ + V (0) < V (τ + 1).
Furthermore, by using a = 1 at ∆ = τ , we get
V (∆) = g(∆, A, KW ) + λ + V (0) − σ ∗ .

(19)

Since V (∆) is monotonically non-decreasing in ∆, ∃η ∈ [0, 1)
such that V (τ + η) = λ + V (0), and by using (19),
σ ∗ = g(τ + η, A, KW ).

(20)

Further, for ∆ < τ , we have V (∆ + 1) − V (∆) = σ ∗ −
g(∆, A, KW ), which on summing from ∆ = 0 to ∆ = τ − 1



+

τ (τ +1)
2

−

A2
(A2 −1)2

A2τ +2η − 1
A2 − 1

+

A2τ +2 (−τ A2 +τ +1)
(A2 −1)2

A2 − 1



 −λ,



τ (2τ + 1)(τ + 1)
−λ.
f2 (·, ·, ·) =KW (τ + 1)(τ + η)2 −
6
We note that (23) is an implicit equation in τ and η for given
values of γ, A and KW . Thus, the value of τ can be calculated
by plotting η vs τ , and choosing the integer value of τ for an
admissible η.
C. Multi-agent Randomized Scheduling Policy
In the previous subsection, we showed the existence of
a single-agent stationary deterministic policy for a fixed λ.
In this subsection, we return to the multi-agent case and
obtain the optimal value of λ. Consequently, we use the
threshold characterization of the deterministic policy to obtain
the optimal solution to Problem 3. The latter policy will be a
stationary randomized policy because in general, a stationary
deterministic policy for a constrained optimization problem as
in Problem 3 may not exist [57]. Henceforth, we also resume
the use of superscript i to denote the agent index.
Consider the threshold for the ith agent given by τ i (λ) :=
i
τ (λ, Ai , KW i ). Then the agent is connected to its respective
controller every (τ i (λ) + 1)–th instant. Or equivalently, its
1
update rate can be given by the quantity τ i (λ)+1
. Thus, under
the constraint (10), we have that
W (λ) :=

N
X
i=1

1
τ i (λ)

+1

≤ Rd .

(24)
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In order to find the optimal value of the Lagrange multiplier
solving Problem 3, we use the Bisection search procedure [37],
which we summarize next. Since λ ≥ 0, we start by initializing
(0)
(0)
two parameters λl = 0 and λu = 1. We then calculate the
(0)
threshold parameters τ i (λu ) for all i, by using the piecewise definition in (23). Consequently, we iterate by setting
(j+1)
(j)
(j+1)
(j)
λl
= λu and λu
= 2λu until the constraint (24)
is satisfied for λru , for some integer r. Then, we define the
interval [λrl , λru ]. This interval contains the optimal value of
the multiplier λ∗ , which can be calculated using the Bisection
(m)
(m)
method. The iteration stops when |λu − λl | ≤ ǫ, for the
iterating index m and for a suitably chosen ǫ > 0.
We next construct the stationary randomized policy solv(m)
(m)
ing Problem 3. Define λ∗l = λl
and λ∗u = λu
as
obtained above. Further, let the stationary deterministic polid,i
d,i
cies γD1
and γD2
as obtained from Theorem 1 be those
corresponding to λ∗l and λ∗u , respectively, where λ∗l 7→
τl (λ∗l ) := {τl1 (λ∗l ), · · · , τlN (λ∗l )}⊤ and λ∗u 7→ τu (λ∗u ) :=
{τu1 (λ∗u ), · · · , τuN (λ∗u )}⊤ . Also, we define Rdu and Rdl as the
total bandwidth used corresponding to the multipliers λ∗u and
λ∗l , respectively. We note that τli differs from τui by at most one
state. Then, we define the probability p and the deterministic
policies for all i as:
Rd − Rdu
,
Rl − Rdu
d
1, ∆i ≥ τli (λ∗l , Ai , KW i )
d,i
γD1
(∆i ) :=
,
0, ∆i < τli (λ∗l , Ai , KW i )

1, ∆i ≥ τui (λ∗u , Ai , KW i )
d,i
γD2
(∆i ) :=
.
0, ∆i < τui (λ∗u , Ai , KW i )
p :=

(25)
(26)
(27)

d,1
d,N ⊤
d
d
Let γR
:= [γR
, · · · , γR
] . The randomized policy γR
for
the relaxed Problem 3 can then be obtained as:
d,i
d,i
d,i
γR
= pγD1
+ (1 − p)γD2
, ∀i.

(28)

Next, we present the following proposition to prove that the
randomized policy obtained is indeed optimal for Problem 3.
Proposition 4 (Optimality of Randomized Policy). Under
Assumption 1, the policy in (28), which randomizes over the
deterministic policies (26) and (27) with probability as in (25)
is optimal for the relaxed minimization Problem 3.
Proof. Consider the MDP M in Section IV, and define the
costs C1 (∆i , ai ) := g(∆i , Ai , KW i ) and C2 (∆i , ai ) := λai .
Further, let the expected C1 –cost and C2 –cost under a policy
γ d,i be C¯1 (γ d,i ) and C¯2 (γ d,i ), respectively for agent i.
Let Si be a non-empty set and Γ(δ i , Si ) be the class of
policies for agent i with the following properties:
•

•
•

Starting at ∆i [0] = δ i , the state of the MDP (∆i [k])
at time k, reaches Si with probability 1 under the policy
γ d,i , for some k. More precisely, Pγ d,i (∆[k] ∈ S | ∆[0] =
δ) = 1, for some k ≥ 1.
The expected time of the first passage from δ i to Si under
γ d,i is finite.
The corresponding expected C1 –cost C̄1δ,G (γ d,i ) and the
expected C2 –cost C̄2δ,G (γ d,i ) of the first passage time
from δ i to Si under γ d,i are finite.

The above properties hold for all {Si }1≤i≤N and
{Γ(δ i , Si )}1≤i≤N .
Next, we start by listing and subsequently verifying the
assumptions in [57] for our system.
1) For all β > 0, the set Si (β) := {∆i |
∃ai s.t. C1 (∆i , ai ) + C2 (∆i , ai ) ≤ β} is finite ∀i:
Indeed for the underlying Problem 4, we have that
C1 (∆i , ai ) + C2 (∆i , ai ) = g(∆i , Ai , KW i ) + λai ≥
g(∆i , Ai , KW i ). This implies that for any ∆i ∈ Si (β),
the inequality g(∆i , Ai , KW i ) ≤ β must hold. Then, by
Lemma 2, we conclude that Si (β) is always finite. Note
here that β i in general can be different for each agent
and consequently, we can let β := max {β i }.
1≤i≤N

2) For each agent i, there exists a stationary policy γ̃ i such
that the induced Markov chain has the property that
the state space S i of the MDP M consists of a single
i
non-empty positive recurrent class R+
and a set T i of
i
i
i
transient states such that γ̃ ∈ Γ(δ , S ) for δ i ∈ T i .
Moreover, both C̄1 (γ̃ i ) < ∞ and C̄2 (γ̃ i ) < ∞:
Note first that in our case, S i = Z+ . Consider the policy
d,∗
γ̃ i to be the same as the relaxed policy γR
. Then, all the
i
states in the set {0, · · · , τ } communicate with the state
∆i = 0, ∀i, and for any starting state δ i ∈ {0, · · · , τ i }.
From this, we conclude that ∆i = 0 is positive recurrent.
i
Consequently, the set R+
= {0, · · · , τ i } forms the rei
quired positive recurrent class. Next, the set T i = N\R+
.
i
Then, if the initial condition lies in T , the state returns
i
to R+
under γ̃ i , and hence γ̃ i ∈ Γ(δ i , Si ). Further, the
cost C̄2 (γ̃ i ) is the expected transmission rate, and the cost
C̄1 (γ̃ i ) is the expected WAoI for agent i, both of which
are finite. Thus, the sum of expected costs over all agents
is also finite.
3) For each i, given two states δ1i 6= δ2i , there exists a policy
γ̃ i such that γ̃ i ∈ Γ(δ1i , δ2i ):
Indeed, since the state ∆ik increases by 1 each time the
agent is not connected over the channel and decreases to
unity as soon as it is, we can always find a policy that
induces a Markov chain such that any state δ2i can be
reached from δ1i with positive probability. Furthermore,
the first passage times and the corresponding expected
costs are also finite.
4) For each agent i, if a stationary policy γ i has at least
one positive recurrent state, then it has a single positive
i
recurrent class R+
.
Indeed, for any policy γ i , by Lemma 2 the cost function is
an increasing function of ∆i and decreases only when an
agent is connected over the downlink, which corresponds
to ∆i = 0, ∀i. Thus, any positive recurrent class contains
∆i = 0 for all i, which is then the only possible positive
recurrent class.
5) There exists a policy γ i such that C̄1 (γ i ) < ∞ and
C̄2 (γ i ) < α:
Indeed, since C̄2 (γ i ) is the expected transmission rate
for each agent, we can choose a policy with τ i (λ) large
enough such that the total sum of costs across all agents
is less than Rd . Furthermore, we can also verify that
C̄1 (γ i ) < ∞, ∀i, and so is then their sum over all agents.
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Since we have verified all the necessary assumptions, we
use Proposition 3.2 and Lemmas 3.4, 3.7, 3.9 and 3.10 from
[57] to prove the result. To this end, we define Rdλ as the
expected transmission rate associated with policy τ (λ) and
λ∗ := inf{λ > 0 | Rdλ ≤ Rd }. A policy is τ ∗ –optimal if it is
optimal for the MDP of each agent with τ (λ) = τ (λ∗ ).
Since from the bisection search procedure, we have that
λ∗u ց λ∗ and λ∗l ր λ∗ , the policies τui (λ∗u ) ց τ i (λ∗ ) and
τli (λ∗l ) ր τ i (λ∗ ) and are both τ (λ∗ )–optimal (Lemmas 3.4,
3.7 of [57]). Since the Markov chains induced by the policies
d,i
d,i
γD1
and γD2
are both irreducible and ∆i = 0 is positive
recurrent for all i, we can choose either of these when ∆i = 0
independently, without affecting the optimality (Proposition
3.2 and Lemma 3.7 of [57]). Thus, if we randomize over these
policies, according to the statement of the current Proposition
4 with the probability p chosen to satisfy the rate constraint
d
(10) with equality, we conclude that the randomized policy γR
is optimal for Problem 3. The proof is thus complete.
As a result of above proof, we will henceforth denote the
d,∗
optimal randomized policy as γR
.

Lemma 3. The age penalty ω(∆ik , Ai , KW i ) in (29) domi˜ i , Ai , KW i ), for all i and all k.
nates the WAoI g(∆
k
Proof. We organise the proof into the following 2 cases:
¯ ≥∆
˜ i ≥ ∆i . Further, let m ∈ Z+ be such
Case 1: Let ∆
k
k
˜ i = ∆i + m. Then,
that ∆
k
k
ω(∆ik , Ai , KW i ) =

∞
X
l=0

=
≥

∞
X

i
I{∆ik +l≤∆}
¯ g(∆k + l, Ai , KW i )

i
˜ i , Ai , KW i )
I{∆ik +l≤∆}
¯ g(∆k + l, Ai , KW i ) + g(∆
k

l=0,l6=m
˜ ik , Ai , KW i ).
g(∆

˜ i < ∆i ≤ ∆.
¯ Then,
Case 2: Let ∆
k
k

˜ ik , Ai , KW i ) ≤ g(∆ik , Ai , KW i ) ≤ ω(∆ik , Ai , KW i ),
g(∆

where the first inequality follows by the monotonicity property
of g(·, ·, ·) as in Lemma 2 and the second one follows from the
definition of the penalty function. The proof is thus complete.
As a consequence of Lemma 3, it immediately follows that

D. Multi-agent Scheduling with Hard Bandwidth
Constraint
In this subsection, we return to our original Problem 2
with the hard bandwidth constraint and construct a new policy
d,∗,i
satisfying (9). Let γR
be the optimal policy as in (28), and
i
a [k] be the scheduling decision for agent i under the relaxed
problem. Further, define the set Ω[k] := {i ∈ [N ] | ai [k] = 1},
which denotes the agents to be scheduled at time k with the
optimal policy. Then, the scheduling decision γ d,i [k] under the
new policy γ d,i , with the hard bandwidth constraint is given
as [36]:
d,i
i
• If |Ω[k]| ≤ Rd , then γ [k] = 1, ∀a [k] = 1.
d,i
• If |Ω[k]| > Rd , then γ [k] = 1 for a subset Ωs [k] ⊂
Ω[k] of the agents, which are selected at random (with
uniform probability) by the BS such that |Ωs [k]| = Rd .
The agents in the set Ω[k]\Ωs [k] are not selected because
of the bandwidth limit.
d,∗
In the following, we show that the costs under γR
and γ d
approach each other asymptotically (as N → ∞), where
γ d := [γ d,1 , · · · , γ d,N ]. To this end, we start by considering a
¯ := ∆(N
¯ ), dependent on N ,
truncation of the state space, ∆
¯ grow to infinity
and sufficiently large. Later, we will let ∆
according to an appropriately chosen function of N .
We start by defining a new policy γ̂ d , which transmits
exactly the same agents as the relaxed policy, except that, for
each additional agent that was not supposed to be transmitted
by the hard-bandwidth policy γ̃ d , it adds an additional penalty
to the cost defined as
∞
X
ω(∆, A, KW ) =
I{∆+l≤∆}
(29)
¯ g(∆ + l, A, KW ),
l=0

where I{·} denotes the indicator function of its
˜ i1 , ∆
˜ i2 , · · · , ∆
˜ i , · · · }, and
argument. Further, we let {∆
k
i
i
i
{∆1 , ∆2 , · · · , ∆k , · · · } be the sequences of AoIs of the ith
d,∗,i
agent under γ̃ i and γR
(or equivalently γ̂ d,i ), respectively.
Then, we have the following lemma.

JγSd,∗ ≤ JγSd,∗ ≤ Jγ̃Sd ≤ Jγ̂Sd ,

(30)

R

where γ d,∗ is any optimal policy that solves Problem 2.
Consider next the Markov chain induced by the relaxed
d,∗,i
policy γR
for the ith agent as

∆[k] + 1,
w.p. 1,
∆[k] < τl (λ∗l ),



∆[k] + 1, w.p. 1 − p,
∆[k + 1] =
, ∆[k] = τl (λ∗l ),
0,
w.p. p



0,
w.p. 1,
∆[k] = τu (λ∗u ).

The state transition diagram for the above dynamics is shown
in Figure 3. Note that here and below, we drop the superscript i denoting the agent index for simplicity. Let π[k] :=
[π0 [k], · · · , πτu (λ∗u ) [k]]⊤ denote the probability distribution of
the states in the above mentioned Markov chain such that
πℓ [k] , Pr(∆[k] = ℓ), ∀ℓ. Then, we can write the Markov
chain dynamics using the generator as
 



π0 [k+1]
π0 [k]
0 0 ···
p
1
 π1 [k+1]  1 0 · · ·


0
0
 

 π1 [k] 
 0 1 · · ·



..
..
0
0
=

.

.
.
  .. .. . .


..
.. 
 πτl (λ∗ ) [k+1]   . .


.
.
. πτl (λ∗l ) [k] 
l
0 0 · · · 1 − p 0 πτu (λ∗u ) [k]
πτu (λ∗u ) [k+1]
(31)
Define π := [π0 , · · · , πτu (λ∗u ) ]⊤ . Then, we have the following proposition, which establishes the existence of a steady
state distribution for the Markov chain in (31).
Proposition 5. The Markov chain in (31) admits a unique
stationary distribution.
Proof. (i) We start by noting that the above Markov chain is
irreducible, since each state in the set {0, 1, 2, · · · , τu (λ∗u )} is
reachable from every other state.
(ii) Next, we note that for p > 0, the state ∆ = τl (λ∗l ) is
aperiodic, and hence the Markov chain is aperiodic.
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1

1

0

1

τl (λ∗l )

···

1

1−p
τu (λ∗u )

p
1
d,∗,i
Fig. 3: Markov chain induced by the policy γR
for agent i
From (i), we get that the Markov chain is ergodic, and it admits a unique stationary distribution. Additionally, if (ii) holds,
this equals the limiting distribution, i.e., π = limk→∞ π[k].
Thus, replacing π[k + 1] = π[k] = π in (31) and by using the

⊤
P
with
fact that ℓ πℓ = 1, we get π = τ̂1 , τ̂1 , · · · , τ̂1 , 1−p
τ̂
τ̂ = τu (λ∗u ) + 1 − p.
Theorem 2. Assume that the proportion of agents RNd = α
that can be transmitted over the channel is fixed. Then, the
d,∗
deviation of the relaxed scheduling
policy γR
from the policy

1
d
γ̃ is of the order of O √N . Consequently, as N → ∞, γ̃ d
is asymptotically optimal for Problem 2.
Proof. Let Ωk:=|Ω[k]| be the cardinality of Ω[k]. Then, we get

PT PN d,∗,i
[k] as in
where E [Ωk ] = lim supT →∞ T1 k=0 i=1 γR
(10) and MAD(·) stands forPthe mean absolute deviation of
N
d,∗,i
d,∗,i
its argument. Further, Ωk = i=1 γR
[k], where γR
[k] ∈
{0, 1} are independent binary random variables in the steady
state, which exists as a result of Proposition 5. Further, in
d,∗,i
steady-state, independence of the random variables γR
[k]
across agents is due to the fact that the relaxed policy was obtained by decoupling the problem into a single agent problem.
d,∗
Let the probability of transmission of agent i under
γR
be
PN
i
Ω
−
σ
[k]
k
i
i=1
√
σ [k]. Then, the random variable Y [k] = PN i
i
i=1

has zero mean and unit variance.
Continuing from (32), we get

σ [k](1−σ [k])



T −1
M
1 X
Ωk
−
≤ √
lim sup
MAD √
N α T →∞ T k=0
N
v 
u
!2 
PN
T −1 u
M
1 X u  Ωk − i=1 σ i [k] 
tE
√
≤ √
lim sup
N α T →∞ T k=0
N
v

u
!2 
N
T
−1 u
X
X
M
1
u1 
t E
σ i [k] 
= √
Ωk −
lim sup
N
N α T →∞ T
i=1

Jγ̂Sd

JγSd,∗
R

k=0

 TX
−1 X
N
1
S
S
g(∆ik , Ai , KW i )
E
Jγ̂ d − Jγ d,∗ = lim sup
R
T →∞ N T
k=0 i=1
+


Ωk − Rd
ω(∆ik , Ai , KW i )
+
Ωk
γ̂ d
#
"T −1 N
XX
1
i
g(∆k , Ai , KW i )
E
− lim sup
T →∞ N T
d,∗
k=0 i=1
γR
"T −1 N 
#
X X Ωk − Rd +
1
i
= lim sup
E
ω(∆k , Ai , KW i )
Ωk
T →∞ N T
k=0 i=1
"T −1 N 
#
X X Ωk − Rd +
1
≤ lim sup
E
ω(∆ik , Ai , KW i )
R
T →∞ N T
d
k=0 i=1
#
"T −1
N
X
X
1
i
ω(∆k , Ai , KW i ) ,
E
|Ωk − Rd |
= lim sup 2
T →∞ N T α
i=1
k=0

T −1
1 X
M
lim sup
≤ √
N α T →∞ T k=0

r

1
N
M
√ ,
×
=
N
4
2α N

(33)

where the first inequality is true by Jensen’s inequality and the
last inequality is true since a(1 − a) ≤ 1/4 for 0 ≤ a ≤ 1.
Finally, using Lemma 3 and (33), we have that
Jγ̃Sd − JγSd,∗ ≤ Jγ̂Sd − JγSd,∗ ≤
R

R

M
√ .
2α N

(34)

¯ such that for any N ,
Thus, we choose the truncation value ∆
we have M = O(ln N ). Thus, as N → ∞, from (30) and (34),
we have that the hard-bandwidth policy γ̃ d is asymptotically
optimal for Problem 2. The proof is thus complete.
Since the solution to the scheduling problem is complete, in
the next section, we proceed to establish the ǫ–Nash property
of the mean-field solution.

where Jγ̂Sd and JγSd,∗ are the costs under policies γ̂ d and
R

d,∗
γR
, respectively. The expression g(·, ·, ·)|∗ denotes the WAoI
under the policy ∗. The second equality follows since sample
paths of the AoI under γ̂ d coincide with those under the
d,∗,i
policy γR
by definition. The first inequality follows since
{·}+ := max{·, 0} and we use the fact that {·}+ ≤ | · | in
the last inequality. Next, we note that since the state space
¯ we have that ω(∆i , Ai , KW i ) ≤ M, ∀i,
is bounded by ∆,
k
where the choice of M is given later. Then,

Jγ̂Sd − JγSd,∗ ≤
R

≤

T −1
1 X
M
lim sup
E [|Ωk − Rd |] ,
N α T →∞ T

1
M
lim sup
N α T →∞ T

k=0
T
−1
X
k=0

E [|Ωk − E [Ωk ] |], (32)
{z
}
|
:=MAD(Ωk )

V. N AGENT C ONSENSUS P ROBLEM
In this section, we solve the second part of the N + 1–
player game problem, namely, the consensus problem using
the central scheduler’s policy. To this end, we first consider
the limiting game called the mean-field game (MFG) (as
N → ∞). Under this setting, the empirical coupling term
in (3) is approximated by a known deterministic sequence (or
the MF trajectory) and the closeness of the approximation is
justified later in the analysis. This principle is well known
in the literature as the Nash certainty equivalence principle
[23] and reduces the game problem to a stochastic optimal
control problem of a generic agent with a coupled consistency
condition. The equilibrium solution obtained (called the meanfield equilibrium (MFE)) will be shown to constitute an ǫ–
Nash approximation to the finite agent game problem.
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A. Stochastic Optimal Tracking Control
Consider a generic agent of type θ from an infinite population with dynamics

Definition 3 (Mean-Field Equilibrium (MFE)). The pair
(µ∗ , X̄ ∗ ) ∈ Md,con × X is a MFE if, µ∗ = Ξ(X̄ ∗ ) and
X̄ ∗ = Λ(µ∗ ). In other words, X̄ ∗ = Λ ◦ Ξ(X̄ ∗ ).

X[k + 1] = A(θ)X[k] + B(θ)U [k] + W [k],

Now, the central scheduling policy is fixed from the previous
section, similar to [7], we have the following result for the
optimal tracking control of a generic agent.

+

(35)

n

m

where timestep k ∈ Z , X[k] ∈ R and U [k] ∈ R are
the state vector and the control input, respectively. Further,
the initial state X[0] is assumed to have a symmetric density
function with E[X[0]] = νθ,0 and cov(X[0]) = Σx is bounded.
Next, Wk ∈ Rn is a zero-mean i.i.d. Gaussian noise with finite
covariance KW . All covariance matrices are assumed to be
positive-definite. The objective function of the generic agent
is given by

Proposition 6. Consider the generic agent (35) with controller
state as in (6) and cost function in (36). Then, under Assumptions 1-2, the following hold true:
1) The optimal decentralized control action for the Problem
1 is given as

J(µ, X̄) :=
1
lim sup E
T
T →∞

"T −1
X
k=0

kX[k] −

X̄[k]k2Q(θ)

+

kU [k]k2R(θ)

#

U ∗ [k] = −Π(θ)Z[k] − L(θ)r[k + 1],
, (36)

where µ := (µ[1], µ[2], · · · , ) ∈ Md,con and is an admissible
control policy of the generic agent. Further, the admissible set Md,con := {µ | µ is adapted to σ(I d,con [s], s =
0, 1, · · · , k)} is the space of decentralized control policies
for the generic agent and I d,con [0] := {Z[0]}, I d,con[k] :=
{U0:k−1 , Z0:k }, k ≥ 1, is the local information history of the
generic agent. Recall that this is in contrast to I c,con [k] (the
centralized history at the controller), which includes information of other agents as well. This implies that Md,con ⊆
Mc,con . The information structure for the generic agent’s decoder is defined similar to that in subsection II-A, except with
the superscript i removed. Further, X̄ = (X̄[1], X̄[2], · · · , ) ∈
ℓ∞ , where ℓ∞ := {(X[t])t∈Z+ : supt kX[t]k < ∞} is the MF
trajectory and denotes the infinite player approximation to the
consensus term in (3) and serves to decouple the otherwise
coupled game problem into a linear-quadratic tracking (LQT)
problem via introducing indistinguishability between agents.
Finally, the expectation above is taken with respect to the noise
statistics and the initial state distribution.
To solve the LQT problem with dynamics in (35) and the
cost in (36), we first state the following assumption.
Assumptionp2. (i) The pair A(θ), B(θ) is controllable and
(A(θ), Q(θ)) is observable.
(ii) The MF trajectory belongs to the space of bounded
functions, i.e., X̄ ∈ X := {X̄[k] ∈ Rn | kX̄k∞ :=
supk≥0 kX̄[k]k < ∞}.
q
(iii) The inequality 0 < kA(θ)kF <
where α is defined in Theorem 2.

1
1−α

holds ∀θ ∈ Θ,

We remark here that Assumption 2 (i)-(ii) are standard in
the MF-LQG literature. Further, Assumption 2 (iii) entails
bounded LQG cost which is justified in the next Proposition.
Next, we define a MFE by introducing the following operators [26]:
1) Ξ : X → Md,con , defined as Ξ(X̄) = argminµ∈Md,con
J(µ, X̄), gives the optimal control policy for a given MF
trajectory, and
2) Λ : Md,con → X , also called the consistency operator,
regenerates a MF trajectory for a control policy as obtained in 1) given above.

(37)

where L(θ) = (R(θ) + B(θ)⊤ K(θ)B(θ))−1 B(θ)⊤ ,
Π(θ) = L(θ)K(θ)A(θ), and K(θ) is the unique positive
definite solution to the algebraic Riccati equation,
K(θ) = A(θ)⊤ [K(θ)A(θ) − K(θ)⊤ B(θ)Π(θ)] + Q(θ).
Further, the trajectory r[k] satisfies the backward dynamics r[k] = H(θ)⊤ r[k
1] − Q(θ)X̄[k], with the
P+
∞
initial condition r[0] = − j=0 (H(θ)j )⊤ Q(θ)X̄[j] and
H(θ) = A(θ) − B(θ)Π(θ) is Hurwitz.
2) The difference equation for r[k] above has a unique
solution in X , given as
r[k] = −

∞
X

⊤

(H(θ)j−k ) Q(θ)X̄[j].

(38)

j=k

3) The optimal cost is bounded above as:

J(µ∗, X̄) ≤ tr(K(θ)KW (θ))+lim sup
T →∞

⊤

T −1
1X
X̄[k]⊤Q(θ)X̄[k]
T
k=0

− r [k + 1]B(θ)L(θ)r[k + 1]
τ
X
⊤
+ kA(θ)⊤K(θ)⊤B(θ)Π(θ)k
tr(A(θ)r−1 A(θ)r−1 KW (θ))
r=0

(39)

Proof. Part 1) follows from [7], [27]. Further, we note that
r[0] ∈ X since H(θ) is Hurwitz, and thus r[k] ∈ X as in part
2) and is unique. To prove part 3), we substitute (37) in (36),
to arrive at
J(µ∗, X̄) ≤ tr(K(θ)KW (θ))+lim sup
T →∞

⊤

− r [k + 1]B(θ)L(θ)r[k + 1]
+ lim sup
T →∞

T −1
1X
X̄[k]⊤Q(θ)X̄[k]
T
k=0

T −1


1 X
kA(θ)⊤ K(θ)⊤ B(θ)Π(θ)k E kek k2 .
T
k=0

(40)
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Then, consider the following:
T
−1
X



E kek k2 ≤ T

k=0
T
−1
X

+

k
X

k=0 r=τu +1
τu
X
r=0
T
−1
X

k=τu +1
τ
X

r=0

⊤

tr(A(θ)r−1 A(θ)r−1 KW (θ))(1 − α)k−τu −1

kKW (θ)kF
r−1 ⊤

r=0

2(k−τ −1)

u
)(1 − α)k−τu −1
(1 − kA(θ)kF
1 − kA(θ)k2F

r−1

A(θ)

where X̂θ [k] = E[X[k]] is the aggregate dynamics across
agents of type θ and we use the fact that E[e[k]] = 0.
Next, using the empirical distribution from Section II, we
define the MF operator as
X
T (X̄)[k] :=
X̂θ [k]P(θ).
(43)
θ∈Θ

Then, we state the following assumption before we prove the
main result.

⊤

tr(A(θ)

=T


⊤

tr(A(θ)r−1 A(θ)r−1 KW (θ))

tr(A(θ)r−1 A(θ)r−1 KW (θ))

≤T
+

τu
X

kKW (θ)kF
KW (θ)) +
kA(θ)k2F −1


1 − (kA(θ)k2F (1 − α))T −τu −1 1 − (1 − α)T −τu −1
×
,
−
1 − kA(θ)k2F (1 − α)
α
(41)
where τu := τu (λ∗u ), the first inequality follows using the hardbandwidth policy of Section IV-D, and the second inequality
follows using Assumption 2 (iii), and the fact that kABkF ≤
kAkF kBkF . Then, combining (40) and (41), we arrive at (39).
Remark 2. We remark here on the insights derived from
the Assumption 2 (iii). While it entails a finite optimal cost
as in (39), it warrants that one requires a higher downlink
bandwidth (Rd ) to accommodate a higher degree of instability among the agents. This can be seen from the fact that
ρ(A(θ)) ≤ kA(θ)kF , where ρ(·) denotes the spectral radius of
the argument matrix. Thus, the bound of the Frobenius norm as
in Assumption 2 (iii) in turn bounds the maximum eigenvalue
that can be stabilized using the optimal control in (37). This
can be further observed from the special case of a scalar
system, where the Frobenius norm equals the magnitude of the
only eigenvalue, and is bounded as a function of the available
bandwidth.
B. Mean-Field Analysis
In this subsection, we prove the existence and uniqueness of
the MFE by explicitly constructing the MF operator as follows.
Consider the closed-loop system in (6) with the control
policy in (37) as
Z[k + 1] =

H(θ)Z[k] − B(θ)L(θ)r[k + 1] + W [k], γ d [k + 1] = 1,
H(θ)Z[k] − B(θ)L(θ)r[k + 1],
γ d [k + 1] = 0,

Assumption 3. We assume Ȟ(θ) := kH(θ)k+υ < 1, ∀θ ∈ Θ,
P
where υ = θ∈Θ kQ(θ)kkB(θ)L(θ)k
P(θ).
(1−kH(θ)k)2

It is common in the literature ( [25], [26]) to invoke the
above assumption; however, it is stronger than the corresponding assumption in [6] and [27] and leads to the linearity
property of the MF trajectory, which can then be computed
offline.
Theorem 3. Under Assumptions 2-3, the following statements
hold true:
(i) The operator T (X̄) ∈ X , ∀X̄ ∈ X . Furthermore, there
exists a unique X̄ ∗ ∈ X such that T (X̄ ∗ ) = X̄ ∗ .
(ii) X̄ ∗ [k] follows linear dynamics, i.e., ∃ E ∗ ∈ E := {E ∈
Rn×n : kE k ≤ 1, X̄ ∗[k + 1] = E X̄ ∗ [k]}, where X̄ ∗ [k] is
∗
the
P equilibrium MF trajectory of the agents, and X̄ [0] =
θ∈Θ νθ,0 P(θ).

Proof. The proof is similar to that in [7], but we reproduce it
here for completeness.
(i) Consider the system in (42) driven by the bounded input
X̄[k]. Since kH(θ)k < 1 by Assumption 3, and r[k] ∈
X , ∀k, we get that supk≥0 kT (X̄)[k]k < ∞, using (42)
and (43). Thus, T (X̄) ∈ X . Next, consider the following:
X
kT (X̄1 ) − T (X̄2 )k∞ = k
(X̂θ,1 − X̂θ,2 )P(θ)k∞
θ∈Θ

≤

X

(kQ(θ)kkB(θ)L(θ)k

s=0

θ∈Θ

X[k+1]= H(θ)X[k]−B(θ)L(θ)r[k+1]+B(θ)Π(θ)e[k]+W [k],

Ť (E ) :=

k−1
X

H(θ)k−j−1 B(θ)L(θ)

j=0

+ H(θ)k νθ,0 ,

∞
X

(H(θ)s−j−1 )⊤Q(θ)X̄s

s=j+1

(42)

!2

P(θ)

where the last equality follows as a result of Assumption
3. This implies that T (·) is a contraction. Further, since
the metric space (X , || · ||∞ ) is complete [55], using
Banach’s fixed point theorem, we deduce that T (X̄) has
a unique fixed point in X .
(ii) We define a new operator Ť : Rn×n → Rn×n as:
Ťθ (E ) := H(θ) + B(θ)E (θ)

X̂θ [k] =

kH(θ)k

s

× kX̄1 − X̄2 k∞ = υkX̄1 − X̄2 k∞ ,

where γ d [k] is chosen from the hard-bandwidth policy γ d of
Section IV-D. The above can be rewritten as

where e[k] is defined in (7). By taking expectation on both
sides and substituting r[k] from (38), we get

∞
X

X

θ∈Θ

Ťθ (E )P(θ),

∞
X

(H(θ)α )⊤ Q(θ)E α+1 ,

α=0

with E ∗ = Ť (E ∗ ) and X̂ ∗ [k + 1] = E ∗ X̂ ∗ [k]. The proof
of the existence of such an E ∗ follows in a similar manner
as in [26], which gives
XkB(θ)E (θ)kkQ(θ)k
kE2 − E1 kP(θ).
kŤ (E2 )−Ť (E1 )k<
(1 − kH(θ)k)2
θ∈Θ
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Consequently, under Assumption 3, we have that Ť is
a contraction. Using completeness of E and Banach’s
fixed point theorem, we indeed have the existence of such
an E ∗ . Finally, from part (i) above, we can recursively
construct the unique MF trajectory X̄ ∗ as X̄ ∗ [k] =
(E ∗ )k X̄ ∗ [0] with X̂[0] = νθ,0 .
Remark 3. While Theorem 3(i) gives us a unique MFE, the
linearity of the MF trajectory in (ii) yields a feedback control
law, linear in the agent’s state and the equilibrium trajectory.
This makes the computation of this trajectory tractable, which
would otherwise have involved a non-causal infinite sum.
Further, as a result of the linear MF trajectory, we will (later)
be able to compute an explicit convergence rate between
the equilibrium trajectory and the coupling term in (3) in
Proposition 7.
C. Closed-loop System Analysis
In this subsection, we show that the closed-loop system is
stable under the MFE solution.
Lemma 4. Suppose that Assumptions 1-3 hold. Then, the
closed-loop system (1) is uniformly mean-square stable under the decentralized equilibrium control
 i.e.,
T −1 policy (37),
P
2
1
∗,i
< ∞.
X [k]
supN ≥1 max1≤i≤N lim supT →∞ T E
k=0



+ 4E
|

Equivalently, (44) can be written as
i

k

i

X [k] =H(θi ) X [0] +

k−1
X

H(θi )

+

k−1
X

(III) ≤

H(θi )k−p−1 W i [p].

(45)

p=0

Then, from (45) we have that
i
h


2
E kX i [k]k2 ≤ 4 E H(θi )k X i [0]
{z
}
|
+ 4E
|



+ 4E
|

k−1
X
p=0

k−p−1

H(θi )

i

p=0



B(θi )Π(θi )e [p] 

{z

(II)
k−1
X

2

}

≤

{z

k−1
X
p=0

(47)

E

h

H(θi )k−p−1 B(θi )L(θi )ri [p + 1]

2

i

r h
i
2
E kH(θi )k−p−1 B(θi )L(θi )ri [p + 1]k

2
̺(θi )ε(θi )k−p−1 kB(θi )L(θi )k2 Mr,i

k−1
X

+

2
̺(θi )ε(θi )k−p/2−1−q/2 kB(θi )L(θi )k2 Mr,i

"
#
2
̺(θi )kB(θi )L(θi )k2 Mr,i
1
1
p
p
≤
+ p
1 − ε(θi )
1+ ε(θi ) 1− ε(θi )
(49)
where
follows
Pn the secondPequality
Pn from the fact that
n
2
k i=1 xi k2 =
i=1 kxi k +
i,j=1,i6=j xi xj and the
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Further, since ri ∈ X , we define
Mr,i := kri k∞ .
Next, consider the second term in (46). By following similar
steps as for the third term, we arrive at the following inequality

+

k−1
X

k−1
X
p=0



̺(θi )ε(θi )k−p−1 kB(θi )Π(θi )k2 E kep k2

q
q
p
̺(θi )ε(θi )k− 2−1− 2 kB(θi )Π(θi )k2 E [kep k2 ]E [keq k2 ]

p,q=0,
p6=q
2
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(IV )
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× E kH(θi )k−q−1 B(θi )L(θi )ri [q + 1]k

(II) ≤

(I)



p=0

p,q=0,p6=q

B(θi )Π(θi )e [p]
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X

k−1
X

k−1
X

+

i

H(θi )k−p−1 B(θi )L(θi )ri [p + 1]

{z

(46)

where the first inequality follows by the independence of
W i [k] and the second one follows from the same reasoning
as for the first term above.
Next, we consider the third term in (46):

p=0

−

H(θi )k−p−1 W i [p] ,

Analogously for the fourth term in (46), we have
"k−1
#
X
̺(θi )tr(K0 )
2
k−p−1
i
(IV ) ≤ E
≤
H(θi )
W [p]
, (48)
1 − ε(θi )
p=0

p,q=0,p6=q
k−p−1



(I) ≤ ̺(θi )ε(θi )k tr(Σx + νθi ,0 νθ⊤i ,0 ).

X i [k + 1] =H(θi )X i [k] + B(θi )Π(θi )ei [k]
(44)

p=0

2

Pn
Pn
where we used the fact that k i=1 xi k2 ≤ n i=1 kxi k2 .
Next, we consider the first term in (46). Since the matrices
H(θi ) are mean-square stable from Theorem 3, from [58,
Theorem 3.9], there exist constants ̺(θi ) ≥ 1 and ε(θi ) ∈
(0, 1) such that

Proof. We will follow the proof technique of [27]. Before
proceeding, we drop the ∗ from the superscripts for ease of
notation. Then, by using (35) and (37), we can write the
closed-loop system as
− B(θi )L(θi )ri [k + 1] + W i [k].

k−1
X

}

≤ β(θi )̺(θi )kB(θi )Π(θi )k

2

"

1+



1 − ǫ(θi )k/2
1 − ǫ(θi )1/2

2 #

, (50)

where the last inequality
a similar reasoning as
Pτu follows by
⊤
in (41) and β(θi ) = r=1
tr(A(θi )r−1 A(θi )r−1 KW (θi )) +
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− α1 . By summing up the terms in (47), (48),
(49) and (50), we have
#
"T −1
X
1
lim sup E
kX ∗,i [k]k2 ≤ 4̺(θi )tr(Σx + νθi ,0 νθ⊤i ,0 )
T →∞ T
k=0
#
"
1
2
p
+ 4β(θi )̺(θi )kB(θi )Π(θi )k 1 +
(1 − ǫ(θi ))2
1
1−kA(θi )k2F (1−α)

2
8̺(θi )kB(θi )L(θi )k2 Mr,i
4̺(θi )tr(K0 )
p
.
+
+
1 − ε(θi )
(1 − ε(θi ))(1 − ε(θi ))

Finally, since Θ is a finite set, we have the desired result.
Next, we prove that the equilibrium policy obtained above
constitutes an ǫ–Nash equilibrium for the N –agent system (1)
with the cost (3).
D. ǫ–Nash Analysis

due to eθ,i and Wθ,i being independent among i’s and the
E[eθ,i [k]eθ,i [k]⊤ ] being bounded. Next, let us define the deviation between the true mean-field and the empirical mean-field
as Z̃θ∗ [k] := X̂θ∗ [k] − Yθ∗ [k]. The dynamics of this deviation is
Z̃θ∗ [k + 1] = (A(θ) − B(θ)Π(θ))Z̃θ∗ [k] + W̃θ [k],

where (A(θ) − B(θ)Π(θ)) is Hurwitz from Proposition 6 and
W̃θ [k] = K2∗ (θ)eθ [k] + Wθ [k], such that


1
tr(E[W̃θ [k]W̃θ⊤ [k]]) = O
,
(53)
|Nθ |

using (51)-(52). Define ǫθT (Nθ ) as:

In this subsection, we show that the decentralized equilibrium control policy obtained from the MF analysis is approximately Nash for the finite-agent system. We start by stating
the following Proposition, which shows that the equilibrium
MF trajectory approximates the finite-agent state average in
the mean-square sense.
Proposition 7. Suppose that Assumptions 1-3 hold. Then,
the equilibrium MF trajectory converges (in the meansquare sense) to the coupling term in (3) with a rate of
1
O minθ∈Θ
|Nθ | , where Nθ ⊂ [N ] is the number of agents
of type θ, given |Nθ | > 0, ∀θ ∈ Θ. More precisely,
1
we have that ǫT (N ) = O minθ∈Θ
|Nθ | , where ǫT (N ) =

P
P
2
T −1
N
1
1
∗,j
∗
[k] − X̄ [k] .
k=0 E
j=1 X
T
N
Proof. Consider the dynamics process of an agent i of type
∗
∗
θ, Xθ,i
and the mean-field of type θ, X̂θ∗ = E[Xθ,i
] under the
MFE as:
∗
∗
Xθ,i
[k + 1] =(A(θ) − B(θ)Π(θ))Xθ,i
[k]

− B(θ)K1∗ (θ)X̄ ∗ [k]+ K2∗ (θ)eθ,i [k] + Wθ,i [k],

X̂θ∗ [k + 1] =(A(θ)−B(θ)Π(θ))X̂θ∗ [k]−B(θ)K1∗ (θ)X̄ ∗ [k].

Here, the gain K1∗ (θ) can be computed from (38), (44) and
the linearity of mean-field (Theorem 3) using Proposition
1 in [59] and K2∗ (θ) = −B(θ)Π(θ). We know that under
boundedness of A(θ) (Assumption 2 (iii)), E[eθ,i [k]eθ,i [k]⊤ ]
is
Using Theorem 3 we also recall X̄ ∗ [k] =
P also bounded.
∗
θ∈Θ F (θ)X̂θ [k]. Now let us define the empirical mean-field
of type θ, Yθ∗ [k] as;
Yθ∗ [k] :=

1 P
=
where, eθ [k] =
i∈Nθ eθ,i [k] and Wθ [k]
|N
θ|
P
1
W
[k].
Then,
it
is
easy
to
see
that
θ,i
i∈Nθ
|Nθ |


1
⊤
,
(51)
tr(E[eθ [k]eθ [k]]) = O
|N |
 θ 
1
.
(52)
tr(E[Wθ [k]Wθ⊤ [k]]) = O
|Nθ |

1
|Nθ |

X

∗
Xθ,i
[k].

i∈Nθ

P

Note that N = θ∈Θ |Nθ |. Then, the dynamics of the above
process is given as
Yθ∗ [k + 1] =(A(θ) − B(θ)Π(θ))Yθ∗ [k]

− B(θ)K1∗ (θ)X̄ ∗ [k] + K2∗ eθ [k] + Wθ [k],

ǫθT (Nθ ) :=

T −1

T −1

k=0

k=0

1 X ∗
1 X
E
kZ̃θ [k]k2 = E
kX̂θ∗ [k] − Yθ∗ [k]k2 .
T
T

As the Markov chain induced by the stable gain matrix (A(θ)−
B(θ)Π(θ)) is ergodic, we can deduce


1
.
lim sup ǫθT (Nθ ) = EZ̃θ ∼N (0,Σ∞ ) [kZ̃θ∗ k2 ] = O
θ
|Nθ |
T →∞
k→∞

This is due to E[Z̃θ∗ [k]] −−−−→ 0, (53), and the steady-state
covariance matrix of the Markov chain (induced by gain matrix
(A(θ) − B(θ)Π(θ))), denoted by Σ∞
θ , being the solution to
the Lyapunov equation,
⊤
Σ∞
θ =E[W̃θ [k]W̃θ [k]]
⊤
+ (A(θ) − B(θ)Π(θ))Σ∞
θ (A(θ) − B(θ)Π(θ)) ,

⊤
∞
where tr(E[
 W̃θ [k]W̃θ [k]]) = O 1/|Nθ | and thus kΣθ k =
O 1/|Nθ | . Finally, since
T −1 
N
2
1 X ∗
1 X
∗
X [k] − X̄ [k]
E
ǫT (N ) =
T
N j=1 θ,j
k=0
T −1  X X
2
∗
Xθ,j
[k] X
1 X
∗
=
−
F (θ)X̂θ [k]
E
T
N
θ∈Θ
k=0
θ∈Θ j∈Nθ
T −1  X
2
X
1 X
|Nθ | ∗
=
Yθ [k] −
F (θ)X̂θ∗ [k]
E
T
N
θ∈Θ
k=0
θ∈Θ


T
−1
X
 2
1 X
E
=
FN (θ)Yθ∗ [k] − F (θ)X̂θ∗ [k]
T
k=0

θ∈Θ

−1
X 1 TX

2
E FN (θ)Yθ∗ [k] − F (θ)X̂θ∗ [k]
≤ c1θ
T
θ∈Θ

≤ c2θ

X

θ∈Θ

k=0

F (θ)

T −1
1 X  ∗
2
E Yθ [k] − X̂θ∗ [k]
T
k=0

+ c3θ |FN (θ) − F (θ)|

T −1

1 X  ∗
E Yθ [k]k2
T
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=

X

θ∈Θ

F (θ)ǫθT (Nθ ) + O(|FN (θ) − F (θ)|),

c1θ , c2θ , c3θ

where
≥ 0 are finite constants. The last step
is obtained using
definition
of ǫθT (Nθ ) and the fact
 the

1 PT −1
∗
2
is bounded. Since
ǫθT (Nθ ) =
that T k=0 E Yθ [k]k

O 1/|Nθ | and |FN (θ) − F (θ)| = O 1/N , we can deduce
1
ǫT (N ) = O minθ∈Θ
|Nθ | .

Next, we prove the ǫ–Nash property of the equilibrium
control policy. To this end, we introduce the following metrics.
Also, we supress the arguments of Q and R for brevity. Let
JiN (µ∗,i , µ∗,−i ) =
(54)


2
N
T −1
1 X
1 X ∗,j
∗,i
lim sup E
X [k] +kU ∗,i [k]k2R  ,
Xk −
N j=1
T →∞ T
k=0

Q

be the cost of agent i when all agents follow the policy under
the MFE;
J(µ∗,i , X̄ ∗ ) =
(55)
"T −1
)
X
1
kX ∗,i [k] − X̄ ∗ k2Q + kU ∗,i [k]k2R ,
lim sup E
T →∞ T
k=0

be the cost of agent i with the consensus term replaced by the
equilibrium MF trajectory; and

JiN (π i , µ∗,−i ) =
(56)


2
N
T −1
X
i
1
1 X
X ∗,j [k] +kV i [k]k2R ,
X i,π [k] −
lim sup E
N j=1
T →∞ T
k=0

Q

be the cost of agent i when it deviates from the MF policy
i
while all other agents follow the MF policy. Here, X i,π [k] is
the state of agent i at time k when it chooses a control policy
π i ∈ Mc,con
. Furthermore, the control action V i [k] is derived
i
i
from π . To make the argument and the result more concrete,
we now have the following definition:
Definition 4. [7] The set of control policies {µ∗,i , 1 ≤ i ≤
N } constitute an ǫ–Nash equilibrium with respect to the cost
functions {JiN , 1 ≤ i ≤ N }, if there exists ǫ > 0, such that
JiN (µ∗,i , µ∗,−i ) ≤

inf

π i ∈Mc,con
i

JiN (π i , µ∗,−i ) + ǫ, ∀i ∈ [N ].

Next, we give the following theorem stating the ǫ-Nash
result, i.e., the control laws prescribed by the MFE constitute
an ǫ-Nash equilibrium in the finite population case.
Theorem 4. Suppose Assumptions 1-3 hold. Then the set of
decentralized control policies {µ∗,i , 1 ≤ i ≤ N }, constitute
an ǫ–Nash equilibrium for the N –agent LQ-mean field game
with bandwidth limits. In particular, we have that


1
,
JiN(µ∗,i , µ∗,−i ) ≤ infc,con JiN (π i , µ∗,−i )+Oq
π i ∈Mi
min |Nθ |
θ∈Θ

(57)

i.e., ǫ = O(√

1
)
minθ∈Θ |Nθ |

in Definition 4.

Proof. We prove the theorem in two steps. In the first step, we
derive an upper bound on JiN (µ∗,i , µ∗,−i ) − J(µi , X̄ ∗ ), and

in step 2, on J(µi , X̄ ∗ ) − JiN (π i , µ∗,−i ). Finally, we combine
these bounds to arrive at (57).
Step 1: Consider the following:
JiN (µ∗,i , µ∗,−i ) − J(µi , X̄ ∗ ) ≤ JiN (µ∗,i , µ∗,−i ) − J(µ∗,i , X̄ ∗ )

2
N
T −1
1 X ∗,j
1 X
∗
X [k]
= lim sup E
X̄ [k] −
N j=1
T →∞ T
k=0
Q


N
X

1
⊤
X ∗,j [k]
+ 2 X ∗,i [k] − X̄ ∗ [k] Q X̄ ∗ [k] −
N j=1
≤ lim sup kQkǫT (N )
T →∞
v
" T −1
#
u
u
X
1
+ lim sup 2kQktǫT (N )E
kX ∗,i [k] − X̄ ∗ [k]k2
T
T →∞
k=0

(58)

where (58) follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality.
Step 2: Consider the following:
JiN (π i , µ∗,−i ) =


2
N
T
−1
X
X
i
1
1
X ∗,j [k] + kV i [k]k2R 
X i,π [k] −
lim sup E 
N j=1
T →∞ T
k=0
Q

2
N
T −1
1  X 1 X ∗,j
∗,i
i
∗
= J(π , X̄ )−lim sup E
X [k]− X̄ [k]
N j=1
T →∞ T
k=0
Q


N

⊤
i
1 X ∗,j 
+2 X̄ ∗ [k] − X i,π [k] Q X̄ ∗ [k] −
X [k]
N j=1

2
N
T
−1
X
1
1 X ∗,j
X [k]− X̄ ∗,i [k]
≥ J(µi , X̄ ∗ )−lim sup E
N j=1
T →∞ T
k=0
Q


N


⊤
i
1 X ∗,j,πj 
X
[k]
.
+2 X̄ ∗ [k] − X i,π [k] Q X̄ ∗ [k] −
N j=1

Finally, using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality in the same manner
as for (58), we get
J(µi , X̄ ∗ ) − JiN (π i , µ∗,−i ) ≤ lim sup kQkǫT (N )
T →∞
v
#
" T −1
u
u
X
1
i
+ lim sup 2kQktǫT (N )E
kX i,π [k] − X̄ ∗ [k]k2 .
T
T →∞
k=0

By using Lemma
hP4, we have thati there exist M2 , T2 >
T −1
∗,i
[k]k2 < M2 , ∀T > T2 .
0, such that T1 E
k=0 kX
∗
Further, since
exist M3 , T3 > 0, such
hP X̄ ∈ X , there
i
T −1
1
∗,i
2
that T E
<
M3 , ∀T > T3 . Finally,
k
X̄
[k]k
k=0
since Md,con
⊆ Mc,con
, inf πi ∈Mc,con
JiN (π i , µ∗,−i ) ≤
i
i
i
JiN (µ∗,i , µ∗,−i ), we may consider π i ∈ Mc,con
such
i
that h there exist M4 , iT4 > 0, with the property that
PT −1
1
i,π i
[k]k2 < M4 , ∀T > T4 . Choose T5 =
k=0 kX
TE
max{T1 , T2 , T3 , T4 }, and let T > T5 . Then, we have that
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JiN (µ∗,i , µ∗,−i )

≤ inf c JiN (π i , µ∗,−i )+2 lim sup kQkǫT (N )
π i ∈Mi
T →∞

√
+ lim sup 2 2kQk×
T →∞
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#!
#
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"T −1
u
u ǫT (N )
X
X
t
E
kX̄ ∗ [k]k2
kX ∗,i [k]k2 + E
T
k=0
k=0
√
+ lim sup 2 2kQk×
vT →∞
#!
#
"T −1
"T −1
u
u ǫT (N )
X
X
i
t
E
kX̄ ∗ [k]k2 .
kX i,π [k]k2 + E
T
k=0

k=0

p

By defining ǫ := O(lim supT →∞ ǫT (N )), and using Proposition 7, we get (57). The proof is thus complete.
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Fig. 4: The plot shows the variation of τ i with Rd for N = 6.
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In this section, we provide an empirical analysis of the
theoretical results. We simulate an N -agent system with scalar
dynamics. We first point out a key observation which may
seem not obvious. Consider the set of A and KW values
for 7 agents as A = {0.1, 0.3, 0.5, 0.7, 1.0, 1.3, 1.4, 1.5} and
KW = {3.0, 5.0, 1.0, 2.0, 4.0, 0.1, 2.0}. It may be tempting
to think that the values for the τ i ’s would be lower for the
unstable agents than for the stable ones. But the values of τ i
obtained were τ = {1, 0, 1, 1, 1, 2, 1} for Rd = 4. This shows,
for instance, that agent 6 is not connected over the network
for a longer period than a more stable agent 5. But this should
be expected because E[kei [k]k2 ] for all i depends not only on
Ai but also on KW i . Thus, a higher τ 6 is explained by a low
value of KW 6 .
Next, Fig. 4 shows a variation of τ i and Rd for N = 6.
The agent parameters used are A = {0.1, 0299, 0.498, 0.697,
0.896, 1.095} and KW = {0.3, 0.9, 1.5, 2.5, 4, 4.5}. It can
be seen that with more restricted bandwidth constraints, the
agents are not connected to their respective controllers for
longer intervals. Further, it can also be seen from the figure that
for small values of Rd , stability of a system becomes more
important, while for higher Rd values, the noise covariance
becomes a dominating factor. This observation is aligned with
intuition and can also be inferred from the equations for the
error covariance and the cost function.
Next, we empirically demonstrate the asymptotic optimality
of the hard-bandwidth policy as proved in Theorem 2. We
simulate the behavior of WAoI under: 1) the randomized
scheduling policy (Section IV-C), and 2) the bandwidth constrained scheduling policy (Section IV-D) with a bandwidth
of Rd = 0.6N . We plot the average WAoI of both these
policies from N = 5 till N = 1500, and a simulation time
of T = 100000 seconds. Fig. 5 shows that the WAoI for
both asymptotically approach each other as N increases. This
means that as the number of agents increases, the approximation error between the bandwidth constrained and the softconstrained problems decreases to zero.
Finally, we empirically evaluate the behavior of N = 800
agents under the MFE policy (37). To this end, we plot the

Fig. 5: The plot shows the performance comparison of
the optimal policy for the Soft-constrained Problem 4 and
Bandwidth-constrained Problem 2 for Rd = 0.6N .
average cost (54) of an agent as a function of the proportion of
available downlink bandwidth in Fig. 6 for A = 1.15, KW =
2, T = 500 seconds, and a single type. We also note that
the plotted cost is also equivalent to the average cost over
all agents since the multi-agent system is homogeneous. The
figure shows a box plot depicting the median (red line) and
spread (box) of the average cost per agent over 100 runs for
each value of α. From the figure, we see that the average cost
decreases as the available bandwidth increases, aligned with
intuition.
VII. C ONCLUSION
In this paper, we have studied an N +1 player game problem
in which N agents aim to achieve consensus while the BS
schedules information over a bandwidth-constrained network
to these agents using a WAoI metric. To solve the scheduling
problem, we have first formulated a relaxed version of the
problem and constructed a stationary randomized optimal
scheduling policy for it. We have then provided a scheduling
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Fig. 6: Average cost per agent when bandwidth ratio is equal
to α = RNd = 0.25, 0.45, 0.65 and 0.85.
policy for the hard bandwidth constrained problem inspired
by the optimal policy of the relaxed problem. Finally, we have
shown that the former is asymptotically optimal to the latter as
N → ∞. Next, we have solved the game problem between the
N –agents using the mean-field game approach and employing
the obtained scheduling policy. By considering a limiting
system as N → ∞, we have first proved the existence and
uniqueness of the mean-field equilibrium and then have shown
the ǫ–Nash property of the equilibrium solution for the finiteagent system. Finally, we have validated the theoretical results
using empirical simulations for both the proposed scheduling
and the control policies. Future research directions involve
extending the formulation to include erasure channels (with
probabilistic transmission from scheduler to the decoders) and
channels with random transmission delays.
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