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Abstract— We formulate and solve an optimal con-
trol problem with cooperative, mean-field coupled linear-
quadratic subsystems and additional risk-aware costs de-
pending on the covariance and skew of the disturbance.
This problem quantifies the variability of the subsystem
state energy rather than merely its expectation. In contrast
to related work, we develop an alternative approach that
illuminates a family of matrices with many analytical prop-
erties, which are useful for effectively extracting the mean-
field coupled solution from a standard LQR solution.

Index Terms— Cooperative control, linear systems,
stochastic optimal control.

I. INTRODUCTION

TEAM theory concerns the control of complex systems
consisting of many cooperating subsystems [1, Def.

18.1]. This has diverse applications, such as coordinating fleets
of autonomous vehicles [2], [3], signalling and traffic [4], and
sensor and surveillance networks [5], [6]. In such settings,
we may require a controller with minimal information sharing
between subsystems for practical reasons, including limited
communication bandwidth or computational power. This is
difficult in general, so we study a model where the mean-
field—the mean of all subsystem states—turns out to be the
only information shared, which can be implemented in practice
using a simple microcontroller that receives each subsystem
state, then sends back the computed mean. Furthermore, we fo-
cus on a stochastic model with individual linear dynamics and
a common quadratic objective, leading to the linear-quadratic
regulator (LQR) problem for mean-field coupled subsystems,
and a corresponding social optimal control solution.1

Social optimal controls for mean-field coupled subsystems
have been developed in continuous- and discrete-time linear-
quadratic settings [12]–[14]. The continuous-time approaches
in [12], [13] consider only Wiener process disturbances, limit-
ing the systems to which they may be applied. The approaches
in [12]–[14] are risk-neutral as they consider only the expected
standard cost, thereby limiting their ability to avoid or compen-
sate for dangerous, but possibly infrequent, disturbances with
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1Stochastic subsystems interacting through their mean-field have been of
recent interest, primarily in the alternative mean-field games setting, where
one finds the Nash optimal control solution for noncooperative subsystems
optimizing individual objectives, e.g., see [7]–[10]. Applications for mean-
field games can correspond to applications for mean-field coupled social
optimal control when the subsystems are assumed to be cooperative instead,
e.g., see [11].

catastrophic consequences [15]. This motivates the formulation
of a risk-aware problem that incorporates further information
about the distribution of possible outcomes to mitigate high-
risk scenarios.

While the field of control systems traditionally has focused
on analysis and design in the average case or in the worst
case, risk-aware control theory is the study of control systems
with respect to diverse characterizations of future possibilities
between the average case and the worst case, offering en-
hanced flexibility compared to the standard paradigms [15].2

There are many methods of equipping control systems with
risk awareness. For example, exponential-of-cost penalizes
increases in the objective more strongly to discourage larger
costs, however it typically requires Gaussian disturbances
and its risk parameter may have a limited effective range
[17], [18]. Worst-case approaches may be too pessimistic and
cannot handle noise distributions with noncompact support.
Conditional-value-at-risk-based approaches use a risk parame-
ter that quantifies a fraction of the worst outcomes, thereby of-
fering more flexibility [15], [16], [19], [20]. Predictive variance
assesses risk in terms of variability [21], reflecting a classical
risk assessment approach [22], and may benefit applications
that make decisions based on expectation-variability trade-
offs. In a linear-quadratic setting with mild restrictions on
the disturbance (e.g., the disturbance does not need to be
Gaussian), predictive variance admits a quadratic form, leading
to an optimal controller that depends on the covariance and
skew of the disturbance and can attenuate drastic changes in
the state energy effectively [21], [23].

Contribution: We formulate and solve a risk-aware social op-
timal control problem for mean-field coupled linear-quadratic
subsystems on a finite horizon under mild assumptions on the
process noise by adapting the predictive variance in [21] to
introduce a risk-aware cost for each subsystem. A closely
related work to ours is [24], which considers an infinite-
horizon, risk-constrained formulation instead. However, our
work differs from and improves upon [24] in crucial ways.
Rather than using the common reformulation based on aux-
iliary and mean-field states as in [14], [24], we present a
centralized reformulation in terms of matrices that admit
a common structure, which we call pseudo-block diagonal
matrices. In contrast to [24], we explicitly and rigorously
establish a family of linear maps and its many analytical
properties inherited from the Kronecker product, which allows
us to translate between standard uncoupled LQR and mean-
field coupled settings. Pseudo-block diagonal matrix algebra is

2While risk-aware control is a main aspect of this work, distributionally
robust control (e.g., optimizing a worst-case expectation) also does not
merely rely on the expected standard cost to quantify uncertain outcomes.
Distributionally robust risk-aware control has been studied as well [16].
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useful for adapting established theory for uncoupled systems
to mean-field coupled subsystems and is not restricted to
the setting of predictive variance. Once an uncoupled LQR
problem with a known solution is formulated in terms of
pseudo-block diagonal matrices, pseudo-block diagonal matrix
algebra can enable convenient extraction of the mean-field
coupled solution from the aforementioned known solution, as
we demonstrate in the process from Theorem 1 to Theorem
2 in this work, circumventing the need to rework a standard
solution procedure from the start in terms of auxiliary and
mean-field states as in [24]. Additionally, we demonstrate
that the optimal control is mean-field coupled even with the
assumption of a more general information sharing structure
than in [24]. More broadly, we are mathematically rigorous in
our problem formulation and analysis, such as being careful to
condition upon the history of all subsystems in the definition
of predictive variance unlike [24], to ensure correctness in
the results presented. Finally, we express the risk as a cost,
rather than a constraint, bypassing the need for primal-dual
machinery and associated computational complexity.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION AND NOTATION

Notation: R denotes the real line. Rn denotes the n-
dimensional real space. Rn×m denotes the set of n ×m real
matrices. N = {1, 2, . . .} and N0 = {0, 1, . . .} denote the
sets of natural numbers and nonnegative integers, respectively.
Sn, Sn

+, and Sn
++ denote the sets of symmetric, symmetric

positive semidefinite, and symmetric positive definite matrices
in Rn×n, respectively. In denotes the n × n identity matrix.
0n denotes the matrix of all zeros in Rn×n. 1n is the vector
of all ones in Rn. We define En ≜ 1

n1n1
⊤
n . For any two

matrices M and N , M ⊗N denotes their Kronecker product
[25, Ch. 2]. ∥ · ∥ is the Euclidean norm on Rn. For any
sequence of k ∈ N column vectors v1, . . . , vk, we define
v = (v1, . . . , vk) as their vertical concatenation. If v1, . . . , vk

have the same dimension, v̄ ≜ 1
k

∑k
i=1 v

i denotes their
mean-field. Superscripts on variables denote the subsystem
index, while subscripts denote the time index. (Ω,F ,P) is a
probability space upon which we define all random vectors in
this work, and E(·) is the corresponding expectation operator.
If X1, . . . , Xk is a sequence of random (column) vectors,
σ(X1, . . . , Xk) denotes the σ-algebra generated by the random
vector (X1, . . . , Xk) [26, Def. 6.4.1].

Dynamics: In this work, we consider k ∈ N linear-quadratic
(LQ) subsystems with identical dynamics and costs over a
discrete-time finite horizon T ≜ {0, 1, . . . , T − 1} of length
T ∈ N, with mean-field coupled dynamics and costs. The
random vectors xi

t, u
i
t, and wi

t+1 denote the Rn-valued state,
Rm-valued control, and Rn-valued disturbance of subsystem
i ∈ I ≜ {1, . . . , k} at time t ∈ T, respectively. The mean-field
coupled dynamics for each subsystem are

xi
t+1 = Atx

i
t +Btu

i
t + Ctx̄t + wi

t+1, i ∈ I, t ∈ T, (1)

where At ∈ Rn×n, Bt ∈ Rn×m, and Ct ∈ Rn×n are the
state, input, and mean-field coupling matrices, respectively.
For each t ∈ T̃ ≜ {0, 1, . . . , T}, we define the random
vector ht ≜ (x0, . . . ,xt,u0, . . . ,ut−1) and the σ-algebra

Ft ≜ σ(ht), with F−1 the trivial σ-algebra {∅,Ω}. In this
work, we use the following assumptions.

Assumption 1 (Disturbance).
(a) The random vectors x0,w1, . . . ,wT are independent,

w1, . . . ,wT are i.i.d., and x0 is deterministic.
(b) w1

t+1, . . . , w
k
t+1 are i.i.d. for each t ∈ T.

(c) E(∥wi
t+1∥4) < ∞ for each i ∈ I and t ∈ T.

Assumption 2 (Control). E(∥ui
t∥2) < ∞ and ui

t is Ft-
measurable, denoted as ui

t ∈ L2(Ft), for each i ∈ I and t ∈ T.

Assumptions 1(a) and 1(b) are relatively standard for mean-
field coupled subsystems, and we require Assumption 1(c) to
ensure that the risk-aware objective is finite. Assumption 1(c)
does restrict the disturbances we may consider, but still
presents a significant relaxation of the common assumption of
Gaussian disturbances. Assumption 2 is standard and equiva-
lent to E(∥ut∥2) < ∞ with ut being Ft-measurable, denoted
as ut ∈ L2(Ft), for each t ∈ T. Note that Assumption 2
does not assume that ui

t depends only on the history of
the mean-field and subsystem i, but rather a more general
information sharing structure in which the control depends on
the complete system history. We will later see that the optimal
control depends only on a mean-field sharing information
structure even without explicitly assuming it. Further, note that
Assumptions 1 and 2 together with the form of the dynamics
imply that E(∥xi

t∥2) < ∞ for each i ∈ I and t ∈ T̃.
Costs: The standard mean-field coupled per-step costs for

subsystem i ∈ I are

cxt (xt) ≜
∑k

i=1 x̄
⊤
t Ptx̄t + xi

t
⊤
Qtx

i
t, t ∈ T̃, (2a)

cut (ut) ≜
∑k

i=1 u
i
t
⊤
Rtu

i
t, t ∈ T, (2b)

where Pt ∈ Sn
+, Qt ∈ Sn

+, and Rt ∈ Sm
++. We quantify risk-

awareness using the notion of predictive variance to develop
an additional cost. The predictive variance for subsystem i ∈ I
at time t ∈ T̃ is E(∆i

t
2
), where the state-energy prediction

error ∆i
t is defined as

∆i
t ≜ xi

t

⊤
Qtx

i
t − E

(
xi
t

⊤
Qtx

i
t

∣∣∣Ft−1

)
. (3)

We adapt this subsystem-specific definition from [21], which
introduced an analogous notion of the predictive variance of a
single uncoupled system to formulate a risk-constrained prob-
lem. Now, we can define the risk-aware mean-field coupled
per-step cost for a user-specified risk-parameter λ ≥ 0 as

c∆t (xt) ≜ λ
∑k

i=1 ∆
i
t
2
, t ∈ T̃. (4)

With these per-step costs, we formulate the finite-horizon
random (cost) variable as

J(u) ≜ cxT (xT )+c∆T (xT )+
∑T−1

t=0 cxt (xt)+c∆t (xt)+cut (ut),

where u ≜ (u0,u1, . . . ,uT−1).
Risk-Aware Optimal Control Problem: We define the problem

of interest as minimizing the expectation of J(u) subject to the
dynamics and assumptions above. By including the predictive
variance in the objective E(J(u)) through the nonstandard
costs c∆t (4), this problem is risk-aware because it considers
the average state energy in addition to its variability.



Problem 1. Under Assumptions 1 and 2, the risk-aware finite-
horizon optimal control problem is

minimize E (J(u))

subject to xi
t+1 = Atx

i
t +Btu

i
t + Ctx̄t + wi

t+1,

ui
t ∈ L2(Ft), i ∈ I, t ∈ T.

(5)

III. CENTRALIZED REFORMULATION

Toward solving Problem 1, in this section we reformulate
this problem into a centralized form that resembles typical
LQR by removing explicit dependence on the mean-field. A
useful observation to help derive the centralized reformulation
is that the mean-field x̄t is linear in the full system state xt:

x̄t =
1
k

[
In · · · In

]
xt =

1
k (1

⊤
k ⊗ In)xt. (6)

Using this relation, we present the centralized system below.

Proposition 1. Equation (1) can be rewritten as

xt+1 = Ãtxt + B̃tut +wt+1, t ∈ T, (7)

where Ãt ≜ Ik ⊗At + Ek ⊗ Ct and B̃t ≜ Ik ⊗Bt.

Proof. The result follows from “vertically stacking” the sub-
system dynamics, substituting the mean-field terms using (6),
and then simplifying the resulting expression.

Proposition 2. Given Pt ∈ Sn
+, Qt ∈ Sn

+, and Rt ∈ Sm
++,

Equation (2) can be rewritten as

cxt (xt) = x⊤
t Q̃txt and cut (ut) = u⊤

t R̃tut, (8)

where Q̃t ≜ Ik ⊗Qt +Ek ⊗Pt ∈ Snk
+ , R̃t ≜ Ik ⊗Rt ∈ Smk

++.

Proof. First, standard linear algebra results in cut (ut) =

u⊤
t (Ik ⊗Rt)ut and

∑k
i=1 x

i
t
⊤
Qtx

i
t = x⊤

t (Ik ⊗Qt)xt.
Also, we have

kx̄⊤
t Ptx̄t =

1
k ((1

⊤
k ⊗ In)xt)

⊤Pt((1
⊤
k ⊗ In)xt)

= 1
kx

⊤
t (1k ⊗ In)(1⊗ Pt)(1

⊤
k ⊗ In)xt

= x⊤
t (Ek ⊗ Pt)xt.

Now, note that if X and Y are symmetric positive definite
(resp., semidefinite), then X⊗Y is symmetric positive definite
(resp., semidefinite) [25, p. 116]. Ik is symmetric positive
definite, and we verify that Ek is symmetric positive definite
in a subsequent lemma (Lemma 1). So, Ik⊗Qt, Ek⊗Pt ∈ Snk

+

and Ik ⊗Rt ∈ Smk
++, therefore Q̃t ∈ Snk

+ and R̃t ∈ Smk
++.

Proposition 1 together with Assumptions 1 and 2 can be
used to show that wi

t and ht−1 are independent for each i ∈ I
and t ∈ {1, . . . , T}, which is useful for reducing the risk-
aware cost to a quadratic form in the following proposition.

Proposition 3. Under Assumptions 1 and 2, we have

E
(
c∆t (xt)

)
= 4λE

(
x⊤
t (Ik ⊗QtΣQt)xt + x⊤

t (1k ⊗Qtγt)
)

+ kλδt − 4kλ tr
(
(ΣQt)

2
)
,

where c∆t (xt) is defined in (4), µ ≜ E(wi
t), dit ≜ wi

t − µ,
Σ ≜ E(ditdi⊤t ), γt ≜ E(ditdi⊤t Qtd

i
t), and

δt ≜ E
((

di⊤t Qtd
i
t − tr(ΣQt)

)2)
.

Proof. Defining ℓt ≜ δt − 4 tr((ΣQt)
2), we find that

E
(
∆i

t

2
)
= 4E

(
xi
t

⊤
QtΣQtx

i
t + xi

t

⊤
Qtγt

)
+ ℓt (9)

using E(∥x̂i
t∥2) < ∞, E(∥dit∥4) < ∞, and the independence

of dit and x̂i
t, where x̂i

t is Rn-valued everywhere and x̂i
t

a.e.
=

E(xi
t | Ft−1). The derivation for (9) is involved but largely

identical to the proof of [21, Prop. 1], with minor modifications
to account for the time-varying Qt and the extra mean-field
dependence in the dynamics. Then, we may use an approach
similar to the one in the proof of Proposition 2 to obtain the
desired result.

The quadratic and affine terms in xt in the risk-aware cost
have dependence on the covariance and skew of the distur-
bance, respectively, which we can interpret as penalizing state
trajectories that are more “sensitive” to potential disturbances
[21]. Using the previous results, we determine an equivalent
centralized alternative to Problem 1.

Problem 2. Under Assumptions 1 and 2, consider the follow-
ing finite-horizon centralized optimal control problem:

minimize E
(
cλT (xT ) +

∑T−1
t=0 cλt (xt) + cut (ut)

)
subject to xt+1 = Ãtxt + B̃tut +wt+1,

ut ∈ L2(Ft), t ∈ T,

(10)

where cλt (xt) ≜ x⊤
t Q̃

λ
t xt + x⊤

t b
λ
t , Q̃λ

t ≜ Ik ⊗ (Qt + Qλ
t ) +

Ek ⊗ Pt, Qλ
t ≜ 4λQtΣQt, bλ

t ≜ 1k ⊗ bλt , and bλt ≜ 4λQtγt.

Proposition 4. If u∗ is an optimal control for Problem 1
(resp., Problem 2), then u∗ is also an optimal control for
Problem 2 (resp., Problem 1).

Proof. Recall from the discussion of Assumption 2 that ui
t ∈

L2(Ft) for each i ∈ I is equivalent to ut ∈ L2(Ft). By
additionally applying Proposition 1, the constraints of the two
problems are equivalent. Then, we use Propositions 2 and 3
and observe that Q̃λ

t = Q̃t+4λ(Ik⊗QtΣQt) = Q̃t+Ik⊗Qλ
t

to conclude that the objectives of the two problems only differ
by a constant.

We have now reduced the risk-aware finite-horizon optimal
control problem (Problem 1) to a problem similar to a standard
LQR (Problem 2), except with an extra affine term in the
objective. Instead of solving Problem 2 immediately, however,
we observe that the matrices in the centralized formulation
admit a particularly useful form. We investigate properties
of such matrices next, which will facilitate the process of
determining the optimal mean-field coupled control.

IV. PSEUDO-BLOCK DIAGONAL MATRICES

For any two matrices M and M̄ of the same dimensions,
consider a matrix of the form (recall that Ek = 1

k1k1
⊤
k )

M̃ = Ik ⊗M + Ek ⊗ (M̄ −M). (11)

If M = M̄ , then M̃ is simply block diagonal. However, when
this is not the case, we can view M̃ as pseudo-block diagonal,
i.e., a block diagonal matrix perturbed by another matrix with
all blocks identical. Such matrices have useful properties that



“decouple” the structures of M and M̄ in some sense, induced
by the properties of Ek and the Kronecker product. First, we
prove some useful properties of Ek.

Lemma 1. For any k ∈ N, the following four properties hold:
(a) E2

k = Ek; (b) E⊤
k = Ek; (c) Ek1k = 1k and 1⊤

k Ek = 1⊤
k ;

and (d) Ek ∈ Sk
++.

Proof. Properties (a)–(c) follow directly from algebraic sim-
plification after substituting the definition Ek = 1

k1k1
⊤
k . Since

Ek is symmetric and for any nonzero x ∈ Rk, we have
x⊤Ekx = 1

kx
⊤1k1

⊤
k x = 1

k (x
⊤1k)

2 > 0, we conclude that
Ek ∈ Sk

++.

The properties in Lemma 1 also hold for Ik, therefore Ek

behaves like a “pseudo-identity” matrix. Next, we review prop-
erties of the Kronecker product for the reader’s convenience.

Lemma 2. For any matrices A, B, C, and D of appropriate
dimensions and λ ∈ R, the following properties hold:

(A⊗B)⊤ = A⊤ ⊗B⊤, (12a)
(λA)⊗B = λ(A⊗B) = A⊗ (λB), (12b)

A⊗ (B + C) = A⊗B +A⊗ C, (12c)
(A+B)⊗ C = A⊗ C +B ⊗ C, (12d)

(A⊗B)(C ⊗D) = AC ⊗BD, (12e)

(A⊗B)−1 = A−1 ⊗B−1, (12f)

where (12f) holds if and only if A and B are invertible.

Proof. All the properties above follow from straightforward
algebraic manipulation (e.g., see [25, Ch. 2] for details).

Now, we define a family of maps from a pair of matrices
to a pseudo-block diagonal matrix.

Definition 1. For each k, m, and n, all natural numbers, we
define φm,n

k : Rm×n × Rm×n → Rmk×nk as φm,n
k (A, Ā) ≜

Ik ⊗A+ Ek ⊗ (Ā−A).

We allow slight abuse of notation by writing φk instead
of φm,n

k , where m and n are understood from the inputs. φk

presents a convenient representation of pseudo-block diagonal
matrices and simplifies many computations because of the
properties it inherits from Ek and the Kronecker product.

Proposition 5. For any matrices A, Ā, B, B̄, C, and C̄
of appropriate dimensions, column vector v of appropriate
dimension, and λ ∈ R, the following properties hold:

φk(A, Ā)⊤ = φk(A
⊤, Ā⊤), (13a)

λφk(A, Ā) = φk(λA, λĀ), (13b)
φk(A, Ā) + φk(B, B̄) = φk(A+B, Ā+ B̄), (13c)

φk(A, Ā)(1k ⊗ v) = 1k ⊗ Āv, (13d)
φk(A, Ā)φk(C, C̄) = φk(AC, ĀC̄), (13e)

(φk(A, Ā))−1 = φk(A
−1, Ā−1), (13f)

where the last line holds if A and Ā are invertible.

Proof. Equations (13a) to (13c) follow from Lemma 2. Equa-
tion (13d) can be verified by applying Lemmas 1 and 2:

φk(A, Ā)(1k ⊗ v) = Ik1k ⊗Av + Ek1k ⊗ (Ā−A)v

= 1k ⊗Av + 1k ⊗ (Ā−A)v = 1k ⊗ Āv.

Equation (13e) also follows from the previous lemmas:

φk(A, Ā)φk(C, C̄)

= Ik ⊗AC + Ek ⊗ ((Ā−A)C +A(C̄ − C))

+ E2
k ⊗ (Ā−A)(C̄ − C)

= Ik ⊗AC

+ Ek ⊗ ((Ā−A)C +A(C̄ − C) + (Ā−A)(C̄ − C))

= Ik ⊗AC + Ek ⊗ (ĀC̄ −AC).

Then, (13f) follows from using (13e) to multiply by the pro-
posed inverse and showing that the product is the identity.

To see the utility of Proposition 5, we observe that the
dynamics and cost matrices in the centralized reformulation
admit a pseudo-block diagonal form and can be written in
terms of φk.

Lemma 3. We have Ãt = φk(At, Āt), B̃t = φk(Bt, Bt),
Q̃λ

t = φk(Qt+Qλ
t , Q̄t+Qλ

t ), and R̃t = φk(Rt, Rt) for each
t, where Āt ≜ At + Ct, Q̄t ≜ Pt + Qt, and the remaining
matrices are as in the dynamics and costs defined earlier.

The results in this section allow us to view the centralized
matrices in a decoupled manner. Given any pseudo-block
diagonal matrix M̃ = φk(M,M̄) in Lemma 3 encoding in-
formation about the centralized system, M and M̄ encode the
corresponding information about a subsystem with state xi

t−x̄t

and the (mean-field) subsystem with state x̄t, respectively; e.g.,
Ãt = φk(At, Āt), At, and Āt are the state update matrices for
the centralized system, a subsystem with state xi

t− x̄t, and the
mean-field subsystem with state x̄t, respectively.

V. OPTIMAL CONTROL

We present the centralized optimal controller and use the
findings from Section IV to derive its mean-field coupled form.

Theorem 1 (Centralized Optimal Control). The unique cen-
tralized optimal control solution to Problem 2 for t ∈ T is

u∗
t = K̃txt + ft, (14)

where the feedback matrices and affine terms are

K̃t ≜ −(R̃t + B̃⊤
t S̃t+1B̃t)

−1B̃⊤
t S̃t+1Ãt, (15)

ft ≜ −(R̃t + B̃⊤
t S̃t+1B̃t)

−1B̃⊤
t (S̃t+1µ+ 1

2gt+1), (16)

and where S̃t and gt are

S̃t ≜ −Ã⊤
t S̃t+1B̃t(R̃t + B̃⊤

t S̃t+1B̃t)
−1B̃⊤

t S̃t+1Ãt

+ Ã⊤
t S̃t+1Ãt + Q̃λ

t ,
(17)

gt ≜ (Ãt + B̃tK̃t)
⊤(2S̃t+1µ+ gt+1) + bλ

t , (18)

with gT ≜ bλ
T , S̃T ≜ Q̃λ

T , and µ ≜ 1k ⊗ µ.

Proof. This result can be shown by applying dynamic pro-
gramming (e.g., see [27, Ch. 6]). The optimal value function
takes the form Vt(xt) = x⊤

t S̃txt+x⊤
t gt+rt, where S̃t ∈ Snk

+

and rt ∈ R. This is standard, so we omit the derivation.

We now apply the properties in Proposition 5 to decompose
the previous solution into a mean-field coupled form.



Theorem 2 (Mean-Field Coupled Optimal Control). The
unique mean-field coupled optimal control solution to Prob-
lem 1 for t ∈ T is

ui
t

∗
= Ktx

i
t + (K̄t −Kt)x̄t + ft, i ∈ I, (19)

where the feedback matrices and affine terms are

Kt ≜ −(Rt +B⊤
t St+1Bt)

−1B⊤
t St+1At, (20a)

K̄t ≜ −(Rt +B⊤
t S̄t+1Bt)

−1B⊤
t S̄t+1Āt, (20b)

ft ≜ −(Rt +B⊤
t S̄t+1Bt)

−1B⊤
t (S̄t+1µ+ 1

2gt+1), (21)

and where St, S̄t, and gt are

St ≜ −A⊤
t St+1Bt(Rt +B⊤

t St+1Bt)
−1B⊤

t St+1At

+A⊤
t St+1At +Qt +Qλ

t ,
(22a)

S̄t ≜ −Ā⊤
t S̄t+1Bt(Rt +B⊤

t S̄t+1Bt)
−1B⊤

t S̄t+1Āt

+ Ā⊤
t S̄t+1Āt + Q̄t +Qλ

t ,
(22b)

gt ≜ (Āt +BtK̄t)
⊤(2S̄t+1µ+ gt+1) + bλt , (23)

with gT ≜ bλT , ST ≜ QT +Qλ
T , S̄T ≜ Q̄T +Qλ

T , Āt and Q̄t

as in Lemma 3, and Qλ
t and bλt as in Problem 2.

Proof. Since u∗ = (u∗
0,u

∗
1, . . . ,u

∗
T−1) (14) is optimal for

Problem 2 by Theorem 1, u∗ is also optimal for Problem 1 by
Proposition 4. Recalling that u∗

t = (u1
t
∗
, . . . , uk

t
∗
), our task is

to extract ui
t
∗ from u∗

t . We can prove that S̃t = φk(St, S̄t),
where St ∈ Sn

+ and S̄t ∈ Sn
+, for each t ∈ T̃ via backwards

induction. For the base case, observe that S̃T = Q̃λ
T =

φk(QT +Qλ
T , Q̄T +Qλ

T ) = φk(ST , S̄T ) using Theorem 1 and
Lemma 3, where ST ∈ Sn

+ and S̄T ∈ Sn
+. For the inductive

step, first assume that S̃t+1 = φk(St+1, S̄t+1), where St+1 ∈
Sn
+ and S̄t+1 ∈ Sn

+, for some t ∈ T. Then, Lemma 3 and
Proposition 5 (with invertibility of certain matrices) lead to

(R̃t + B̃⊤
t S̃t+1B̃t)

−1

= (R̃t + φk(Bt, Bt)
⊤φk(St+1, S̄t+1)φk(Bt, Bt))

−1

= (R̃t + φk(B
⊤
t , B⊤

t )φk(St+1Bt, S̄t+1Bt))
−1

= (φk(Rt, Rt) + φk(B
⊤
t St+1Bt, B

⊤
t S̄t+1Bt))

−1

= (φk(Rt +B⊤
t St+1Bt, Rt +B⊤

t S̄t+1Bt))
−1

= φk((Rt +B⊤
t St+1Bt)

−1, (Rt +B⊤
t S̄t+1Bt)

−1).

For space considerations, we omit the rest of the inductive step,
in which we can similarly apply the properties in Proposition 5
to conclude that S̃t = φk(St, S̄t) and also show that St and
S̄t are symmetric positive semidefinite.

Next, we use S̃t = φk(St, S̄t) to verify that K̃t =
φk(Kt, K̄t), again by applying the same properties. We can
also show that gt = 1k ⊗ gt for each t ∈ T̃ by induction,
where we use (13d) in particular. For each t ∈ T, the equality
ft = 1k ⊗ ft follows from S̃t+1 = φk(St+1, S̄t+1), gt+1 =
1k ⊗ gt+1, Lemma 3, and Proposition 5. Finally, we observe
the block row of u∗

t = K̃txt + ft = φk(Kt, K̄t)xt + 1k ⊗ ft
corresponding to the ith subsystem to find that ui

t
∗
= Ktx

i
t +

1
k

∑k
j=1(K̄t −Kt)x

j
t + ft, which is equivalent to (19).

The solution pathway in this section is not specific to
predictive variance. In particular, a similar pathway may be
used to solve an optimal control problem for mean-field

coupled subsystems with an alternative risk formulation, such
as the exponential utility, by first reformulating the problem in
terms of pseudo-block diagonal matrices and then following
an approach similar to the proof of Theorem 2.

Note that when λ = 0 and the disturbance is zero-mean, the
optimal control in Theorem 2 is identical to the (risk-neutral)
state-feedback optimal control in [14, Th. 1]. Also, the optimal
control in Theorem 2 is analogous to the one in [24, Th. 1],
but without the redundant affine term evaluating to zero.

VI. NUMERICAL EXAMPLE

Consider k = 250 mean-field coupled LQ subsystems
over a time horizon of length T = 50 with parameters
At = 1.1, Bt = 0.3, Ct = 0.2, Pt = 0.4, Qt = 0.8,
and Rt = 1.2, with the deterministic initial states x1

0, . . . , x
k
0

being fixed realizations from N (10, 2), and with wi
t ∼

10(Bernoulli(0.25) − 0.25), a simple example of a random
variable with nonzero skew. We run 104 simulations, each with
an independently generated disturbance process, and then plot
statistics of average and maximum subsystem state energy and
control effort in Fig. 1 (see caption for definitions).

In Figs. 1(a) and 1(b), the empirical means of cx,avgt and
cx,max
t decrease as λ increases, indicating improved regulation

of all subsystems in general, rather than just the mean-field
(recall (2)). The substantial decrease in cx,max

t in particular
shows that increasing λ can provide regulation for even the
worst-case subsystem. In contrast, the worst-case subsystem
in the risk-neutral case may have no regulation, with its state
energy increasing significantly over time.

In Figs. 1(c) and 1(d), the empirical variability in the time
averages of cx,max

t and cu,max
t decrease as λ increases, demon-

strating the controller’s robustness by making the performance
of the risk-aware controller highly predictable regardless of
the specific realization of the disturbance process. Further-
more, with increasing λ, cx,max

t decreases dramatically, while
cu,max
t increases less significantly. However, cx,avgt decreases

marginally compared to the increase in cu,avgt , indicating an
increase in average total cost compared to the risk-neutral case.
So, λ presents a trade-off to sacrifice average performance for
less volatility and improved worst-case performance.

VII. CONCLUSION

We present and solve a risk-aware social optimal control
problem for mean-field coupled subsystems using predictive
variance. Our solution pathway involves reformulating the
problem in terms of pseudo-block diagonal matrices, which
enjoy many notable properties not specific to predictive vari-
ance. This pathway is useful for extending existing solutions
for uncoupled systems to mean-field coupled settings, and
in particular, may help extend the results of this work to a
partially observable setting, e.g., see [28]. Another direction
of interest is to explore alternative risk or cost formulations
which may admit a centralized formulation with pseudo-block
diagonal matrices, such as distributionally robust constraints
[16] or variance suppression [29].
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(a) Average Subsystem State Energy vs. t
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(c) Time Average of State Energy Statistics vs. λ
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Fig. 1. Plots of (a) average state energy c
x,avg
t ≜ 1

k

∑
i∈I(x

i
t)

⊤Qtxi
t vs. t, (b) maximum state energy c

x,max
t ≜ maxi∈I(x

i
t)

⊤Qtxi
t vs. t, (c)

time average of state energy statistics, cx,avg
t and c

x,max
t , vs. λ, and (d) time average of control effort statistics, cu,avg

t ≜ 1
k

∑
i∈I(u

i
t)

⊤Rtui
t

and c
u,max
t ≜ maxi∈I(u

i
t)

⊤Rtui
t, vs. λ. The horizontal axis labels are (a) time t, (b) time t, (c) λ, and (d) λ. The bold lines and shaded regions

indicate the empirical mean values and observed credible intervals, respectively, of the plotted quantities among the 104 simulations.
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