
1

An Optimal Pricing Formula for Smart Grid based on
Stackelberg Game

Jiangjiang Cheng, Ge Chen, Zhouming Wu, and Yifen Mu

Abstract—The dynamic pricing of electricity is one of the most crucial
demand response (DR) strategies in smart grid, where the utility company
typically adjust electricity prices to influence user electricity demand. This
paper models the relationship between the utility company and flexible
electricity users as a Stackelberg game. Based on this model, we present
a series of analytical results under certain conditions. First, we give an
analytical Stackelberg equilibrium, namely the optimal pricing formula
for utility company, as well as the unique and strict Nash equilibrium
for users’ electricity demand under this pricing scheme. To our best
knowledge, it is the first optimal pricing formula in the research of price-
based DR strategies. Also, if there exist prediction errors for the supply
and demand of electricity, we provide an analytical expression for the
energy supply cost of utility company. Moreover, a sufficient condition has
been proposed that all electricity demands can be supplied by renewable
energy. When the conditions for analytical results are not met, we provide
a numerical solution algorithm for the Stackelberg equilibrium and verify
its efficiency by simulation.

Index Terms— Stackelberg game, Stackelberg equilibrium, optimal
pricing formula, smart grid, demand response

I. INTRODUCTION

Smart grid refers to an advanced electricity distribution system that
incorporates smart metering infrastructure capable of monitoring and
measuring power consumption of users with sophisticated communi-
cation network technology [1], [2], to achieve an efficient, reliable,
and sustainable electric grid operation. [3], [4]. One of the key fea-
tures of smart grid is the ability to regulate users’ electricity demand
with the aim of balancing supply and demand as well as reducing
power generation costs, known as demand response (DR) [5]–[7].
DR commonly refers to the energy consumption changes of users in
response to factors such as electricity prices or incentive payments
[8], [9], which plays a crucial role in optimizing energy allocation,
alleviating peak load, and ensuring the stability of the power grid
[10]–[12]. On the other hand, the development of renewable energy
technology has a significant effect on addressing the challenges of
greenhouse gas emissions and environmental pollution, gradually
occupying a dominant position in the energy supply of power grid
[3], [13]. Therefore, it is natural to design DR mechanisms that take
into account renewable energy to achieve the goal of sustainable
development [14], [15].

Among various DR strategies, price-based DR strategy is a preva-
lent research topic, including day-ahead pricing, real-time pricing
(RTP) and peak load pricing, etc [16]–[18]. In terms of improving
the performance of energy market, RTP is the hottest area of DR
mechanism, in which the electricity prices announced by the utility
company change typically to regulate user electricity demand [19],
[20]. The study of RTP mechanism can help the smart grid achieve
different objectives, including maximizing the social welfare [21],
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minimizing the energy expenses [22], mitigating peak load [23],
and maintaining the stability of energy networks [24]. Through the
dynamic change in electricity prices, RTP incentivizes users to adjust
their electricity consumption patterns to match real-time electricity
supply, in order to realize more flexible and sustainable power system
operation.

Because of the coupling relationship between multiple interactive
entities in smart grid, such as the energy service provider and
various users, network game theory provides a natural framework for
the interaction among various participators with different objectives
[25]–[28]. Most network game models typically exhibit complicated
dynamic behaviors, making the theoretical analysis of these models
very difficult [29], [30]. Current mainstream methods include mean
field dynamics [31], [32], semi-tensor product method [33], [34],
and so on. Zhu et al. [35] formulated and solved a demand-side
management problem of networked smart grid based on evolutionary
game theory. By using semi-tensor product, they proposed a new
binary optimal control algorithm to minimize the overall cost of smart
grid. Based on the randomness and dynamicity of wind and solar
power generation, it is natural to employ a richer class of network
games, namely stochastic game, to capture such dynamic uncertain
environments. Etesami et al. [36] introduced a novel model for energy
trading in smart grid employing a stochastic game framework on the
demand side and an optimization problem on the utility side. They
innovatively proposed a distributed algorithm to obtain equilibrium
points of the system and adopted online convex optimization to solve
the utility side problem. Besides, there are numerous network game
models used to assist utility company in estimating energy demand
and supply costs [37], achieving load balancing [38], and managing
energy storage and distributed microgrids [39]. However, due to the
large-scale, distributed, multi-agent nature of smart grid, and the
uncertainty of renewable energy, the equilibrium analysis and solution
of network game models in smart grid are still highly challenging,
which will become an important direction for future endeavors.

Due to the typical hierarchical structure inherent in the electricity
market, numerous price-based DR problems with two decision levels
can be effectively modeled as a special type of network game
in smart grid – Stackelberg game. The Stackelberg game model
can be used to analyze the interactions between various entities in
different scenarios. A large amount of existing research focuses on
the game relationship between utility company and users, and/or
the interaction among users. Concretely, the utility company set
dynamic electricity prices as a leader, and users adapt their electricity
consumption patterns as followers, thereby achieving coordination of
energy consumption and load distribution [40], [41]. Additionally, the
competition between multiple power utilities has gradually attracted
widespread attention, with the market regulator setting price schemes
to improve social welfare, and other power utilities adjusting pricing
strategies accordingly to maximize their own profits while consider-
ing market competition [42], [43].

Although there have been many studies on price-based DR strate-
gies in smart grid, a fundamental issue for utility companies is still
open: what is the optimal pricing formula? There are some numerical
solutions to this problem [16], [20], [21], but its analytical expression
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has not yet been provided. This paper addresses this problem and its
main contributions are as follows:

• This paper proposes a novel price-based DR model of Stack-
elberg game between the electricity company and users, in
which the goal of the electricity company is to minimize the
power supply cost, while the goals of users are to minimize
electricity consumption costs. Different from previous works
[10], [40], [41], our proposed model comprehensively considers
the uncontrollability of wind and solar energy, the diversity
of electricity users, and some constraints on users’ electricity
consumption, which makes it more realistic in certain scenarios.

• Based on our proposed model, we present a series of analytical
results under certain inequality conditions. First, if the supply
and demand of electricity can be predicted exactly in a certain
time window, we give an analytical expression for the Stack-
elberg equilibrium, in which the unique strict Nash equilibrium
among users is also the optimal solution for the utility company,
therefore the price expression in the Stackelberg equilibrium can
be treated as an optimal pricing formula. To the best of our
knowledge, it is the first optimal pricing formula in the research
of price-based DR strategies.
Also, if there exist prediction errors for the supply and demand
of electricity, we provide an analytical expression for the Nash
equilibrium among users and the corresponding energy supply
cost of utility company. Moreover, we find that under the same
prediction accuracy, by shortening the sampling length of the
time slot, the utility company’s cost function under the Nash
equilibrium can be greatly reduced.
Based on above results, we further provide a sufficient condition
for an ideal scenario where all electricity demand can be sup-
plied by renewable energy sources such as wind and photovoltaic
power.

• When the inequality conditions for the analytical solution are not
satisfied, a search algorithm is developed to obtain the numerical
solution of Stackelberg equilibrium, and a simulation example
is presented to demonstrate the effectiveness of our proposed
algorithm.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section II introduces
the constructed Stackelberg game model and some assumptions.
Section III analyzes the proposed game model and provides analytical
solutions for the corresponding Stackelberg equilibrium under certain
conditions, and the proofs of the corresponding theoretical results are
presented in Section IV. When the conditions are not met, Section V
provides a numerical solution algorithm for Stackelberg equilibrium.
The simulation results are presented and discussed subsequently.
Finally, the conclusion and outlook are made in Section VI.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION AND ASSUMPTIONS

This section provides the formulation of the problem to be solved
in this paper. Without loss of generality, our system includes one
supply side, one service side and one demand side. The supply side
consists of various types of power supplies, which are divided into
two categories: one is controllable power supply (e.g. thermal power
generation, hydro power generation, storage); the other one is un-
controllable power supply (e.g. wind power generation, photovoltaic
power generation). On the service side, there is a utility company
engaged in electricity trading between the supply side and demand
side. By setting an appropriate price, the utility company can regulate
users’ electricity demands, and then feedback energy consumption
information to supply side to achieve supply-demand balance. The
demand side is composed of a large number of users, which can
be divided into two categories: flexible electricity users (e.g. electric

vehicles, hydrogen production plant, some hot water supply systems,
some discrete electricity enterprises) and regular electricity users
(e.g., household electricity, continuous electricity enterprises). The
difference between these two categories of users is: the flexible users
determine their electricity consumption according to the spot price,
while the electricity demands of regular users do not depend on the
spot price. Fig. 1 illustrates the process of energy trading between
power supplies, utility company, and users. For ease of understanding,
Table I summarizes the main notations used in this paper.

Utility Company

Controllable Power Uncontrollable Power

Stackelberg Game Leader

…

Followers

Flexible Electricity Users

Regular 
Electricity 

Users

Energy Supply

Energy Demand

Price Formula

…

Fig. 1. The process of energy trading between power supplies, utility
company, and users.

A. Stackelberg Game Model

We model the interaction between the utility company and flexible
electricity users as a Stackelberg game with one leader and n
followers. The utility company is the leader who regulates users’
energy demands by setting proper electricity prices, thereby reducing
the cost of controllable power generation; the flexible users are
the followers who determine their electricity demand patterns after
obtaining corresponding price schemes, thereby minimizing their own
electricity costs. The mathematical representations of our proposed
Stackelberg game are introduced as follows.

Demand side: Let N := {1, 2, · · · , n} be the set of n followers,
where each follower denotes a flexible electricity user. Considering
some practical scenarios, such as electric vehicle charging or elec-
tricity consumption of factories produced according to orders, we
assume that each user i ∈ N has a total electricity demand gi > 0
that must be satisfied within T time periods, where T represents
the scheduling time window. To finish the energy consumption goals
while minimizing their own electricity costs, each user i ∈ N needs
to determine the electricity demand νi(t), 0 ≤ νi(t) ≤ νmax

i at
each time slot t, t = 1, · · · , T . Here νmax

i represents the maximum
electricity consumption of user i at each time slot, which satisfies
νmax
i ≥ gi/T . The strategy of user i is set to be

νi := (νi(1), νi(2), · · · , νi(T ))⊤.

Therefore, the total electricity demand of all flexible electricity users
at time slot t is νN (t) :=

∑
i∈N νi(t), t = 1, · · · , T , and the total

electricity demand of all flexible electricity users is gN :=
∑

i∈N gi.
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TABLE I
LIST OF MAIN NOTATIONS.

Notation Description

N Set of all followers, i.e., N = {1, 2, · · · , n}

T Number of scheduling time window

1 A column vector whose elements are all 1

νi(·) Electricity demand of flexible user i at each time slot

νi

The strategy of flexible user i, i.e., νi =
(νi(1), νi(2), · · · , νi(T ))⊤

ν
The strategy combination of all flexible users, i.e., ν =
(ν1,ν2, . . . ,νn)⊤

ν−i

The strategies of all flexible users except the ith one,
i.e., ν−i = (ν1, . . . ,νi−1,νi+1, . . . ,νn)⊤

νmax
i

Maximum electricity consumption of flexible user i at
each time slot

νN (·)
Total electricity demand of all flexible users at each
time slot, i.e., νN (·) =

∑
i∈N νi(·)

gi Total electricity demand of flexible user i

gN
Total electricity demand of all flexible users, i.e.,
gN =

∑
i∈N gi

r(·)
Total electricity demand of all regular users at each
time slot

w(·) Uncontrollable power generation at each time slot

c(·) Controllable energy supply at each time slot

π(·)
Electricity price function at each time slot, i.e., π(·) =
π(νN (·), r(·), w(·))

π Leader’s strategy, i.e., π = (π(1), π(2), . . . , π(T ))⊤

ul(·) The cost function of leader

uf
i (·) The electricity cost of flexible user i

Let ν be the strategy combination of all flexible users, i.e., ν =
(ν1,ν2, . . . ,νn)

⊤.

On the other hand, the regular electricity users have their own
electricity demands at each time slot and are not affected by real-
time electricity prices. We assume that the total electricity demand
of all regular users at time slot t is r(t), t = 1, · · · , T , which is
assumed to be a known sequence.

Supply side: We denote the energy supply of controllable and
uncontrollable energy at time slot t as c(t) and w(t), respectively. It
is worth mentioning that the uncontrollable power generation w(t)
significantly depends on climate conditions and should be a stochastic
sequence. However, to obtain some deterministic results we assume
{w(t)}t=1,...,T is a deterministic sequence.

Service side: As the leader, the utility company regulates the
electricity demands of users by setting an appropriate electricity price
π(t) = π(νN (t), r(t), w(t)), t = 1, · · · , T , which is a function with
respect to νN (t), r(t), and w(t). We denote the strategy of utility
company as

π := (π(1), π(2), . . . , π(T ))⊤.

The utility company need purchase c(t), t = 1, · · · , T electricity
quantity from controllable power generation to guarantee the dynamic

balance between electricity demand and supply, i.e., νN (t) + r(t) =
w(t) + c(t). Since

T∑
t=1

c(t) =

T∑
t=1

[νN (t) + r(t)− w(t)]

=

n∑
i=1

gi +

T∑
t=1

[r(t)− w(t)]

= gN +

T∑
t=1

[r(t)− w(t)]

is assumed to be a constant, we set the cost function ul(π,ν) of
utility company to be the variance of controllable power c(t). Let c̄ :=
1
T

∑T
t=1 c(t) be the average value of c(t) over the entire time periods.

Therefore, the leader-level optimization problem is formulated in (1).
For each flexible electricity user i ∈ N , let ν−i denote the

strategies of all users except the ith one. The utility of flexible user
i is set to be its electricity cost uf

i (π,νi,ν−i), which is a function
with respect to the strategies of the utility company and all flexible
users. Then, the follower-level game among all flexible users can be
described by (2).

Leader-Level Optimization:

min
π

ul(π,ν) =
1

T

T∑
t=1

[
c(t)− c̄

]2
, (1)

s.t. νN (t) + r(t) = w(t) + c(t), t = 1, · · · , T.
Follower-Level Game: For each flexible user i = 1, . . . , n,

min
νi

uf
i (π,νi,ν−i) =

T∑
t=1

π(νN (t), r(t), w(t)) · νi(t),

s.t.

T∑
t=1

νi(t) = gi, (2)

0 ≤ νi(t) ≤ νmax
i , t = 1, · · · , T.

Overall process of the Stackelberg Game: The utility company
first announces the price formula to all flexible users. Then, each
user selects the corresponding optimal demand strategy as the “best
response” to the leader’s strategy, and feeds its strategy back to the
utility company. Therefore, the solution of the Stackelberg game
problem can be ultimately transformed into the choice of the op-
timal pricing formula of the utility company, based on the rational
assumption that each flexible user selects its best-response strategy.

III. ANALYSIS OF STACKELBERG GAME MODEL

In this section, we analyze the proposed Stackelberg game (1)-
(2). First, we provide a strict definition of Stackelberg equilibrium as
the solution of the Stackelberg game. Then, we present a series of
analytical results for equilibria in Stackelberg game (1)-(2) under
certain conditions. Concretely, we give an analytical Stackelberg
equilibrium, namely the optimal pricing formula for utility company,
as well as the unique and strict Nash equilibrium for users’ electricity
demand under this pricing scheme. Also, if there exist prediction
errors for the supply and demand of electricity, we provide an
analytical expression for the energy supply cost of utility company.
Moreover, a sufficient condition has been proposed that all electricity
demands can be supplied by new energy sources.

A. Stackelberg Equilibrium

For the proposed Stackelberg game (1)-(2), we introduce the classic
Stackelberg equilibrium (SE) [44] formulated as follows.
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Given a leader’s strategy π, the best response strategy ν(π) =
(ν1(π),ν2(π), . . . ,νn(π))

⊤ of followers is the Nash equilibrium
of game model (2), that is, for any user i ∈ N and any strategy ν′

i,
we have

uf
i (π,ν

′
i,ν−i(π)) ≥ uf

i (π,νi(π),ν−i(π)). (3)

Further, if the inequality in (3) strictly holds for any ν′
i ̸= νi(π),

we say that ν(π) is the strict Nash equilibrium. Meanwhile, based
on the assumption that the followers reach a Nash equilibrium,
the leader should try to minimize its cost function ul(π,ν(π)) by
optimizing its price function π. Let π̂ be the solution of the problem
minπ ul(π,ν(π)), and ν̂ = ν(π̂) be the best responses of all
followers to the leader. Then (π̂, ν̂) is the SE of the Stackelberg
game (1)-(2).

In addition, we say (π̂, ν̂) is a perfect SE of the Stackelberg game
(1)-(2) if ul(π̂, ν̂) = 0.

B. Main Results

A natural idea is to set the price function as the ratio of total
electricity demand to power generation capacity. In order to fully
utilize the power generation capacity of wind and solar power
generation, we define a price function as

π(t) =
νN (t) + r(t) + a2(t)

w(t) + a1(t)
, ∀1 ≤ t ≤ T, (4)

where a1(t) and a2(t) are two adjustable factors. We aim to find the
SE of the Stackelberg game (1)-(2) by adjusting the values of a1(t)
and a2(t). Set

w̃(t) := w(t) + a1(t), r̃(t) := r(t) + a2(t), ∀1 ≤ t ≤ T. (5)

Under the leader’s strategy (4), we first analyze the Nash equilibrium
of the following game model:

min
νi

uf
i (π,νi,ν−i),

s.t.

T∑
t=1

νi(t) = gi,
i = 1, . . . , n. (6)

Proposition 3.1: Assume that the leader’s strategy adopts (4), and
w̃(t) > 0 for any 1 ≤ t ≤ T , then the strategy combination ν of all
followers with

νi(t) =
w̃(t)∑
s w̃(s)

gi +
1

(n+ 1)
∑

s w̃(s)

×
T∑

s=1

w̃(s)w̃(t)

ï
r̃(s)

w̃(s)
− r̃(t)

w̃(t)

ò
,

i = 1, . . . , n, t = 1, . . . , T

(7)

is a strict and unique Nash equilibrium of the game model (6).

For the model (2), we can prove that the Nash equilibrium is strict
and unique, however its explicit expression is unknown:

Proposition 3.2: Assume that the leader’s strategy adopts (4) with
w̃(t) > 0 for any 1 ≤ t ≤ T , then the model (2) admits a strict and
unique Nash equilibrium.

For any 1 ≤ t ≤ T , if we choose

a∗
1(t) :=

gN
T

− r(t) +
1

T

T∑
s=1

[r(s)− w(s)],

a∗
2(t) :=

n+ 1

n
[w(t) + a∗

1(t)]− r(t),

(8)

then the price function (4) becomes

π∗(t) :=
νN (t) + r(t) + a∗

2(t)

w(t) + a∗
1(t)

(9)

= 1 +
1

n
+

νN (t)

w(t) +
gN
T

− r(t) + 1
T

∑T
s=1[r(s)− w(s)]

.

We set

w̃∗(t) : = w(t) + a∗
1(t)

=
gN
T

+ w(t)− r(t) +
1

T

T∑
s=1

[r(s)− w(s)],

r̃∗(t) : = r(t) + a∗
2(t) =

n+ 1

n
w̃∗(t), ∀1 ≤ t ≤ T.

(10)

Then, with (10), the strict and unique Nash equilibrium (7) of model
(6) becomes

ν∗
i (t) :=

w̃∗(t)∑
s w̃

∗(s)
gi +

1

(n+ 1)
∑

s w̃
∗(s)

×
T∑

s=1

w̃∗(s)w̃∗(t)

ï
r̃∗(s)

w̃∗(s)
− r̃∗(t)

w̃∗(t)

ò
=

gi∑
s w̃

∗(s)
w̃∗(t) =

gi
gN

w̃∗(t)

=
gi
T

+
gi
gN

[w(t)− r(t)] +
gi

gNT

T∑
s=1

[r(s)− w(s)],

i = 1, . . . , n, t = 1, . . . , T. (11)

Let π∗ := (π∗(1), π∗(2), . . . , π∗(T ))⊤ denote the leader’s strat-
egy, ν∗

i := (ν∗
i (1), ν

∗
i (2), . . . , ν

∗
i (T ))

⊤ denote the strategy of
follower i, and ν∗ := (ν∗

1 ,ν
∗
2 , . . . ,ν

∗
n)

⊤ denote the strategy combi-
nation of all followers. We have

Proposition 3.3: When the leader’s strategy is π∗ and the fol-
lowers’ strategy is ν∗, the leader’s cost function ul(π∗,ν∗) = 0.

The proofs of Proposition 3.1-3.3 are put in Subsection 4-A.
Based on Proposition 3.1-3.3, we now demonstrate that the Stack-

elberg game (1)-(2) can achieve a perfect SE if the following
inequalities hold:

0 <
gN
T

+ w(t)− r(t) +
1

T

T∑
s=1

[r(s)− w(s)] = w̃∗(t)

≤ min
i∈N

ß
νmax
i

gi

™
gN , ∀1 ≤ t ≤ T. (12)

We show that, under the condition (12), ν∗ is the best-response
strategy to the leader’s strategy π∗, and they contribute a perfect
SE of the Stackelberg game (1)-(2). Thus, π∗(t) can be treated as an
optimal pricing formula for the utility company.

Theorem 3.1 (Perfect SE with optimal pricing formula π∗(t)): If
the inequalities (12) hold then
i) ν∗ is a strict and unique Nash equilibrium of model (2) when the
leader’s strategy is π∗;
ii) (π∗,ν∗) is a perfect SE of the Stackelberg game (1)-(2).

Fig. 2 shows an example of the curves of {w(t), r(t), c(t)}t=1,...,T

and {ν∗
i (t)}i=1,...,n;t=1,...,T , where we make n = 10, T = 24 and

they satisfy the inequality (12), thus presenting a perfect SE profile.

Remark 1: From Theorem 3.1, if the utility company adopts the
price formula π∗(t), all flexible users have a stable electricity strategy
combination ν∗, in which each flexible user will not proactively
change its strategy to avoid an increase in electricity cost. Meanwhile,
all electricity needs are met, all new energy generation is utilized, and
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1 4 8 12 16 20 24
0

2

4

6

8

10

Fig. 2. An example of achieving a perfect SE, in which the uncontrollable
energy accounts for 65.84% of energy supply, and flexible users account for
25.29% of the total energy demand.

the controllable power supply c(t) ≡ const, thereby social benefits
are maximized.

An interesting question is, if we ignore the stability factors of
the grid and only consider the supply-demand balance of electricity,
under what conditions can all electricity be provided by new energy
sources? The following corollary provides a solution for this ideal
situation.

Corollary 3.1: Assume that the conditions

0 < w(t)− r(t) ≤ min
i∈N

ß
νmax
i

gi

™
gN , ∀1 ≤ t ≤ T, (13)

and
T∑

t=1

w(t) = gN +

T∑
t=1

r(t) (14)

hold. Let

π∗
0 := 1 +

1

n
+

Å
νN (1)

w(1)− r(1)
, . . . ,

νN (T )

w(T )− r(T )

ã⊤
,

χ∗
i :=

gi
gN

(w(1)− r(1), . . . , w(T )− r(T ))⊤ , i ∈ N ,

χ∗ := (χ∗
1,χ

∗
2, . . . ,χ

∗
n)

⊤
.

Then, the Stackelberg game (1)-(2) has a perfect SE (π∗
0 ,χ

∗), in
which all electricity is provided by uncontrollable energy sources
such as wind and photovoltaic power, without energy storage or
waste.

Fig. 3 shows an example of the curves of {w(t), r(t)}t=1,...,T and
{ν∗

i (t)}i=1,...,n;t=1,...,T , which satisfies the conditions in Corollary
3.1. Therefore, it also presents a perfect SE profile, where all
electricity is provided by uncontrollable energy sources.

Remark 2: One possible application of Corollary 3.1 is to plan
the electricity consumption and power of flexible electricity users.
For example, to absorb excess new energy generation we need build
a hydrogen production plant. Using Corollary 3.1, we can get the
required amount of hydrogen production power and capacity to
achieve complete consumption of new energy.

The price formula (9) has a defect that the item 1
T

∑T
s=1[r(s) −

w(s)] requires the future information of r(t) and w(t). To avoid this

1 4 8 12 16 20 24
0

5

10

15

20

Fig. 3. An ideal situation of perfect SE, in which the uncontrollable energy
accounts for 100% of energy supply, and flexible users account for 33.64%
of the total energy demand.

defect we use the prediction value b instead of 1
T

∑T
s=1[r(s)−w(s)],

and let

π(b, t) := 1 +
1

n
+

νN (t)

w(t) +
gN
T

− r(t) + b
, ∀1 ≤ t ≤ T. (15)

Denote

δ = δ(b) := b− 1

T

T∑
s=1

[r(s)− w(s)] (16)

as the prediction error. If the utility company adopts the price formula
π(b, t), a natural problem is that how much does the power generation
cost of utility company increase compared to the perfect SE in
Theorem 3.1? The following theorem provides a precise result.

Theorem 3.2: Let

π0 := (π(b, 1), π(b, 2), . . . , π(b, T ))⊤,Ûw(t) := w(t)− r(t) +
gN
T

+ b, t = 1, . . . , T,

σi :=
gi

gN + Tδ
( Ûw(1), . . . , Ûw(T ))⊤ , i = 1, . . . , n,

σ := (σ1,σ2, . . . ,σn)
⊤ ,

and assume that

0 < Ûw(t) ≤ (gN + Tδ)min
i∈N

ß
νmax
i

gi

™
, ∀1 ≤ t ≤ T. (17)

Then, σ is a strict and unique Nash equilibrium of model (2) when
the leader’s strategy is π0, while the cost function of the leader is

ul(π0,σ) =

Å
Tδ

gN + Tδ

ã2

Var
Ä
{w(t)− r(t)}Tt=1

ä
, (18)

where

Var
Ä
{w(t)− r(t)}Tt=1

ä
:=

1

T

T∑
t=1

Å
w(t)− r(t)− 1

T

T∑
s=1

[w(s)− r(s)]

ã2
denotes the variance of {w(t)− r(t)}Tt=1.

The proofs of Theorem 3.1, Corollary 3.1 and Theorem 3.2 are
put in Subsection 4-B.

From Theorem 3.2, an interesting conclusion can be deduced
that under the same prediction accuracy of new energy generation
and regular user electricity consumption, the utility company’s cost
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Fig. 4. A numerical case of the new energy generation (top) and the regular
users’ electricity consumption (bottom) in 24 hours. The blue curves denote
the power curves of new energy generation (top) and regular users’ electricity
consumption (bottom), while each scatter plot (• + ▲ ⋆) denotes the new
energy generation (top) or regular users’ electricity consumption (bottom) at
each sampling slot under different sampling numbers T .

function ul(π0,σ) under the Nash equilibrium can be reduced greatly
by shortening the length of the time slot, or increasing the sampling
number T . In fact, when the prediction value of

∑
s[r(s) − w(s)]

in a certain time window (such as 24 hours) remains unchanged, if
we increase the sampling number from T to 2T , then the prediction
error δ will decrease to half by (16). On the other hand, we recall
that w(t) and r(t) denote the new energy generation and regular user
electricity consumption at time slot t respectively, so if we decrease
the length of each time slot to half of the original, the values of w(·)
and r(·) will also be down by nearly half at corresponding times. By
(18), the leader’s cost function ul(π0,σ) will reduce to nearly 1/4
of the original.

To verify this conclusion we make some simulations. We predict
that the 24-hour new energy generation and regular users’ electricity
consumption are 125GWh and 120GWh respectively in a certain area.
However, their real data are 110.1GWh and 121.1GWh respectively,
whose power distributions are shown in Fig. 4. Then, by (16) the
difference between the prediction value and the actual value of∑

s[r(s)− w(s)] is

Tδ = Tb−
∑
s

[r(s)− w(s)]

= (120− 125)− (121.1− 110.1) = −16GWh.

Besides, the total demand of flexible electricity users is gN =
41.6GWh in 24 hours. With above data, we calculate the prediction
error δ, the variance of {w(t) − r(t)}Tt=1, and the cost function
ul(π0,σ) of the utility company for different sampling numbers T ,
as shown in Table II. According to Table II, as the sampling number
T increases, the cost function of utility company gradually decreases.

IV. PROOFS OF MAIN RESULTS

In this section, we provide the proofs of the corresponding theo-
retical results in Section III.

To simplify the exposition, for any t = 1, . . . , T and i = 1, . . . , n
we set

di := (νi(1), νi(2), . . . , νi(T − 1))⊤,

hi(t) :=
1

w̃(t)

[∑
j ̸=i

νj(t) + r̃(t)
]
, (19)

TABLE II
THE COST FUNCTION ul(π0,σ) FOR DIFFERENT T .

T 24 36 48 60

δ(GWh) −2/3 −4/9 −1/3 −4/15

Var({w(t)− r(t)}Tt=1)(GWh2) 1.74 0.84 0.48 0.31

ul(π0,σ)(GWh2) 0.68 0.33 0.19 0.12

and

µi : =



hi(1)− hi(T )−
2gi
w̃(T )

hi(2)− hi(T )−
2gi
w̃(T )

...

hi(T − 1)− hi(T )−
2gi
w̃(T )


,

C : =

à
1‹w(1)

0 · · · 0

0 1‹w(2)
· · · 0

...
...

. . .
...

0 0 · · · 1‹w(T−1)

í
+

1

w̃(T )
11⊤.

(20)

In the following discussion, the definitions of variables d̄i and d′
i are

the same as di in (19) after replacing νi(t) with ν̄i(t) and ν′
i(t).

A. Proofs of Propositions 3.1-3.3

One important factor why we chose (4) as the leader’s strategy is
that under this strategy, the objective function of each follower is a
strictly convex quadratic function, which can be formulated as the
following lemma:

Lemma 4.1: Assume that the leader’s strategy adopts (4), and
each follower i’s strategy νi satisfies 1⊤νi = gi. Then, the objective
function uf

i (π,νi,ν−i) of each follower i in model (2) can be written
as

uf
i (π,νi,ν−i) = d⊤

i Cdi + µ⊤
i di + hi(T )gi +

g2i
w̃(T )

. (21)

In addition, if w̃(t) > 0 for any 1 ≤ t ≤ T , then uf
i (π,νi,ν−i) is

a strictly convex quadratic function.

The proof of Lemma 4.1 is postponed to Appendix A-A.
According to Lemma 4.1 and the convex analysis method [45], the

objective function of each follower i has a unique global minimum
point d̄i satisfying

2Cd̄i + µi = 0. (22)

We get that (7) is the unique solution of linear equation system
formed by uniting (22) of all followers.

Lemma 4.2: If w̃(t) > 0 for any 1 ≤ t ≤ T , then the strategy
combination (7) is the unique solution of linear equation system

2Cd̄i + µi = 0, i = 1, 2, . . . , n.

The proof of Lemma 4.2 is postponed to Appendix A-B.
To prove the uniqueness of the Nash equilibrium in game model

(6) we need the well-known Banach’s fixed point theorem:

Lemma 4.3 (Banach’s Fixed Point Theorem [46]): Let (X, dist)
be a complete metric space and let F̃ : X → X be a contraction
mapping on X , that is, there exists a positive constant κ < 1 such
that

dist(F̃ (x), F̃ (y)) ≤ κdist(x, y), ∀x, y ∈ X.
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Then F̃ has a unique fixed point x ∈ X (such that F̃ (x) = x).

Now we construct a contraction mapping for the game model (6).
For each user i, we define its strategy hyperplane by Hi := {x ∈
RT : 1⊤x = gi}. Set H−i := H1 × · · · ×Hi−1 ×Hi+1 × · · · ×Hn

and H := H1 × · · · × Hn. By Lemma 4.1 and (22), we know that
for each user i and any strategy combination ν−i ∈ H−i of other
users, the best response strategy of user i in Hi is unique. Thus, for
any ν ∈ H, we set the “sequential” best response mapping F =
(f1,f2, . . . ,fn)

⊤ : H → H with

fi(ν) := (23)

argmin
νi∈Hi

uf
i

(
π,νi, (f1(ν), . . . ,fi−1(ν),νi+1, . . . ,νn)

⊤)
for i = 1, 2, . . . , n. We show that:

Lemma 4.4: F is a contraction mapping on H.

The proof of Lemma 4.4 is postponed to Appendix A-C.
Proof of Proposition 3.1: For any user i ∈ N and any strategy

ν′
i = (ν′

i(1), . . . , ν
′
i(T ))

⊤ ̸= νi with 1⊤ν′
i = gi, according to (21)

we have

uf
i (π,ν

′
i,ν−i)− uf

i (π,νi,ν−i)

= d′⊤
i Cd′

i + µ⊤
i d

′
i + hi(T )gi +

g2i
w̃(T )

−
(
d̄⊤
i Cd̄i + µ⊤

i d̄i + hi(T )gi +
g2i

w̃(T )

)
= (d′

i − d̄i)
⊤C(d′

i − d̄i) + d′⊤
i Cd̄i + d̄⊤

i Cd′
i

− 2d̄⊤
i Cd̄i + (d′

i − d̄i)
⊤µi

= (d′
i − d̄i)

⊤C(d′
i − d̄i) + 2(d′

i − d̄i)
⊤Cd̄i

+ (d′
i − d̄i)

⊤µi

= (d′
i − d̄i)

⊤C(d′
i − d̄i) + (d′

i − d̄i)
⊤(2Cd̄i + µi)

= (d′
i − d̄i)

⊤C(d′
i − d̄i) > 0,

where the third equality and the last inequality use the fact that C is
symmetric positive definite, and the last equality uses (22). So ν is
a strict Nash equilibrium of model (6) when the leader’s strategy is
π.

It remains to prove the uniqueness of the Nash equilibrium of
model (6). Assume that ν̃ ∈ H is an arbitrary Nash equilibria, then
by (3) we have

ν̃i = argmin
νi∈Hi

uf
i (π,νi, ν̃−i), ∀i ∈ N . (24)

Here we recall that the best response strategy of user i in Hi is
unique. By (23) and (24) we can sequentially get

f1(ν̃) = argmin
ν1∈H1

uf
1

(
π,ν1, (ν̃2, . . . , ν̃n)

⊤) = ν̃1

and

fi(ν̃) =

argmin
νi∈Hi

uf
i

(
π,νi, (f1(ν̃), . . . ,fi−1(ν̃), ν̃i+1, . . . , ν̃n)

⊤)
= argmin

νi∈Hi

uf
i

(
π,νi, (ν̃1, . . . , ν̃i−1, ν̃i+1, . . . , ν̃n)

⊤)
= ν̃i, i = 2, . . . , n.

So we have F (ν̃) = ν̃, that is, ν̃ is a fixed point of F .
Therefore, all Nash equilibria of model (6) are fixed points of the

mapping F . Based on Lemmas 4.3-4.4, F has a unique fixed point,
thus model (6) has a unique Nash equilibrium. Since ν ∈ H is a
strict Nash equilibrium for model (6), ν must be the unique Nash
equilibrium of model (6).

Set d := (d⊤
1 , . . . ,d

⊤
n )

⊤ to be the strategy vector of all followers,
and

g(d) :=

Ç
∂uf

1 (π,ν1,ν−1)

∂d⊤
1

, . . . ,
∂uf

n(π,νn,ν−n)

∂d⊤
n

å⊤

.

Further, we make J(d) the Jacobian with respect to d of g(d), i.e.,

J(d) :=

á
∂2u

f
1 (π,ν1,ν−1)

∂d2
1

· · · ∂2u
f
1 (π,ν1,ν−1)

∂d1∂dn

...
. . .

...
∂2uf

n(π,νn,ν−n)

∂dn∂d1
· · · ∂2uf

n(π,νn,ν−n)

∂d2
n

ë
.

In the model (2), for each user i ∈ N , we define the strategy space
Ωi := Hi ∩ [0, νmax

i ]T as the set of its feasible strategies, which is a
bounded closed convex set. According to Theorem 2 in [47], we can
get that the Nash equilibrium of model (2) is unique, which can be
formulated as the following lemma:

Lemma 4.5 (Theorem 2 in [47]): For each user i ∈ N , if
uf
i (π,νi,ν−i) is a convex function on the bounded closed convex

region Ωi, and J(d) is symmetric positive definite for all d, then
model (2) admits a unique Nash equilibrium.

Proof of Proposition 3.2: For any 1 ≤ i ≤ n, according to Lemma
4.1, uf

i (π,νi,ν−i) is a strictly convex quadratic function. By (32)
and (34), we have

g(d) =

á
C
[
2d1 +

∑
j ̸=1 dj

]
− g̃1

...

C
[
2dn +

∑
j ̸=n dj

]
− g̃n

ë
and

J(d) =

Ö
2C · · · C

...
. . .

...
C · · · 2C

è
=

Ö
2 · · · 1
...

. . .
...

1 · · · 2

è
⊗C,

where “⊗” denotes the Kronecker product. Since the Kronecker
product of two positive definite matrices is still positive definite
[48], we can get that J(d) is symmetric positive definite for all d.
According to Lemma 4.5, we can conclude that model (2) admits a
unique Nash equilibrium denoted as ν.

Now we show that ν is a strict Nash equilibrium of model (2).
For any user i and any strategy ν′

i = (ν′
i(1), . . . , ν

′
i(T ))

⊤ ∈ Ωi with
ν′
i ̸= νi, by (3) we have

uf
i (π,ν

′
i,ν−i) ≥ uf

i (π,νi,ν−i).

It is clear that ν′
i+νi

2
∈ Ωi, so

uf
i

(
π,

ν′
i + νi

2
,ν−i

)
≥ uf

i (π,νi,ν−i). (25)

If uf
i (π,ν

′
i,ν−i) = uf

i (π,νi,ν−i), then according to strict convex-
ity of uf

i (π,νi,ν−i), we can get

uf
i

(
π,

ν′
i + νi

2
,ν−i

)
<

uf
i (π,ν

′
i,ν−i) + uf

i (π,νi,ν−i)

2

= uf
i (π,νi,ν−i),

which contradicts (25). So

uf
i (π,ν

′
i,ν−i) > uf

i (π,νi,ν−i),

which implies ν is a strict Nash equilibrium of model (2).
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Proof of Proposition 3.3: Substituting (11) into the problem (1),
we have the controllable energy generation c∗(t) satisfies:

c∗(t)− c̄

=
∑
i∈N

ν∗
i (t) + r(t)− w(t)− gN

T
− 1

T

T∑
s=1

[r(s)− w(s)]

=
gN
T

+
1

T

T∑
s=1

[r(s)− w(s)]− gN
T

− 1

T

T∑
s=1

[r(s)− w(s)]

= 0, ∀1 ≤ t ≤ T,

which indicates the leader’s cost function ul(π∗,ν∗) = 0.

B. Proofs of Theorem 3.1, Corollary 3.1 and Theorem 3.2

Proof of Theorem 3.1: i) Assume the leader’s strategy is π∗. First,
by Proposition 3.1 and the discussions from (8) to (11) we have ν∗

is a strict Nash equilibrium of model (6). Also, by (11) and (12) we
have

0 < ν∗
i (t) ≤ gi min

j∈N

ß
νmax
j

gj

™
≤ gi

νmax
i

gi
= νmax

i ,

which indicates that ν∗
i (t) satisfies the bound constraint condition in

model (2). Therefore, ν∗ is a strict Nash equilibrium of model (2).
By Proposition 3.2, ν∗ is the unique Nash equilibrium of model (2).

ii) By i) and Proposition 3.3, we have (π∗,ν∗) is a perfect SE of
the Stackelberg game (1)-(2).

Proof of Corollary 3.1: Under the condition (14), the price function
(9) becomes

π∗(t) = 1 +
1

n
+

νN (t)

w(t) +
gN
T

− r(t) + 1
T

∑T
s=1[r(s)− w(s)]

= 1 +
1

n
+

νN (t)

w(t)− r(t)
, t = 1, . . . , T,

and the Nash equilibrium (11) is

ν∗
i (t) =

gi
T

+
gi
gN

[w(t)− r(t)] +
gi

gNT

T∑
s=1

[r(s)− w(s)]

=
gi
gN

[w(t)− r(t)], i = 1, . . . , n, t = 1, · · · , T.

Therefore, according to the inequality (13) and Theorem 3.1, χ∗ is
a strict and unique Nash equilibrium of model (2) when the leader’s
strategy is π∗

0 , and (π∗
0 ,χ

∗) is a perfect SE of the Stackelberg game
(1)-(2).

Proof of Theorem 3.2: When (15) is chosen as the leader’s strategy,
by (4) and (5), we have w̃(t) = w(t) − r(t) + gN

T
+ b and r̃(t) =

n+1
n

w̃(t). According to Proposition 3.1, the strict and unique Nash
equilibrium in (7) becomes

νi(t) =
w̃(t)∑
s w̃(s)

gi +
1

(n+ 1)
∑

s w̃(s)

×
T∑

s=1

w̃(s)w̃(t)

ï
r̃(s)

w̃(s)
− r̃(t)

w̃(t)

ò
=

gi

gN + Tb+
∑T

s=1[w(s)− r(s)]
(26)

×
[
w(t)− r(t) +

gN
T

+ b
]

=
gi

gN + Tδ

[
w(t)− r(t) +

gN
T

+ b
]
,

i = 1, . . . , n, t = 1, . . . , T,

where the last equality uses (16). With the condition (17) and the
similar process of the proof of Theorem 3.1, we can conclude that

σ is a strict and unique Nash equilibrium of model (2) when the
leader’s strategy is π0.

Further, for any 1 ≤ t ≤ T , substituting (26) into the problem (1),
we have the controllable energy generation c(t) satisfies:

c(t)− c̄

=
∑
i∈N

νi(t) + r(t)− w(t)− gN
T

− 1

T

T∑
s=1

[r(s)− w(s)]

=
gN

gN + Tδ

Å
w(t)− r(t) +

gN
T

+ δ +
1

T

T∑
s=1

[r(s)− w(s)]

ã
+ r(t)− w(t)− gN

T
− 1

T

T∑
s=1

[r(s)− w(s)]

=

Å
gN

gN + Tδ
− 1

ã
1

T

T∑
s=1

[r(s)− w(s)] +

Å
gN

gN + Tδ
− 1

ã
× [w(t)− r(t)]

=
δ

gN + Tδ

T∑
s=1

[w(s)− r(s)]− Tδ

gN + Tδ
[w(t)− r(t)],

where the second equality uses (16). From this, the cost function of
the leader is

ul(π0,σ) =
1

T

T∑
t=1

[
c(t)− c̄

]2
=

1

T

T∑
t=1

Å
δ

gN + Tδ

T∑
s=1

[w(s)− r(s)]− Tδ

gN + Tδ

× [w(t)− r(t)]

ã2

=
(Tδ)2

(gN + Tδ)2
1

T

T∑
t=1

Å
w(t)− r(t)− 1

T

T∑
s=1

[w(s)− r(s)]

ã2

=

Å
Tδ

gN + Tδ

ã2

Var
Ä
{w(t)− r(t)}Tt=1

ä
.

V. NUMERICAL SOLUTION OF SE FOR MODEL (1)-(2) WITHOUT

CONDITION (12)

In Subsection 3-B we give the analytic expression of SE for the
Stackelberg game (1)-(2) based on the inequality condition (12). A
natural problem is whether we can still obtain the SE if the condition
(12) is not satisfied. The analytic expression of SE should be hard
for this case, however we can provide a numerical solution.

First, let us review the optimization problem (1) of the leader side.
In fact, the leader optimizes its objective by adjusting the electricity
demand of followers through price function. If we omit the price
function, the optimization problem (1) can be rewritten as

min
{νN (t)}Tt=1

1

T

T∑
t=1

[
c(t)− c̄

]2
,

s.t.

T∑
t=1

νN (t) = gN ,

νN (t) + r(t) = w(t) + c(t),

0 ≤ νN (t) ≤ νmax
N , t = 1, · · · , T,

(27)

where νmax
N :=

∑
i∈N νmax

i .
The optimization problem (27) is a quadratic program with a

strictly convex quadratic function. According to the convex analysis
method [45], the problem (27) has a unique global optimal solution,
which we denote as ν∗

N = (ν∗
N (1), ν∗

N (2), · · · , ν∗
N (T ))⊤, and it
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can be numerically solved by several methods, such as the active-set
method [49].

Algorithm 1: Best response algorithm for solving the game model (2)

Input: The number of flexible users n, the number of time periods T ,
the value of gi and νmax

i for each user i ∈ N , the pricing sequence
(r̃(t), ‹w(t))1≤t≤T , the tolerance ε0.
Initialization: Set k = 0. Set the initial strategy for each flexible user
i ∈ N as the average strategy ν

(0)
i = ( gi

T
, . . . , gi

T
)⊤.

While not converged do
1. for i = 1, 2, · · · , n do
2. Calculate the best response strategy ν

(k+1)
i for game model (2)

when fix ν−i = (ν
(k+1)
1 , · · · ,ν(k+1)

i−1 ,ν
(k)
i+1, · · · ,ν

(k)
n )⊤.

3. end for
4. Calculate er = ∥ν(k+1) − ν(k)∥1.
5. Update k = k + 1.

Until er < ε0
Output: The approximative Nash equilibrium ν(k).

Algorithm 2: Search algorithm for the optimal pricing sequence

Input: The number of flexible users n, the number of time periods T , the
value of gi and νmax

i for each user i ∈ N , the regular user demand and
new energy supply sequence (r(t), w(t))1≤t≤T , the tolerance ε0.
Initialization:

1. Set k = 0. Randomly initialize a positive sequence
(r̃(0)(t), ‹w(t))1≤t≤T .

2. Solve optimization problem (27) and obtain the unique global optimal
solution ν∗

N .
3. Calculate Nash equilibrium ν(0) = NE(r̃(0)(t), ‹w(t)) (Alg. 1) for

the game model (2), and denote the total electricity demand of flexible
users in each time slot as
ν
(0)
N = (ν

(0)
N (1), ν

(0)
N (2), · · · , ν(0)N (T ))⊤.

4. Calculate er = ∥ν(0)
N − ν∗

N ∥∞.
While not converged do

5. for t = 1, 2, · · · , T do
6. if ν(k)N (t) > ν∗N (t), then let
7. r̃(k+1)(t) = r̃(k)(t) + ε0;
8. if ν(k)N (t) < ν∗N (t), then let
9. r̃(k+1)(t) = r̃(k)(t)− ε0.
10. end for
11. Calculate Nash equilibrium ν(k+1) = NE(r̃(k+1)(t), ‹w(t))

(Alg. 1) and total electricity demand ν
(k+1)
N for game model (2).

12. Calculate er = ∥ν(k+1)
N − ν∗

N ∥∞.
13. Update k = k + 1.

Until er < ε0
Output: The optimal pricing sequence {r̃(k)(t)}1≤t≤T .

Next we consider the game model (2) of followers. By (4) and (5)
the price formula can be written as

π(νN (t), r̃(t), w̃(t)) =
νN (t) + r̃(t)

w̃(t)
, t = 1, · · · , T. (28)

By Proposition 3.2, the model (2) with the leader’s strategy (28)
admits a strict and unique Nash equilibrium. Since the analytic
expression of the Nash equilibrium is unknown, we try to find its
numerical solution. Algorithm 1 provides a numerical solution of
model (2): when we input a sequence (r̃(t), w̃(t))1≤t≤T for (28), a
Nash equilibrium of the strategy combination of all flexible users can
be approximatively obtained through Algorithm 1.

Finally, we need to find an optimal pricing formula π∗(t) to obtain
the numerical solution of SE for Stackelberg game (1)-(2). That is
to say, we manage to find the optimal sequence (r̃∗(t), w̃∗(t))1≤t≤T

so that the Nash equilibrium ν∗ of game model (2) with the leader’s
strategy (28) satisfies∑

i∈N

ν∗
i (t) = ν∗

N (t), ∀1 ≤ t ≤ T. (29)

The detailed search algorithm is shown in Algorithm 2. In this
algorithm, inspired by (7), we can randomly initialize a positive
sequence (r̃(t), w̃(t))1≤t≤T , and then regulate only the sequence
{r̃(t)}t=1,...,T to adjust the Nash equilibrium of game model (2),
until (29) approximatively holds.

We provide a simulation example as follows. Set the number of
flexible electricity users as n = 20, the number of scheduling time
window T = 24, with each time slot being 1 hour. Moreover, the
total electricity demands of flexible users are 1.55, 1.49, 1.04, 4.13,
3.7, 2.03, 2.29, 0.92, 4.47, 0.81, 8.98, 0.02, 0.29, 0.37, 0.13, 4.64,
4.65, 4.83, 4.49, and 0.26, respectively. For any 1 ≤ i ≤ n, we set
νmax
i = 2gi/T . The regular user electricity consumption and new

energy generation sequence (r(t), w(t))1≤t≤T are shown in Fig. 5
(a). It can be verified that the inequalities (12) do not hold in this situ-
ation. Through Algorithms 1-2, we can achieve the numerical solution
of SE for model (1)-(2), in which the controllable energy generation
{c(t)}t=1,...,T and the Nash equilibrium {ν∗

i (t)}i=1,...,n;t=1,...,T of
game model (2) are shown in Fig. 5 (a). Correspondingly, Fig. 5 (b)
shows the variation curve of the utility company’s cost ul(π(k),ν(k))
with iteration number k, from which we can see that the cost function
quickly converges to the optimal cost of the utility company, which
can be obtained by solving problem (27).

From above example, for the case when the condition (12) is not
satisfied, the optimal pricing formula for the utility company may be
achieved by the Algorithms 1-2.

VI. CONCLUSION

With the rapid development of smart grid, RTP has become one
of the most important DR strategies. In this paper, we propose a
Stackelberg game model to describe the interaction between utility
company and users, and provide analytical expressions and numerical
solutions for the optimal pricing formula under different supply and
demand relationships. Under our optimal pricing scheme, flexible
electricity users have an unique and strict Nash equilibrium for
electricity demand, in which new energy can be sufficiently utilized
and the cost of traditional power generation can be minimized,
thereby the social benefit can be maximized.

This work can be extended from different aspects. For example,
we can incorporate energy storage companies into the game, consider
the equilibrium solving problem when new energy generation is a
random variable, and consider the game behavior between different
power suppliers. These questions are meaningful and provide valuable
directions for future research.

APPENDIX A

A. Proof of Lemma 4.1

With (5), the price formula (4) can be rewritten as

π(t) =
νN (t) + r̃(t)

w̃(t)
, ∀1 ≤ t ≤ T.
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Fig. 5. An example of achieving numerical solution for SE through Algorithm
1-2, in which the uncontrollable energy accounts for 62.22% of energy supply,
and flexible users account for 29.41% of the total energy demand. The curves
of {w(t), r(t), c(t), ν∗i (t)} with respect to time slot t are shown in (a), while
the cost function ul(π(k),ν(k)) with respect to iteration number k is shown
in (b).

Substitute this into (2), the cost function of each user i can be
rewritten as

uf
i (π,νi,ν−i) =

T∑
t=1

νN (t) + r̃(t)

w̃(t)
νi(t)

=
T∑

t=1

1

w̃(t)

[
νi(t)

∑
j∈N

νj(t) + r̃(t)νi(t)
]

=
T∑

t=1

1

w̃(t)

ß
ν2
i (t) +

ï∑
j ̸=i

νj(t) + r̃(t)

ò
νi(t)

™
.

(30)

According to the constraint condition 1⊤νi = gi, we can obtain
νi(T ) = gi −

∑T−1
t=1 νi(t). From this and (19) we have

1

w̃(T )

ß
ν2
i (T ) +

ï∑
j ̸=i

νj(T ) + r̃(T )

ò
νi(T )

™
=

ν2
i (T )

w̃(T )
+ hi(T )νi(T )

=
1

w̃(T )

ï
gi −

T−1∑
t=1

νi(t)

ò2
+ hi(T )

ï
gi −

T−1∑
t=1

νi(t)

ò
.

Substitute this into (30) we get

uf
i (π,νi,ν−i)

=

T−1∑
t=1

ï
1

w̃(t)
ν2
i (t) + hi(t)νi(t)

ò
+

1

w̃(T )

×
ï
gi −

T−1∑
t=1

νi(t)

ò2
+ hi(T )

ï
gi −

T−1∑
t=1

νi(t)

ò
=

T−1∑
t=1

1

w̃(t)
ν2
i (t) +

1

w̃(T )

ï T−1∑
t=1

νi(t)

ò2
+

T−1∑
t=1

ï
hi(t)− hi(T )−

2gi
w̃(T )

ò
νi(t) + hi(T )gi +

g2i
w̃(T )

= d⊤
i Cdi + µ⊤

i di + hi(T )gi +
g2i

w̃(T )
,

where the last line uses (20).

Now we show the convex property of uf
i (π,νi,ν−i). By (19)-(20),

the vector µi does not depend on di, which means

∂µ⊤
i di

∂di
= µi,

∂2µ⊤
i di

∂d2
i

= 0, ∀i ∈ N . (31)

Based on (21) and (31), we can get


∂uf

i (π,νi,ν−i)

∂di
= 2Cdi + µi,

∂2uf
i (π,νi,ν−i)

∂d2
i

= 2C,

∀i ∈ N . (32)

Also, by (20) and the condition that w̃(t) > 0 for any t = 1, . . . , T ,
we have

x⊤Cx =

T−1∑
t=1

1

w̃(t)
x2
t +

1

w̃(T )

ï T−1∑
t=1

xt

ò2
> 0

for any x = (x1, x2, . . . , xT−1)
⊤ ∈ RT−1 with x ̸= 0, which means

C is symmetric positive definite. From this and (32), the objective
function uf

i (π,νi,ν−i) is a strictly convex quadratic function.

B. Proof of Lemma 4.2

For each follower i, by (19) and 1⊤νj = gj , j = 1, . . . , n, we
have

hi(T ) =
1

w̃(T )

[∑
j ̸=i

νj(T ) + r̃(T )
]

=
1

w̃(T )

∑
j ̸=i

[
gj −

T−1∑
t=1

νj(t)
]
+

r̃(T )

w̃(T )

=
gN − gi + r̃(T )

w̃(T )
− 1

w̃(T )

[∑
j ̸=i

T−1∑
t=1

νj(t)
]
.

(33)
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Combining (20) and (33), µi can be written as

µi =

Ö
hi(1)

...
hi(T − 1)

è
−

[
hi(T ) +

2gi
w̃(T )

]
1

=

Ü
1‹w(1)

· · · 0

...
. . .

...
0 · · · 1‹w(T−1)

êÖ ∑
j ̸=i νj(1)

...∑
j ̸=i νj(T − 1)

è
+

Ü
r̃(1)‹w(1)

...
r̃(T−1)‹w(T−1)

ê
+

1

w̃(T )

[∑
j ̸=i

T−1∑
t=1

νj(t)
]
1

− gN + gi + r̃(T )

w̃(T )
1

=


Ü

1‹w(1)
· · · 0

...
. . .

...
0 · · · 1‹w(T−1)

ê
+

1

w̃(T )
11⊤


×

Ö ∑
j ̸=i νj(1)

...∑
j ̸=i νj(T − 1)

è
+

Ü
r̃(1)‹w(1)

...
r̃(T−1)‹w(T−1)

ê
− gN + gi + r̃(T )

w̃(T )
1

= C
∑
j ̸=i

dj − g̃i,

(34)

where g̃i = gN+gi+r̃(T )‹w(T )
1 − ( r̃(1)‹w(1)

, . . . , r̃(T−1)‹w(T−1)
)⊤, and the last

equality uses the fact

(∑
j ̸=i

νj(1), . . . ,
∑
j ̸=i

νj(T − 1)
)⊤

=
∑
j ̸=i

(
νj(1), . . . , νj(T − 1)

)⊤
=

∑
j ̸=i

dj .

Using (34), Eq. (22) can be rewritten as

C
[
2d̄i +

∑
j ̸=i

dj

]
= g̃i. (35)

By uniting all followers through (35), we can obtain the following
linear equation system

Cd̄1 +C
(
d̄1 + · · ·+ d̄n

)
= g̃1

...

Cd̄n +C
(
d̄1 + · · ·+ d̄n

)
= g̃n

. (36)

Sum up all rows of (36) yields

C
(
d̄1 + · · ·+ d̄n

)
=

1

n+ 1
(g̃1 + · · ·+ g̃n) .

Substituting this into (36) we have

d̄i = C−1

ï
g̃i −

1

n+ 1
(g̃1 + · · ·+ g̃n)

ò
, ∀i ∈ N . (37)

According to the Sherman-Morrison formula1, we have

C−1 = diag(w̃(1), . . . , w̃(T − 1))− 1

1 +
∑T−1

t=1 ‹w(t)‹w(T )

× 1

w̃(T )
(w̃(1), . . . , w̃(T − 1))⊤(w̃(1), . . . , w̃(T − 1))

= diag(w̃(1), . . . , w̃(T − 1))− 1∑T
t=1 w̃(t)

(38)

× (w̃(1), . . . , w̃(T − 1))⊤(w̃(1), . . . , w̃(T − 1)).

On the other hand, we have

g̃i −
1

n+ 1

n∑
i=1

g̃i

=
gN + gi + r̃(T )

w̃(T )
1−

Ü
r̃(1)‹w(1)

...
r̃(T−1)‹w(T−1)

ê
− (n+ 1)gN + nr̃(T )

(n+ 1)w̃(T )
1+

n

n+ 1

Ü
r̃(1)‹w(1)

...
r̃(T−1)‹w(T−1)

ê
=

(n+ 1)gi + r̃(T )

(n+ 1)w̃(T )
1− 1

n+ 1

Ü
r̃(1)‹w(1)

...
r̃(T−1)‹w(T−1)

ê
, ∀i ∈ N .

(39)

Substituting (38) and (39) into (37), we can get

d̄i =
(n+ 1)gi + r̃(T )

(n+ 1)w̃(T )

Ö
w̃(1)

...
w̃(T − 1)

è
− 1

n+ 1

×

Ö
r̃(1)

...
r̃(T − 1)

è
−

∑T−1
t=1 w̃(t)∑T
t=1 w̃(t)

(n+ 1)gi + r̃(T )

(n+ 1)w̃(T )

×

Ö
w̃(1)

...
w̃(T − 1)

è
+

∑T−1
t=1 r̃(t)∑T
t=1 w̃(t)

1

n+ 1

Ö
w̃(1)

...
w̃(T − 1)

è
=

ñ
w̃(T )∑T
t=1 w̃(t)

(n+ 1)gi + r̃(T )

(n+ 1)w̃(T )
+

∑T−1
t=1 r̃(t)

(n+ 1)
∑T

t=1 w̃(t)

ô
×

Ö
w̃(1)

...
w̃(T − 1)

è
− 1

n+ 1

Ö
r̃(1)

...
r̃(T − 1)

è
=

ñ
gi∑T

t=1 w̃(t)
+

∑T
t=1 r̃(t)

(n+ 1)
∑T

t=1 w̃(t)

ôÖ w̃(1)
...

w̃(T − 1)

è
−

∑T
t=1 w̃(t)

(n+ 1)
∑T

t=1 w̃(t)

Ö
r̃(1)

...
r̃(T − 1)

è
(40)

1Sherman-Morrison formula [50]: Given A ∈ Rn×n, u,v ∈ Rn, such
that det(A) ̸= 0, 1 + v⊤A−1u ̸= 0, then A+ uv⊤ is invertible, and we
have

(A+ uv⊤)−1 = A−1 −
A−1uv⊤A−1

1 + v⊤A−1u
.
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=
gi∑T

t=1 w̃(t)

Ö
w̃(1)

...
w̃(T − 1)

è
+

1

(n+ 1)
∑T

t=1 w̃(t)

×

Ö ∑T
t=1[r̃(t)w̃(1)− w̃(t)r̃(1)]

...∑T
t=1[r̃(t)w̃(T − 1)− w̃(t)r̃(T − 1)]

è
= (νi(1), νi(2), . . . , νi(T − 1))⊤, ∀i ∈ N .

Besides, we have

T∑
t=1

T∑
s=1

w̃(s)w̃(t)

ï
r̃(s)

w̃(s)
− r̃(t)

w̃(t)

ò
=

T∑
t=1

w̃(t)

T∑
s=1

r̃(s)−
T∑

t=1

r̃(t)

T∑
s=1

w̃(s) = 0,

so

T−1∑
t=1

T∑
s=1

w̃(s)w̃(t)

ï
r̃(s)

w̃(s)
− r̃(t)

w̃(t)

ò
= −

T∑
s=1

w̃(s)w̃(T )

ï
r̃(s)

w̃(s)
− r̃(T )

w̃(T )

ò
. (41)

According to (40) and the constraint condition
∑T

t=1 νi(t) = gi, we
can obtain

νi(T ) = gi −
T−1∑
t=1

νi(t)

= gi −
∑T−1

t=1 w̃(t)∑
s w̃(s)

gi −
1

(n+ 1)
∑

s w̃(s)

×
T−1∑
t=1

T∑
s=1

w̃(s)w̃(t)

ï
r̃(s)

w̃(s)
− r̃(t)

w̃(t)

ò
=

w̃(T )∑
s w̃(s)

gi +
1

(n+ 1)
∑

s w̃(s)

×
T∑

s=1

w̃(s)w̃(T )

ï
r̃(s)

w̃(s)
− r̃(T )

w̃(T )

ò
, ∀i ∈ N ,

where the last equality uses (41).

C. Proof of Lemma 4.4

Before the proof of Lemma 4.4, we need to introduce some lemmas
as follows.

Lemma A.1: For each user i ∈ N and any strategy combination
ν−i ∈ H−i, the best response strategy ν̄i = (ν̄i(1), . . . , ν̄i(T ))

⊤ :=
argminνi∈Hi

uf
i (π,νi,ν−i) is

ν̄i = −1

2

∑
j ̸=i

νj +
gN + gi +

∑
s r̃(s)

2
∑

s w̃(s)

×

Ö
w̃(1)

...
w̃(T )

è
− 1

2

Ö
r̃(1)

...
r̃(T )

è
. (42)

Proof. For each user i, by (22) the unique global minimum point d̄i

satisfies

d̄i = −1

2
C−1µi. (43)

Substituting (34) and (38) into (43), we have

d̄i = −1

2

∑
j ̸=i

dj +
1

2
C−1g̃i

= −1

2

∑
j ̸=i

dj +
gN + gi + r̃(T )

2w̃(T )

Ö
w̃(1)

...
w̃(T − 1)

è
− 1

2

Ö
r̃(1)

...
r̃(T − 1)

è
− gN + gi + r̃(T )

2w̃(T )

∑T−1
s=1 w̃(s)∑
s w̃(s)

×

Ö
w̃(1)

...
w̃(T − 1)

è
+

∑T−1
s=1 r̃(s)

2
∑

s w̃(s)

Ö
w̃(1)

...
w̃(T − 1)

è
= −1

2

∑
j ̸=i

dj +
gN + gi +

∑
s r̃(s)

2
∑

s w̃(s)

×

Ö
w̃(1)

...
w̃(T − 1)

è
− 1

2

Ö
r̃(1)

...
r̃(T − 1)

è
.

Besides, due to 1⊤ν̄i = gi, we have

ν̄i(T ) = gi − 1⊤d̄i

= gi +
1

2

∑
j ̸=i

T−1∑
t=1

νj(t)−
(gN + gi)

∑T−1
s=1 w̃(s)

2
∑

s w̃(s)

−
ñ∑

s r̃(s)
∑T−1

s=1 w̃(s)

2
∑

s w̃(s)
−

∑
s w̃(s)

∑T−1
s=1 r̃(s)

2
∑

s w̃(s)

ô
= gi +

1

2

∑
j ̸=i

[gj − νj(T )]−
(gN + gi)

∑T−1
s=1 w̃(s)

2
∑

s w̃(s)

+

∑
s r̃(s)w̃(T )−

∑
s w̃(s)r̃(T )

2
∑

s w̃(s)

= −1

2

∑
j ̸=i

νj(T ) + gi +
1

2
(gN − gi)

−
(gN + gi)

∑T−1
s=1 w̃(s)

2
∑

s w̃(s)
+

∑
s r̃(s)w̃(T )

2
∑

s w̃(s)
− 1

2
r̃(T )

= −1

2

∑
j ̸=i

νj(T ) +
gN + gi +

∑
s r̃(s)

2
∑

s w̃(s)
w̃(T )− 1

2
r̃(T ),

where the third equality uses (41). So the best response strategy is
as (42).

For any matrix A ∈ Cn×n, let ∥A∥1 := maxj

∑n
i=1 |Aij | denote

the maximum absolute column sum norm.

Lemma A.2: For any A ∈ Cn×n and any constant ε > 0, we
can find an invertible matrix SA,ε ∈ Cn×n such that

∥S−1
A,εASA,ε∥1 ≤ ρ(A) + ε,

where ρ(A) is the spectral radius of A.

Proof. For any matrix A, there exists an invertible matrix P such
that P−1AP = J, and J is the Jordan canonical form of A. Let
λ1, λ2, . . . , λn be the n eigenvalues of A, so J can be written as

J = Λ+ Ĩ,
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where Λ = diag(λ1, λ2, . . . , λn) and

Ĩ =

â
0 δ1

0 δ2
. . .

. . .
0 δn−1

0

ì
(δi = 0 or 1).

Let H := diag(1, ε, . . . , εn−1), and we have

(PH)−1A(PH) = H−1JH = H−1ΛH+H−1ĨH = Λ+ ε̃I.

Finally, we make SA,ε = PH, then SA,ε is invertible, and

∥S−1
A,εASA,ε∥1 = ∥Λ+ ε̃I∥1 ≤ max

i
|λi|+ ε = ρ(A) + ε.

Proof of Lemma 4.4: First, we provide an explicit expression for
the mapping F . For any i ∈ N , denote

αi :=
gN + gi +

∑
s r̃(s)

2
∑

s w̃(s)

and

ei := (0, . . . , 0︸ ︷︷ ︸
i

, 1, . . . , 1)⊤.

According to (42) and (23), we have

f1(ν) = −1

2
ν⊤e1 + α1(w̃(1), . . . , w̃(T ))⊤

− 1

2
(r̃(1), . . . , r̃(T ))⊤

f2(ν) = −1

2

(
f1(ν) + ν⊤e2

)
+ α2(w̃(1), . . . , w̃(T ))⊤

− 1

2
(r̃(1), . . . , r̃(T ))⊤

= −1

2
ν⊤

(
e2 −

1

2
e1

)
+

(
α2 −

α1

2

)
× (w̃(1), . . . , w̃(T ))⊤ − 1

22
(r̃(1), . . . , r̃(T ))⊤,

...

fn(ν) = −1

2
ν⊤

(
en −

n−1∑
j=1

1

2n−j
ej

)
+

(
αn −

n−1∑
j=1

αj

2n−j

)
× (w̃(1), . . . , w̃(T ))⊤ − 1

2n
(r̃(1), . . . , r̃(T ))⊤.

(44)

Finally, by (44) we can obtain

F (ν) = (f1(ν),f2(ν), . . . ,fn(ν))
⊤ = Lnν +Mn, (45)

where

Ln : = −1

2

á
e⊤
1

e⊤
2 − 1

2
e⊤
1

...
e⊤
n −

∑n−1
j=1

1
2n−j e

⊤
j

ë

=


0 − 1

2
− 1

2
· · · − 1

2
− 1

2

0 1
22

− 1
22

· · · − 1
22

− 1
22

...
...

...
...

...
...

0 1
2n−1

22−1
2n−1 · · · 2n−2−1

2n−1 − 1
2n−1

0 1
2n

22−1
2n

· · · 2n−2−1
2n

2n−1−1
2n



and

Mn :=

Å
α1, . . . , αn −

n−1∑
j=1

αj

2n−j

ã⊤

(w̃(1), . . . , w̃(T ))

−
Å
1

2
, . . . ,

1

2n

ã⊤

(r̃(1), . . . , r̃(T )).

For above matrix Ln ∈ Rn×n, it can be calculated that ρ(Ln) < 1,
so we can find a constant ε0 > 0, such that ρ(Ln) + ε0 < 1.
According to Lemma A.2, we can find the invertible matrix S :=
SLn,ε0 such that

∥S−1LnS∥1 ≤ ρ(Ln) + ε0. (46)

For any matrix B ∈ Rn×T , we set

∥B∥S := ∥S−1B∥1. (47)

We can verify that i) ∥B1 −B2∥S = 0 if and only if B1 = B2; ii)
∥B1 −B2∥S = ∥B2 −B1∥S; iii) ∥B1 −B3∥S ≤ ∥B1 −B2∥S +
∥B2−B3∥S. Therefore, ∥·∥S is a metric on Rn×T , and (Rn×T , ∥·∥S)
is a complete metric space. Further, H ⊂ Rn×T is a closed set,
therefore (H, ∥ · ∥S) is also a complete metric space.

For any ν1,ν2 ∈ H, based on (45)-(47), we have

∥F (ν1)− F (ν2)∥S = ∥Lnν1 − Lnν2∥S
= ∥S−1Ln(ν1 − ν2)∥1
= ∥S−1LnSS

−1(ν1 − ν2)∥1
≤ ∥S−1LnS∥1∥S−1(ν1 − ν2)∥1
≤ (ρ(Ln) + ε0)∥ν1 − ν2∥S,

where the first inequality uses the norm compatibility of ∥ · ∥1. Since
ρ(Ln)+ε0 < 1, the mapping F is a contraction mapping on H.
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