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Distributed Prescribed-Time Convex Optimization:
Cascade Design and Time-Varying Gain Approach

Gewei Zuo, Lijun Zhu, Yujuan Wang and Zhiyong Chen

Abstract—In this paper, we address the distributed prescribed-
time convex optimization (DPTCO) problem for a class of non-
linear multi-agent systems (MASs) under undirected connected
graph. A cascade design framework is proposed such that the
DPTCO implementation is divided into two parts: distributed
optimal trajectory generator design and local reference trajec-
tory tracking controller design. The DPTCO problem is then
transformed into the prescribed-time stabilization problem of
a cascaded system. Changing Lyapunov function method and
time-varying state transformation method together with the
sufficient conditions are proposed to prove the prescribed-time
stabilization of the cascaded system as well as the uniform
boundedness of internal signals in the closed-loop systems. The
proposed framework is then utilized to solve robust DPTCO
problem for a class of chain-integrator MASs with external
disturbances by constructing a novel variables and exploiting
the property of time-varying gains. The proposed framework
is further utilized to solve the adaptive DPTCO problem for
a class of strict-feedback MASs with parameter uncertainty,
in which backstepping method with prescribed-time dynamic
filter is adopted. The descending power state transformation is
introduced to compensate the growth of increasing rate induced
by the derivative of time-varying gains in recursive steps and
the high-order derivative of local reference trajectory is not
required. Finally, theoretical results are verified by two numerical
examples.

Index Terms—Distributed convex optimization, Stabilization of
cascaded systems, Prescribed-time control, Time-varying gain.

I. INTRODUCTION

The distributed convex optimization (DCO) has attracted
significant attention and brings many applications for multi-
agent systems (MASs), for example, reliable communications
in wireless networks [1], collision avoidance among multiple
robots [2], economic dispatch in power systems [3], [4],
distributed optimal power flow [5], traffic management for
large-scale railway networks [6], traffic metering in urban
street networks [7]. In a DCO problem, each agent has a local
cost function only known to itself and there is a global cost
function takes the sum of local cost functions. The objective is
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to design distributed controllers with limited local information
such that the output or state of each agent converges to the
optimum of global cost function. The earliest work on DCO
can be tracked back to [8], and it attracts increasing interests
in the last decade after the pioneer works in [9], [10].

The focus of DCO research is on four aspects: generaliz-
ing the type of cost functions [11]–[16] and systems [17]–
[24], faster convergent rate [23], [25]–[29], and disturbance
rejection [20], [22], [24], [30], [31]. The optimization control
algorithms for time-independent cost function [11], time-
varying cost function [12] and cost function with constraints
[13], [14] have been proposed. In [15], [16], the convexity of
local cost function and strong convexity of global cost function
are respectively removed. Some works aim to achieve DCO
for more general systems, such as single-integrator system in
[17], linear system in [18], [19], Euler-Lagrange system in
[20] and strict-feedback system in [21], [22]. Using sliding-
mode control and backstepping method, the DCO controller
can handle systems that are high-order and nonlinear [24].
A common approach to solving the DCO for high-order
systems is the cascade design where the solution to the DCO
problem is divided into two parts. The first one is distributed
optimum seeking, which by utilizing the local information
interaction generates local optimal reference for each agent
that asymptotically converges to the optimal solution of the
global cost function. The second one is to design local tracking
controller to make the output or state asymptotically converge
to the local optimal references.

The convergence rate and the disturbance rejection are two
concerns of DCO. In [23], [29], the finite-time convergence
of DCO is considered where all agents reach a consensus
within a finite time interval while minimizing the global cost
function. The finite-time DCO for chain integrator MASs with
mismatched disturbances is achieved in [31], while fixed-
time convergence is shown in [25], [27], [28], where the
finite settling time is independent of initial values. In [26],
the predefined-time DCO is achieved by designing a class
of time-based functions, where the solution converges to a
neighborhood of the optimum within a given time and to the
optimum as time approaches infinity. But it cannot be extended
to handle disturbances and high-order systems.

In this paper, we address the distribute prescribed-time
convex optimization (DPTCO) for high-order nonlinear MASs
with uncertainties for which the solution converges to the
optimum within any prescribed time. The prescribed-time
control is proposed to ensure that the settling time does not
depend on the initial values and control parameters [32], [33].
The main contribution of this paper is summarized as follows.
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First, a DFTCO framework for a class of nonlinear MASs
with disturbances is proposed. By embedding a cascade de-
sign, the DFTCO implementation is divided into two parts,
namely, distributed optimal trajectory generator design and lo-
cal reference trajectory tracking controller design. The DPTCO
problem is then transformed into the prescribed-time stabi-
lization problem of two cascaded subsystems where the first
one is for the error of the distributed estimation towards the
global optimum and the second one is for local tracking errors.
Changing Lyapunov function method and time-varying state
method together with some sufficient conditions are proposed
to prove the prescribed-time stabilization of the cascaded
system as well as the uniform boundedness of internal signals
in the closed-loop system. A specific distributed optimal
trajectory generator is constructed to show that the distributed
estimation errors converges towards zero within a prescribed
time.

Second, under the DPTCO framework, we propose a robust
DPTCO algorithm for a class of nonlinear chain-integrator
MASs with external disturbance. We design a novel variable
and introduce a new time-varying state transformation, which
converts the prescribed-time stabilization problem of local
tracking error and other states unrelated to the output into the
boundedness of the new variable. Different from traditional
sliding-mode control in [34] and the prescribed-time work in
[32], our approach does not need the high-order derivative of
the reference trajectory for tracking. Moreover, our proposed
algorithm is robust for any bounded external disturbances.

Third, we consider adaptive DPTCO for a class of strict-
feedback MASs with parameter uncertainty. We introduce
time-varying state transformation of a descending power to
compensate the growth of increasing rate induced by derivative
of time-varying gains in recursive steps. The backstepping
method with prescribed-time dynamic filter is adopted to avoid
the utilization of high-order derivative of reference trajectory,
and an adaptive law is designed to compensate parameter
uncertainty.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section II gives
the notation and problem formulation. Section III presents the
DPTCO framework for a type of nonlinear systems, for which
Section IV elaborates the optimal trajectory generator design.
Given the DPTCO framework and optimal trajectory gener-
ator, robust DPTCO for chain-integrator MASs and adaptive
DPTCO for strict-feedback MASs are considered in Section
V, VI, respectively. The numerical simulation is conducted in
Section VII and the paper is concluded in Section VIII.

II. NOTATIONS AND PROBLEM FORMULATION

A. Notations

R, R≥0 and Rn denote the set of real numbers, the set
of non-negative real numbers, and the n-dimensional Eu-
clidean space, respectively. t0 denotes the initial time, T the
prescribed-time scale, and Tp := {t : t0 ≤ t < T + t0} the
corresponding time interval. Define functions x1(s) : R≥0 7→
R≥0, x2(c, s) : R≥0 × R≥0 7→ R≥0, x1(s) = S[x2(c, s)]
means that sups∈R≥0,

[x1(s)/x2(c, s)] < ∞ for any c < ∞.

The symbol 1N ∈ RN (or 0N ∈ RN ) denotes an N -
dimensional column vector whose elements are all 1 (or 0). For
α ∈ K∞, (α(s))−1 = 1/α(s) for s ∈ R≥0/0, while α−1(s)
be the inverse function of α(s) for s ∈ R≥0.

An undirected graph is denoted as G = (V, E), where V =
{1, · · · , N} is the node set and E ⊆ V × V is the edge set.
The existence of an edge (i, j) ∈ E means that nodes i, j can
communicate with each other. Denote by A = [aij ] ∈ RN×N

the weighted adjacency matrix, where (j, i) ∈ E ⇔ aij > 0
and aij = 0 otherwise. A self edge is not allowed, i.e., aii = 0.
The Laplacian matrix L of graph G is denoted as L = [lij ] ∈
RN×N , where lii =

∑N
j=1 aij , lij = −aij with i ̸= j. If G is

connected, then the null space of L is spanned by 1N , and all
the other N − 1 eigenvalues of L are strictly positive.

B. Problem Formulation

Consider the nonlinear MASs

ẋi = gix(x
i, yi, ui, di(t)),

ẏi = giy(x
i, yi, ui, di(t)), i ∈ V,

(1)

where xi ∈ Rn, yi ∈ Rm, ui ∈ Rq are system state, output
and control input of ith agent, respectively. di : [t0,∞) 7→
D ⊂ Rnd denotes the system’s uncertainties or external
disturbances where D is a compact set belonging to Rnd and
it is possibly time-varying. gix : Rn × Rm × Rq × D 7→ Rn,
giy : Rn×Rm×Rq×D 7→ Rm are smooth functions of their ar-
guments satisfying gix(0, y

i, 0, di) = 0 and giy(0, y
i, 0, di) = 0

for any yi ∈ Rm and di ∈ Rnd . The output feedback system
(1) contains various specific types [35], i.e., chain-integrator
system [32], strict-feedback system [36] and feedforward
system [37].

The objective of the distributed prescribed-time optimal
agreement is, for any prescribe-time T > 0, to design a dis-
tributed controller ui such that the agent’s output yi converges
to the optimum z∗ of the convex optimization problem

min
z∈Rm

f(z) =
∑N
i=1f

i(z), (2)

where f i(z) is the local scalar cost function for ith agent,
O(1/k) i.e.,

lim
t→T+t0

∥yi(t)− z∗∥ = 0, i ∈ V, (3)

irrespective of system initial value and any other control
parameters besides T . Moreover, the state xi, the output yi

and control input ui must be bounded, i.e.,

∥[(xi(t))T, (yi(t))T, (ui(t))T]∥ <∞

holds for i ∈ V and t ∈ Tp. The optimization problem (2)
can be recasted as the output consensus of agents towards the
optimum of the team cost function, i.e.,

min
y

∑N
i=1f

i(yi), i ∈ V,

subject to yi = yj ,
(4)

where y = [yT
1, · · · , yT

N ]T.
In order to solve the prescribed-time optimal agreement, the

function
µ(t) = 1/(T + t0 − t) (5)
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is used throughout the paper as the time-varying gain.
The function µ(t) increases to infinity as t approaches the
prescribed-time T+t0 and is commonly used in the prescribed-
time control. For t ∈ Tp, one has µ ∈ Rp := [1/T,∞). We
simplify µ(t) as µ throughout this paper if no confusion occur.
For any α ∈ K∞ and ι ∈ R, define

κ (ια(µ)) = exp
(
ι
∫ t
t0
α(µ(τ))dτ

)
, t ∈ Tp, (6)

where we note κ (ια(µ)) converges to zero as t→ T + t0 for
any ι < 0 and α ∈ K∞. We study the problem under these
two common assumptions.

Assumption 2.1: The undirected graph G is connected.
Assumption 2.2: For each i∈ V, the function f i is first-

order differentiable, and f i as well as its gradient ∇f i are
only known to ith agent. Moreover, it is ρc-strongly convex
and has ϱc-Lipschitz gradients, i.e., for x, y ∈ Rm,

(∇f i(x)−∇f i(y))T(x− y) ≥ ρc∥x− y∥2,
∥∇f i(x)−∇f i(y)∥ ≤ ϱc∥x− y∥,

where ρc and ϱc are some known positive constants.
Under Assumption 2.2, f is strictly convex as f i is for

i ∈ V . Therefore, if the optimization problem (2) (or problem
(4)) is solvable, the optimum is unique. We need the following
assumption for the optimization problem to be sensible.

Assumption 2.3: The optimal value of cost function (2),
denoted as f∗, is finite and the optimum set Zopt = {z ∈
Rm |

∑N
i=1f

i(z) = f∗} is nonempty and compact [38].
Some definitions are given as follows and will be used later.
Definition 2.1: A function α : [0,∞) 7→ [a,∞) is said to

belong to class Ke∞, it is strictly increasing and α(0) = a ≥ 0.

Definition 2.2: A continuous function β : [0, c)× [0, T ) 7→
[0,∞) is said to belong to class KLeT if, for each fixed s, the
mapping β(r, s) belongs to class Ke∞ with respect to r and, for
each fixed r, the mapping β(r, s) is decreasing with respect
to s and satisfies β(r, s) → 0 as s → T . The function β is
said to belong class KLT if β belongs to class KLeT and for
each fixed s, the mapping β(r, s) belongs to class K∞ with
respect to r.

Definition 2.3: [39] Consider the system χ̇ = g(t, χ, d(t))
where χ ∈ Rn is the state and d(t) : [t0,∞) 7→ Rnd is the
external input. For any given T > 0, the χ-dynamics is said
to be prescribed-time stable if there exits β ∈ KLeT such that
for χ0 ∈ Rn and d ∈ Rnd , ∥χ(t)∥ ≤ β(∥χ0∥, t − t0) holds
for t ∈ Tp where χ0 = χ(t0).

Definition 2.4: The continuously differentiable function
V (x) : Rn 7→ R≥0 is called the prescribed-time stable
Lyapunov function for the system ẋ = f(x, µ), if V (x) and
its derivative along the trajectory of the system satisfy, for all
x ∈ Rn and t ∈ Tp,

α(∥x∥) ≤ V (x) ≤ ᾱ(∥x∥), V̇ ≤ −α̃(µ)V, (7)

where α, ᾱ, α̃ are K∞ functions and µ is denoted in (5). α̃(µ)
is called prescribed-time convergent gain. The inequalities in
(7) are simplified as V (x) ∼ {α, ᾱ, α̃|ẋ = f(x, µ)}. The
continuously differentiable function V (x) : Rn 7→ R≥0 is
called the prescribed-time input-to-state stable (ISS) Lyapunov

function for the system ẋ = f(x, d, µ) with d ∈ Rnd being the
external input, if V (x) and its derivative along the trajectory
of the system satisfy, for all x ∈ Rn and t ∈ Tp,

α(∥x∥) ≤ V (x) ≤ ᾱ(∥x∥),
V̇ ≤ −α̃(µ)V + σ̃(µ)σ(∥d∥)

(8)

with α, ᾱ, α̃, σ̃ ∈ K∞ and σ ∈ Ke∞. α̃(µ), σ̃(µ) and σ(∥d∥)
are called prescribed-time convergent, prescribed-time ISS
gain and (normal) ISS gain, respectively. The inequalities in
(8) are simplified as V (x) ∼ {α, ᾱ, α̃, [σ, σ̃]|ẋ = f(x, d, µ)}.
When d contains multiple inputs as d = [dT

1, · · · , dT
n]

T

where di ∈ Rni , the second inequality of (8) becomes
V̇ ≤ −α̃(µ)V +

∑n
i=1 σ̃i(µ)σi(∥di∥), and the inequalities

are simplified as V (x) ∼ {α, ᾱ, α̃, [σ1, σ̃1], · · · , [σn, σ̃n]|ẋ =
f(x, d, µ)}.

Remark 2.1: Note that the ISS gain σ in a typical ISS-
Lyapunov function belongs to K∞, and it goes to zero when
the external input d vanishes. In prescribed-time control, we
allow σ ∈ Ke∞ such that the term does not vanish even when
the external input d vanishes.

III. A CASCADE DESIGN APPROACH

The cascade design approach has been used for the dis-
tributed convex optimization problem in [20], [21], [24]. Fol-
lowing the cascade design principle, the optimal agreement can
be decomposed into two subproblems, namely the distributed
optimum seeking and local reference trajectory tracking. To
this end, we propose the controller in the general form of

ζ̇i = hiζ
(
ζi, χi, µ

)
, (9)

ς̇i = hiς(ς
i, ζi, ξi, µ), (10)

ui = hiu
(
ςi, ζi, ξi, µ

)
, i ∈ V, (11)

where χi = Σj∈Ni
aij(ζ

j − ζi) is the relative information re-
ceived by ith agent from its neighbors and ξi = [(xi)T, (yi)T]T.
ζi-dynamics is designed to estimate the optimum z∗ of the
cost function (2). The state of ζi can be decomposed as
ζi = [(ϖi)T, (pi)T]T where pi-dynamics can be designed to
adaptively find the gradient of the local cost function ∇f i(z∗).
ζi-dynamics is similar to a PI controller and designed to admit
the equilibrium point ζi = ζ∗,i := [(z∗)T, (pi0(z

∗))T]T with
some known function pi0. ςi ∈ Rmς is the local controller state
used to construct the actual control input ui for the tracking.

A. Coordinate Transformation and Cascaded Error System

For i ∈ V , define the error states

eiϖ = ϖi − z∗, eip = pi − pi0(z
∗), ei = y − z∗,

eiy = yi −ϖi, eis =
[
(xi)T, (eiy)

T, (ςi)T
]T
.

(12)

Note that eiϖ and eip are the error from the distributed optimal
value seeking, ei is the optimal tracking error and eiy is the
local tracking error towards the local estimated optimal value
ϖi. Define the lumped vectors eϖ =

[
(e1ϖ)

T, · · · , (eNϖ)T
]T

,
ep =

[
(e1p)

T, · · · , (eNp )T
]T

, eir = [(eiϖ)
T, (eip)

T]T and er =
[(eϖ)

T, (ep)
T]

T. Note that ξi = [(xi)T, (yi)T]T = [0, (z∗)T]T +
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T with d =[
(d1)T, · · · , (dN )T

]T
.

[(xi)T, (eiy)
T]T + [0, (eiϖ)

T]T and ζi = ζ∗,i + eir . Then closed-
loop system composed of (1), (9), and (11) can be casted into
the error dynamics as follows

ėr = h̃ζ (er, µ) , (13)

ėis = gic
(
eis, er, d

i, µ
)
, (14)

ei = [0, I, 0]eis + [I, 0]eir, (15)

ui = h̃iu(e
i
s, er, µ), i ∈ V. (16)

where h̃ζ and gic in (13)-(14) can be derived from the definition
and

gic
(
eis, er, d

i, µ
)
=

g̃
i
x(e

i
s, er, d

i, µ)

g̃iy(e
i
s, er, d

i, µ)

h̃iς(e
i
s, er, µ)

 . (17)

As illustrated in Fig. 1, the error system is in a cascaded form.
With the decomposition of ei in (15), in order to show (3),
it suffices to prove the prescribed-time stability of er- and
eis-dynamics, i.e., there exist KLeT functions βr, βis such that

∥er(t)∥ ≤ βr(∥er(t0)∥, t− t0),

∥eis(t)∥ ≤ βis(∥eis(t0)∥, t− t0), i ∈ V.
(18)

B. Prescribed-time Stabilization of Cascaded System

1) Changing Lyapunov Function Method: We propose
three conditions sufficient for prescribed-time stabilization of
the cascaded system (13)-(15).

C1: er-dynamics in (13) admits a prescribed-time Lyapunov
function Vr(er) : RmN 7→ R≥0 such that

Vr(er) ∼ {αr, ᾱr, α̃r|ėr = h̃ζ (er, µ)} (19)

holds;
C2: eis-dynamics in (14) admits a prescribed-time ISS

Lyapunov function V is (e
i
s) : Rs 7→ R≥0 such that

V is (e
i
s) ∼ {αis, ᾱis, α̃is, [σir, σ̃ir], [σid, σ̃id]

|ėis = gic(e
i
s, er, d

i, µ)}, i ∈ V
(20)

holds for some σid ∈ Ke∞ and σir ∈ K∞;
C3: h̃ζ in (13) satisfies

∥h̃ζ (er, µ) ∥ ≤ γζ(µ)∥er∥, (21)

for some γζ ∈ K∞; h̃iς in (17) and h̃iu in (16) satisfy

∥h̃iς(eis, er, µ)∥ ≤ γiς(µ)∥[(eis)T, eT
r]∥,

∥h̃iu(eis, er, µ)∥ ≤ γiu(µ)∥[(eis)T, eT
r]∥, i ∈ V

(22)

for some γiς , γ
i
u ∈ K∞.

Note that condition C1 implies that V̇r ≤ −α̃(µ)Vr.
Invoking comparison lemma leads to Vr(er(t)) ≤
Vr(er(t0))κ(−α̃r(µ)) where κ(−α̃(µ)) is denoted in
(6). Due to Vr(er) ≥ αr(∥er∥), it gives

∥er(t)∥ ≤ α−1
r (ᾱr(∥er(t0)∥)κ(−α̃r(µ))) , (23)

showing that the state of the first subsystem goes to zero
at prescribed-time t0 + T and the first inequality in (18) is
achieved. In order to investigate how the er-dynamics affects
the convergence of eis-dynamics, we introduce the change of
the Lyapunov function for the eis-dynamics as

W i(µ, eis) = σis(µ)V
i
s (e

i
s), (24)

with σis ∈ K∞. Then, the convergence result for the whole
system is given in the following theorem.

Theorem 3.1: Consider the system composed of (1), (9),
(10) and (11). Suppose the closed-loop system (13)-(15)
after the state transformation satisfies conditions C1-C3. De-
fine functions ϱr(c, s) = α−1

r

(
c exp

(
−
∫ s
0
τ−2α̃r(τ)dτ

))
and

ϱis(c, s) = (αis)
−1(γe,is (c)/(σis(s))) with some γe,is ∈ Ke∞ and

c ≥ 0. Suppose

max{γζ(s), γiς(s), γiu(µ)} = S[1/(ϱr(c, s))] (25)

and there exists a K∞ function σis for (24) such that

dσis(s)

ds
≤ s−2σis(s)α̃

i
s(s)/2, (26)

max{γiς(s), γiu(s)} = S[1/(ϱis(c, s))], (27)

σis(s)σ̃
i
d(s) = S[exp(c)α̃is(s)], (28)

σis(s)σ̃
i
r(s) = S[α̃is(s)/σir(ϱr(c, s))] (29)

hold. Then, the problem of the distributed prescribed-time
optimal agreement is solved for any bounded initial condition.

Proof: Due to (20), one has V̇ is (e
i
s) ≤ −α̃is(µ)V is (eis) +

σ̃id(µ)σ
i
d(∥di∥) + σ̃ir(µ)σ

i
r(∥er∥). Taking time derivative of

W i(µ, eis) in (24) and using (26) yield

Ẇ i ≤ dσis(µ)

dµ
µ2V is + σis(µ)(−α̃is(µ)V is

+ σ̃id(µ)σ
i
d(∥di∥) + σ̃ir(µ)σ

i
r(∥er∥))

≤ −α̃is(µ)W i/2 + γ̃id(µ)σ
i
d(∥di∥) + γ̃ir(µ)σ

i
r(∥er∥),

where γ̃id(µ) = σis(µ)σ̃
i
d(µ) and γ̃ir(µ) = σis(µ)σ̃

i
r(µ). Invok-

ing comparison lemma yields

W i(t) ≤W i(t0)κ

(
−1

2
α̃is(µ)

)
+

∫ t

t0

exp

(
−1

2

∫ t
τ
α̃is(µ(s))ds

)
γ̃id(µ(τ))σ

i
d(∥di(τ)∥)dτ

+

∫ t

t0

exp

(
−1

2

∫ t
τ
α̃is(µ(s))ds

)
γ̃ir(µ(τ))σ

i
r(∥er(τ)∥)dτ.

(30)

Denote the bound of ∥di∥ as d̄i. Given (28) with c = 0, one
has supµ∈Rp

(
γ̃id(µ)/α̃

i
s(µ)

)
< ∞. As a result, the second

term on the right-hand of (30) can be calculated as∫ t

t0

exp

(
−1

2

∫ t
τ
α̃is(µ(s))ds

)
γ̃id(µ(τ))σ

i
d(∥di(τ)∥)dτ
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≤ σid(d̄
i)κ

(
−1

2
α̃is(µ)

)
×
∫ t

t0

exp

(
1

2

∫ τ
t0
α̃is(µ(s))ds

)
γ̃id(µ(τ))

α̃is(µ(τ))
d
(∫ τ

t0
α̃is(µ(s))ds

)
= σid(d̄

i) sup
µ∈Rp

(
α̃is(µ)/γ̃

i
d(µ)

)
κ

(
−1

2
α̃is(µ)

)
×
∫ t

t0

exp

(
1

2

∫ τ
t0
α̃is(µ(s))ds

)
d
(∫ τ

t0
α̃is(µ(s))ds

)
≤ ϵid

(
1− κ

(
−1

2
α̃is(µ)

))
, (31)

where ϵid = 2σid(d̄
i) supµ∈Rp

(
γ̃id(µ)/α̃

i
s(µ)

)
is a finite con-

stant. By (23), one has

∥er(t)∥ ≤ α−1
r

(
ᾱr(∥er(t0)∥) exp

(
−
∫ µ(t)
µ(t0)

τ−2α̃r(τ)dτ
))

= α−1
r

(
ϵᾱr(∥er(t0)∥) exp

(
−
∫ µ(t)
0

τ−2α̃r(τ)dτ
))

= ϱr(ϵᾱr(∥er(t0)∥), µ(t)), (32)

where ϵ = exp
(∫ µ(t0)

0
τ−2α̃r(τ)dτ

)
. Similar to (31), due to

(29) and (32), the third term on the right-hand of (30) satisfies∫ t

t0

exp

(
−1

2

∫ t
τ
α̃is(µ(s))ds

)
γ̃ir(µ(τ))σ

i
r(∥er(τ)∥)dτ

≤
∫ t

t0

exp

(
−1

2

∫ t
τ
α̃is(µ(s))ds

)
γ̃ir(µ(τ))

× σir (ϱr(ϵᾱr(∥er(t0)∥), µ(τ))) dτ

= κ

(
−1

2
α̃is(µ)

)∫ t

t0

exp

(
1

2

∫ τ
t0
α̃is(µ(s))ds

)
× γ̃ir(µ(τ))σ

i
r(ϱr(ϵᾱr(∥er(t0)∥), µ(τ)))

α̃is(µ(τ))
d
(∫ τ

t0
α̃is(µ(s))ds

)
≤ ϵir

(
1− κ

(
−1

2
α̃is(µ)

))
, (33)

where ϵir = 2 supµ∈Rp
(γ̃ir(µ)σ

i
r(ϱr(ϵᾱr(∥er(t0)∥), µ))/α̃is(µ))

is a finite constant. Substituting (31), (33) into
(30) yields W i(t) ≤ W i(t0)κ

(
− 1

2 α̃
i
s(µ)

)
+ (ϵid +

ϵir)
(
1− κ

(
− 1

2 α̃
i
s(µ)

))
≤ W i(t0) + ϵid + ϵir. Then according

to (24), eis satisfies

∥eis(t)∥ ≤ (αis)
−1(γe,is (∥eis(t0)∥)/σis(µ))

= ϱis(∥eis(t0∥, µ), (34)

where γe,is (∥eis(t0)∥) = σis(µ(t0))ᾱ
i
s(∥eis(t0)∥) + ϵid + ϵir and

(αis)
−1 denotes the inverse function of αis. (34) means the

second equation in (18) is achieved. As a result, the DPTCO
is achieved.

Next, we prove the boundedness of hiζ , hiς , h
i
u. By (23),

(25), (27) and (34), max{γζ(µ), γiς(µ), γiu(µ)}∥er∥ ≤ εr,
max{γiς(µ), γiu(µ)}∥eis∥ ≤ εs hold for some finite constants
εr, εs, and µ ∈ Rp. Since h̃iζ , h̃iς , h̃

i
u satisfy (21), (22), these

inequalities imply that hiζ , hiς , h
i
u are bounded for t ∈ Tp. This

completes the proof.
Remark 3.1: When αr(s) = crs

2, ᾱr(s) = c̄rs
2, α̃r(s) =

crs, αis(s) = ciss
2, ᾱis(s) = c̄iss

2, α̃is(s) = ciss
m, σ̃id(µ) = s,

σid(s) = s2, σ̃ir(s) = s2, σir(s) = s2 and γζ(s) = γiς(s) =
γiu(s) = cγs

n with m,n > 1, (25)-(29) in Theorem 3.1 are

satisfied with σis(s) = sm−1 for m ≥ 2n + 1, cis ≥ 2(m −
1)Tm−1, cr ≥ m+ 1.

Remark 3.2: Different from the asymptotic stabilization
[40] and finite-time stabilization [41], the prescribed-time
stabilization of a cascaded system does not only require the
prescribed-time stabilization of the autonomous subsystem
(in this case er-dynamics), but also condition on the effect
of its prescribed-time convergent gain on the eis-dynamics.
Suppose the prescribed-time ISS Lyapunov function for eis-
dynamics admits α̃is(s) = ks2, σ̃id(s) = c1s, σ̃ir(s) = c2s

m,
σid(s) = s, σir(s) = s2, where m > 2 is some positive
integer, the upper and lower bounds of Vr(er) in condition
C1 are αr(s) = ι1s

2, ᾱr(s) = ι2s
2 with 0 < ι1 ≤

ι2 and σis(s) = s. In order to meet the condition (29),

sups∈R+
c2
k

(
c
ι1

) 1
2

sm−1 exp
(
− 1

2

∫ s
0
τ−2α̃r(τ)

)
dτ <∞ must

hold, requiring the prescribed-time convergent gain in (19) to
satisfy α̃r(s) ≥ 2(m− 1)s.

2) Time-varying State Transformation : A common practice
in the literature of prescribed-time control [32], [33] is the
time-varying state transformation technique. When C2 is not
feasible, we can seek a time-varying state transformation

ẽis = his(e
i
s, µ), (35)

where his : Rn+m+mς ×Rp 7→ Rs is a differentiable function.
Generally, the mapping from eis to ẽis is nonlinear. The ẽis-
dynamics becomes

˙̃eis = h̃is(ẽ
i
s, er, d

i, µ)

=
∂his
∂eis

gic
(
eis, er, d

i, µ
)
+
∂his
∂µ

µ2,

where we used µ̇ = µ2. Due to the nonlinearity of his(·),
ẽis = 0 may not guarantee ˙̃eis = 0. With the time-varying state
transformation, the closed-loop system composed of (1), (9),
and (11) can be casted into the error dynamics as follows

ėr = h̃ζ (er, µ) , (36)
˙̃eis = h̃is(ẽ

i
s, er, d

i, µ), i ∈ V, (37)

and ςi-dynamics and ui in (10), (11) can rewritten as

ς̇i = h̄iς(ẽ
i
s, er, µ), (38)

ui = h̄iu(ẽ
i
s, er, µ) (39)

with some functions h̄iς and h̄iu derived from (10), (11) and
(35). Similarly, ẽis = 0 may not guarantee h̄iς = 0 and h̄iu = 0.
We modify conditions C2, C3 to C′

2, C′
3 as follows.

C′
2: There exists a time-varying state transformation (35)

such that ẽis-dynamics in (37) admits a prescribed-time ISS
Lyapunov function Ṽ is (ẽ

i
s) : Rs 7→ R≥0 and

Ṽ is (ẽ
i
s) ∼ {αis̃, ᾱis̃, α̃is̃, [σir̃, σ̃ir̃], [σid̃, σ̃

i
d̃
]

| ˙̃eis = h̃is(ẽ
i
s, er, d

i, µ)},∀i ∈ V
(40)

holds for some σir̃ ∈ K∞ and σi
d̃

∈ Ke∞. Moreover, the
boundedness of ẽis implies prescribed-time convergence of eis.

C′
3: h̄iς in (38) and h̄iu in (39) satisfy

∥h̄iς(ẽis, er, µ)∥ ≤ γis(∥ẽis∥T ) + γ̃iς(µ)∥er∥,
∥h̄iu(ẽis, er, µ)∥ ≤ γ̃is(∥ẽis∥T ) + γ̃iu(µ)∥er∥, i ∈ V

(41)
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for µ ∈ Rp where ∥ẽis∥T = supt∈Tp
∥ẽis(t)∥, γis, γ̃

i
s ∈ Ke∞

and γ̃iu, γ̃iς ∈ K∞.
Theorem 3.2: Consider the system composed of (1), (9),

(10) and (11). Suppose the closed-loop system (15), (36) and
(37) after the state transformation satisfies conditions C1, C′

2,
C′

3 with

max{γζ(s), γ̃iς(s), γ̃iu(s)} = S[1/(ϱr(c, s))], (42)

where ϱr(c, s) is defined in Theorem 3.1, and

σ̃i
d̃
(s) = S[exp(c)α̃is̃(s)], (43)

σ̃ir̃(s) = S[α̃is̃(s)/(σir̃(ϱr(c, s)))] (44)

hold. Then, the problem of the distributed prescribed-time
optimal agreement is solved for any bounded initial condition.

Proof: Due to (40), one has ˙̃V is (ẽ
i
s) ≤ −α̃is̃(µ)Ṽ is (ẽis) +

σ̃i
d̃
(µ)σi

d̃
(∥di∥)+ σ̃ir̃(µ)σir̃(∥er∥). Invoking comparison lemma

yields

Ṽ is (ẽ
i
s(t)) ≤ Ṽ is (ẽ

i
s(t0))κ(−α̃is̃(µ))

+

∫ t

t0

exp
(
−
∫ t
τ
α̃is̃(µ(s))ds

)
σ̃i
d̃
(µ(τ))σi

d̃
(∥di(τ)∥)dτ

+

∫ t

t0

exp
(
−
∫ t
τ
α̃is̃(µ(s))ds

)
σ̃ir̃(µ(τ))σ

i
r̃(∥er(τ)∥)dτ.

Similar to the deviations in (31) and (33), by (43) and (44) ,
the bound of Ṽ is satisfies

Ṽ is (ẽ
i
s(t)) ≤ Ṽ is (ẽ

i
s(t0))κ(−α̃is̃(µ))

+ (ϵ̃id + ϵ̃ir)(1− κ(−α̃is̃(µ))), (45)

where

ϵ̃id = sup
µ∈Rp

(
σ̃i
d̃
(µ)/α̃is̃(µ)

)
σi
d̃
(d̄i) <∞,

ϵ̃ir = sup
µ∈Rp

(σ̃ir̃(µ)σ
i
r̃(ϱr(ϵᾱr(∥er(t0)∥), µ))/α̃is̃(s)) <∞.

The inequality (45) implies that ẽis is bounded. Since the
boundedness of ẽis implies the prescribed-time convergence of
eis by condition C′

2, the second equation in (18) is achieved and
outputs of the agents converge to the optimal solution within
prescribed time. Similar to the proof of Theorem 3.1, by (42),
we have max{γζ(µ), γ̃iς(µ), γ̃iu(µ)}∥er∥ < ∞, and then the
boundedness of all signals is guaranteed. This completes the
proof.

IV. PRESCRIBED-TIME OPTIMAL SOLUTION SEEKING

In this section, we elaborate the design of ζi-dynamics. The
two subsystems of ζi-dynamics, namely ϖi- and pi-dynamics,
are designed as,

ϖ̇i = −α(µ)
(∑

j∈N i(ϖi −ϖj) +∇f i(ϖi) + pi
)
, (46)

ṗi = α(µ)
∑
j∈N i(ϖi −ϖj), i ∈ V, (47)

where α ∈ K∞ is a differentiable function to be designed.
Let r = 1N/

√
N ∈ RN and R ∈ RN×(N−1) be such that

rTR = 0, RTR = IN−1. Therefore, RRT = ΠN = IN −
1
N 1N1T

N and [r,R] is an orthogonal matrix. Define LR =
RTLR, L̄ = L ⊗ Im, L̄R = LR ⊗ Im, R̄ = R ⊗ Im and

r̄ = r ⊗ Im. For a connected graph, LR is a positive matrix
and λ2IN−1 ≤ LR ≤ λNIN−1 where λ2 and λN are the
second smallest and largest eigenvalues of L, respectively. Let
ϖ = [(ϖ1)T, · · · , (ωN )T]T and p = [(p1)T, · · · , (pN )T]T. The
dynamics (46) and (47) for the group of agents can be written
compactly as

ϖ̇ = −α(µ)L̄ϖ − α(µ)∇F (ϖ)− α(µ)p, (48)
ṗ = α(µ)L̄ϖ, (49)

where ∇F (ϖ) = [∇f1(ϖ1); · · · ;∇fN (ϖN )]. Note that the
system (48) and (49) is in the form of (9).

Proposition 4.1: Consider (48) and (49) under Assumption
2.1, 2.2 and 2.3. Let z∗ be the optimal solution to the
optimization problem (2) and thus 1N ⊗ z∗ be the optimal
solution to the optimization problem (4). For initial value of
pi(t0) satisfies

∑N
i=1p

i(t0) = 0, then

ϖ∗ = 1N ⊗ z∗, (50)
p∗ = −∇F (1N ⊗ z∗) (51)

is the solution of

0 = −L̄ϖ −∇F (ϖ)− p, 0 = L̄ϖ. (52)

Proof: From (52), the solution satisfies

ϖ∗ ∈ span{1N ⊗ υ}, p∗ = −∇F (ϖ∗) (53)

for any vector υ ∈ Rm. Since G is undirected and connected,
the Laplacian matrix matrix L is symmetric and its null space
is spanned by 1N , then 1T

NL = 0. By
∑N
i=1p

i(t0) = 0, left
multiplying (49) by 1T

N ⊗ Im yields∑N
i=1ṗ

i(t) = 0 =⇒
∑N
i=1p

i(t) =
∑N
i=1p

i(t0) = 0, t ≥ t0.

Then left multiplying the first equation in (52) by 1T
N ⊗ Im

yields ∑N
i=1∇f i(v) = 0.

For the optimization problem (2), the necessary and sufficient
condition for a point z∗ to be the unique optimal solution is
∇f(z∗) =

∑N
i=1f

i(z∗) = 0, and thus we have v = z∗ and
(50). Substituting (50) into the second equation of (53) leads
to (51).

As introduced in Section III, we use the coordinate trans-
formation eϖ = ϖ − 1N ⊗ z∗, ep = p +∇F (1N ⊗ z∗) with
eϖ and ep being the error variables for distributed optimal
value seeking problem. From Proposition 4.1, (48) and (49),
er-dynamics can be obtained, with er = [eT

ϖ, e
T
p]

T, as

ėϖ = −α(µ)(L̄eϖ +∇F̃ (eϖ) + ep), (54)
ėp = α(µ)L̄eϖ, (55)

where

∇F̃ (eϖ) =
[
(∇f1(ϖ1)−∇f1(z∗))T,

· · · , (∇fN (ϖN )−∇fN (z∗))T
]T
.

Theorem 4.1: Consider ζi-dynamics in (46) and (47) under
Assumption 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3. Define

c1 = max

{
1

λ2
,
1 + 2ϱ2c
2ρc

}
, c2 =

c1
2
min

{
1,

1

λN

}
, (56)
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c3 = c1 max

{
1,

1

λ2

}
+ 1, c∗ =

1

4c3
, (57)

where ρc and ϱc are given in Assumption 2.2. If
∑N
i=1p

i(t0) =
0 and

dα(s)

ds
≤ 1

2
c∗s−2(α(s))2 (58)

holds for s ∈ R≥0, then er-dynamics satisfies condition C1
with

αr(s) = c2s
2, ᾱr(s) = c3s

2,

α̃r(s) = 2c∗α(s), γζ(s) = max{2λN + ϱc, 1}α(s).
(59)

Moreover, the bounds of er and ėr satisfy

∥er∥ ≤ γr(∥er(t0)∥)κ (−c∗α(µ)) , (60)

∥ėr∥ ≤ γe(∥er(t0)∥)κ
(
−c

∗

2
α(µ)

)
(61)

for some γr, γe ∈ K∞.
Proof: Let us introduce the state transformations as

φ :=

[
φ̄
φ̃

]
=

[
r̄T

R̄T

]
eϖ, ϕ :=

[
ϕ̄

ϕ̃

]
=

[
r̄T

R̄T

]
ep, (62)

where φ̄, ϕ̄ ∈ Rm and φ̃, ϕ̃ ∈ R(N−1)m. As a result, the system
composed of (54) and (55) can be rewritten as

˙̄φ = −α(µ)r̄T∇F̃ (eϖ),
˙̃φ = −α(µ)(L̄Rφ̃+ R̄T∇F̃ (eϖ) + ϕ̃),

˙̄ϕ = 0,
˙̃
ϕ = α(µ)L̄Rφ̃,

(63)

where we used r̄TL = 0 and r̄Tep = 0. Let the Lyapunov
function candidate be V (φ, ϕ) = c1

2 (φ
Tφ+ϕTL̃−1

R ϕ)+ 1
2 (φ+

ϕ)T(φ + ϕ) where L̃R = diag{Im, L̄R}. Then the time
derivative of V (φ, ϕ) along (63) satisfies

V̇ (φ, ϕ)

= c1α(µ)
(
−φ̃TL̄Rφ̃− φ̄Tr̄T∇F̃ (eϖ)− φ̃TR̄T∇F̃ (eϖ)

)
+ α(µ)

(
−φ̄Tr̄T∇F̃ (eϖ)− φ̃TR̄T∇F̃ (eϖ)− φ̃Tϕ̃

−ϕ̃Tϕ̃− ϕ̄Tr̄T∇F̃ (eϖ)− ϕ̃TR̄T∇F̃ (eϖ)
)

(64)

where we used ϕTϕ̇ = ϕ̃T ˙̃ϕ + ϕ̄T ˙̄ϕ and ϕ̄T ˙̄ϕ = 0. Due to
Assumption 2.2 and (62), one has

−φ̄Tr̄T∇F̃ (eϖ)− φ̃TR̄T∇F̃ (eϖ) = −eT
ϖ∇F̃ (eϖ)

= −
∑N
j=1(ϖ

j − z∗)T(∇f j(ϖj)−∇f j(z∗))
≤ −ρc∥eϖ∥2 = −ρc∥φ∥2. (65)

A few facts are ϕ̄Tϕ̄ = 0, −(ϕ̄Tr̄T+ϕ̃TR̄T)∇F̃ (eϖ) ≤ ∥ϕ∥2/4+
ϱ2c∥φ∥2 and −φ̃Tϕ̃ ≤ ∥φ̃∥2 + ∥ϕ∥2/4. Substituting (65) and
the above inequalities into (64) yields

V̇ (φ, ϕ) ≤ −α(µ)(c1ρc + ρc − ϱ2c)∥φ∥2

− α(µ)(c1λ2 − 1)∥φ̃∥2 − α(µ)∥ϕ∥2/2. (66)

By (56) and (57), we have c1λ2 ≥ 1 and c1ρc+ρc−ϱ2c ≥ 1/2.
Then, by (66), one has

V̇ (φ, ϕ) ≤ −α(µ)∥col[φ, ϕ]∥2/2.

Note that V (φ, ϕ) can be written as a function of er, i.e.,

V (er) = V (φ, ϕ)

= c1(φ
Tφ+ ϕTL̃−1

R ϕ)/2 + (φ+ ϕ)T(φ+ ϕ)/2

= c1

(
∥eϖ∥2 + eT

p[r,R]L̃−1
R [r,R]Tep

)
/2 + ∥eϖ + ep∥2/2

As a result,

c2∥er∥2 ≤ V (er) ≤ c3∥er∥2,
V̇ (er) ≤ −α(µ)∥er∥2/2 ≤ −2c∗α(µ)V (er),

(67)

where c∗ is given in (57). Thus, the first part of condition C1
is satisfied. From (54)-(55), one has

∥ėr∥ = ∥h̃ζ (er, µ) ∥ ≤ γζ(µ)∥er∥, (68)

where γζ(µ) = max{2λN + ϱc, 1}α(µ). Invoking compar-
ison lemma for (67) leads to (60) with γr(∥er(t0)∥) =√
c3/c2∥er(t0)∥. By (58), one has

α(µ)κ(−c∗α(µ)) ≤ α(µ(t0))κ

(
−c

∗

2
α(µ)

)
(69)

and then substituting (60) into (68) and utilizing
(69) leads to (61) with γe(∥er(t0)∥) = max{2λN +
ϱc, 1}α(µ(t0))γr(∥er(t0)∥). This completes the proof.

Remark 4.1: According to the proof, (58) is used to
guarantee the prescribed-time convergence of ėr. When we
select α(s) = ks with k ≥ 2/c∗, α(s) = ks ln(s + 2) with
k ≥ 1/(c∗ ln 2), or α(s) = k1s exp(k2s) with k1 ≥ 2/c∗,
k2 ≥ 0, γr(∥er(t0)∥)κ(−c∗α(µ)) is a KLeT function and the
first inequality in (18) holds. Since the high-order derivative of
ϖi may not exist, the prescribed-time convergence of ėr will
play a very important role in the design of the local prescribed-
time tracking controller later.

V. ROBUST DPTCO FOR CHAIN-INTEGRATOR SYSTEMS

Consider the chain-integrator system with uncertainties as

ẋq = xq+1, q = 1, · · · ,m− 1,

ẋm = u+ φ(x, d),

y = x1,

(70)

where x = [xT
1, · · · , xT

m]T ∈ Rmn is the system state with
xq ∈ Rn, u ∈ Rn control input, y ∈ Rn system output, and
d ∈ D the uncertainties belonging to a compact set D ∈ Rnd .
The function φ : Rmn×D 7→ Rn is sufficiently smooth and for
each fixed d it is bounded for all x ∈ Rmn [42]. Since we deal
with the optimal tracking problem for each agent separately,
we omit the superscript i for simplicity when no confusion is
raised. According to [43, Lemma 11.1], the function φ satisfies

∥φ(x, d)∥ ≤ h(∥d∥)ψ(x), (71)

where h ∈ K∞ is an unknown positive function and ψ(x) is
a known positive function and is bounded for all x ∈ Rmn.
Note that (70) is in the form of (1).

We follow the framework developed in Section III to solve
the DPTCO problem. First, define the error as in (12), i.e.,

es =
[(
x1 −ϖi

)T
, (x2)

T
, (xm)

T
]T

,
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where ϖi is given in (46) and ς is omitted in this section. Due
to (18) and Theorem 4.1, it suffices to design controller u such
that the prescribed-time stabilization is achieved for es.

Let K = [k1, · · · , km−1]
T ∈ Rm−1 such that

Λ =

[
0m−2 Im−2

−k1 −k2 · · · − km−1

]
(72)

is Hurwitz, Lj = j − 1 for j = 2, · · · ,m, K̃ = [KT, 1]T and
Φ(µ) is

Φ(µ) = diag
{
1, (αx(µ))

−L2 , · · · , (αx(µ))−Lm

}
. (73)

where αx ∈ K∞ is a first-order differentiable function to
be designed. Since the system (70) is nonlinear and has the
relative degree greater than one and the reference trajectory
ϖi does not have the higher-order derivatives, the traditional
sliding-mode based tracking control cannot be applied [34].
Instead, we construct a new variable s̃ as

s̃ = k−1
1 (K̃TΦ(µ)⊗ In)es

= k−1
1 (KT ⊗ In) r1 + k−1

1 (αx(µ))
−Lm xm −ϖi (74)

with

r1 =
[
xT
1, (αx(µ))

−L2xT
2, · · · , (αx(µ))−Lm−1xT

m−1

]T
. (75)

Then, we define the time-varying state transformation as

ẽs = αs(µ)s̃, (76)

with a first-order differentiable αs ∈ K∞ to be designed. By
doing so, we introduce the time-varying state transformation
from es to ẽs as

ẽs = k−1
1 αs(µ)(K̃

TΦ(µ)⊗ In)es, (77)

which coincides with the procedure in Section III.
Define functions

B(s) = k−1
1 (αx(s))

−Lm , (78)

δs(s) =
dαs(s)

ds s2(αs(s))
−1 and δx(s) =

dαx(s)
ds s2 (αx(s))

−1.
By (70), (74), and (76), ẽs-dynamics can be expressed as

˙̃es = αs(µ)
(
˙̃s+ δs(µ)s̃

)
= αs(µ)(B(µ)(u+ φ(x, d) + π(x))− ϖ̇i + δs(µ)s̃), (79)

where π(x) = αx(µ)
LmKTṙ1 − Lmδx(µ)xm and

ṙ1 =
[
x2; (αx(µ))

−L2 (x3 − L2δx(µ)x2);

· · · ; (αx(µ))−Lm−1 (xm − Lm−1δx(µ)xm−1)
]
. (80)

Since Λ is Hurwitz, there exist positive matrices P , Q such
that P (Λ⊗ In) + (ΛT ⊗ In)P = −Q. Define two constants

v1 = λmin(Q)λ−1
max(P ), v2 = 2mλmax(P )λ

−1
min(P ). (81)

Then, we propose the following design criteria (DC) for K∞
functions αx(s) in (74) and αs(s) in (77) such that the time-
varying state transformation (77) and the ẽs-dynamics satisfy
C′

2 in Section III-B2.
DC1: αx(s) satisfies

dαx(s)

ds
≤ v1

2v2
s−2 (αx(s))

2 and αx(s) ≤
c∗

v1
α(s) (82)

where v1, v2 are given in (81) and c∗ is given in (57);
DC2: αs(s) is chosen as

αs(s) = (αx(s))
m
exp

(v1
2

∫ s
0
τ−2αx(τ)dτ

)
. (83)

Lemma 5.1: Consider the system (70), ϖi-dynamics in
(46) and pi-dynamics in (47) with time-varying state trans-
formation (77). If conditions in Theorem 4.1 and two design
criteria DC1-DC2 hold, then the bound of es satisfies

∥es∥ ≤ ε̃es(∥ẽs∥T )κ
(
− v1
4m

αx(µ)
)

(84)

for some Ke∞ function ε̃es and ∥ẽs∥T = supt∈Tp
∥ẽs(t)∥.

Given in the appendix, the proof of Lemma 5.1 implies
that when ẽs is bounded for t ∈ Tp, the prescribed-time
convergence of es is achieved. Therefore, it suffices to design
the controller u in (79) such that the closed-loop system for
ẽs admits a prescribed-time ISS Lyapunov function as in (40)
and ẽs is bounded for t ∈ Tp. Then, we design the controller
u as

u =− (v + ψ2(x) + 1)sign(k1)ẽs − π(x)

− (B(µ))−1δs(µ)s̃ (85)

with v > 0, and function ψ defined in (71).
For simplicity, we define

αb(s) = αs(s)|B(s)|, α̃b(s) = αs(s)|B(s)|−1, (86)

where B(s) is given in (78), and αs(s) is introduced in (76).
Note that αb and α̃b are K∞ functions.

Lemma 5.2: Consider the system (70) with the controller
(85), ϖi-dynamics in (46) and pi-dynamics in (47) with time-
varying state transformation (77). If conditions in Theorem
4.1 and two design criteria DC1-DC2 hold, then ẽs-dynamics
satisfies condition C′

2. Moreover, it admits the prescribed-
time ISS Lyapunov function in the form of (40) (omitting
superscript i) with

αs̃(s) = ᾱs̃(s) = s/2, α̃s̃(s) = 2vαb(s),

σd̃(s) = h2(s), σ̃d̃(s) = αb(s)/4,

σr̃(s) = s2, σ̃r̃(s) = α̃b(s)(γζ(s))
2/4,

(87)

where γζ(s) = max{2λN + ϱc, 1}α(s). And the controller u
satisfies C′

3 with

γ̃s(s) = ε′1 + ε′2s, γ̃u(s) = ε′3(αx(s))
m (88)

for some finite constants ε′1, ε′2 and ε′3.
Applying Theorem 3.2, 4.1 and Lemma 5.1, 5.2, we obtain

the following results.
Theorem 5.1: Consider the system composed of (46), (47),

(70), and (85). If conditions in Theorem 4.1 and two design
criteria DC1-DC2 hold, the DPTCO problem for the chain
integrator MASs (70) is solved.
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VI. ADAPTIVE DPTCO FOR STRICT FEEDBACK SYSTEMS

Consider m-order strict feedback multi-agent systems with
parameter uncertainty as follows

ẋ1 = x2,

ẋq = xq+1 + θφq(xq), q = 2, · · · ,m− 1,

ẋm = u+ θφm(xm),

y = x1,

(89)

where x = [xT
1, · · · , xT

m]T ∈ Rmn is the system state with
xq ∈ Rn, y ∈ Rn is output and u ∈ Rn is control input. θ ∈ R
is an unknown constant and φq(xq) : Rn 7→ Rn is a known
function with φq(0) = 0 for q = 2, · · · ,m. For simplicity, we
omit the superscript i when no confusion is raised.

Assumption 6.1: [44] For q = 2, · · · ,m, φq is first-order
differentiable and locally Lipschitz function.

Remark 6.1: Under Assumption 6.1, due to φq(0) = 0, by
the mean value theorem, there exists continuous matrix-valued
function ψq(xq) : Rn 7→ Rn×n such that

φq(xq) = ψq(xq)xq, (90)

where ψq(xq) and its first derivative with respect to t are
continuous and bounded. Without losing generality, we assume
∥ψq(xq)∥ ≤ ψ̄q , ∥dψq(xq(t))

dt ∥ ≤ ψ̃q hold for xq ∈ Rn, where
ψ̄a and ψ̃q are some positive finite constants.

Following the procedure in Section III, we define the error
states according to (12) as

es =
[(
x1 −ϖi

)T
, xT

2, · · · , xT
m, ς

T
]T

, (91)

where ϖi is given in (46) and

ς = [θ̂, ξT
f ]

T

is the controller state where θ̂ ∈ R is the estimator of unknown
parameter θ and ξf = [ξT

2f , · · · , ξT
mf ]

T ∈ Rn(m−1) is the
dynamic filter variable to be designed.

To facilitate the stability analysis and simplify the deriva-
tion, we introduce the coordinate transformation as

x̃1 = x1 −ϖi, ξ1 = −c1αξ(µ)x̃1,
x̃q = xq − ξqf , ξ̃q = ξqf − ξq−1,

ξq = −cqαξ(µ)x̃q − θ̂φq(xq)− υqαξ(µ)ξ̃q,

q = 2, · · ·m,

(92)

where cq for q = 1, · · · ,m is to be determined, αξ ∈ K∞ to
be designed, ξ = [ξT

1, · · · ξT
m]T is the virtual controller and ξqf

and θ̂-dynamics are designed as

ξ̇qf = υqαξ(µ)(−ξqf + ξq−1), q = 2, · · · ,m, (93)
˙̂
θ = τ − σαξ(µ)θ̂, (94)

with υq for q = 2, · · · ,m and σ > 0 to be determined, and

τ =
∑m
q=2τq, τq = (αξ(µ))

2Lq x̃T
qφq(xq). (95)

We further introduce the time-varying state transformation
for (91) as

ẽs =
[
ωT, ηT, θ̃

]T

,

where ω = [ωT
1, · · · , ωT

m]
T, η = [ηT

2, · · · , ηT
m]

T, θ̃ = θ− θ̂ with

ωq = (αξ(µ))
Lq x̃q, q = 1, · · · ,m,

ηq = (αξ(µ))
Lq ξ̃q, q = 2, · · · ,m, (96)

where Lq = m+ l+1− q with l > 0, q = 1, · · ·m. By doing
so, we in fact introduce the time-varying state transformation
from es to ẽs as

ω = (Φ1(µ)⊗ In)Λ1es,

η = (Φ2(µ)⊗ In)(Λ2es − Λ3ξ(es)),

θ̃ = θ − Λ4es

(97)

with Φ1(µ) = diag{(αξ(µ))L1 , · · · , (αξ(µ))Lm},
Φ2(µ) = diag{(αξ(µ))L2 , · · · , (αξ(µ))Lm}, Λ2 =
[0n(m−1)×(nm+1), In(m−1)], Λ3 = [In(m−1), 0n(m−1)×n],
Λ4 = [01×nm, 1, 01×n(m−1)] and

Λ1 =

[
Inm, 0nm×1,

(
0n×n(m−1)

In(m−1)

)]
,

As a result, the ẽs-dynamics can be expressed as ˙̃es =
h̃s(ẽs, er, u, θ, µ). We propose the design criterion for K∞
functions α(s) and αξ(s).

DCξ: αξ(s) satisfies

dαξ(s)

ds
≤ s−2(αξ(s))

2 and αξ(s) ≤
c∗α(s)

2L2
(98)

for s ∈ R≥0, where where c∗ is denoted in (57).
Lemma 6.1: Consider the system (89), ϖi-dynamics in (46)

and pi-dynamics in (47) with time-varying state transformation
(97). If conditions in Theorem 4.1 and the design criterion
DCξ hold, then the bound of es satisfies

∥es∥ ≤ εes(∥ẽs∥T )(αξ(µ))−1 (99)

for some Ke∞ function εes and ∥ẽs∥T = supt∈Tp
∥ẽs(t)∥.

The proof of Lemma 6.1 is given in the appendix. It
implies that when ẽs is bounded for t ∈ Tp, the prescribed-
time convergence of es is achieved. Then, the controller u is
designed as

u = ξm (100)

where ξm is designed in (92).
Theorem 6.1: Consider the system (89) with the controller

(100), ϖi-dynamics in (46) and pi-dynamics in (47) with
time-varying state transformation (97) under Assumption 6.1.
Suppose conditions in Theorem 4.1 and the design criterion
DCξ hold. Then, there always exists a set of parameters cq for
q = 1, · · · ,m, υq for q = 2, · · · ,m and h such that Ω(h) is
an invariant set where Ω(h) = {ẽs ∈ R2mn+1−n|∥ẽs∥2 ≤ h2}
and the DPTCO problem for strict-feedback MASs (89) is
solved.

VII. SIMULATION RESULTS

In this section, we show two numerical examples to illus-
trate the theoretical results.

Example 7.1: (Robust DPTCO for Euler-Lagrange MASs)
Consider the Euler-Lagrange MASs as follows

ẋi1 =xi2,
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ẋi2 =M(xi1)
i,−1(ui − Ci(xi1, x

i
2)x

i
2 −Gi(xiq)),

yi =xi1, i = 1, · · · , 6,

where xi1, x
i
2 ∈ R2 with xi1 = [xi11, x

i
12]

T, xi2 = [xi21, x
i
22]

T,
and

M i(xi1) =

[
θi1 + θi2 + 2θi3 cos(x

i
12) θi2 + θi3 cos(x

i
12)

θi2 + θi3 cos(x
i
12) θi4

]
,

Ci(xi1, x
i
2) =

[
−θi3 sin(xi12)xi21 −2θi3 sin(x

i
12)x

i
21

0 θi3 sin(x
i
12)x

i
22

]
,

Gi(xiq) =

[
θi5g cos(x

i
11) + θi6g cos(x

i
11 + xi12)

θi6g cos(x
i
11 + xi12)

]
,

where θi1 = 7, θi2 = 0.96, θi3 = 1.2, θi4 = 5.96, θi5 = 2,
θi6 = 1.2 are unknown parameters for i = 1, · · · , 6, and
g = 9.8. Note that the system is in the form of the chain-
integrator systems in (70) and satisfies (71) due to the struc-
tural property of Euler-Lagrange systems. The communication
topology among agents is given in Figure.2.

1

2 3

6 5

4

Figure 2. The information exchange topology

The six robots are located in a thermal radiation field, and
the relationship between the intensity of thermal radiation P ,
temperature Tem and distance d can be roughly expressed as

P ∝ T 4
em

∥d− d∗∥2
,

where d∗ denotes the two-dimensional coordinates of the
heat source. Suppose each robot is capable of measuring
the gradient information of the heat source with respect to
distance. The objective is to design controller ui such that the
six robots approach the heat source in a formation, and reduce
the total displacement of the six robots from their original
location. Thus, the global objective function is designed as

min
∑6
i=1ι

i
1∥yi − d∗∥2 +

∑6
i=1ι

i
2∥yi − yi(t0)∥2,

subject to yi − yj = ωi − ωj ,
(101)

where ω1 = [1, 0]T, ω2 = [1/2,
√
3/2]T, ω3 = [−1/2,

√
3/2]T,

ω4 = [−1, 0]T, ω5 = [−1/2,−
√
3/2]T, ω6 = [1/2,−

√
3/2]T

represent the formation shape, and ιi1 and ιi2 are objective
weights.

By defining ȳi = yi − ωi, the optimization problem (101)
is transformed into

min
∑6
i=1ι

i
1∥ȳi + ωi − d∗∥2 +

∑6
i=1ι

i
2∥ȳi + ωi − yi(t0)∥2,

subject to ȳi = ȳj ,
(102)

which is consistent with (4). For the optimization problem
(102), we design ζi-dynamics as in the form of (46), (47) such
that ϖi converges to the optimal solution within prescribed

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1

Time(sec)

0

10

20

30

40

50

Figure 3. The trajectories of er(t) and ėr(t)

Figure 4. Trajectories of positions xi
1 of the six robots for 0 ≤ t <

T , where • and ▲ denote the initial and final position, ⃝ denotes
the equipotential lines of P .

time. Then, the reference trajectory for each robot dynamics
is changed as

ϖi,′ = ϖi + ωi.

Replacing ϖi in Section IV with ϖi,′ , we can design the
controller following the procedures in Section V to solve
the optimization problem (101). Let the initial condition to
be x11(t0) = [1, 1]T, x21(t0) = [2, 2]T, x31(t0) = [3, 3]T,
x41(t0) = [−2,−3]T, x51(t0) = [−2,−2]T, x61(t0) = [−3,−3]T,
xi2(t0) = [1, 1]T, ϖi(t0) = [1, 1]T, pi(t0) = [0, 0]T for
i = 1, · · · , 6. The initial time t0 is set as t0 = 0, and
the prescribed-time scale T = 1s. The parameters and gain
functions are chosen as c = 6, l = 2, k1 = 2, α(µ) = 10µ,
αx(µ) = µ, αs(µ) = exp(µ). The weight coefficients ιi1
and ιi2 for cost function (101) are chosen as ιi1 = 0.5 and
ιi2 = 0.1 for i = 1, · · · , 6. The coordinate of heat source is
set as d∗ = [0, 0]T.

The simulation results are shown in Figure. 3 and 4. In
Figure. 3, er(t) and ėr(t) converge to zero within T , and thus
the validity of the optimal trajectory generator designed in
Section IV is verified. In Figure. 4, the six robots approach
the heat source in formation within the prescribed time.

Example 7.2: (Adaptive DPTCO for strict-feedback MASs)
Consider the strict-feedback MASs in the presence of param-
eter uncertainties as follows

ẋi1 = xi2, ẋ
i
2 = xi3 + θixi2,

ẋi3 = ui + θixi3, y
i = xi1, i = 1, · · · , 6,
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Figure 5. The trajectories of tracking error between each agent’s
output and optimal solution

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1

Time(sec)

-100
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200

Figure 6. The trajectories of θ̂1(t), ∥x1
2(t)∥, ∥x1

3(t)∥.

where θi ∈ R, xi1, x
i
2, x

i
3 ∈ R2. θ = [θ1, · · · , θ6] =

[1, 2,−1, 3,−2,−3]. The communication topology among
agents is shown in Figure. 2, and the local cost function of
each agent is

f i(z) = exp
(
(z − zid2)

TP i(z − zid2)
)

+ (z − zid1)
TQi(z − zid1) + δi,

where zd1 = [z1d1, · · · , z6d1] = 12×6, zd2 = [z1d2, · · · , z6d2] =
0.52×6, Q1 = [0.5,−0.2;−0.2, 0.3], Q2 = [0.1, 0; 0, 0.1],
Q3 = [0.1, 0; 0, 0.2], Q4 = [0.4, 0.1; 0.1, 0.6],
Q5 = [0.1, 0; 0, 0.5], Q6 = [0.2,−0.1;−0.1, 0.2],
P 1 = [0.1, 0; 0, 0.1], P 2 = [0.1, 0; 0, 0.2], P 3 =
[0.2, 0; 0, 0.1], P 4 = [0.2, 0; 0, 0.3], P 5 = [0.4, 0.1; 0.1, 0.6],
P 6 = [0.1, 0.2; 0.2, 0.5], δ = [δ1, · · · , δ6] = 16. Using Global
Optimization Toolbox in MATLAB, the optimal solution z∗

is
z∗ = [0.7263, 0.7183]T.

which is used for verification only. The parameters are chosen
as ci1 = 10, ci2 = 10, ci3 = 10, υi2 = 15, υi3 = 20, σi =
10, i = 1, · · · , 6, l = 1. α(µ) = 10µ3/2, αξ(µ) = µ3/2. The
initial values are x11(t0) = [1, 0]T, x21(t0) = [2,−1]T, x31(t0) =
[3,−2]T, x41(t0) = [−1, 3]T, x51 = [−2, 1]T, x61(t0) = [−3, 2]T,
xi2(t0) = [1, 1]T, xi3(t0) = [1, 1]T, θ̂i(t0) = 1, i = 1, · · · , 6,
and ϖ(t0), p(t0) are the same as that in Example 1.

The simulation results are shown in Figure. 5 and 6. In
Figure. 5, the tracking error between each agent’s output
and optimal solution is bounded and achieves prescribed-time
convergence towards zero. For simplicity, we only provide
the trajectories of θ̂1(t), ∥x12(t)∥, ∥x13(t)∥ in Figure. 6. These
trajectories show that we achieve prescribed-time convergence
towards zero for θ̂1(t), ∥x12(t)∥, ∥x13(t)∥.

VIII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose a novel DPTCO algorithm for
a class of high-order nonlinear MASs. A DPTCO framework

is first constructed embedding the cascade design such that
the DPTCO problem is divided into optimal solution seeking
for thewhole system and reference trajectory tracking prob-
lem for each agent. The DPTCO framework is then utilized
to solve DPTCO problem for chain integrator MASs and
strict-feedback MASs. The prescribed-time convergence lies
in the time-varying gains which increase to infinity as time
approaches the prescribed time. When solving the tracking
problem for the two specific MASs, high-order derivative of
reference trajectory is not required. It would be very interesting
to further consider the DPTCO where the local cost functions
subject to bound, equality, and inequality constraints.
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[36] M. Krstić, I. Kanellakopoulos, and P. Kokotović, “Adaptive
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APPENDIX

Proof of Lemma 5.1: For αs(s) in (83), one has

αs(µ) = (αx(µ))
m exp

(v1
2

∫ µ
0
τ−2αx(τ)dτ

)
= (αx(µ))

mκ
(v1
2
αx(µ)

)
exp

(v1
2

∫ µ(t0)
0

τ−2αx(τ)dτ
)
.

By (76), for t ∈ Tp, one has

∥s̃∥ ≤ (αs(µ))
−1 ∥ẽs∥T

≤ εs(∥ẽs∥T )(αx(µ))−mκ
(
−v1

2
αx(µ)

)
. (103)

Note that εs(s) = exp
(
−v1

2

∫ µ(t0)
0

τ−2αx(τ)dτ
)
s belongs to

K∞, since exp
(
−v1

2

∫ µ(t0)
0

τ−2αx(τ)dτ
)

is a finite constant.
Define

r̃1 = r1 − b′ ⊗ϖi, (104)

where b′ = [1, · · · , 0]T ∈ Rm−1 and r1 is defined in (75). Note
that

es =

[ (
Φ−1(µ)⊗ In

)
r̃1

xm

]
, (105)

where Φ(µ) is given in (73). Taking time derivative of r̃1 and
using (80) yield

˙̃r1 = αx(µ)(Λ⊗ In)r̃1 + δx(µ)(A⊗ In)r̃1

+ αx(µ)k1(b⊗ s̃)− b′ ⊗ ϖ̇i,
(106)

where b = [0, · · · , 1]T ∈ Rm−1, Λ is denoted in (72), and

A =

[
0 0T

m−2

0m−2 diag {−L2, · · · ,−Lm−2}

]
.

Let the Lyapunov function candidate for r̃1-dynamics be
Vr(r̃1) = r̃T

1P r̃1. Then, its time derivative along (106) is

V̇r(r̃1) =− αx(µ)r̃
T
1Qr̃1 + 2δx(µ)r̃

T
1(A

T ⊗ In)P r̃1
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+ 2k1αx(µ)r̃
T
1P (b⊗ s̃)− 2r̃T

1P (b
′ ⊗ ϖ̇i). (107)

Due to (61), (103) and Young’s inequality, the terms on the
right-hand side of equality (107) satisfy −αx(µ)r̃T

1Qr̃1 ≤
−v1αx(µ)Vr, 2δx(µ)r̃

T
1(A

T ⊗ In)P r̃1 ≤ v3δx(µ)Vr,
2k1αx(µ)r̃

T
1P (b ⊗ s̃) ≤ Vr + v4(εs(∥ẽs∥T ))2κ(−v1αx(µ)),

and −2r̃T
1P (b

′ ⊗ ϖ̇i) ≤ Vr + v5κ(−c∗α(µ)), where v1
and is given in (81), v3 = 2(m − 3)λmax(P )λ

−1
min(P ),

v4 = λ−1
min(P )λ

2
max(P )|k1|2(αx(µ(t0)))−2m,

v5 = λ−1
min(P )λ

2
max(P )(γe(∥er(t0)∥))2 and we used

∥b∥ = ∥b′∥ = 1 as well as ∥ϖ̇i∥ ≤ ∥ėr∥. Therefore, by (82)
and the above inequalities, the bound of V̇r can be expressed
as

V̇r(r̃1) ≤ (−v1αx(µ) + v3δx(µ) + 2)Vr(r̃1)

+ (v4(εs(∥ẽs∥T ))2 + v5)κ(−v1αx(µ)). (108)

A few facts are

exp
(∫ t

τ
δx(µ(s))ds

)
= exp

(∫ t
τ
dαx(c)

dc

∣∣∣
c=µ(s)

µ2(s)(αx(µ(s)))
−1ds

)
= exp

(
ln(αx(µ(s)))

∣∣∣t
τ

)
= αx(µ(t))(αx(µ(τ)))

−1, ∀τ ≤ t, (109)

and

(αx(µ))
v3κ

(
−v1

2
αx(µ)

)
≤ (αx(µ(t0)))

v3 (110)

due to (82). By (109) and (110), invoking comparison lemma
for (108) yields,

Vr(t) ≤ κ(−v1αx(µ))
(

αx(µ)

αx(µ(t0))

)v3
exp (2(t− t0))Vr(t0)

+ (v4(εs(∥ẽs∥T ))2 + v5)κ(−v1αx(µ))(αx(µ))v3

× exp (2(t− t0))

∫ t

t0

exp (−2(τ − t0))

(αx(µ(τ)))v3
dτ

≤ (λmax(P )∥r̃1(t0)∥2 + v4T (εs(∥ẽs∥T ))2 + v5T )

× exp(2T )κ
(
−v1

2
αx(µ)

)
.

where we simply replace Vr(r̃1(t)), Vr(r̃1(t0)) with Vr(t),
Vr(t0). Therefore, utilizing the property (

∑n
i=1|xi|)

p ≤∑n
i=1|xi|p for xi ∈ R where i = 1, · · · , n, 0 < p ≤ 1,

the bound of r̃1 satisfies

∥r̃1∥ ≤ εes(∥ẽs∥T )κ
(
−v1

4
αx(µ)

)
, (111)

where εes ∈ Ke∞ is εes(s) = exp(T )λ
− 1

2

min(P )[(v4T )
1
2 εs(s) +

λ
1
2
max(P )∥r̃1(t0)∥+ (v5T )

1
2 ] with εs(s) denoted in (103). By

(75), (104), and (111),

∥(Φ−1(µ)⊗ In)r̃1∥

≤ ϵeε
e
s(∥ẽs∥T ) (αx(µ))

Lm κ
(
−v1

4
αx(µ)

)
≤ ϵeε

e
s(∥ẽs∥T ) (αx(µ(t0)))

Lm κ
(
− v1
4m

αx(µ)
)
, (112)

where ϵe = max{1, (αx(µ(t0)))−L2 , · · · , (αx(µ(t0)))−Lm}.
By (74) and (111), the bound of xm satisfies

∥xm∥ ≤ |k1| (αx(µ))Lm ∥s̃∥+ (αx(µ))
Lm ∥K∥∥r̃1∥

≤ |k1|εs(∥ẽs∥T )(αx(µ(t0)))−1κ
(
−v1

2
αx(µ)

)
+ ∥K∥ (αx(µ(t0)))Lm κ

(
− v1
4m

αx(µ)
)

≤
(
|k1|εs(∥ẽs∥T )(αx(µ(t0)))−1

+∥K∥ (αx(µ(t0)))Lm

)
κ
(
− v1
4m

αx(µ)
)
. (113)

Summarizing (112), (113) and (105), the bound of es satisfies
(84) with ε̃es(s) ∈ Ke∞ being ε̃es(s) = ϵeε

e
s(s) (αx(µ(t0)))

Lm+
|k1|εs(s)(αx(µ(t0)))−1+∥K∥ (αx(µ(t0)))Lm . This completes
the proof.
Proof of Lemma 5.2: Let the Lyapunov function candidate
for ẽs-dynamics in (79) be

Vs(ẽs) =
1

2
ẽT
sẽs. (114)

According to Theorem 4.1, ϖ̇i satisfies ∥ϖ̇i∥ ≤ ∥ϖ̇∥ ≤
∥ėr∥ ≤ γζ(µ)∥er∥ with γζ(s) denoted in (59). Uti-
lizing (71), (83), (86) and Young’s inequality, we have
ẽT
sαs(µ)B(µ)φ(x, d) ≤ αb(µ)((ψ

2(x)∥ẽs∥2+h2(∥d∥)/4) and
ẽT
sαs(µ)ϖ̇

i ≤ αb(µ)∥ẽs∥2+ α̃b(µ)(γζ(µ))2∥er∥2/4. Then the
time-derivative of Vs(ẽs) along ẽs-dynamics (79) with the
controller (85) is

V̇s(ẽs) = ẽT
sαs(µ)(B(µ)(u+ φ(x, d) + π)− ϖ̇i + δs(µ)s̃)

= −(v + (ψ(x))2 + 1)αb(µ)∥ẽs∥2 − ẽT
sαs(µ)ϖ̇

i

+ ẽT
sαs(µ)B(µ)φ(x, d)

≤ −vαb(µ)∥ẽs∥2 + αb(µ)(h(∥d∥))2/4
+ α̃b(µ)(γζ(µ))

2∥er∥2/4. (115)

By (114) and (115), the closed-loop system of ẽs admit a
prescribed-time ISS Lyapunov function in the form of (20)
with the prescribed-time convergent gain, prescribed-time ISS
gain and ISS gain given as in (87).

What is left is to prove that control input u in (85) satisfies
(41). By (106) and (111)

∥π∥ ≤ ∥K∥(αx(µ))m (∥Λ∥∥r̃1∥+ ∥A∥∥r̃1∥
|k1|∥s̃∥+ γζ(µ)∥er∥)

≤ ε1 + ε2∥ẽs∥T + ε3(αx(µ))
m∥er∥, (116)

where ε1, ε2 and ε3 are some finite constants. And

∥B−1(µ)δs(µ)s̃∥

≤ |k1|
(
v1
2

+
mv1
2v2

)
(αx(µ))

2mκ
(
−v1

2
αx(µ)

)
∥ẽs∥

≤ ε4∥ẽs∥T (117)

for some finite constant ε4. Since ψ(x) is bounded for x ∈
Rmn, one has −(v+ψ2(x)+1)sign(k1)ẽs ≤ ε5∥ẽs∥T for some
positive finite constant ε5. Therefore, by (116) and (117), the
controller u in (85) satisfies (41) with γ̃s(s) and γ̃u in (88) by
letting ε′1 = ε1, ε′2 = ε2+ε4+ε5 and ε′3 = ε3. This complete
the proof.
Proof of Theorem 5.1: In order to invoke Theorem 3.2, we
must check the condition (43) and (44). Due to Lemma 5.2,
σ̃d̃(s) = αb(s)/4. Therefore,

sup
s∈R≥0

[σ̃d̃(s)/(exp(c)α̃s̃(s))] = (8v exp(c))−1 <∞,
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which means (43) is satisfied. By Theorem 4.1 and (82), one
has

ϱr(c, s) = (2c/c1)
1
2 exp

(
−c∗

∫ s
0
τ−2α(τ)dτ

)
= (2c/c1)

1
2 exp

(
−v1

∫ s
0
τ−2αx(τ)dτ

)
,

where c1, c2 and c∗ are denoted in (56), (57). Therefore,

sup
s∈R≥0

[
σ̃r̃(s)/(α̃s̃(s)(σr̃(ϱr(c, s)))

−1)
]

= sup
s∈R≥0

[
ε(αx(s))

2m exp
(
−2v1

∫ s
0
τ−2αx(τ)dτ

)]
≤ ε,

where ε = ck21v
2
1(2λN + ϱc)

2/(4vc1(c
∗)2) and we used

m/v2 ≤ 1, which means (44) is satisfied. By Theorem 3.2,
ẽs is bounded. In Theorem 4.1, we have proved γζ(s) =
S[ϱr(c, s)]. And

sup
s∈R≥0

[γ̃u/(ϱr(c, s))
−1]

= sup
s∈R≥0

ε′3(2c/c1)
1
2 (αx(s))

m exp
(
−v1

∫ s
0
τ−2αx(τ)dτ

)
≤ ε′3(2c/c1)

1
2 .

By Lemma 5.2 and 5.1, all conditions in Theorem 3.2 are
satisfied. Invoking Theorem 3.2 completes the proof.
Proof of Lemma 6.1: Due to (92), one has

es =



x1 −ϖi

x2
...
xm
θ̂
ξf


=



x̃1
x̃2 + ξ̃2 + ξ1

...
x̃m + ξ̃m + ξm−1

θ̂
ξf


.

By (96), one has

∥x̃q∥ ≤ ∥ẽs∥T (αξ(µ))−Lq , q = 1, · · · ,m,
∥ξ̃q∥ ≤ ∥ẽs∥T (αξ(µ))−Lq , q = 2, · · · ,m,

(118)

where we used ∥x̃q∥ ≤ ∥ω∥(αξ(µ))−Lq , ∥ξ̃q∥ ≤
∥η∥(αξ(µ))−Lq , ∥ω∥ ≤ ∥ẽs∥ ≤ ∥ẽs∥T and ∥η∥ ≤ ∥ẽs∥ ≤
∥ẽs∥T . Due to (92), the bounds of ξ1 and ξ2f satisfy ∥ξ1∥ ≤
c1∥ẽs∥T (αµ(µ))−L2 and ∥ξ2f∥ ≤ ∥ξ̃2∥ + ∥ξ1∥ ≤ (1 +
c1)∥ẽs∥T (αµ(µ))−L2 . As a result, the bound of x2 satisfies

∥x2∥ ≤ ∥x̃2∥+ ∥ξ̃2f∥+ ∥ξ1∥
≤ (2 + c1)∥ẽs∥T (αξ(µ))−L2 . (119)

By Assumption 6.1, one has ∥θ̂φ2(x2)∥ ≤ |θ̂|ψ̄2∥x2∥ ≤
ψ̄2(∥ẽs∥T + |θ|)∥x2||, where we used |θ̂| ≤ |θ̃| + |θ| and
|θ̃| ≤ ∥ẽs∥T . Then, the bound of ξ2 and ξ3f satisfy

∥ξ2∥ ≤ (c2 + ψ̄2|θ|(2 + c1) + v2)∥ẽs∥T (αξ(µ))−L3

+ ψ̄2(2 + c1)∥ẽs∥2T (αξ(µ))−L3 ,

∥ξ3f∥ ≤ (c2 + ψ̄2|θ|(2 + c1) + v2 + 1)∥ẽs∥T (αξ(µ))−L3

+ ψ̄2(2 + c1)∥ẽs∥2T (αξ(µ))−L3 .

Similarly, we can derive that

∥xq∥ ≤ εxq(∥ẽs∥T )(αξ(µ))−Lq , q = 3, · · · ,m,
∥ξq∥ ≤ εξq(∥ẽs∥T )(αξ(µ))−Lq , q = 3, · · · ,m,
∥ξqf∥ ≤ ε′ξq(∥ẽs∥T )(αξ(µ))−Lq , q = 4, · · · ,m,

(120)

where εxq , εξq and ε′ξq are some K∞ functions.
By (90), (96), (119) and (120), τ in (95) satisfies

|τ | ≤
∑m
j=2∥ωj∥(αξ(µ))Lj ψ̄j∥xj∥ ≤ ετ (∥ẽs∥T ), (121)

where ετ ∈ K∞. Define the Lyapunov function candidate for
θ̂-dynamics as U = 1

2 θ̂
2. Its time-derivative along θ̂-dynamics

is

U̇ ≤ −(2σ − 1)αξ(µ)U + (αξ(µ))
−1(ετ (∥ẽs∥T ))2/2. (122)

Let Us = (αξ(µ))
2U and

σ = (3 + σ′)/2 (123)

with any σ′ > 0. By (122) and (98), U̇s ≤ −σ′αξ(µ)Us +
1
2αξ(µ)(ετ (∥ẽs∥T ))

2. Invoking comparison lemma, one has
Us(t) ≤ κ(−σ′αξ(µ))Us(t0) +

1
2σ′ (ετ (∥ẽs∥T ))2, then θ̂ sat-

isfies

|θ̂(t)| ≤
(
αξ(µ(t0))|θ̂(t0)|+ (2σ′)

− 1
2 ετ (∥ẽs∥T )

)
(αξ(µ))

−1

≤ εe
θ̂
(∥ẽs∥T )(αξ(µ))−1

for εe
θ̂
∈ Ke∞. Therefore, (118)-(120) leads to (99).

Proof of Theorem 6.1: Let Vi =∑i
q=1

1
2

(
ωT
qωq + ηT

q+1ηq+1

)
. We use the backstepping

technique to prove

V̇i ≤−
∑i
j=1c̄jαξ(µ)∥ωj∥2 −

∑i
j=1ῡj+1αξ(µ)∥ηi+1∥2

+ αξ(µ)∥ωi+1∥2/2 + θ̃
∑i
j=2τj + αξ(µ)

∑i
j=1πj

+ (αξ(µ))
2L2+1∥ϖ̇i∥2/2 (124)

holds for i = 1, · · · ,m− 1, where c̄j , ῡj+1 are some positive
finite constants, τj is denoted in (95) and πj will be defined
later.

Step 1: The derivative of ωT
1ω1 is

ωT
1ω̇1 = ωT

1 (αξ(µ))
L1

(
x2 − ϖ̇i + L1δξ(µ)x̃1

)
= ωT

1 (αξ(µ))
L1

(
ξ1 + x̃2 + ξ̃2 − ϖ̇i + L1δξ(µ)x̃1

)
,

where δξ(µ) =
dαξ(µ)

dµ µ2(αξ(µ))
−1 and we used x2 =

x̃2 + ξ2f and ξ2f = ξ1 + ξ̃2. By Young’s in-
equality and (98), we have ωT

1 (αξ(µ))
L1 L1α

′
ξ(µ)x̃1 ≤

L1αξ(µ)∥ω1∥2, ωT
1 (αξ(µ))

L1 x̃2 ≤ 1
2αξ(µ)(∥ω1∥2 +

∥ω2∥2), ωT
1 (αξ(µ))

L1 ξ̃2 ≤ 1
2αξ(µ)(∥ω1∥2 + ∥η2∥2) and

ωT
1 (αξ(µ))

L1 ϖ̇i ≤ 1
2αξ(µ)∥ω1∥2 + 1

2 (αξ(µ))
2L2+1∥ϖ̇i∥2.

Let c1 = c̄1+L1+
3
2 with any c̄1 ≥ 1

2σ, where σ is denoted in
(123). Substituting ξ1 in (92) and the above inequalities into
ωT
1ω̇1 yields

ωT
1ω̇1 ≤− c̄1αξ(µ)∥ω1∥2 + αξ(µ)(∥ω2∥2 + ∥η2∥2)/2

+ (αξ(µ))
2L2+1∥ϖ̇i∥2/2. (125)

Let υ2 = ῡ2 +L2 + ρ2 +
1
2 with ῡ2 ≥ 1

2σ and ρ2 sufficiently
large ρ2. The term ηT

2η̇2 satisfies

ηT
2η̇2 = ηT

2(L2δξ(µ)η2 + (αξ(µ))
L2 ˙̃
ξ2)
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≤ −(ῡ2 + 1/2)αξ(µ)∥η2∥2 + αξ(µ)π1, (126)

where
π1 = ∥ (αξ(µ))L3 ξ̇1∥2/(2ρ2). (127)

Note that ξ̇1 exists for t ∈ Tp and can be expressed as

ξ̇1 = −c1δξ(µ)αξ(µ)x̃1 − c1αξ(µ)(x2 − ϖ̇i).

Consider the Lyapunov function candidate as V1 =
1
2

(
∥ω∥2 + ∥η2∥2

)
. By (125) and (126), V̇1 satisfies

V̇1 ≤− c̄1αξ(µ)∥ω1∥2 − ῡ2αξ(µ)∥η2∥2 + αξ(µ)∥ω2∥2/2
+ (αξ(µ))

2L2+1∥ϖ̇i∥2 + αξ(µ)π1/2. (128)

Step q: Suppose (124) holds for i = q − 1. Let cq = c̄q +
Lq + 2 with any c̄q ≥ 1

2σ. Substituting ξq in (92) into ωT
qω̇q

yields

ωT
qω̇q = ωT

q (αξ(µ))
Lq (x̃q+1 + ξ̃q+1 + ξq + υqαξ(µ)ξ̃q

+ θφq(xq) + Lqδξ(µ)x̃q)

≤ − (c̄q + 1/2)αξ(µ)∥ωq∥2 + θ̃τq

+ αξ(µ)(∥ωq+1∥2 + ∥ηq+1∥2)/2. (129)

Let υq+1 = ῡq+1 + Lq+1 + ρq+1 + 1
2 with ῡq+1 ≥ 1

2σ and
ρq+1 sufficiently large. Then, ηT

q+1η̇q+1 satisfies

ηT
q+1η̇q+1 ≤ −(ῡq+1+1/2)αξ(µ)∥ηq+1∥2+αξ(µ)πq, (130)

where
πq = ∥ (αξ(µ))Lq+2 ξ̇q∥2/(2ρq+1). (131)

By Assumption 6.1, ξ̇q can be expressed as

ξ̇q =− cq
dαξ(µ)

dµ
µ2x̃q − cqαξ(µ) ˙̃xq − ˙̂

θψq(xq)xq

− θ̂ψq(xq)ẋq − θ̂
dψq(xq(t))

dt
xq − υq

dαξ(µ)

dµ
µ2ξ̃q

− υqαξ(µ)
˙̃
ξq. (132)

Note that Vq = Vq−1+
1
2

(
ωT
qωq + ηT

q+1ηq+1

)
. By (128), (129)

and (130), V̇q can be expressed as

V̇q ≤−
∑q
j=1c̄jαξ(µ)∥ωj∥2 −

∑q
j=1ῡj+1αξ(µ)∥ηq+1∥2

+ αξ(µ)∥ωq+1∥2/2 + θ̃
∑q
j=2τj + αξ(µ)

∑q
j=1πj

+ (αξ(µ))
2L2+1∥ϖ̇i∥2/2.

Thus, the claim (124) holds for i = 1, · · · ,m− 1.
Step m: Let Lyapunov function candidate be Vm = Vm−1+

1
2 (ω

T
mωm+θ̃2). Substituting (100) and ˙̂

θ in (94) into V̇m yields

V̇m ≤− αξ(µ)
∑m
j=1c̄j∥ωj∥2 − αξ(µ)

∑m−1
j=1 ῡj+1∥ηq+1∥2

+ σαξ(µ)θ̃θ̂ + αξ(µ)
∑m−1
j=1 πj

+ (αξ(µ))
2L2+1∥ϖ̇i∥2/2 (133)

where we used (95).
For a given h > 0, define Ω(h) ={
ẽs ∈ R2mn+1−n | ∥ẽs∥2 ≤ h2

}
. Within Ω(h), one has

∥ẽs∥ ≤ h, ∥ωj∥ ≤ h, ∥ηj∥ ≤ h and |θ̃| ≤ h. Let
constants cj for j = 1, · · · ,m and υj for j = 2, · · · ,m be
defined in the proof of Lemma 6.1. Define constant vectors

c̃j = [c1, · · · , cj ]T for j = 1, · · · ,m, υ̃j = [υ2, · · · , υj ]T for
j = 2, · · · ,m and

c̃s,j = [c̃T
j , υ̃

T
j+1, σ, θ, h]

T (134)

for j = 2, · · · ,m. Following the proof of Lemma 6.1, one has

∥x̃1∥ ≤ ϵ1(h)(αξ(µ))
−L1 , (135)

∥x2∥ ≤ ϵ2(c̃1, h)(αξ(µ))
−L2 , (136)

∥xq∥ ≤ ϵq(c̃q−1, υ̃q−1, h)(αξ(µ))
−Lq , q = 3, · · · ,m, (137)

∥ξ1∥ ≤ ξ̄1(c̃1, h)(αξ(µ))
−L1 , (138)

∥ξq∥ ≤ ξ̄q(c̃q−1, υ̃q−1, h, θ)(αξ(µ))
−Lq , q = 2, · · · ,m,

(139)

∥ξ2f∥ ≤ ξ̄2f (c̃1, h)(αξ(µ))
−L2 , (140)

∥ξqf∥ ≤ ξ̄qf (c̃q−1, υ̃q−1, h, θ)(αξ(µ))
−Lq , q = 3, · · · ,m,

(141)

|θ̂| ≤ Θ(θ, σ, h)(αξ(µ))
−1, (142)

with some functions ϵq for q = 1, · · · ,m, ξ̄q , ξ̄qf for q =
2, · · · ,m and Θ. From Theorem 4.1, one has

∥ϖ̇i∥ ≤ ∥ėr∥ ≤ γζ(µ)∥er∥ (143)

with γζ(µ) = (2λN +ϱc)α(µ). According to (135), (136) and
(143), ξ̇1 satisfies ∥ξ̇1∥ ≤ c1(ϵ1(h) + ϵ2(c̃1, h))(αξ(µ))

−L3 +
c1αξ(µ)γζ(µ)∥er∥. Thus, π1 in (127) satisfies

π1 ≤ Ξ1(c̃s,1)

2ρ2
+
ϵr,1(c̃s,1)

2ρ2
(αξ(µ))

2L2(α(µ))2∥er∥2, (144)

where Ξ1(c̃s,1) = c21h
2(3 + c1)

2 and εr,1(c̃s,1) =
c21(2λN + ϱc)

2. According to (136), (137), (138), (140)
and Remark 6.1, the terms on the right hand side of
ξ̇2 in (132) satisfy −c2 dαξ(µ)

dµ µ2x̃2 ≤ c2h(αξ(µ))
−L4 ,

−c2αξ(µ) ˙̃x2 ≤ c2(ϵ3 + |θ|ψ̄2ϵ2αξ(µ(t0)) + υ2h)(αξ(µ))
−L4 ,

− ˙̂
θψ2(x2)x2 ≤ (ετ (h) + σΘ)ψ̄2ϵ2(αξ(µ))

−L2 ,
−θ̂ψ2(x2)ẋ2 ≤ Θψ̄2(ϵ3 + αξ(µ(t0))|θ|ψ̄2ϵ2)(αξ(µ))

−L2 ,
−θ̂ dψ2(x2(t))

dt x2 ≤ Θψ̃2ϵ2(αξ(µ))
−L1 , −υ2 dαξ(µ)

dµ µ2ξ̃2 ≤
υ2h(αξ(µ))

−L4 and −υ2αξ(µ) ˙̃ξ2 ≤ (αξ(µ)
−L4υ22h +

υ2αξ(µ)∥ξ̇1∥, where ετ is given in (121). As a result, upon
utilizing the above inequalities and (144), π2 in (131) satisfies

π2 ≤ Ξ2(c̃s,2)

ρ3
+
εr,2(c̃s,2)

ρ3
(αξ(µ))

2L2(α(µ))2∥er∥2, (145)

where c̃s,2 is denoted in (134), Ξ2(c̃s,2) and εr,2(c̃s,2) are
independent of υ3. Similarly, by utilizing (135)-(142), (144)
and (145), step by step, it can be derived that

πj ≤
Ξj(c̃s,j)

ρj+1
+
εr,j(c̃s,j)

ρj+1
(αξ(µ))

2L2(α(µ))2∥er∥2 (146)

for j = 3, · · · ,m − 1, where Ξj(c̃s,j) and εr,j(c̃s,j) are
independent of υj+1. By (143),

(αξ(µ))
2L2+1∥ϖ̇i∥2/2 ≤ ε̃r(αξ(µ))

2L2+1(α(µ))2∥er∥2
(147)

for some 0 < ε̃r <∞. Note that

Vm =
1

2

(∑m
j=1ω

T
jωj +

∑m
j=2η

T
jηj + θ̃2

)
=

1

2
ẽT
sẽs.
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Using (144), (145), (146), and (147), the bound of V̇m in (133)
satisfies

V̇m ≤− ι1αξ(µ)Vm + αξ(µ)(σθ
2/2 +

∑m−1
j=1 Ξj/ρj+1)

+ ι2(αξ(µ))
2L2+1(α(µ))2∥er∥2, (148)

where ι1 = min{2c̄1, · · · , 2c̄m, 2ῡ2, · · · , 2ῡm, σ} and ι2 =
ε̃r +

∑m−1
j=1 εr,j(c̃s,j)/ρj+1.

By (58), (60) in Theorem 4.1 and (98), the bound of V̇m in
(148) becomes

V̇m ≤ −ι1αξ(µ)Vm + αξ(µ)(σθ
2/2 +

∑m−1
j=1 Ξj/ρj+1)

+αξ(µ)ι2 (γr(∥er(t0)∥)α(µ(t0)))2 (αξ(µ(t0)))2L2 . (149)

Let us choose any σ satisfies (123) and c̄j ≥ 1
2σ for j =

1, · · · ,m, ῡj+1 ≥ 1
2σ for j = 1, · · · ,m− 1. As a result, the

parameter c̃m is fixed and it is always possible to find an h
such that

σθ2/(2ι1) ≤ h2/8. (150)

Since Ξj is independent of υj+1 for j = 1, · · · ,m − 1, it is
independent of ρj+1. For any given h, it is always possible to
choose sufficiently large ρ2, · · · , ρm such that∑m−1

j=1 Ξj/(ρj+1ι1) ≤ h2/8. (151)

Then, υ̃m is fixed. For any bounded initial condition er(t0)
and µ(t0), it is always possible to find an h such that

(ι2/ι1) (γr(∥er(t0)∥))2 (α(µ(t0)))2 (αξ(µ(t0)))2L2 ≤ h2/4.

By (150), (151) and the upper inequality, one has h2/2 ≥
ϵ̃d + ϵ̃r where

ϵ̃d = σθ2/(2ι1) +
∑m−1
j=1 Ξj/(ρj+1ι1),

ϵ̃r = (ι2/ι1) (γr(∥er(t0)∥))2 (α(µ(t0)))2 (αξ(µ(t0)))2L2 .

When Vm(ẽs(t0)) ≤ h2/2, invoking comparison lemma for
(149) yields

Vm(ẽs(t))

≤ κ(−ι1αξ(µ))Vm(ẽs(t0)) + (ϵ̃d + ϵ̃r)(1− κ(−ι1αξ(µ)))
≤ h2/2 + κ(−ι1αξ(µ))(Vm(ẽs(t0))− h2/2) ≤ h2/2,

which implies Ω(h) is an invariant set. It shows ẽs is bounded
which implies that limt→t0+T es = 0 by (99) in Lemma 6.1.
Similar to the proof of Theorem 3.2, we can prove that the
DPTCO problem is solved.
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