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Abstract

In this paper, we study infinite-horizon linear-quadratic uncertain differential games with an output
feedback information structure. We assume linear time-invariant nominal dynamics influenced by deter-
ministic external disturbances, and players’ risk preferences are expressed by a soft-constrained quadratic
cost criterion over an infinite horizon. We demonstrate that the conditions available in the literature for the
existence of a soft-constrained output feedback Nash equilibrium (SCONE) are too stringent to satisfy,
even in low-dimensional games. To address this issue, using ideas from suboptimal control, we intro-
duce the concept of a soft-constrained output feedback guaranteed cost equilibrium (SCOGCE). At an
SCOGCE, the players’ worst-case costs are upper-bounded by a specified cost profile while maintaining
an equilibrium property. We show that SCOGCE strategies form a larger class of equilibrium strategies;
that is, whenever an SCONE exists, it is also an SCOGCE. We demonstrate that sufficient conditions
for the existence of SCOGCE are related to the solvability of a set of coupled bi-linear matrix inequal-
ities. Using semi-definite programming relaxations, we provide linear matrix inequality-based iterative
algorithms for the synthesis of SCOGCE strategies. Finally, we illustrate the performance of SCOGCE
controllers with numerical examples.

Keywords: Differential games; Games with uncertainty; Linear quadratic differential games; Output feed-
back information structure; Soft-constrained guaranteed cost equilibrium; Linear matrix inequality

1 Introduction

Dynamic game theory provides a mathematical framework for modeling and analyzing multi-player decision-
making situations that evolve over time. It has found successful applications in engineering, economics, man-
agement science, and biology, where these decision problems arise naturally; see [1, 2, 3, 4, 5]. Specifically
in engineering, dynamic game theory has been applied to address decision problems in, e.g., cyber-physical
systems [6], communication and networking [7, 8], autonomous vehicles [9], and smart grids [10, 11, 12].
In a dynamic game, the interaction environment of the players (or agents) is encapsulated by a state vari-
able, and its evolution is described by a differential or difference equation. In a standard dynamic game,
the dynamic model is assumed to be an exact representation of the interaction environment, and players use
their strategies to achieve their objectives based on complete information about the state variable. However,
real-world scenarios deviate from this standard framework in two significant ways. Firstly, obtaining an
accurate dynamic model can be challenging, and optimization relying on highly detailed information from
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such a model may be impractical due to potential changes in the system’s dynamics over time, which can be
difficult to predict. Secondly, agents in real-world applications may not always have complete information
about the state variable. For example, in distributed networked systems, agents can only access local state or
output information related to their neighborhood, and they may not have direct access to the states but only
to output information.

In the existing literature on dynamic games, one approach for addressing deviations of the first kind is
through an uncertain dynamic game framework (see [13], [14], [15], [16], [17]). Here, a relatively simple
model (a nominal model) is used to describe the dynamics. This approach is based on robust control theory
[18, 19] and provides a way of capturing aversion to model risk in a dynamic game setting. In this framework,
it is assumed that the system dynamics is influenced by a deterministic disturbance, capturing discrepancies
between the model and reality. Agents evaluate this disturbance according to their risk attitudes, which are
reflected in their objective functions. They then manage this uncertainty by seeking strategies that optimize
their objectives in a worst-case scenario. In [13, 14], two solution concepts are studied based on the norm of
the disturbance signal under the feedback information structure:1 the soft-constrained feedback Nash equi-
librium, where the disturbance signal is unbounded but has finite energy, and the hard-bound constrained
feedback Nash equilibrium, where the disturbance signal has a finite norm, implying that it is bounded.
However, in all these works (including [15], [16], [17]), it is assumed that the agents have complete infor-
mation about the state variable at all times during the course of the game. Consequently, these works do not
address the second kind of deviation from the standard setup, which pertains to the situation where agents
make decisions based on output information.

This paper is mainly concerned with the study of uncertain differential games with imperfect state or
output feedback information structure. The contribution of our paper to the literature on dynamic games is
twofold. Firstly, we consider a class of differential games with uncertain linear state dynamics and quadratic
objectives defined over an infinite horizon. We assume that system uncertainty is expressed by an additive
disturbance signal to the nominal linear state dynamics, with external disturbances that are unbounded but
have finite energy. Representative applications include smart grids, where agents manage energy distribu-
tion in the presence of short-term, unbounded fluctuations in renewable sources like wind and solar, which
have finite energy over time. In financial markets, traders and automated agents respond to market shocks,
such as price crashes, that are unbounded in the short term but exhibit finite volatility over longer periods.
Similarly, in multi-robot systems, robots cooperate on tasks like exploration or mapping while facing un-
bounded environmental disturbances, such as impacts or terrain changes, with finite overall energy. When
a state feedback information structure is assumed, [13, 14, 17] show that the sufficient conditions for the
existence of soft-constrained feedback Nash equilibria (SCFNE) are closely related to the existence of sta-
bilizing solutions of a set of coupled algebraic Riccati equations (CARE). Following [20], with an output
feedback information structure, the sufficient conditions for the existence of soft-constrained output feed-
back Nash equilibria (SCONE) require that the solutions of CARE satisfy additional structural constraints
in addition to the stability requirements. We demonstrate that these sufficient conditions are too stringent to
meet even for low-dimensional games. To address this problem, we introduce the notion of a soft-constrained
output feedback guaranteed cost equilibrium (SCOGCE). This solution concept is inspired by the satisfac-
tion equilibrium studied in [21] in the context of static games. These strategies ensure that the worst-case
individual costs of the players are upper-bounded by a given threshold (a design parameter) while retaining
an equilibrium property. We demonstrate that SCOGCE strategies are a larger class of equilibrium strategies;
that is, if SCONE strategies exist, they are contained in this class. Further, we derive sufficient conditions

1The outcome of a differential game varies qualitatively based on the information available to the players during the decision-
making process, also referred to as the information structure (see [3]). In the open-loop information structure, the decisions of
the players are functions of time and the initial state variable, while in the feedback information structure, they are functions of
the current state variable. The latter information structure is preferred as the decisions of the players are adapted to evolving state
information.
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for the existence of SCOGCE strategies. The design of SCOGCE strategies uses techniques developed for
suboptimal static output feedback controllers [22, 23, 24]. Our second contribution is related to the synthesis
of SCOGCE strategies. In the existing literature, the SCFNE (or SCONE) strategies are obtained by first
solving CARE, which involves solving Nn(n + 1)/2 multi-variable polynomial equations of degree 2 in
Nn(n + 1)/2 variables, where N and n respectively denote the number of agents and the dimension of the
state space. Though there exist iterative methods [25, 26, 27, 28] for solving CARE, they are highly sensitive
to initialization, and convergence to a stabilizing solution of CARE is not guaranteed. As a result, deter-
mining if a solution to CARE is stabilizing can only be verified ex-post, as demonstrated in [14, 2, 17, 15],
in other words, the required stability conditions are decoupled or not integrated into the existing iterative
schemes for solving CARE. In this work, we demonstrate that the sufficient conditions for the existence of
SCOGCE strategies result in a set of coupled matrix inequalities. Consequently, the synthesis of these strate-
gies is based on checking the feasibility of these inequalities. We use semi-definite programming relaxation
to transform these conditions into convex feasibility problems and develop a linear matrix inequality-based
iterative method for synthesizing SCOGCE strategies. In our approach, the required stability conditions are
incorporated within the iterative scheme, eliminating the need for ex-post verification.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we provide preliminaries and the problem statement. In
Section 3, we derive some results pertaining to the suboptimal control problem of uncertain linear systems
(single agent problem). Using these results, in Section 4, we introduce the notions guaranteed cost response
and SCOGCE, and derive some properties of these equilibria. In Subsections 4.1 and 4.2, we present results
pertaining to the verification and synthesis of SCOGCE, respectively. In Subsection 4.3, we develop an algo-
rithm for the computation of SCOGCE. In Section 5, we specialize these results to state feedback information
structure. Section 6 illustrates the performance of SCOGCE-based controllers for the distributed control of
networked multi-agent systems. Finally, conclusions are presented in Section 7.

1.1 Novelty and differences with the existing literature

Infinite horizon uncertain linear quadratic differential games with deterministic disturbances were studied in
[13, 14] using methods developed in robust control theory [18, 19]. Assuming a state feedback information
structure, the authors propose soft-constrained and hard-bound constrained feedback Nash equilibria as solu-
tion concepts and provide sufficient conditions for their existence. For scalar uncertain games, [15] proposes
a numerical algorithm for computing soft-constrained Nash equilibria. In [16], the author examines the ex-
istence of robust equilibria with an open-loop information structure. In weakly coupled large-scale systems,
[29] investigates the existence of soft-constrained equilibria for uncertain games with stochastic uncertain-
ties. Recently, [17] explores the design of min-max robust equilibrium controls in these uncertain differential
games. In [30], bounded type Nash controls were derived for linear systems with polytypic uncertainties. In
all these studies, robust Nash equilibria are obtained under a state feedback information structure. Our work
differs from these works by considering an output feedback information structure.

The equilibrium concept presented in this paper is inspired by the satisfaction equilibrium studied in [21]
in static games. In the distributed control of multi-agent systems, agents use strategies based on local (or
partial) state information. In this area, the works [31, 32, 33] study modeling frameworks that involve Nash
and ϵ-Nash equilibrium strategies. This paper differs from these works in both focus and solution concept, as
we seek to obtain a broader class of equilibrium strategies that guarantee the individual worst-case costs of
the agents remain below a given threshold. This paper extends the work on uncertain differential games by
[13, 14, 15] to a suboptimal setting. In our previous work [34], the guaranteed cost equilibrium was studied
in networked linear quadratic differential games without external disturbances. This paper extends that work
to a general class of uncertain differential games with an output feedback information structure.
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1.2 Notation

Rn (Rn
+) denotes the set of n× 1 real (positive) column vectors, Rn×m denotes the set of n×m real matrices.

E′ denotes the transpose of a matrix or a vector E. In denotes the n × n identity matrix. 0n×m denotes
an n × m matrix with all its elements as zero. An (n − 1) tuple, (1,2,⋯, i − 1, i + 1,⋯, n) is denoted
by −i. An n-tuple, (S1, S2,⋯, Sn) is also denoted by (Si, S−i) where S−i = (S1,⋯, Si−1, Si+1,⋯, Sn).
col{e1, e2,⋯, en} denotes the single column vector or matrix obtained by column stacking the vectors or
matrices {e1, e2,⋯, en}. A positive definite (semi-definite) matrix A is denoted by A ≻ 0 (A ⪰ 0), and

√
A

denotes its square root. For any two matrices A,B ∈ Rn×n, the relation A ≻ B (A ⪰ B) denotes that the
matrix A − B is positive definite (positive semi-definite). The direct sum and Kronecker product of two
matrices A and B are denoted by A ⊕ B and A⊗B respectively. A matrix A is referred to as stable if
the real part of all the eigenvalues of A is negative. ∣∣A∣∣ denotes a matrix norm of the matrix A. S⨉T
denotes the Cartesian product of the sets S and T . ∂S denotes the boundary of a set S. The space of m-
dimensional real valued functions with finite energy (or quadratically integrable) on [0,∞) is denoted by
Lm
2 ([0,∞)) ∶= {d(t) ∈ Rm, t ∈ [0,∞) ∣ ∫

∞

0 d′(t)d(t)dt <∞}.

2 Preliminaries and problem formulation

We denote the set of players by N ∶= {1,2,⋯,N}. We assume that the dynamic interaction environment of
the players is affected by an external deterministic disturbance signal and is described by the following linear
time-invariant dynamics

ẋ(t) = Ax(t) +∑
i∈N

Biui(t) +Ed(t), x(t) = x0, (1a)

yi(t) = Cix(t), i ∈ N, (1b)

where A ∈ Rn×n, E ∈ Rn×q, Bi ∈ Rn×mi , and Ci ∈ Rsi×n with si ≤ n and rank(Ci) = si. We assume that
the pairs (A,Bi) and (A,Ci) are stabilizable and detectable, respectively, for all i ∈ N. Here, x(t) ∈ Rn,
ui(t) ∈ Rmi , and yi(t) ∈ Rsi respectively denote the state vector, control action of Player i, and output or
observations of the state vector available to Player i at time t ∈ [0,∞). Further, d(.) ∈ Lq

2([0,∞)) denotes
q-dimensional deterministic disturbance signal, and x0 ∈ Rn denotes the initial state vector. Each Player
i ∈ N chooses his controls so as to minimize the following soft-constrained quadratic cost functional defined
over an infinite horizon

Ji(ui, u−i, d) ∶= ∫
∞

0
(y′i(t)Qiyi(t) + u′i(t)Riui(t) − d′(t)Did(t))dt, (1c)

where Qi ∈ Rsi×si , Qi ⪰ 0, Ri ∈ Rmi×mi , Ri ≻ 0 and Di ∈ Rq×q, Di ≻ 0 for all i ∈ N. We assume output
feedback information structure, that is, players use static output feedback controls of the form

ui(t) = Fiyi(t), Fi ∈ Rmi×si , i ∈ N (1d)

to achieve their objectives. Using this, the performance criterion (1c) is rewritten as

Ji(Fi, F−i, d) = ∫
∞

0
(x′(t) (C ′iQiCi +C ′iF ′iRiFiCi)x(t) − d′(t)Did(t))dt. (1e)

To save on notation, we use the same letter Ji to express both the original cost functional in (1c) and its refor-
mulation (1e). Here, x(t) evolves according to the closed-loop dynamics ẋ(t) = (A +∑i∈NBiFiCi)x(t) +
Ed(t), x(0) = x0. In order to express players’ desire for robustness to the unkonwn external disturbance, we
assume that each player seeks to minimize his cost (1e) with a worst-case disturbance, that is, Player i ∈ N
aims to minimize the following modified cost criterion

J sc
i (Fi, F−i) ∶= sup

d(.)∈Lq
2([0,∞))

Ji(Fi, F−i, d). (1f)
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Remark 2.1. In (1e) the matrix Di represents Player i’s evaluation of the uncertainty. In particular, the term
d′(t)Did(t) appears with a negative sign. So, according to (1e) and (1f), a large value of ∣∣Di∣∣ indicates
that Player i’s worst-case disturbance signal will have a small magnitude. Consequently, Player i does not
anticipate significant deviations from the nominal dynamics in the environment, implying a risk-loving nature
of the player. Conversely, a small value of ∣∣Di∣∣ indicates that Player i is risk-averse.

We assume that the dynamics (1a)-(1b) and the objectives (1e) are common knowledge among the play-
ers. The equilibrium concept based on the adjusted costs (1f) is given by the following definition.

Definition 2.1 (Soft-constrained output feedback Nash equilibrium). An N tuple (F ⋆i , F ⋆−i) is called a soft-
constrained output feedback Nash equilibrium (SCONE) if for each Player i ∈ N the following inequality
holds

J sc
i (F ⋆i , F ⋆−i) ≤ J sc

i (Fi, F
⋆
−i), ∀Fi. (2)

For the full state feedback case, that is, when si = n and Ci = In for all i ∈ N, [14, Theorem 3.3] provides
sufficient conditions for the existence of soft-constrained static state feedback Nash equilibrium. However,
for the output feedback case, such conditions are not available. Nevertheless, following the study on output
feedback Nash equilibria [20, Theorem 3.2], an SCONE can be obtained using the sufficient conditions [14,
Theorem 3.3], and is related to the solvability of the following set of coupled algebraic Riccati equations

CARE ∶ (A − ∑
j∈−i

BjR
−1
j B′jPj)

′

Pi + Pi(A − ∑
j∈−i

BjR
−1
j B′jPj)

+C ′iQiCi − PiBiR
−1
i B′iPi + PiED−1i E′Pi = 0, i ∈ N. (3)

As the cost functions (1e) are defined over an infinite horizon we require that players’ strategies should
stabilize the closed-loop system. A stabilizing solution of CARE is an N -tuple (Pi, P−i) of real symmetric
matrices which satisfies (3) such that the following N + 1 matrices

A −
N

∑
j=1

BjR
−1
j B′jPj , A −

N

∑
j=1

BjR
−1
j B′jPj +ED−1i E′Pi, i ∈ N, (4)

are stable. Following [20, Remarks 2.2 and 2.3], if a stabilizing solution of (3) can be found satisfying the
following structural condition

B′iPi(I −C ′i(CiC
′
i)−1Ci) = 0, i ∈ N, (5)

then the SCONE strategy of Player i ∈ N can be synthesized as

F ⋆i = −R−1i B′iPiC
′
i(CiC

′
i)−1. (6)

The following example demonstrates that these sufficient conditions are quite restrictive, and fail to satisfy
even for low-dimensional problems.

1 2 3

Figure 1: 3-agent networked multi-agent system.

Example 2.1. Consider a 3-agent networked multi-agent system as shown in Figure 1. The state dynamics
associated with the agents is given by ẋi(t) = xi(t) + ui(t) + 0.1d(t), xi(t) ∈ R, ui(t) ∈ R, i = 1,2,3, and
d ∈ L1

2([0,∞)). The objectives of the players are given by J1 = ∫
∞

0 ((x1(t)−x2(t))
2+u21(t)−d2(t))dt, J2 =

∫
∞

0 ((x2(t)−x1(t))
2+(x2(t)−x3(t))2+u22(t)−d2(t))dt, and J3 = ∫

∞

0 ((x3(t)−x2(t))
2+u23(t)−d2(t))dt.

5



The output variables of the players are given by y1(t) = [ x1(t) x2(t) ]′, y2(t) = [ x1(t) x2(t) x3(t) ]′ and y3(t) =
[ x2(t) x3(t) ]′. The game parameters are A = I3, B1 = [ 1 0 0 ]′, B2 = [ 0 1 0 ]′, B3 = [ 0 0 1 ]′, E = 0.1 [ 1 1 1 ]′,
Q1 = [ 1 −1

−1 1 ] , Q2 = [
1 −1 0
−1 2 −1
0 −1 1

], Q3 = [ 1 −1
−1 1 ], C1 = [ 1 0 0

0 1 0 ], C2 = I3, C3 = [ 0 1 0
0 0 1 ], Ri = Di = 1, for

i = 1,2,3. Solutions of CARE involve solving 18 multi-variate polynomials of degree 2 in 18 variables.
Upon imposing the structural conditions (5) the solutions of CARE must satisfy P1(1,3) = P3(3,3) = 0. It
can be verified that CARE does not admit solutions with these restrictions. So, it is not clear if an SCONE
exists for this game.

2.1 Problem statement

In this subsection, we outline the difficulties associated with computing an SCONE which serve as a motiva-
tion for studying an alternate equilibrium concept.

1. A solution for CARE requires solving (Nn(n+1)/2)multivariate polynomial equations of degree 2 in
(Nn(n+ 1)/2) variables. As mentioned in the introduction, although there exist iterative methods for
solving CARE, they are highly sensitive to initial conditions, and convergence to a stabilizing solution
is not guaranteed; refer to [28].

2. Once a solution to CARE is obtained, SCONE is determined by verifying if the solution satisfies the
required N + 1 stability conditions (4). This implies that the stability requirements are not embedded
but decoupled from the process of obtaining solutions to CARE; refer to [14, 15, 2].

3. An additional complexity with SCONE is that the solution of a CARE must satisfy the structural
condition (5). Similar to the stability requirement, this condition is decoupled, meaning it can only be
verified after obtaining a solution to CARE; refer also to [20].

Considering the limitations observed in the existence of SCONE, a natural question arises: Is there a
broader class of output feedback strategies that satisfy an equilibrium property? Here, the term ’broader’
refers to the requirement that SCONE strategies, if they exist, must be contained in this larger class of
strategies. To address this question, we aim to develop an equilibrium concept based on a suboptimality
criterion. In this framework, instead of players minimizing their worst-case costs, they seek output feedback
strategies that guarantee their worst-case costs are lower than a given threshold.

3 Suboptimal control of uncertain linear systems

In this section, we consider a robust suboptimal linear quadratic control problem for uncertain linear systems.
First, we study the autonomous case and then synthesize suboptimal feedback controls for uncertain linear
systems with control inputs. Consider the autonomous system with external deterministic disturbance

ẋ(t) = Āx(t) +Ed(t), x(0) = x0, (7a)

y(t) = Cx(t), (7b)

where Ā ∈ Rn×n and C ∈ Rs×n with s ≤ n and rank(C) = s. We assume that the pair (A,C) is detectable.
Here, x(t) ∈ Rn, y(t) ∈ Rs and d(t) ∈ Rq denote the state, output and disturbance vectors respectively. We
consider the following soft-constrained cost functional

J(d) ∶= ∫
∞

0
(y′(t)Q̄y(t) − d′(t)Dd(t)) dt, (8)

where Q̄ ∈ Rs×s, Q̄ ⪰ 0 and D ∈ Rq×q, D ≻ 0. We seek to obtain conditions that ensure the worst-case
cost, supd∈Lq

2(0,∞)
J(d), is lower than a given upper bound δ > 0. The following lemma provides a sufficient

condition.
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Lemma 3.1. Consider the uncertain system (7) with cost functional (8). Let δ > 0, and assume that there
exist P ≻ 0 and M ≻ 0 such that the following conditions hold

Ā′P + PĀ +C ′Q̄C + PGP ≺ 0, (9a)

x′0Px0 < δ, (9b)

(Ā +GP )′M +M(Ā +GP ) ≺ 0, (9c)

where G ∶= ED−1E′. Then, Ā and (Ā + GP ) are stable, and there exists a d̄(.) ∈ Lq
2([0,∞)) such that

J(d) ≤ J(d̄) < δ for all d(.) ∈ Lq
2([0,∞)) where d̄(t) =D−1E′Pe(Ā+GP )tx0.

Proof. We write (9a) as Ā′P + PĀ ≺ −(C ′Q̄C + PGP ). Then, since Q̄ ⪰ 0 and D ≻ 0, and there exists
a P ≻ 0, it follows from the Lyapunov inequality that Ā is stable. Next, as d(.) ∈ Lq

2([0,∞)), it follows
from Lemma A.1 (see Appendix) that limt→∞ x(t) = 0, which further implies that limt→∞ y(t) = 0. These
observations imply that the cost (8) is finite for all d(.) ∈ Lq

2([0,∞)). Next, writing (8) as

J(d) = ∫
∞

0
(x′(t)C ′Q̄Cx(t) − d′(t)Dd(t))dt − ∫

∞

0

d

dt
(x′(t)Px(t)) dt + ∫

∞

0

d

dt
(x′(t)Px(t)) dt.

(10)

As limt→∞ x(t) → 0, we have ∫
∞

0
d
dt(x

′(t)Px(t))dt = limt→∞ x(t)′Px(t) − x′0Px0 = −x′0Px0. Using this
in (10), and after completion of squares we get

J(d) = x′0Px0 + ∫
∞

0
x′(t)(Ā′P + PĀ +C ′Q̄C + PGP )x(t) dt − ∫

∞

0
∣∣d(t) −D−1E′Px(t)∣∣2D dt. (11)

From the finiteness of the cost for all d ∈ Lq
2([0,∞)) and from the positive definiteness of D, we have

that J(d) is uniquely maximized at d̄(t) = D−1E′Px̄(t), where x̄(.) is the state trajectory generated by
˙̄x(t) = (Ā +GP )x̄(t), x̄(0) = x0. From the Lyapunov inequality (9c), as there exists M ≻ 0, we have that
(Ā+GP ) is stable, which implies d̄(.) ∈ Lq

2([0,∞)). In particular, this implies J(d̄) = supd∈Lq
2(0,∞)

J(d) =
maxd∈Lq

2(0,∞)
J(d).

Next, we denote by Q† ∶= −(Ā′P + PĀ +C ′Q̄C + PGP ), and write the worst-case cost as

J(d̄) = x′0Px0 − ∫
∞

0
x̄′(t)Q†x̄(t) dt. (12)

Since Ā +GP is stable and Q† ≻ 0 (from (9a)), we have that the quadratic functional ∫
∞

0 x̄′(t)Q†x̄(t)dt is
obtained uniquely as x′0Y x0 where Y is a positive definite solution of the Lyapunov equation (Ā+GP )′Y +
Y (Ā +GP ) = Q†. Then, from (9b), this implies J(d̄) = x′0Px0 − x′0Y x0 ≤ x′0Px0 < δ. ∎

Next, we consider the controlled uncertain linear time-invariant system

ẋ(t) = Ax(t) +Bu(t) +Ed(t), x(0) = x0, (13a)

y(t) = Cx(t), (13b)

where B ∈ Rn×m, and u(t) ∈ Rm denotes the control input. We assume that the pairs (A,B) and (A,C) are
stabilizable and detectable respectively. We consider the following soft-constrained performance criterion

J(u, d, x0) ∶= ∫
∞

0
(y′(t)Qy(t) + u′(t)Ru(t) − d′(t)Dd(t)) dt, (14)

where R ∈ Rm×m with R ≻ 0. We seek to obtain an output feedback control u(t) = Fy(t) which ensures that
the worst-case cost supd∈Lq

2([0,∞))
J(u, d, x0) is lower than δ > 0. The following lemma provides a sufficient

condition for the existence of such a feedback control.
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Lemma 3.2. Consider the uncertain controlled linear system (13) with the cost functional (14). Let δ > 0,
and assume that there exist P ≻ 0, M ≻ 0 and F ∈ Rm×s such that the following conditions hold

(A +BFC)′P + P (A +BFC) +C ′QC +C ′F ′RFC + PGP ≺ 0, (15a)

x′0Px0 < δ, (15b)

(A +BFC +GP )′M +M(A +BFC +GP ) ≺ 0, (15c)

where G ∶= ED−1E′. Then, (A + BFC) and (A + BFC + GP ) are stable, and there exists a d̄(.) ∈
Lq
2([0,∞)) such that J(F, d, x0) ≤ J(F, d̄, x0) < δ for all d(.) ∈ Lq

2([0,∞)) where
d̄(t) =D−1E′Pe(A+BFC+GP )tx0.

Proof. The proof follows from Lemma 3.1 by replacing Ā and Q̄ with A +BFC and C ′QC + C ′F ′RFC
respectively. ∎

Remark 3.1. Lemma 3.1 extends the robust optimal control problem studied in [14, Lemma 3.1], for the
autonomous case, to a suboptimal setting. Here, the additional stability condition (9c) is crucial to ensure
a finite upper bound for the worst-case cost, as demonstrated in (12). Similarly, Lemma 3.2 provides a
suboptimal counterpart to [14, Lemma 3.2].

4 Soft-constrained output feedback guaranteed cost equilibrium

In this section, we build upon the results obtained in the previous section (for the single-player case) and
introduce the concept of a soft-constrained guaranteed cost function. Subsequently, we use this concept to
introduce an equilibrium notion. Consider an N -tuple (δi, δ−i) ∈ RN

+ representing a given cost profile, which
is a design parameter. With the adjusted cost of Player i, as given by equation (1f), we define the set-valued
worst-case guaranteed cost function for Player i as follows:

gi(F−i) ∶= {Fi ∈ Rmi×si ∣ J sc
i (Fi, F−i) < δi} . (16)

Here, gi(F−i) provides the set of all output feedback strategies which ensure that Player i’s worst-case cost
is below a given δi, when other agents use their output feedback strategies F−i ∈ ⨉j∈−iRmj×sj . Using this
idea, we introduce an equilibrium concept in the next definition.

Definition 4.1 (Soft-constrained output feedback guaranteed cost equilibrium). Let (δi, δ−i) ∈ RN
+ be a

given cost profile. The strategy profile F ○ ∶= (F ○i , F ○−i) is a soft-constrained output feedback guaranteed cost
equilibrium (SCOGCE) if for each Player i ∈ N the following condition holds true

F ○i ∈ gi(F ○−i). (17)

The set of all SCOGCE is given by

F○ ∶= {(Fi, F−i) ∈ ⨉
j∈N

Rmj×sj ∣ Fi ∈ gi(F−i), ∀i ∈ N}. (18)

Remark 4.1. We note that once the players are at an SCOGCE, no player has interest in deviating from the
current strategy as each player has achieved a desired upper bound on his worst-case cost, in other words,
players are reluctant to change their strategies once they are satisfied.

The next two results illustrate the properties of SCOGCE strategies. The first result is related to mono-
tonicity property.
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Theorem 4.1 (Monotonicity). Let (δi, δ−i) ∈ RN
+ and (δ̄i, δ̄−i) ∈ RN

+ be two cost profiles such that δi ≤ δ̄i for
all i ∈ N, and let F○ and F̄○ denote the associated set of SCOGCE strategies respectively. Then, F○ ⊆ F̄○.

Proof. For any (F ○i , F ○−i) ∈ F○ we have that for every i ∈ N, J sc
i (F ○i , F ○−i) < δi. Since δi ≤ δ̄i, we have, for

every i ∈ N, J sc
i (F ○i , F ○−i) < δ̄i, and this implies (F ○i , F ○−i) ∈ F̄○. ∎

The next result shows that if an SCONE exists, then for a specific choice of cost profile, the SCONE is
also an SCOGCE.

Theorem 4.2 (Contains SCONE). Let (F ⋆i , F ⋆−i) be an SCONE for the uncertain LQDG. Then, (F ⋆i , F ⋆−i) is
also an SCOGCE considering the cost profile δi = J sc

i (F ⋆i , F ⋆−i) + ξ, i ∈ N, for some ξ > 0.

Proof. Since δi = J sc
i (F ⋆i , F ⋆−i) + ξ, we have gi(F ⋆−i) ≠ ∅ as J sc

i (F ⋆i , F ⋆−i) < δi for i ∈ N. Further, from (16)
and (17) this implies F ⋆i ∈ gi(F ⋆−i) for every i ∈ N. So, (F ⋆i , F ⋆−i) is also an SCOGCE for the chosen cost
profile. ∎

Remark 4.2. Following Theorem 4.2, we note that the set of guaranteed cost equilibrium strategies is larger;
it contains the set of Nash equilibrium strategies.

Remark 4.3. The SCOGCE strategies can be interpreted as follows. Each Player i ∈ N privately reveals her
guaranteed cost bound δi to a social planner or a principal. After knowing the cost profile (δi, δ−i) of the
players, the principal proposes a SCOGCE strategy profile (F ○i , F ○−i) to the players privately. Each player’s
cost then achieves the desired upper bound by obeying the proposal when other players do the same. Thus,
the SCOGCE is similar in spirit to a correlated equilibrium in static games [35]. In this interpretation, it is
sufficient for player i to know only her own threshold δi, without needing knowledge of the thresholds of
other players. Only the principal is required to have full knowledge of the thresholds for the synthesis of
SCOGCE strategies. When the principal is not involved, each player is required to have knowledge of the
thresholds of other players, in addition to her own, to synthesize her SCOGCE strategy. In this case, the cost
profiles or thresholds of the players, as well as the notion of sub-optimality as rationality–where each player
aims to achieve a cost below her threshold–should also be common knowledge among the players.

4.1 Verification of SCOGCE

In this subsection, we derive sufficient conditions to verify whether a given strategy profile is an SCOGCE
for the uncertain differential game (1).

Theorem 4.3 (Verification). Let a cost profile (δi, δ−i) ∈ RN
+ and a strategy profile F ○ ∶= (F ○i , F ○−i) be given.

Assume that for each i ∈ N, there exist Pi ≻ 0 and Mi ≻ 0 such that the following conditions hold:

A○′Pi + PiA
○ +C ′iQiCi +C ′iF ○′i RiF

○
i Ci + PiGiPi ≺ 0 (19a)

x′0Pix0 < δi, (19b)

(A○ +GiPi)′Mi +Mi(A○ +GiPi) ≺ 0, (19c)

where Gi ∶= ED−1i E′ and A○ ∶= A +∑i∈NBiF
○
i Ci. Then, A○ and A○ +GiPi, i ∈ N are stable. Furthermore,

F ○ is an SCOGCE, and the worst-case disturbance signal from Player i’s perspective is given by d̄i(t) =
D−1i E′Pie

(A○+GiPi)tx0, t ∈ [0,∞), for i ∈ N.

Proof. Firstly, we express (19a) as the Lyapunov inequality A○′Pi + PiA
○ ≺ −(C ′iQiCi + C ′iF ○′i RiF

○
i Ci +

PiGiPi). Given Qi ⪰ 0 and Ri ≻ 0, along with the existence of Pi ≻ 0 satisfying the Lyapunov inequality,
we conclude that A○ is stable. Additionally, the existence of Mi ≻ 0 satisfying the Lyapunov inequality (19c)
implies that A○ +GiPi is stable. At (F ○i , F ○−i), Player i’s cost is represented by:

Ji(F ○i , F ○−i, d) = ∫
∞

0
(x′(t) (C ′iQiCi +C ′iF ○i

′RiF
○
i Ci)x(t) − d′(t)Did(t))dt, (20)
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where x(t) satisfies ẋ(t) = A○x(t) +Ed(t) with x(0) = x0. By replacing Ā and Q̄ in Lemma 3.1 with A○

and C ′iQiCi +C ′iF ○i
′RiF

○
i Ci respectively, we obtain Ji(F ○i , F ○−i, d̄) = J sc

i (F ○i , F ○−i) < δi, and the worst-case
disturbance from Player i’s perspective is given as d̄i(t) = D−1i E′Pie

(A○+GiPi)tx0 for t ∈ [0,∞). These
conclusions hold for every player in N, establishing that (F ○i , F ○−i) is an SCOGCE. ∎

Remark 4.4. We observe that the matrix inequality (19a) is quadratic in Pi. Since Di ≻ 0, using Schur
complement (see [36, Lemma 2.8]), (19a) is equivalent to the following LMI

[A
○′Pi + PiA

○ +C ′iQiCi +C ′iF ○i
′RiF

○
i Ci PiE

E′Pi −Di
] ≺ 0. (21)

Next, we note that (19c) is a bi-linear matrix inequality (BMI) in the variables {Pi,Mi, i ∈ N}. As a con-
sequence, feasibility of (19c) cannot be verified using LMI solvers. However, using Lemma A.2, we obtain
(A○ +GiPi)′Mi +Mi(A○ +GiPi) ⪯ A○′Mi +MiA

○ + γiPiED−1i E′Pi + 1
γi
MiED−1i E′Mi, for some γi > 0.

This implies the stricter condition A○′Mi +MiA
○ + γiPiED−1i E′Pi + 1

γi
MiED−1i E′Mi ≺ 0 guarantees the

satisfaction of (19c). Again, as Di ≻ 0, using Schur’s complement the latter matrix inequality is equivalently
written as the following LMI

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

A○′Mi +MiA
○ PiE MiE

E′Pi − 1
γi
Di 0q×q

E′Mi 0q×q −γiDi

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
≺ 0. (22)

From the above, we can use the conditions (21), (19b), and the stricter condition (22) to verify if a strategy
profile constitutes an SCOGCE using LMI solvers.

Remark 4.5. Theorem 4.3 extends our previous result [34, Theorem 2] in deterministic differential games
with network constraints to uncertain differential games with output feedback information structure. In
particular, Theorem 4.3 involves satisfaction of 3N matrix inequalities, whereas [34, Theorem 2] involves
2N matrix inequalities. The additional N inequalities (19c) are due to the stability requirement of the closed-
loop system in the presence of disturbances.

4.2 Synthesis of SCOGCE: non-emptiness of the guaranteed cost response

We observe that Theorem 4.3 enables us to determine whether a given strategy profile is an SCOGCE for a
specified cost profile. However, Theorem 4.3 does not provide a method for synthesizing an SCOGCE. The
synthesis of an SCOGCE relies on the non-emptiness of the guaranteed cost response (16), and the following
result provides the required sufficient condition.

Theorem 4.4. Let δi > 0 and F−i ∈ ⨉j∈−iRmj×sj be given. Assume there exist Pi ≻ 0, Mi ≻ 0 and Fi ∈ Rmi×si

such that

(Ai +BiFiCi)′Pi + Pi(Ai +BiFiCi) +C ′iQiCi +C ′iF ′iRiFiCi + PiGiPi ≺ 0, (23a)

x′0Pix0 < δi, (23b)

(Ai +BiFiCi +GiPi)′Mi +Mi(Ai +BiFiCi +GiPi) ≺ 0, (23c)

where Gi ∶= ED−1i E′ and Ai ∶= A+∑j∈−iBjFjCj . Then, the matrices Ai +BiFiCi and Ai +BiFiCi +GiPi

are stable. Further, gi(F−i) ≠ ∅, and the worst-case disturbance signal from Player i’s perspective is given
by d̄i(t) =D−1i E′Pie

(Ai+BiFiCi+GiPi)tx0 for t ∈ [0,∞).

Proof. The proof follows along the lines of the proof of Theorem 4.3 and utilizes Lemma 3.2. ∎
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We note that the sufficient condition (23a) is a bi-linear matrix inequality (BMI) in the variables (Pi, Fi),
and (23c) is a non-linear matrix inequality in the variables (Pi,Mi, Fi), and their feasibility cannot be ver-
ified as convex feasibility problem; refer to [37]. In the following we show that due to a special structure,
the feasibility of (23a) and (23c) can be verified, using LMI solvers, with slightly stricter conditions, and
consequently provide an algorithm for the synthesis of Fi ∈ gi(F−i) ≠ ∅. To this end, we recall the following
well-known lemma before stating the main result.

Lemma 4.1. (Projection theorem [24, Theorem 2.3.12]) Let S ∈ Rn×m, rank(S) = m < n, T ∈ Rs×n,
rank(T ) = s < n, and Ω ∈ Rn×n, Ω = Ω′, be given. Then, there exists F ∈ Rm×s satisfying Ω + SFT +
(SFT )′ ≺ 0 if and only if N′S′ΩNS′ ≺ 0 and N′TΩNT ≺ 0 hold, where NS′ ∈ Rn×(n−m), NT ∈ Rn×(n−s),
denoting any matrices whose columns form orthonormal bases of the null spaces of S′, T respectively.

The next result provides a way to synthesize Player i’s feedback strategy Fi ∈ gi(F−i) ≠ ∅ for a given
δi > 0 and F−i ∈ ⨉j∈−iRmj×sj .

Theorem 4.5 (Non-emptiness of the guaranteed cost response). Let δi > 0 and F−i ∈ ⨉j∈−iRmj×sj be given.
Consider the following sets

Xi ∶= {X ∈ Rn×n ∣ X ≻ 0, N′C1
i
Ω1
i (X) NC1

i
≺ 0}, (24a)

Yi ∶= {Y ∈ Rn×n ∣ Y ≻ 0, [δi x′0
x0 Y

] ≻ 0, N′B1
i
Ω2
i (Y )NB1

i
≺ 0}, (24b)

Ui(Z) ∶= {U ∈ Rn×n ∣ U ≻ 0, N′C2
i
Ω3
i (U ;Z)NC2

i
≺ 0}, (24c)

Vi(Z) ∶= {V ∈ Rn×n ∣ V ≻ 0, N′B2
i
Ω4
i (V ;Z)NB2

i
≺ 0}, (24d)

Ω1
i (X) ∶=

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

A′iX +XAi C ′i
√
Qi 0n×mi XE√

QiCi −Isi 0si×mi 0si×q
0mi×n 0mi×si −R−1i 0mi×q

E′X 0q×si 0q×mi −Di

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

, (24e)

Ω2
i (Y ) ∶=

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

Y A′i +AiY Y C′i
√
Qi 0n×mi E√

QiCiY −Isi 0si×mi 0si×q
0mi×n 0mi×si −R−1i 0mi×q

E′ 0q×si 0q×mi −Di

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

, (24f)

Ω3
i (U ;Z) ∶=

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

A′iU +UAi ZE UE

E′Z − 1
γi
Di 0q×q

E′U 0q×q −γiDi

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
, (24g)

Ω4
i (V ;Z) ∶=

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

V A′i +AiV V ZE E

E′ZV − 1
γi
Di 0q×q

E′ 0q×q −γiDi

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
, (24h)

where γi > 0 and Ai = A + ∑j∈−iBjFjCj . The matrices NC1
i
, NB1

i
, NC2

i
, and NB2

i
denote matrices with

orthonormal columns which span the null spaces of the matrices C1
i ∶= [Ci 0si×si 0si×mi 0si×q], B1

i ∶=
[B′i 0mi×si Imi 0mi×q], C2

i ∶= [Ci 0si×q 0si×q], and B2
i ∶= [B′i 0mi×q 0mi×q] respectively. Define

the sets

Pi ∶= {Pi ∈ Rn×n ∣ Pi ≻ 0, Pi ∈ Xi, P
−1
i ∈ Yi}, (24i)

Mi(Z) ∶= {Mi ∈ Rn×n ∣Mi ≻ 0, Mi ∈ Ui(Z), M−1
i ∈ Vi(Z)}. (24j)
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When Pi ≠ ∅, we define the set

Si ∶= {Pi ∈ Pi ∣Mi(Pi) ≠ ∅}. (24k)

If Si ≠ ∅, then gi(F−i) ≠ ∅. Further, for any Fi ∈ gi(F−i), the matrices Ai+BiFiCi and Ai+BiFiCi+GiPi

are stable. Moreover, for any feasible Pi ∈ Si and Mi ∈ Mi(Pi), an Fi ∈ gi(F−i) is obtained by solving the
following LMIs

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

(Ai +BiFiCi)′Pi + Pi(Ai +BiFiCi) +C ′iQiCi C ′iF
′
i PiE

FiCi −R−1i 0mi×q

E′Pi 0q×mi −Di

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
≺ 0, (24l)

(Ai +BiFiCi +GiPi)′Mi +Mi(Ai +BiFiCi +GiPi) ≺ 0. (24m)

The worst-case disturbance signal from Player i’s perspective is given by
d̄i(t) =D−1i E′Pie

(Ai+BiFiCi+GiPi)tx0 for t ∈ [0,∞).

Proof. As Qi ⪰ 0, writing Qi =
√
Qi(
√
Qi)′, using the Schur complement and the notation provided in the

theorem statement, the BMI (23a) is rewritten as

Ω1
i (Pi) + (B̄1

i )′FiC
1
i + (C1

i )′F ′i B̄1
i ≺ 0, (25)

where B̄1
i = [B′iPi 0mi×si Imi 0mi×q]. From Lemma 4.1, the above BMI (25) (in (Fi, Pi)) is feasible if

and only if the following LMIs (in Pi)

N′C1
i
Ω1
i (Pi)NC1

i
≺ 0, N′B̄1

i
Ω1
i (Pi)NB̄1

i
≺ 0 (26)

are feasible. The nullspaces NB̄1
i

and NB1
i

are related as NB̄1
i
= (P −1i ⊕ Isi ⊕ Imi ⊕ Iq)NB1

i
, and using this,

(26) (and as a result, (23a)) is equivalently written as

N′C1
i
Ω1
i (Pi)NC1

i
≺ 0, N′B1

i
Ω2
i (P−1i )NB1

i
≺ 0. (27)

Using Schur complement, the inequality (23b) is written as

[δi x′0
x0 P −1i

] ≻ 0. (28)

If Pi ≠ ∅, then from (24i), there is a Pi ≻ 0 such that Pi ∈ Xi and P −1i ∈ Yi. Using Lemma A.2, we
write (Ai + BiFiCi + GiPi)′Mi +Mi(Ai + BiFiCi + GiPi) ⪯ (Ai + BiFiCi)′Mi +Mi(Ai + BiFiCi) +
γiPiED−1i E′Pi + 1

γi
MiED−1i E′Mi, for some γi > 0. So, the satisfaction of the stricter inequality (Ai +

BiFiCi)′Mi +Mi(Ai + BiFiCi) + γiPiED−1i E′Pi + 1
γi
MiED−1i E′Mi ≺ 0 implies satisfaction of (23c).

Using Schur complement, the latter matrix inequality equivalently written as

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

(Ai +BiFiCi)′Mi +Mi(Ai +BiFiCi) PiE MiE

E′Pi − 1
γi
Di 0q×q

E′Mi 0q×q −γiDi

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
≺ 0. (29)

If the set Pi ≠ ∅, then for a feasible Pi ∈ Pi, (29) is a BMI in the variables (Mi, Fi), which is rewritten as

Ω3
i (Mi;Pi) + (B̄2

i )′FiC
2
i + (C2

i )′F ′i B̄2
i ≺ 0, (30)
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where B̄2
i = [B′iMi 0mi×q 0mi×q]. Next, using Lemma 4.1, the BMI (30) is feasible (in (Fi,Mi)) if and

only if the following LMIs are feasible (in Mi)

N′C2
i
Ω3
i (Mi;Pi)NC2

i
≺ 0, N′B̄2

i
Ω3
i (Mi;Pi)NB̄2

i
≺ 0, (31)

where nullspaces NB̄2
i

and NB2
i

are related as NB̄2
i
= (M−1

i ⊕ Imi ⊕ Iq)NB2
i
. Using this, (31) (and as a result,

(30)) is equivalently written as

N′C2
i
Ω3
i (Mi;Pi)NC2

i
≺ 0, N′B2

i
Ω4
i (M−1

i ;Pi)NB2
i
≺ 0. (32)

If Si ≠ ∅, then there is a Pi ≻ 0 such that Pi ∈ Pi and Mi(Pi) ≠ ∅, which further implies then there is a
Mi ≻ 0 such that Mi ∈ Mi(Pi). From (24j), this means, Mi ≻ 0 satisfies Mi ∈ Ui(Pi) and M−1

i ∈ Vi(Pi).
Then, following Lemma 4.1 there exists a Fi ∈ Rmi×si which is feasible for (27) and (32) for any Pi ∈ Si and
Mi ∈ Mi(Pi). That is, there exist Pi ≻ 0, Mi ≻ 0, and Fi ∈ Rmi×si which satisfy (23). Then, from Theorem
4.4, we have gi(F−i) ≠ ∅, and for any Fi ∈ gi(F−i) we have that (Ai +BiFiCi) and (Ai +BiFiCi +GiPi)
are stable. In particular, for a chosen Pi ∈ Si and Mi ∈Mi(Pi), the feedback strategy Fi is synthesized as the
one for which LMIs (24l) and (24m) are feasible. ∎

4.3 Algorithm for the synthesis of SCOGCE

We note that Theorem 4.5 provides a constructive approach that ensures Player i’s guaranteed cost response
gi(F−i) is non-empty for a given (F−i, δi). In essence, when the set Si, given by (24k), is non-empty, then
Player i’s output feedback strategy can be synthesized from (24l) and (24m) such that J sc

i (Fi, F−i) < δi and
the matrices Ai +BiFiCi and Ai +BiFiCi +GiPi are stable. Using this, in this subsection, we propose an
LMI-based iterative approach for computing an SCOGCE.

We note that the sets Xi and Yi, defined using LMIs (24a) and (24b), are open and convex. For computa-
tional purposes, we prefer closed sets, so we consider the following closed “ϵ-approximation” of the sets Xi

and Yi as

Xϵ
i ∶= {X ∈ Rn×n ∣ X ≻ 0, N′C1

i
Ω1
i (X) NC1

i
⪯ −ϵIn+si+mi+q}, (33a)

Yϵ
i ∶= {Y ∈ Rn×n ∣ Y ≻ 0, [δi x′0

x0 Y
] ⪰ ϵIn+1, N′B1

i
Ω2
i (Y )NB1

i
⪯ −ϵIn+si+mi+q}, (33b)

where ϵ > 0. Consequently, the sets Xϵ
i and Yϵ

i are closed, convex, and are contained respectively in Xi and
Yi (and also approach Xi and Yi as ϵ → 0). We also approximate the convex, open sets Ui(Z) and Vi(Z) as
follows

Uϵ
i(Z) ∶= {U ∈ Rn×n ∣ U ≻ 0, N′C2

i
Ω3
i (U ;Z)NC2

i
⪯ −ϵIn+2q}, (33c)

Vϵ
i(Z) ∶= {V ∈ Rn×n ∣ V ≻ 0, N′B2

i
Ω4
i (V ;Z)NB2

i
⪯ −ϵIn+2q}. (33d)

Using the above approximated closed sets, the sets defined by (24i)-(24k) are approximated as

Pϵ
i ∶= {Pi ∈ Rn×n ∣ Pi ≻ 0, Pi ∈ Xϵ

i , P
−1
i ∈ Yϵ

i}, (34a)

Mϵ
i(Z) ∶= {Mi ∈ Rn×n ∣Mi ≻ 0, Mi ∈ Uϵ

i(Z), M−1
i ∈ Vϵ

i(Z)}, (34b)

Sϵi ∶= {Pi ∈ Pϵ
i ∣Mϵ

i(Pi) ≠ ∅}. (34c)

Clearly, from the above Sϵi is a closed set, and it is contained in Si and approaches Si as ϵ → 0. Further, as
Sϵi ⊆ Pϵ

i , to verify the feasibility of Sϵi ≠ ∅, we must verify the feasibility of Pϵ
i ≠ ∅. We note that, though
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the sets Xϵ
i and Yϵ

i , defined using LMIs (33a) and (33b), are convex and closed, the set Pϵ
i , characterized by

(34a), is closed but not a convex set. As a result, the feasibility of Pϵ
i ≠ ∅ cannot be verified as a convex

feasibility problem. The set Pϵ
i can be written equivalently using a bi-linear constraint as follows

Pϵ
i ∶= {Pi,Wi ∈ Rn×n ∣ Pi ≻ 0,Wi ≻ 0, PiWi = In, Pi ∈ Xϵ

i , Wi ∈ Yϵ
i}, (35)

Then, replacing the coupling constraint PiWi = In using the semi-definite programming (SDP) relaxation
[22] as PiWi ⪰ In⇔ [ Pi In

In Wi
] ⪰ 0 provides a convex approximation of Pϵ

i as follows:

P̄ϵ
i ∶= {Pi,Wi ∈ Rn×n ∣ Pi ≻ 0,Wi ≻ 0, [

Pi In
In Wi

] ⪰ 0, Pi ∈ Xϵ
i , Wi ∈ Yϵ

i}. (36)

In particular, we note that (Pi,Wi) ∈ ∂P̄ϵ
i implies PiWi = In, and as a result implies Pϵ

i = ∂P̄ϵ
i . Once the

feasibility of ∂P̄ϵ
i ≠ ∅ is verified as a convex program, we need to verify the feasibility of Mϵ

i(Pi) ≠ ∅ for
any Pi ∈ ∂P̄ϵ

i . We note from (24c), (24d), and (24j), even though the sets Uϵ
i(Pi) and Vϵ

i(Pi) are convex, the
set Mϵ

i(Pi) is not a convex set. Again, using semi-definite relaxation we obtain a convex approximation of
Mϵ

i(Pi) as

M̄ϵ
i(Pi) ∶= {Mi,Ni ∈ Rn×n ∣Mi ≻ 0,Ni ≻ 0, [

Mi In
In Ni

] ⪰ 0, Mi ∈ Uϵ
i(Pi), M−1

i ∈ Vϵ
i(Pi)}, (37)

where Mϵ
i(Pi) = ∂M̄ ϵ

i (Pi). Using the above, the set Si is now written as

Sϵi = {Pi ∈ ∂P̄ϵ
i ∣ ∂M̄ϵ

i(Pi) ≠ ∅} . (38)

So, the feasibility of Sϵi ≠ ∅ can be verified by first verifying ∂P̄ϵ
i ≠ ∅ and then restricting the set to the

elements Pi ∈ ∂P̄ϵ
i which ensure the feasibility of ∂M̄ϵ

i(Pi) ≠ ∅. To assess the feasibility of gi(F−i) ≠ ∅, for a
given (δi, F−i), we introduce Algorithm 1, named the Nested Sequential Linear Programming Matrix Method
(NSLPMM). This method draws from the sequential linear programming matrix approach discussed in [22,
Algorithm 1], originally devised for designing suboptimal static H2/H∞ output feedback controllers. The
algorithm is structured into two stages, each targeting trace minimization problems. To begin, the initial stage
involves solving the problem min tr(PiWi) where (Pi,Wi) ∈ P̄ϵ

i . If this yields a boundary solution, denoted
as Pi ∈ ∂P̄ϵ

i , the next step addresses the second problem, min tr(MiNi), with (Mi,Ni) ∈ M̄ϵ
i(Pi). It’s

crucial to emphasize that both these problems are well-posed [22], as their objectives are bounded below by
n. The first stage, spanning Steps 1-5 and 31-33, adopts an iterative strategy to solve the initial minimization
problem. The process starts by determining (P 0

i ,W
0
i ) ∈ P̄ϵ

i , which is an LMI feasibility problem. In each
iteration (k = 0,1,⋯), an SDP minimization problem, featuring a linear objective and LMI constraints, is
solved; see Step 4. Following [22, Theorem 3.9], this iterative process ensures that (P k

i ,W
k
i ) lies within

P̄ϵ
i for all k = 0,1,2,⋯ and that the sequence (P k

i ,W
k
i ) converges within P̄ϵ

i towards a minimum of the
problem min tr(PiWi). Step 5 verifies if this minimum is achieved. If the solution (P k

i ,W
k
i ) attains the

lower bound where tr(P k
i W

k
i ) = n, reached at the boundary (P k

i ,W
k
i ) ∈ ∂P̄ϵ

i , then Pϵ
i ≠ ∅ and the algorithm

proceeds to the second stage. Step 6 checks if the minimum indeed reaches the lower bound. If not, the
algorithm stops, and the guaranteed cost response gi(F−i) remains empty. In the second stage, beginning
with the solution Pi ∈ Pϵ

i obtained in the first stage, the approach to solving the second minimization problem
follows a similar process as described in Steps 8-11 and 22-24. If the minimum does achieve the lower
bound, specifically when tr(M l

iN
l
i) = n and (M l

i ,N
l
i) ∈ ∂M̄ϵ

i(Pi), then Sϵi ≠ ∅, and by Theorem 4.5, this
implies that the guaranteed cost response gi(F−i) is non-empty. Then, Player i’s feedback strategy, ensuring
the cost J sc

i (Fi, F−i) < δi, is synthesized from (24l)-(24m). However, if the minimum fails to attain the lower
bound, the algorithm terminates, and the guaranteed cost response gi(F−i) remains empty.
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Next, we propose an iterative algorithm to find an SCOGCE which satisfies the sufficient conditions (19)
stated in Theorem 4.3. Algorithm 2, referred to as sequential guaranteed cost response, is based on sequential
best response algorithm which is widely used in the game theory literature [15], [38]; see also [34], [39].
The algorithm is initialized with (Fi, F−i), ensuring the matrix (A+∑i∈NBiFiCi) remains stable, and this is
achieved by solving the feasibility of Lyapunov inequality (A +∑N

i=1BiFiCi)
′
P +P (A +∑N

i=1BiFiCi) ≺ 0
in the variables (Fi, F−i) for a given P ≻ 0. In Step 2, Algorithm 1 is used to verify Sϵi ≠ ∅ for a fixed F−i.
In Step 3, Fi is obtained using (24l)-(24m) for a feasible Pi ∈ Sϵi ≠ ∅. In Step 10, the player index is updated
to the next player and the procedure is repeated until an SCOGCE is found. The algorithm does not stop
immediately even if Player i’s strategy is not found in Step 3. Only when all the players consecutively fail to
obtain the strategy in Step 3 the algorithm is halted. It is possible that the algorithm can cycle forever without
stopping involving updates of a few players’ strategies. It is well known [38] that the best response algorithm
converges only for a certain classes of games. In our work, an added complexity is due to the non-convex
nature of the problem (in Theorem 4.5) requiring NSLPMM algorithm to verify Sϵi ≠ ∅. This shortcoming is
inherent in the design of static output feedback suboptimal controllers; see [22] and [40]. For this reason, we
do not have theoretical guarantees for the convergence of Algorithm 2.

Remark 4.6. As mentioned in the problem formulation, the iterative methods for solving the CARE in [14,
15, 17] do not guarantee the satisfaction of the necessary stability conditions, that is, the stability conditions
have to be verified separately after a solution to CARE is obtained. In the proposed approach, the required
stability conditions are integrated at every step in the iterative process (refer to (23a) and (23c)).

Remark 4.7. In [34], the guaranteed cost equilibrium concept was studied in distributed control for networked
heterogeneous multi-agent systems without external disturbances. This paper extends this concept to a gen-
eral class of uncertain linear quadratic differential games, and as a result can also be used to design robust
distributed control of networked heterogeneous multi-agent systems.

Remark 4.8. We note that the design of SCOGCE controllers is centralized but their implementation is
distributed. The synthesis of SCOGCE can be made independent of global initial state x0 by assuming that
x0 ∈ {z ∈ Rn ∣ z′z < α}, where α > 0 is a scaling factor. Then, the conditions (19b) and (23c) are replaced
with Pi ≺ 1

αδiIn, and (24i) is replaced with Pi ∶= {Pi ∈ Rn×n ∣ 0 ≺ Pi ≺ 1
αδiIn, Pi ∈ Xi, P

−1
i ∈ Yi}.

Remark 4.9. The selection of the cost profile (δi, δ−i) ∈ RN
+ plays a central role in the existence of SCOGCE.

The sufficient conditions stated in Theorems 4.4 and 4.3 are highly interrelated; that is, non-emptiness of
guaranteed cost response of Player i for a cost estimate δi also depends on δ−i, the cost estimates of other
players. Following the monotonicity property of SCOGCE (see Theorem 4.1), one approach to get these
estimates would be to use large values of the cost profile, in Algorithms 1 and 2, and slowly decrease them
until an SCOGCE cannot be found.

Remark 4.10. In the game theory literature, it is well known that an equilibrium outcome is inefficient, and
players can do better in lowering their costs through cooperation. The Price of Stability (PoS) is a measure
used to quantify the degradation in efficiency caused by the game-theoretic constraint of stability associated
with an equilibrium; see [41, 42] in static games and [43] in differential games. It is defined as the ratio of the
total game cost in equilibrium to that in cooperation. The PoS associated with an SCOGCE strategy profile
F ○ ∶= (F ○i , F ○−i) ∈ F○ is given by

PoS(F ○) = ∑
n
i=1 J

sc
i (F ○i , F ○−i)
JCo , (39)

where JCo is the total game cost in cooperation, and is obtained as the optimal cost associated with the robust
optimal control problem

JCo ∶= min
(Fi,F−i)

sup
d∈L2([0,∞))

N

∑
i=1

Ji(Fi, F−i, d), (40)
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where the state and the output variables evolve according to (1). Whenever there are multiple SCOGCEs,
the PoS, given by (39), can be used to rank these equilibria within the set F○. In particular, the equilibrium
with the minimum PoS is preferred, as its efficiency is closest to the cooperative outcome; see also Section
6. However, multiple equilibria may yield the same minimum PoS, and in such cases, we currently do not
have a method to further refine them.

Algorithm 1: SCOGCE: Non-emptiness of the guaranteed cost response using NSLPMM

1 Determine initial (P 0
i ,W

0
i ) ∈ P̄ϵ

i ;
2 for k = 0,1,2,⋯ do
3 Determine (Sk

1 , T
k
1 ) as the unique solution of

4 min tr(PiW
k
i + P k

i Wi) s.t. (Pi,Wi) ∈ P̄ϵ
i

5 if tr(Sk
1W

k
i + P k

i T
k
1 ) = 2tr(P k

i W
k
i ) then

6 if tr(P i
kW

k
i ) = n then

7 Found P k
i ∈ Pϵ

i = ∂P̄ϵ
i . Set Pi = P k

i

8 Determine initial (M0
i ,N

0
i ) ∈ M̄ϵ

i(Pi)
9 for l = 0,1,2⋯ do

10 Determine (Sl
2, T

l
2) as the unique solution of

11 min tr(MiN
l
i +M l

iNi) s.t. (Mi,Ni) ∈ M̄ϵ
i(Pi)

12 if tr(Sl
2N

l
i +M l

iT
l
2) = 2tr(M l

iN
l
i) then

13 if tr(M l
iN

l
i) = n then

14 Found M l
i ∈Mϵ

i(Pi) = ∂M̄ϵ
i(Pi)

15 Set Mi =M l
i

16 Found (Pi,Mi) s.t. Pi ∈ ∂P̄ϵ
i and Mi ∈ ∂M̄ϵ

i(Pi), this implies gi(F−i) ≠ ∅
17 Stop.
18 else
19 Stop. gi(F−i) = ∅
20 end
21 else
22 Compute β ∈ [0,1] by solving
23 min

β∈[0,1]
tr((M l

i + β(Sl
2 −M l

i))(N l
i + β(T l

2 −N l
i)))

24 Set M l+1
i = (1 − β)M l

i + βSl
2, N l+1

i = (1 − β)N l
i + βT l

2

25 end
26 end
27 else
28 Stop. gi(F−i) = ∅
29 end
30 else
31 Compute α ∈ [0,1] by solving
32 min

α∈[0,1]
tr((P k

i + α(Sk
1 − P k

i ))(W k
i + α(T k

1 −W k
i )))

33 Set P k+1
i = (1 − α)P k

i + αSk
1 , W k+1

i = (1 − α)W k
i + αT k

1

34 end
35 end
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Algorithm 2: SCOGCE: Sequential guaranteed cost response

Data: given (δi, δ−i) ∈ RN
+ and initial stabilizing guess (Fi, F−i);

Input: i = 1; // player index

Input: j = 0; // number of players who fail to satisfy Theorem 4.5

consecutively

1 while (Fi, F−i) is not an SCOGCE (verified using Theorem 4.3) do
2 if Sϵi ≠ ∅ and Mϵ

i(Pi) ≠ ∅ exist satisfying Theorem 4.5 given F−i, using Algorithm 1 then
3 Update Fi using (24l) and (24m) for a feasible Pi ∈ Sϵi and Mi ∈Mϵ

i(Pi);
4 j = 0;
5 else
6 j = j + 1;
7 if j ≥ N then

Result: Stop, cannot find SCOGCE.
8 end
9 end

10 i = (i mod N) + 1 // update player index

11 end
Result: Found an SCOGCE

5 Soft-constrained state feedback guaranteed cost equilibrium

In this section, we specialize the results obtained in the previous section to the situation where all the players
have access to complete state information, that is, when Ci = In and yi(t) = x(t) for all i ∈ N and t ∈ [0,∞).
The SCOGCE in this case is referred to as a soft-constrained state feedback guaranteed cost equilibrium
(SCSGCE), and we seek to obtain sufficient conditions for the existence of an SCSGCE. To this end, firstly,
the verification of an SCSGCE can be obtained by replacing (19a) in Theorem 4.3 with A○′Pi +PiA

○ +Qi +
F ○′i RiF

○
i + PiGiPi ≺ 0. Secondly, to synthesize SCSGCE strategies, we need to ensure that the guaranteed

cost response of each player is non-empty. By specializing the matrix inequalities specializing the matrix
inequalities (23) in Theorem 4.4, we obtain the required sufficient conditions as follows:

(Ai +BiFi)′Pi + Pi(Ai +BiFi) +Qi + F ′iRiFi + PiGiPi ≺ 0, (41a)

x′0Pix0 < δi, (41b)

(Ai +BiFi +GiPi)′Mi +Mi(Ai +BiFi +GiPi) ≺ 0. (41c)

In the next corollary, we specialize Theorem 4.5 to synthesize Player i’s feedback strategy Fi ∈ gi(F−i) ≠ ∅
for a given δi > 0 and F−i ∈ ⨉j∈−iRmj×n.

Corollary 5.1 (Non-emptiness of the guaranteed cost response). Let δi > 0 and F−i ∈ ⨉j∈−iRmj×n be given.
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Consider the following sets

Yi ∶= {Y ∈ Rn×n ∣ Y ≻ 0, [δi x′0
x0 Y

] ≻ 0, N′B3
i
Φ1
i (Y )NB3

i
≺ 0}, (42a)

Vi(Z) ∶= {V ∈ Rn×n ∣ V ≻ 0,N′B4
i
Φ2
i (V ;Z)NB4

i
≺ 0}, (42b)

Φ1
i (Y ) ∶=

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

Y A′i +AiY +Gi Y
√
Qi 0n×mi√

QiY −In 0n×mi

0mi×n 0mi×n −R−1i

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
, (42c)

Φ2
i (V ;Z) ∶= [

V A′i +AiV + 1
γi
Gi V ZE

E′ZV − 1
γi
Di
] , (42d)

where γi > 0 and Ai = A + ∑j∈−iBjFj . The matrices NB3
i

and NB4
i

denote matrices with orthonormal

columns which span the null spaces of the matrices B3
i ∶= [B′i 0mi×n Imi], and B4

i ∶= [B′i 0mi×q]
respectively. Define the sets

Pi ∶= {Pi ∈ Rn×n ∣ Pi ≻ 0, P −1i ∈ Yi}, (42e)

Mi(Z) ∶= {Mi ∈ Rn×n ∣Mi ≻ 0, M−1
i ∈ Vi(Z)}. (42f)

When Pi ≠ ∅, we define the set

Si ∶= {Pi ∈ Pi ∣Mi(Pi) ≠ ∅}. (42g)

If Si ≠ ∅, then gi(F−i) ≠ ∅. Further, for any Fi ∈ gi(F−i), the matrices Ai + BiFi and Ai + BiFi +GiPi

are stable. Moreover, for any feasible Pi ∈ Si and Mi ∈ Mi(Pi), an Fi ∈ gi(F−i) is obtained by solving the
following LMIs

[(Ai +BiFi)′Pi + Pi(Ai +BiFi) +Qi + PiGiPi F ′i
Fi −R−1i

] ≺ 0, (42h)

(Ai +BiFi +GiPi)′Mi +Mi(Ai +BiFi +GiPi) ≺ 0. (42i)

The worst-case disturbance signal from Player i’s perspective is given by d̄i(t) =D−1i E′Pie
(Ai+BiFi+GiPi)tx0

for t ∈ [0,∞).

Proof. The proof is similar to that of Theorem 4.5, and we briefly mention the key steps. Pre and post
multiplying P −1i ≻ 0 in the BMI (41a), we get P −1i A′i + AiP

−1
i + P −1i F ′iB

′
i + BiFiP

−1
i + P −1i QiP

−1
i +

P −1i F ′iRiFiP
−1
i + Gi ≺ 0. Using the Schur complement and notation provided in the theorem statement,

the previous inequality is equivalently written as Φ1
i (P −1i ) + (Ȳi)′F ′iB3

i + (B3
i )′FiȲi ≻ 0 where Ȳi =

[P −1i 0n×n 0n×mi]. From Lemma 4.1 the previous BMI (in (Fi, P
−1
i )) is feasible if and only if the fol-

lowing LMI (in P −1i )

N′B3
i
Φ1
i (P −1i )NB3

i
≺ 0 (43)

is feasible. Using Schur complement, the inequality (41b) is written as

[δi x′0
x0 P −1i

] ≻ 0. (44)
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If Pi ≠ ∅, then from (42e), there is a Pi ≻ 0 such that P−1i ∈ Yi. Using Lemma A.2, we write (Ai +
BiFi +GiPi)′Mi +Mi(Ai +BiFi +GiPi) ⪯ (Ai +BiFi)′Mi +Mi(Ai +BiFi)+ γiPiGiPi + 1

γi
MiGiMi for

some γi > 0. So, the satisfaction of the stricter inequality (Ai +BiFi)′Mi +Mi(Ai +BiFi) + γiPiGiPi +
1
γi
MiGiMi ≺ 0 implies satisfaction of (41c). Pre and post multiplying M−1

i ≻ 0 the previous inequality we
get M−1

i A′i + AiM
−1
i +M−1

i F ′iB
′
i + BiFiM

−1
i + γiM−1

i PiGiPiM
−1
i +

1
γi
Gi ≺ 0. If the set Pi ≠ ∅, then

for a feasible Pi ∈ Pi, the previous BMI in the variables (M−1
i , Fi) is rewritten using Schur complement

and the notation provided in the theorem statement as Φ2
i (M−1

i ;Pi) + (V̄i)′F ′iB4
i + (B4

i )′FiV̄i ≺ 0, where
V̄i = [M−1

i 0n×q]. Next, using Lemma 4.1, the previous BMI is feasible (in (M−1
i , Fi)) if and only if the

following LMI is feasible (in M−1
i )

N′B4
i
Φ2
i (M−1

i ;Pi)NB4
i
≺ 0. (45)

If Si ≠ ∅, then there is a Pi ≻ 0 such that Pi ∈ Pi and Mi(Pi) ≠ ∅, which further implies that there is a
Mi ≻ 0 such Mi ∈ Mi(Pi). From (42f), this means, Mi ≻ 0 satisfies M−1

i ∈ Vi(Pi). Then following Lemma
4.1, there exists a Fi ∈ Rmi×n which is feasible for (43) and (45) for any Pi ∈ Si and Mi ∈Mi(Pi). ∎

Remark 5.1. In the output feedback case, although the sets Xi, Yi, Ui(Z), and Vi(Z) characterized by LMIs
are convex (see (24a), (24b), (24c), and (24d)), the sets Pi, Mi(Z), and Si (see (24i), (24j), and (24k))
are observed to be non-convex due to the coupling constraints Pi ∈ Xi, P−1i ∈ Yi, Mi(Z) ∈ Ui(Z), and
M−1

i (Z) ∈ Vi(Z). However, in the state feedback case, we note that these sets (see (42e), (42f), and (42g))
are convex due to the absence of coupling constraints. This observation implies that SCSGCE strategies can
be synthesized using LMIs without the need for SDP relaxation schemes as used in Section 4.3.

Again, for computational purposes, we prefer closed sets. So, we consider the following closed “ϵ-
approximation” of the convex, open sets Yi and Vi(Z) respectively as Yϵ

i ∶= {Y ∈ Rn×n ∣ Y ≻ 0, [ δi x′0
x0 Y

] ⪰
ϵIn+1, N

′

B3
i
Φ1
i (Y )NB1

3
⪯ −ϵI2n+mi

} and Vϵ
i(Z) ∶= {V ∈ Rn×n ∣ V ≻ 0, N′

B4
i
Φ2
i (V ;Z)NB4

i
⪯ −ϵIn+q} for

some ϵ > 0. Then, using this, the sets defined by (42e)-(42g) are approximated as Pϵ
i ∶= {Pi ∈ Rn×n ∣ Pi ≻

0, P −1i ∈ Yϵ
i}, Mϵ

i(Z) ∶= {Mi ∈ Rn×n ∣ Mi ≻ 0,M−1
i ∈ Vϵ

i(Z)}, and Sϵi ∶= {Pi ∈ Pϵ
i ∣ Mϵ

i(Pi) ≠ ∅}. To
assess the feasibility of gi(F−i) ≠ ∅, for a given (δi, F−i), we introduce Algorithm 3. To begin, the initial
stage involves verifying if Pϵ

i ≠ ∅, which is an LMI feasibility problem. If this yields a solution, denoted
as Pi ∈ Pϵ

i ≠ ∅, the next step involves verifying if Mϵ
i(Pi) ≠ ∅, which again is an LMI feasibility problem.

If this yields a solution, then we conclude Sϵi ≠ ∅, and Player i’s feedback strategy, ensuring the worst-
case cost J sc

i (Fi, F−i) < δi, is synthesized from (42h)-(42i). Next, to find an SCSGCE which satisfies the
required sufficient conditions, we use sequential guaranteed cost response approach as outlined in Algorithm
2. Specifically, in Step 2 of Algorithm 2, we use Algorithm 3. In Step 3, we obtain Fi using (42h)-(42i) for
a feasible Pi ∈ Sϵi ≠ ∅.

Algorithm 3: SCSGCE: Non-emptiness of the guaranteed cost response

1 Determine Pi ∈ Pϵ
i

2 if Pϵ
i ≠ ∅ then

3 Determine Mi ∈Mϵ
i(Pi)

4 if Found (Pi,Mi) s.t. Pi ∈ Pϵ
i and Mi ∈Mϵ

i(Pi), this implies Sϵi ≠ ∅ then
5 gi(F−i) ≠ ∅
6 else
7 Stop. gi(F−i) = ∅
8 end
9 else

10 Stop. gi(Fi) = ∅
11 end
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6 Numerical illustrations

In this section, we illustrate the performance of guaranteed cost equilibrium-based controls for the control of
networked multi-agent systems.

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 1.2 1.4
0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

2δ1 + δ2 = 0.875

δ2

δ 1

(a) SCOGCE

1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4

1

2

3

4

2δ1+δ2
JCo

Po
S

(b) PoS vs 2δ1+δ2
Jco

1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4
0.98

0.99

1

1.01

1.02

1.03

1.0031

1.0171

2δ1+δ2
JCo

Po
S

(c) PoS vs 2δ1+δ2
Jco

Figure 2: In Panel (a), the shaded region in the δ1 − δ2 plane corresponds to the parameter region where an SCOGCE
exists. Panel(c) is a magnified version of panel (b) close to PoS=1.

Example 6.1. We consider the differential game presented in Example 2.1. Due to symmetry, we assume
δ1 = δ3. For numerical simulations, we consider the region (δ1, δ2) ∈ [0.07,1.25]×[0.15,1.45] and uniformly
sample this region with a resolution of 0.01. For each sample point in this grid, using Algorithms 1 and 2,
we check for the existence of SCOGCE. The shaded portion in Figure 2a corresponds to the region in the
δ1 − δ2 plane where an SCOGCE exists. At an SCOGCE (F ○i , F ○−i), the individual cost of players satisfies
J sc
i (F ○i , F ○−i) < δi for i = 1,2,3. Then, from (39), this implies PoS ≤ 2δ1+δ2

JCo . Using (40), the total game cost
in cooperation is obtained as JCo = 0.875. We note that the shaded region in Figure 2a lies above the line
2δ1 + δ2 = 0.875, indicating that the upper bound on the Price of Stability (PoS) associated with SCOGCE
satisfies PoS ≤ 2δ1+δ2

0.875 > 1. Figure 2b illustrates the relationship between PoS and the upper bound 2δ1+δ2
0.875

for SCOGCE, verifying the previous relation. Figure 2c illustrates that there do not exist SCOGCEs for the
parameter values in the region (δ1, δ2) ∈ {[0.07,1.25]× [0.15,1.45] ∣ 2δ1+δ2JCo < 1.0171}. Furthermore, Figure
2c also illustrates that the lowest PoS achievable by SCOGCE is 1.0031. This implies that there exist many
SCOGCEs that achieve welfare levels close to the one obtained in the cooperative outcome; see Remark 4.10.

1 2

3

Figure 3: 3-agent networked multi-agent system with full state observations

Example 6.2. We consider a 3-agent networked multi-agent system, as shown in Figure 3, with complete
state observations. The state dynamics associated with agent i ∈ N = {1,2,3} are given by ẋi(t) = aiixi(t)+
biiui(t)+∑j∈Ni

bijuj(t)+eid(t), a11 = −2, a22 = 2, a33 = 1, b11 = 1, b12 = 0.6, b13 = 0.3, b21 = 0.2, b22 = 0.8,
b23 = 0.4, b31 = 0.5, b32 = 0.2, b33 = 0.6, e1 = 0.4, e2 = 0.5 and e3 = 0.3. Here, xi(t) ∈ R and ui(t) ∈ R
denote the state and control signals of agent i. The global state vector is given by x(t) ∶= col{xi(t)}, i ∈ N,
and the output vector of agent i ∈ N is given by yi(t) ∶= x(t). The objectives of the agents are given by
J1 = ∫

∞

0 ((x1(t) − x2(t))
2 + (x2(t) − x3(t))2 + u21(t) − 4d2(t)) dt, J2 = ∫

∞

0 ((x2(t) − x1(t))
2 + (x2(t) −

x3(t))2 +u22(t)− 4d2(t)) dt, and J3 = ∫
∞

0 ((x3(t)−x2(t))
2 + (x3(t)−x1(t))2 +u23(t)− 4d2(t)) dt. Upon
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writing the objectives and dynamics in standard form (1), we get Q1 = [
2 −1 −1
−1 1 0
−1 0 1

] , Q2 = [
1 −1 0
−1 2 −1
0 −1 1

], and Q3 =

[ 1 0 −1
0 1 −1
−1 −1 2

]. For simulation purposes, we choose x0 = [0.2 −0.3 0.4]′, and Ri = 1, Di = 4 for i ∈ N. Solutions
of CARE involve solving 18 multivariate polynomials of degree 2 in 18 variables. We obtain one stabilizing
solution (P1, P2, P3) of CARE, that is, the solution of (3) such that the matrices A − ∑3

j=1BjR
−1
j B′jPj

and A −∑3
j=1BjR

−1
j B′jPj + ED−1i E′Pi for all i ∈ N are stable. The soft-constrained state feedback Nash

equilibrium (SCFNE) costs of the agents are obtained as (J⋆1 , J⋆2 , J⋆3 ) = (0.0999,2.3385,1.9535), and the
total game cost at SCFNE is obtained as J∗ = ∑3

i=1 J
⋆
i = 4.3918. The total game cost in cooperation is

obtained as JCo = 3.2801 by solving the problem (40). So, the PoS associated with the SCFNE is computed
as PoS = J∗

JCo = 1.3390. We assume δi = δ for i ∈ N and sample the region δ ∈ [1.1, 6] with a resolution of
0.01. For each sample point in this grid, using Algorithms 2 and 3, we check for the existence of SCSGCE.
Figure 4a illustrates the plot of PoS at SCSGE versus δ, and this indicates that there does not exist an
SCSGCE for δ < 1.85. Figure 4b illustrates that there exist many SCSGCEs at which PoS is lower than in
comparison with the PoS at SCFNE (denoted by the red line). The minimum achievable PoS at an SCSFGCE
is computed as 1.0208 (denoted by the blue line in Figure 4b). This observation suggests that there are several
SCSGCEs that attain welfare levels close to the one obtained with the cooperative outcome; see Remark 4.10.
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Figure 4: Panel (a) illustrates PoS vs δ plot, and Panel (b) is a magnified version of Panel (a) close to PoS = 1
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Agent state xi ∈ R3

Figure 5: 5-agent networked multi-agent system.

Example 6.3. In this example, we demonstrate the performance of SCOGCE controllers for output consensus
of heterogeneous networked multi-agent systems. We consider a 5-agent networked multi-agent system
where the agents are connected according to the directed graph as illustrated in Figure 5. The in-neighbor
sets of the agents are N1 = {2,5},N2 = {1},N3 = {1,2,4},N4 = {5}, and N5 = {3}. So, the in-degree of
each player is d1 = 2, d2 = 1, d3 = 3, d4 = 1 and d5 = 1. The dynamics of agent i is affected by an external
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deterministic disturbance signal, and is given by ẋi(t) = Āixi(t) + B̄iui(t) + Ēid(t), ȳi(t) = C̄ixi(t),

Āi = [
0.3 −2
0.1 −0.2] , B̄i = [

1.8 −0.8
0.9 1.6

] , C̄i = [
−0.1 1.2
0.4 1.4

] , Ēi = [
1
0
] i = 1,3,5,

Āi =
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

0 1 0
0 0 1
0 0 −2

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
, B̄i =

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

6 0
0 1
1 0

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
, C̄i = [

1 0 0
0 1 0

] , Ēi =
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

0.5
−1
1

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
i = 2,4,

where xi(t), ui(t) and ȳi(t) denote respectively the state, control and output vectors of agent i. The global
state vector is given by x(t) ∶= col{xi(t)}i∈N, and the local output information of agent i ∈ N is yi(t) ∶=
col{ȳk(t)}k∈Ni∪i = Cix(t), where Ci ∈ Rsi×n. The local reference is given by ri(t) = 1

di
∑j∈Ni

ȳj(t). The
difference between the output and the local reference signal is given by ei(t) = ȳi(t) − ri(t). Now, we
write the error signal ei(t) for each agent as e1(t) = ȳ1(t) − 1

2 ȳ2(t) −
1
2 ȳ5(t) = ([1 −1

2 −1
2
]⊗ I2) y1(t),

e2(t) = ȳ2 − ȳ1 = ([−1 1]⊗ I2) y2(t), e3(t) = ȳ3 − 1
3 ȳ1 −

1
3 ȳ2 −

1
3 ȳ4 = ([−

1
3 −1

3 1 −1
3
]⊗ I2) y3(t),

e4(t) = ȳ4(t) − ȳ5(t) = ([1 −1]⊗ I2) y4(t), and e5(t) = ȳ5(t) − ȳ3(t) = ([−1 1]⊗ I2) y5(t). The
objective of each agent i ∈ N is given as follows

Ji ∶= ∫
∞

0
(e′i(t)ei(t) + u′i(t)Riui(t) − d′(t)Did(t)) dt.

The control strategy of each agent i ∈ N in the above objective is to drive the error to zero, that is, ei(t) = 0
as t→∞,∀i ∈ N. The objectives are rewritten in the standard form (1) as follows

Ji(ui, u−i, d) ∶= ∫
∞

0
(y′i(t)Qiyi(t) + u′i(t)Riui(t) − d′(t)Did(t)) dt,

where Q1 =
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

1 − 1
2
− 1

2

− 1
2

1
4

1
4

− 1
2

1
4

1
4

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
⊗ I2, Q2 = [ 1 −1

−1 1 ] ⊗ I2, Q3 =

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

1
9

1
9
− 1

3

1
9

1
9

1
9
− 1

3
1
9

− 1
3
− 1

3
1 − 1

3
1
9

1
9
− 1

3
1
9

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

⊗ I2, Q4 = [ 1 −1
−1 1 ] ⊗ I2, Q5 =

[ 1 −1
−1 1 ] ⊗ I2. For simulation purpose, we choose (δ1, δ2, δ3, δ4, δ5) = (1.30,0.7,1.30,0.7,1.30), x0 =
[−0.3 0.5 0.4 0.2 0.6 − 0.3 0.2 − 0.1 0.5 0.7 0.2 − 0.4]′, Ri = I2, i ∈ N, and D1 = D3 = D5 = 12.5
and D2 = D4 = 10. We assume disturbance signal is d(t) = 10 sin te−t ∈ L2([0,∞)). Using the Algorithms
1 and 2, we found the following set of SCOGCE strategies

F ○1 = [
7.4397 −5.4180 −1.8863 −0.2325 5.6512 −6.1497
−2.7672 −1.3434 0.6394 1.1094 −0.8136 −0.9275] ,

F ○2 = [
0.7508 0.9721 −5.0861 −0.0788
2.2360 −0.2057 −2.7248 −3.6266] ,

F ○3 = [
−0.7364 −0.0965 0.1044 −0.1584 7.3679 −5.6129 1.3109 −0.3174
1.3736 −0.6591 0.3946 1.2000 −3.3657 −7.1549 −1.1549 1.6549

] ,

F ○4 = [
−3.6049 −1.5738 −0.9251 0.6961
3.0475 −1.7145 −8.8981 9.2294

] ,

F ○5 = [
5.6955 −4.0258 17.6970 −17.2408
0.2054 −0.5258 −0.4322 −3.9581 ] .

Agents’ worst-case cost at SCOGCE (J sc○
1 , J sc○

2 , J sc○
3 , J sc○

4 , J sc○
5 ) = (0.9848,0.0547,0.1113,0.6687,0.6895),

and the total game cost at SCOGCE is computed as 2.5090. Next, we compute the total cost in cooperation
which is JCo = 1.9993 (see (40)), which implies the PoS at SCOGCE is 1.2549. We observe that in Figure
6a, and Figure 6b error trajectories of the agents converge to zero asymptotically. Figure 6c illustrates the
worst-case disturbance trajectories from the perspectives of players i.
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Figure 6: In Panel (a) and Panel (b) error trajectories of the agents using SCOGCE strategies. Panel (c) worst case
disturbance trajectories from each player perspectives

7 Conclusions

In this paper, we studied a solution concept referred to as the soft-constrained output feedback guaranteed
cost equilibrium for infinite-horizon linear-quadratic uncertain differential games with an output feedback
information structure. These equilibrium strategies ensure that players’ worst-case costs are upper-bounded
by a given threshold. We provide sufficient conditions for the existence of these equilibria and also pro-
vide linear matrix inequality-based iterative schemes for synthesizing them. For future work, it would be
interesting to investigate the existence of guaranteed cost equilibria when the objectives of the players are
hard-bound constrained, that is, when the disturbance signal has a finite norm.
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[19] T. Başar, Paradigms for robustness in controller and filter designs, in: Modeling and Control of Eco-
nomic Systems 2001, Elsevier, 2003, pp. 1–12.

[20] J. Engwerda, A. Weeren, A result on output feedback linear quadratic control, Automatica 44 (1) (2008)
265–271.

[21] S. Ross, B. Chaib-draa, Satisfaction equilibrium: Achieving cooperation in incomplete information
games, Vol. 4013 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, Springer, 2006, pp. 61–72.

[22] F. Leibfritz, An LMI-Based Algorithm for Designing Suboptimal StaticH2/H∞ Output Feedback Con-
trollers, SIAM Journal on Control and Optimization 39 (6) (2001) 1711–1735.

[23] R. E. Skelton, T. Iwasaki, Increased roles of linear algebra in control education, IEEE Control Systems
Magazine 15 (4) (1995) 76–90.

[24] R. E. Skelton, T. Iwasaki, D. E. Grigoriadis, A Unified Algebraic Approach To Control Design, CRC
Press, 2017.

[25] T. Li, Z. Gajic, Lyapunov iterations for solving coupled algebraic Riccati equations of Nash differential
games and algebraic Riccati equations of zero-sum games, in: New Trends in Dynamic Games and
Applications, Springer, 1995, pp. 333–351.

[26] H. Mukaidani, A numerical analysis of the Nash strategy for weakly coupled large-scale systems, IEEE
Transactions on Automatic Control 51 (8) (2006) 1371–1377.

24



[27] H. Mukaidani, Numerical computation of Nash strategy for large-scale systems, in: Proceedings of the
2004 American Control Conference, Vol. 6, 2004, pp. 5641–5646.

[28] J. Engwerda, Algorithms for computing Nash equilibria in deterministic LQ games, Computational
Management Science 4 (2) (2007) 113–140.

[29] H. Mukaidani, Soft-constrained stochastic Nash games for weakly coupled large-scale systems, Auto-
matica 45 (5) (2009) 1272–1279.

[30] M. Jungers, E. B. Castelan, E. R. De Pieri, H. Abou-Kandil, Bounded Nash type controls for uncertain
linear systems, Automatica 44 (7) (2008) 1874–1879.

[31] T. Mylvaganam, A. Astolfi, Towards a systematic solution for differential games with limited commu-
nication, in: 2016 American Control Conference (ACC), 2016, pp. 3814–3819.

[32] D. Cappello, T. Mylvaganam, Distributed control of multi-agent systems via linear quadratic differential
games with partial information, in: 2018 IEEE Conference on Decision and Control (CDC), 2018, pp.
4565–4570.

[33] D. Cappello, T. Mylvaganam, Distributed differential games for control of multi-agent systems, IEEE
Transactions on Control of Network Systems 9 (2) (2021) 635–646.

[34] A. Roy, P. V. Reddy, Distributed control of networked multi-agent systems using network adapted
feedback guaranteed cost equilibrium controls, IEEE Control Systems Letters 6 (2022) 3283–3288.

[35] R. B. Myerson, Game Theory: Analysis of Conflict, Harvard University Press, 1997.

[36] G.-R. Duan, H.-H. Yu, LMIs in control systems: analysis, design and applications, CRC press, 2013.

[37] J. G. VanAntwerp, R. D. Braatz, A tutorial on linear and bilinear matrix inequalities, Journal of process
control 10 (4) (2000) 363–385.

[38] S. Lasaulce, H. Tembine, Game theory and learning for wireless networks: fundamentals and applica-
tions, Academic Press, 2011.
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A Appendix

In this appendix, we recall few results from linear systems theory and linear matrix inequalities.

Lemma A.1 ([44, Theorem 6.4.1]). Consider the system

ẋ(t) = Ax(t) +Bu(t), x(0) = x0, (46)

where x(t) ∈ Rn, u(t) ∈ Rm, A ∈ Rn×n, B ∈ Rn×m, and x0 ∈ Rn. Assume that A is stable.

1. There exists constants C0, C1 ≥ 0 such that for all input functions u, all initial states x0, and all t0 ≤ t
the following holds

∫
t

t0
x′(τ)x(τ)dτ ≤ C0x

′
0x0 +C1∫

t

t0
u′(τ)u(τ)dτ. (47)

2. If u(.) ∈ Lm
2 ([0,∞)), then limt→∞ x(t) = 0.

Lemma A.2 ([36, Lemma 2.1]). Let X,Y ∈ Rm×n, L ∈ Rm×m, L ≻ 0, and γ > 0 be a scalar, then

X ′LY + Y ′LX ⪯ γX ′LX + 1

γ
Y ′LY. (48)
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