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Stochastic Generalized Dynamic Games with
Coupled Chance Constraints

Seyed Shahram Yadollahi, Hamed Kebriaei, and Sadegh Soudjani

Abstract— Designing multi-agent systems with safety
constraints and uncertain dynamics is a challenging
problem. This paper studies a stochastic dynamic non-
cooperative game with coupling safety chance constraints.
The uncertainty is assumed to satisfy a concentration
of measure property. Firstly, due to the non-convexity
of chance constraints, a convex under-approximation of
chance constraints is given using constraints on the ex-
pectation. Then, the conditions for the existence of the
stochastic generalized Nash equilibrium (SGNE) of the
under-approximated game are investigated, and the rela-
tion between the ε−SGNE of the original game and the
under-approximated one is derived. A sampling-based al-
gorithm is proposed for the SGNE seeking of the under-
approximated game that does not require knowing the dis-
tribution of the uncertainty nor the analytical computation
of expectations. Finally, under some assumptions on the
game’s pseudo-gradient mapping, the almost sure conver-
gence of the algorithm to SGNE is proven. A numerical
study is carried out on demand-side management in micro-
grids with shared battery to demonstrate the applicability
of the proposed scheme.

Index Terms— Stochastic generalized dynamic games,
chance constraints, concentration of measure, Nash seek-
ing algorithm, sampling-based algorithm

I. INTRODUCTION

Stochastic dynamic games [1] have attracted significant
attention over the last two decades [2]–[4]. Considering safety
constraints in the design and analysis of systems has become
a prominent feature, especially for multi-agent systems [5].
In game theory, encoding safety constraints become more
challenging when we have coupling constraints among the
agents in addition to the local constraints. Analysis of games
with such constraints requires the concept of generalized
Nash equilibrium (GNE) [6], and has applications in energy
management [7] and autonomous vehicle control [8], among
others. Although the GNE problem has been well studied
in the literature in static and deterministic environments [6],
[9], it becomes more realistic and also challenging when the
dynamics and uncertainties are taken into account.

There are only a few studies that address dynamics or
uncertainties in the GNE analysis [10]–[13]. The previous
works in generalized games have one or more of the following
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limitations: (1) Lack of shared dynamics [10], [11], [14]–[18]
or stochastic uncertainties [12], [13], [19], [20] in modeling;
(2) Objectives being limited to quadratic functions [7], [8],
[12], [13], [21] and affine [7], [8], [11]–[13], [15], [21] or
separable constraints [10]; (3) Having high computational
costs due to multiple optimization problems per iteration [8],
[18], [22]; (4) Lack of convergence guarantees [8] or feasibility
assurances [8], [23]; and (5) Limited to specific probability
distributions for uncertainty [8], [22].

In this paper, the GNE is studied in the presence of shared
stochastic dynamics and chance constraints, which form a
stochastic generalized dynamic game (SGDG) problem. The
shared dynamics are linear and time-variant influenced by
players’ decisions and stochastic disturbances. The distur-
bance’s distribution is unknown but belongs to a class of
distributions that satisfy a concentration of measure property.
In the first step, the SGDG is reformulated to a stochastic gen-
eralized Nash equilibrium (SGNE) problem while the chance
constraints are under-approximated by expected constraints,
leveraging the concentration of measure properties of the
random variables. This creates an “under-approximated game”
that consists of an expected cost for each player and an
expected coupling constraint among all the players. We show
that the equilibrium obtained for the under-approximated game
also serves as an ε−SGNE for the original SGDG. Next,
the conditions for the existence of an SGNE for the under-
approximated game are investigated. Finally, since the exact
distribution of the disturbance is not known and also analytical
computation of the expectations is generally challenging and
computationally complex, we propose a sample-based, semi-
decentralized algorithm capable of computing an SGNE of the
approximated game.

The main contributions of this paper are as follows:
• We provide the first results on SGDG that incorporates

coupling chance constraints under uncertainties with gen-
eral distribution exhibiting the concentration of measure
property. Furthermore, in this paper, we present cost
functions and coupling constraints in a more general form
compared to previous studies [7], [10]. Unlike [8], [22],
our approach does not require full knowledge of the
distribution functions of the involved random variables
and is not restricted to a specific class of distributions,
such as Gaussian.

• We reformulate the original SGDG to an SGNE problem
by under-approximating the non-convex coupling chance
constraints using convex constraints on expectation. Ad-
ditionally, we demonstrate that the SGNE of the under-
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approximated game is an ε−SGNE of the original SGDG.
• We propose a semi-decentralized algorithm for seeking

an SGNE of the under-approximated game, utilizing
operator theory and stochastic approximation techniques.

• The existence of SGNE (i.e., ε−SGNE for the original
game) is studied, and the almost sure convergence of
the proposed algorithm to the SGNE is proved under the
condition of monotonicity of the game’s pseudo-gradient
mapping.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section II
provides a review of the related works. Section III gives
the essential notations used in this paper and reviews some
useful preliminaries. Section IV presents the system model
and gives the problem statement. Section V discusses the
under-approximation of the main game’s feasible set and the
construction of the under-approximated game. The existence
of an SGNE in this game and its connection to the main
game are also analyzed. Section VI proposes an algorithm
for seeking SGNE. Finally, Section VII demonstrates the
applicability and performance of our framework in demand-
side management for microgrids utilizing a shared battery.

II. LITERATURE REVIEW

The initial foundations of dynamic game theory can be
traced back to the seminal works [24] and [25], which laid
the groundwork for subsequent advancements in the field.
Over the years, a significant body of research has explored
dynamic games without coupling constraints [1], [19], [20]. In
recent years, games with coupling constraints have attracted
significant attention. The study of generalized games has
predominantly focused on deterministic static frameworks.
Foundational works have established the theoretical basis for
generalized Nash equilibria (GNE) in deterministic settings,
highlighting existence and computation under various struc-
tural assumptions [6], [9].

Driven by the need to incorporate uncertainty in real-world
systems, stochastic variants of generalized games have been
studied [11], [14]. One of the earliest significant contributions
to stochastic generalized games is the work [14], which char-
acterizes SGNE using Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) conditions
and stochastic variational inequalities. While this work lays a
foundational framework for SGNE analysis, it does not pro-
vide computational algorithms for solving such games. The de-
velopment of computational techniques for SGNE-seeking has
since advanced significantly. Early works, such as [10], [11],
[15], [23], [26], introduced semi-decentralized and distributed
algorithms capable of converging to SGNE under scenarios
where uncertainty affects only players’ objective functions,
modeled as expected values of stochastic convex functions.
Nevertheless, these approaches assume affine or separable
convex coupling constraints and do not address games where
stochasticity influences constraints.Furthermore, convergence
in [11], [15], [23], [26] was shown under strict/strong mono-
tonicity or co-coercivity of the pseudo-gradient mapping,
while [10] extended results to mere monotonicity.

Probabilistic guarantees are incorporated into decision-
making processes to ensure that specified performance or

safety requirements are met with a certain level of confidence.
The works [16], [17] have studied traditional stochastic games
with local chance constraints. The work [18] has addressed
stochastic generalized games with coupling chance constraints
by employing scenario-based methods. The proposed algo-
rithm is based on alternating direction method of multipliers to
approximate chance constraints but requires solving multiple
optimization problems iteratively, limiting its computational
efficiency and scalability.

Dynamic extensions of stochastic generalized games have
been studied recently. The work [21] has studied SGDG with
non-probabilistic affine coupling constraints, introducing a
bifurcation in control variables: those affecting state dynamics
and those influencing constraints. An SGNE-seeking algorithm
is proposed under the assumption of uncertainty with Gaussian
distribution, which requires solving multiple optimal control
problems per iteration, emphasizing computational intensity
but ensuring vehicle control under probabilistic constraints.
The work [22], an algorithm is developed for computing local
SGNE in SGDGs with Gaussian uncertainties. The proposed
two-stage method approximates chance constraints linearly
and utilizes Lagrange multipliers and penalty updates. Despite
innovative approximations, the approach lacks convergence
guarantees and the feasibility of constraints.

The work [8] has studied vehicle safety using SGDGs
with quadratic objectives and affine coupling chance con-
straints. The considered model features linear shared dynamics
with uncertainties confined to safety constraints. Addressing
demand-side management in microgrids with shared battery is
studied in [7] using SGDG with coupling chance constraints.
The cost functions and the chance constraints are assumed to
be quadratic and linear, respectively. Moreover, the supports
and two first moments of random variables are assumed to
be known. The main game is under-approximated with a
deterministic game, and a deterministic algorithm is proposed
to compute the GNE of the under-approximated game.

The closest work to ours is the framework proposed in [10].
We extend this framework by considering stochastic dynamics
and shared coupling chance constraints.

III. NOTATIONS AND PRELIMINARIES

Throughout this paper, N = {0, 1, 2, . . .} denotes the set
of natural numbers, Rm (Rm

≥0) refers to the m-dimensional
(nonnegative) Euclidean space, and R̄ = R ∪ {∞}. The
transpose of a vector x ∈ Rm and a matrix A ∈ Rm×n

is denoted by x⊤ and A⊤, respectively. The inner product
between vectors x, y ∈ Rm is ⟨x, y⟩ = x⊤y, and the associated
norm is ∥x∥2 =

√
x⊤x. The induced 2-norm a matrix A

is denoted by ∥A∥. We define 1m ∈ Rm as the vector of
ones, 0m ∈ Rm as the vector of zeros, and Im ∈ Rm×m as
the identity matrix. The stacked column vector from vectors
x1, . . . , xN is denoted by col(x1, . . . , xN ). The Cartesian
product of sets Di, i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, is denoted by

∏N
i=1 Di.

Given the function g : Rn → Rm, we define ∇xg(x) ∈ Rn×m

with [∇xg(x)]i,j :=
∂gj(x)
∂xi

. Let w be a random variable. We
denote its expectation and its variance by E [w] and Var [w],
respectively. We define the filtration Fw =

{
Fw

(k)

}
, that is
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a family of σ-algebras such that Fw
(0) = σ (X0), Fw

(k) =

σ
(
X0, w(0), w(1), . . . , w(k−1)

)
for all k ∈ N. In other words,

Fw
(k) contains the information about w up to time k.
Consider the set-valued operator A : Rm ⇒ 2R

m

. The
domain of A is defined as domA = {x | A(x) ̸= ∅}, where
∅ represents the empty set, and the range is rangeA = {y |
∃x, y ∈ A(x)}. The identity operator is denoted by Id.
The graph of A is defined as graA = {(x, u) | u ∈ A(x)},
and the inverse operator A−1 is defined via its graph as
graA−1 = {(u, x) | (x, u) ∈ graA}. The zero set of
A is zerA = {x | 0 ∈ A(x)}. A is called monotone
if ∀(x, u),∀(y, v) ∈ graA, we have ⟨x − y, u − v⟩ ≥ 0.
Furthermore, A is maximally monotone if its graph graA is
not properly contained within the graph of any other monotone
operator. The resolvent of A is defined as RA = (Id+A)−1,
which is single-valued with domRA = Rm if A is maximally
monotone.

A proper lower semi-continuous convex function is a convex
function f : Rn → (−∞,+∞] that is never −∞, takes finite
values somewhere in its domain, and satisfies the property
that for any sequence xk → x, lim infk→∞ f(xk) ≥ f(x).
For a proper lower semi-continuous convex function f , the
sub-differential operator ∂f : domf → 2R

m

is defined by
x 7→ {g ∈ Rm | f(y) ≥ f(x) + ⟨g, y − x⟩,∀y ∈ domf},
and ∂f is maximally monotone. The proximal operator of
f is proxf = R∂f : Rm → domf , defined as proxf (x) =
argminu∈domf{f(u) + 1

2∥u− x∥2}.
Define the indicator function of a set U as ιU (x) = 0 if

x ∈ U and ιU (x) = ∞ otherwise. For a closed convex set U ,
ιU is a proper lower semi-continuous function. ∂ιU is also the
normal cone operator of U , i.e., NU (x) = {v | ⟨v, y − x⟩ ≤
0,∀y ∈ U} and domNU = U . Define projection x onto U
by projU (x) = argminy∈U ∥x− y∥. In this case, RNU (x) =
projU (x). Let U be a nonempty closed convex set and f be
a proper lower semi-continuous function; then, for all x

z = projU (x) ⇔ ⟨z − x, y − z⟩ ≥ 0, ∀y ∈ U ,
z = proxU (x) ⇔ ⟨z − x, y − z⟩ ≥ f(z)− f(y), ∀y ∈ U .

A point x ∈ Rm is a fixed point of a single-valued operator
T : Rm → Rm if T (x) = x, with the set of fixed points
denoted by fixT . The composition of operators A and B,
denoted A ◦ B, is defined by gra(A ◦ B) = {(x, z) | ∃y ∈
rangeB, (x, y) ∈ graB, (y, z) ∈ graA}, and their sum A + B
is given by gra(A+B) = {(x, y+z) | (x, y) ∈ graA, (x, z) ∈
graB}. We refer the readers to [27] for more details on
monotone operators.

IV. MODELING FRAMEWORK AND PROBLEM STATEMENT

This section introduces the concept of Stochastic Gener-
alized Dynamic Games (SGDG) in discrete time with cou-
pling chance constraints. Consider a set of players I :=
{1, 2, . . . , N} and a time horizon T . At each time instant
t ∈ {0, 1, . . . , T − 1}, each player i ∈ I selects a strategy
ui
t ∈ Di

t ⊆ Rni , where Di
t is a nonempty, compact, and convex

set. This strategy affects the global state of the system denoted
by st ∈ Rns through the following stochastic difference

equation:

st+1 = Atst +

N∑
j=1

Bj
tu

j
t + wt, ∀t ∈ {0, 1, . . . , T − 1}, (1)

where At ∈ Rns×ns and Bj
t ∈ Rns×nj are time-dependent

system matrices, wt ∈ Rns represents the disturbance at time
t, w := col(w0, . . . , wT−1), and s0 is the initial state which
is assumed to be known.

The collective strategy for each player i is defined as ui =
col(ui

0, . . . , u
i
T−1) ∈ Di, where Di =

∏T−1
t=0 Di

t. The strategy
profile for all players is denoted by u = col(u1, . . . , uN ) ∈ D,
with D =

∏N
j=1 Dj . The strategy profile excluding player i

is represented by u−i = col(u1, . . . , ui−1, ui+1, . . . , uN ) ∈
D−i, where D−i =

∏N
j=1,j ̸=i Dj . The state variable profile is

given by s = col(s0, . . . , sT ) ∈ R(T+1)ns .
Each player i ∈ I seeks to minimize its own cost function

by selecting an appropriate strategy ui. The cost function for
player i is defined as

Ji(s0, ui, u−i) = Ew

[
Ĵ i(s) + J̃ i(ui, u−i)

]
, (2)

where Ĵ i : R(T+1)ns → R and J̃ i : RT
∑

j nj → R.
In addition to minimizing its cost function, each player i is

also subject to the following shared safety chance constraints

P
{
ξj(s, u) ≤ 0

}
≥ 1− γj , j ∈ {1, . . . ,m}, (3)

where ξj(s, u) := ξ̂j(s)+ ξ̃j(u), with ξ̂j : R(T+1)ns → R and
ξ̃j : RT

∑
j nj → R. Here, ξ̂j(s) is a measurable function for

each j. Moreover, γj ∈ (0, 1) is a constant-violation tolerance
for the jth coupling chance constraint.

Assumption 1: For all i ∈ I, the cost function Ji is well-
defined. The function Ĵ i(s) is a differentiable convex function
with respect to s, and J̃ i(ui, u−i) is a differentiable convex
function with respect to ui.

Assumption 2: For all j ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,m}, the function
ξ̂j(s) is a convex differentiable function with respect to s, and
ξ̃j(ui, u−i) is a convex differentiable function with respect to
ui.

In this paper, open loop information structure is considered,
i.e., players commit to a sequence of actions at the beginning
of the game [28]. In an open loop structure, players base their
strategies solely on the knowledge of time t and the initial
state s0 [12]. Based on this, for any t ∈ {0, 1, . . . , T}, the
state space model from equation (1) can be explicitly written
as

st = Φ(t, 0)s0 +

t−1∑
k=0

Φ(t, k + 1)

 N∑
j=1

Bj
ku

j
k + wk

 , (4)

where the transition matrix Φ(t1, t2), for t1 ≥ t2, is given by

Φ(t1, t2) =

{
At1−1 . . .At2 , t1 > t2 ≥ 0,

I, t1 = t2 ≥ 0.

Using equation (4), the state vector s can be compactly
expressed as

s = Θs0 +

N∑
j=1

Γjuj +Υw, (5)
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where Θ ∈ R(T+1)ns×ns , Γj ∈ R(T+1)ns×Tnj , and Υ ∈
R(T+1)ns×Tns . The exact definitions of Θ, Γj , and Υ are de-
rived from equation (4) but omitted here for brevity. Equation
(5) shows that the state profile is a linear combination of the
initial state, each player’s strategy profile, and w.

Substituting s from (5) into Ĵ i(s) in (2), the cost function
of player i becomes

Ji(s0, ui, u−i) = Ew

[
J i
(
s0, u

i, u−i, w
)]

= Ew

[
Ĵ i
(
Θs0 +

N∑
j=1

Γjuj +Υw
)
+ J̃ i(ui, u−i)

]
. (6)

Similarly, by substituting s from (5) into ξ̂j(s) in (3), the
chance constraints become

P
{
ξ̄j(s0, u, w) ≤ 0

}
≥ 1− γj , j ∈ {1, . . . ,m}, (7)

where ξ̄j(s0, u, w) = ξ̂j
(
Θs0 +

∑N
j=1 Γ

juj +Υw
)
+ ξ̃j(u).

Remark 1: Using Assumptions 1 and 2, the fact that s
is affine in ui, and the expectation preserves convexity [29,
subsection 3.2.1], we get that the functions J i(s0, u

i, u−i, w),
Ji(s0, ui, u−i), and ξ̄j(s0, u

i, u−i, w) are all convex in ui.
Given that the objective function of each player depends

in general on the strategies of other players, both directly
and indirectly through system states, along with the presence
of coupling constraints and uncertainties in system dynamics,
objective functions, and constraints, the problem can be for-
mulated as an SGDG as follows:

G1 =



Players: I = {1, 2, . . . , N}
Strategies of Players: ui, i ∈ I
Cost Functions: (6), Local, i ∈ I

Constraints:

{
Local: ui ∈ Di

Coupling Chance Constraints: (7).

The coupled feasible set of strategies in G1 can be defined as

UG1(s0) = D ∩ {u ∈ RT
∑N

j=1 nj | (7) holds}.

Similarly, the feasible set for player i is

U i
G1
(s0, u

−i)={ui ∈ Di|∃u−i, (s0, u
i, u−i) ∈ UG1

(s0)}.

Definition 1: An ε−SGNE for G1 is a strategy u⋆ ∈ UG1

such that for all i ∈ I,

Ji(s0, ui
⋆, u

−i
⋆ ) ≤ inf

{
Ji(s0, y, u−i

⋆ ) | y ∈ U i
G1
(s0, u

−i
⋆ )
}
+ ε.

(8)
An ε−SGNE represents a strategy profile where no player

can reduce their cost by more than ε through unilateral
deviation. If (8) holds with ε = 0, then u⋆ is a SGNE for
G1. In this paper, we aim to investigate ε−SGNE in G1.

V. CONVEX UNDER-APPROXIMATION OF THE SGDG
Since the chance constraints (7) are typically non-convex,

each player faces a non-convex stochastic optimization prob-
lem, and determining Nash equilibria for general stochastic
games is NP-hard [30]. Moreover, without further assumptions
on the distribution of uncertainty, such as normality, finding
a generalized Nash equilibrium for G1 is intractable [31].

Therefore, we propose a convex under-approximation of (7)
by raising the following assumption on the class of the
distribution of uncertainty.

Assumption 3: Let the random variable w in (7) be defined
on the probability space (Ξw,Fw,Pw). The probability space
satisfies the inequality

Pw {|ϕ(w)− Ew[ϕ(w)]| ≤ θ} ≥ 1− h(θ), ∀θ ≥ 0, (9)

for any function ϕ : Ξw → R in a class C. Here, h : R≥0 →
[0, 1] is a monotonically decreasing function, and for each j ∈
{1, . . . ,m}, ξ̄j(s0, u, ·) ∈ C.

In Assumption 3, the random variable w is assumed to have
the concentration of measure (CoM) property. The class of
functions C is usually considered to be the set of Lipschitz
continuous functions. The CoM phenomenon states that in a
probability space, if a set has a measure of at least one-half,
most points are close to that set. Additionally, if a function on
this space is sufficiently regular, the probability of it deviating
significantly from its expectation or median is low [32].

Remark 2: Assumption 3 is especially relevant in high-
dimensional spaces, where probability tends to concentrate
in small regions. Many distributions, such as Gaussian, sub-
Gaussian, exponential, and log-concave, are known to exhibit
CoM properties. Examples of different distributions with the
CoM property and corresponding h functions can be found
e.g., in [32]. For instance, the standard multi-variate Gaussian
distribution satisfies (9) with h(t) = min{2e−2t2/π2

, 1} [33],
[34]. Observe that if we substitute h(·) with another mono-
tonically decreasing function h̄(·) such that h̄(·) ≥ h(·), the
inequality (9) remains valid when using h̄(·).

According to [32, Proposition 4] and Assumption 3, the
feasible domain of the chance constraints in (7) includes the
following compact expected constraint:

Ew [g(s0, u, w)] ≤ 0, (10)

where g(s0, u, w) := ξ̄(s0, u, w) + h−1(γ) + β with
ξ̄(s0, u, w) := col(ξ̄1, . . . , ξ̄m), γ := col(γ1, . . . , γm), and
h−1(γ) := col(h−1(γ1), . . . , h−1(γm)). The vector β =
col
(
β1, . . . , βm

)
, for all β ≥ 0, can be empirically adjusted

to control the tightness level of the nder-approximation.
Now we define a new game G2 by replacing the coupling

constraint (7) with (10). Analogous to G1, the coupled feasible
strategy set for G2 is defined as

UG2
(s0) = D ∩ {u ∈ RT

∑N
j=1 nj | (10) holds}, (11)

and the feasible strategy set for player i in this game is

U i
G2
(s0, u

−i) = {ui ∈ Di | ∃u−i, (s0, u
i, u−i) ∈ UG2(s0)}.

The SGNE of G2 is also defined according to Definition 1.
In the following, we show that there exists an SGNE of G2,
which is an ε-SGNE for G1.

A. Characterization of SGNE in G2

Let us consider the following assumptions.
Assumption 4: The set UG2

satisfies the Slater’s con-
straint qualification. For each s0 ∈ Rns and w ∈
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Ξw, g(s0, ·, w) is ℓg(s0, w)-Lipschitz continuous. Ad-
ditionally, g(s0, u, w) and ∇ug(s0, u, w) are bounded,
meaning that supu∈UG2

∥g(s0, u, w)∥ ≤ B1g(s0, w) and
supu∈UG2

∥∇ug(s0, u, w)∥ ≤ B2g(s0, w). For each i ∈ I,
s0 ∈ Rns , u−i ∈ D−i, and w ∈ Ξw, J i(s0, ·, u−i, w) in (6) is
ℓJi(s0, u

−i, w)-Lipschitz continuous. The constants ℓg(s0, w),
B1g(s0, w), B2g(s0, w) , and ℓJi(s0, u

−i, w), for all i ∈ I,
are integrable with respect to w.

Among all possible SGNE, we focus on an important
subclass that possesses suitable properties (like greater social
stability and economic fairness [6, Theorem 4.8]) and is more
tractable [35]. This subclass corresponds to the solution set
with respect to u⋆ of the following stochastic variational
inequality (SVI):

⟨FG2 (s0, u⋆) , u− u⋆⟩ ≥ 0, ∀u ∈ UG2(s0), (12)

where FG2
is the pseudo-gradient mapping defined as

FG2
(s0, u) :=


Ew

[
∇u1J1

(
s0, u

1, u−1, w
)]

Ew

[
∇u2J2

(
s0, u

2, u−2, w
)]

...
Ew

[
∇uNJN

(
s0, u

N , u−N , w
)]
 . (13)

Remark 3: Note that the interchangeability of the expected
value and the gradient in FG2

is guaranteed under Assump-
tions 1 and 4 [14, Lemma 3.4].

Under Assumptions 1–4, it follows from [36, Proposition
12.7] that any solution of SVI(UG2

,FG2
) in (12) is an SGNE

for G2 while vice versa does not hold in general.
Proposition 1: If Assumptions 1–4 hold, the solution set of

SVI(UG2
,FG2

) is not empty.
Proof: The statement follows from [37, Corollary 2.2.5].

We call variational SGNE (v-SGNE ) those SGNE that are
also solutions of the associated SVI, namely the solution of
SVI(UG2 ,FG2) in (12) with FG2 in (13) and UG2 in (11). Given
that UG2

meets the Slater constraint qualification as stated
in Assumption 4, based on [37, Proposition 1.3.4], u⋆ is a
v-SGNE if there exists a λ ∈ Rm

≥0 such that the following
KKT inclusions hold for any i ∈ I:

0 ∈ Ew

[
∇uiJ i(s0, u

i
⋆, u

−i
⋆ , w)

]
+NDi(ui

⋆)

+Ew

[
∇uig(s0, u

i
⋆, u

−i
⋆ , w)

]
λ,

0 ∈ −Ew

[
g(s0, u

i
⋆, u

−i
⋆ , w)

]
+NRm

≥0
(λ).

(14)

The interchangeability of the expected value and gradient in
(14) is guaranteed by Assumptions 2 and 4 [14, Lemma 3.4].

Next, we recast the KKT conditions in (14) as a compact
operator inclusion:

0 ∈ T (u, λ) =

=

[
FG2

(s0, u) + Ew [∇ug(s0, u, w)]λ+ND(u)

NRm
≥0

(
λ
)
− Ew [g(s0, u, w)]

]
, (15)

where T : U × Rm
≥0 ⇒ RT

∑N
j=1 nj × Rm is a set-valued

mapping. The v-SGNE of G2 corresponds to the zeros of
the operator T , which can be expressed as the sum of two
operators T = A+ B, where

A :

[
u

λ

]
7→
[
FG2

(s0, u)
0

]
+

[
Ew [∇ug(s0, u, w)]λ
−Ew [g(s0, u, w)]

]
,

B :

[
u

λ

]
7→
[
ND(u)

NRm
≥0
(λ)

]
. (16)

Thus, u⋆ is a v-SGNE if and only if there exists a λ⋆ ∈ Rm
≥0

such that col(u⋆, λ⋆) ∈ zer(A+ B).
Lemma 1: Under Assumptions 1–4, we have zer(A+B) ̸=

∅.
Proof: Since Assumptions 1–4 hold, Proposition 1 en-

sures that the game G2 has at least one v-SGNE u⋆. Therefore,
from [38, Theorem 3.1] we get that there exists a λ⋆ ∈ Rm

≥0

such that the KKT conditions in (14) are satisfied. Hence,
zer(A+ B) ̸= ∅.

Assumption 5: The mapping F is monotone and ℓF-
Lipschitz continuous for some ℓF > 0.

Lemma 2: Let Assumptions 2-5 hold. Then, we have that
(1) A is monotone and ℓA-Lipschitz continuous, and (2) B is
maximally monotone.

Proof:
(1) From (16), we have A = A1 + A2, where A1 maps

col(u, λ) to col(FG2
(s0, u), 0) and A2 maps col(u, λ) to

col
(
Ew [∇ug(s0, u, w)]λ,−Ew [g(s0, u, w)]

)
. By As-

sumption 5, A1 is monotone, and based on Assump-
tions 2–3 and [39, Theorem 1], A2 is monotone because
K(u, λ) = Ew[g(s0, u, w)]λ is a proper saddle function
on UG2×R≥0. Therefore, since the sum of two monotone
operators is monotone [27, Proposition 20.10], A is
monotone. Moreover, Assumptions 5 and 4 ensure that
A is Lipschitz continuous.

(2) Since normal cones of closed convex sets are maximally
monotone, and concatenation preserves maximality [27,
Proposition 20.23], B is maximally monotone.

B. SGNE of G2 as an ε−SGNE of G1

At the beginning of this section, we showed that the non-
convex constraint (7) of G1 can be under-approximated by (10)
of G2. In this subsection, we focus on establishing a relation
between the solution of the under-approximated game G2 and
that of the actual game G1. We demonstrate that the v-SGNE
of G2 is an ε−SGNE for G1 while ε is bounded with a duality-
like gap induced by the under-approximation of the feasible
set of G1.

Theorem 1: Let u⋆ be a v-SGNE of the game G2. Then, it
is an ε-SGNE for the game G1.

Proof: Let λ = col
(
λ1, . . . , λm

)
∈ Rm

≥0. For each i ∈ I
and ui ∈ U i

G1
, we have

Ji(s0, ui, u−i
⋆ ) ≥ Ji(s0, ui, u−i

⋆ )+

+

m∑
j=1

{
λj

(
Ew

[
gj(s0, u

i, u−i
⋆ , w)

]
− Ew

[
gj(s0, u

i, u−i
⋆ , w)

]
+ 1− γj − P

{
ξ̄j(s0, u

i, u−i
⋆ , w) ≤ 0

}︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤0

)}

≥ Ji(s0, ui, u−i
⋆ ) +

m∑
j=1

λj

(
Ew

[
gj(s0, u

i, u−i
⋆ , w)

]
−M j

)
,

(17)
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where, for j ∈ {1, . . . ,m},

M j :=supui∈UG1
∥1− γj − P

{
ξ̄j(s0, u

i, u−i
⋆ , w) ≤ 0

}
− Ew

[
gj(s0, u

i, u−i
⋆ , w)

]
∥. (18)

Multiplying both sides of (17) by a minus sign and subse-
quently adding Ji(s0, ui

⋆, u
−i
⋆ ) to both sides yields

Ji(s0, ui
⋆, u

−i
⋆ )− Ji

(
s0, u

i, u−i
⋆

)
≤ Ji(s0, ui

⋆, u
−i
⋆ )−(

Ji(s0, ui, u−i
⋆ ) +

m∑
j=1

λjEw

[
gj(s0, u

i, u−i
⋆ , w)

])

+

N∑
j=1

λjM j ≤ Ji(s0, ui
⋆, u

−i
⋆ ) +

N∑
j=1

λjM j−

infui∈UG1

(
Ji(s0, ui, u−i

⋆ ) +

m∑
j=1

λjEw

[
gj(s0, u

i, u−i
⋆ , w)

])
≤ Ji(s0, ui

⋆, u
−i
⋆ )− supλ≥0

[
infui∈UG1

(
Ji(s0, ui, u−i

⋆ )

+

m∑
j=1

λjEw

[
gj(s0, u

i, u−i
⋆ , w)

] )
−

N∑
j=1

λjM j
]
. (19)

Finally, setting the right-hand side of (19) to εi and letting
ε = max{ε1, . . . , εN}, we get that u⋆ is a ε−SGNE for G1.

Remark 4: If M j = 0 in (18) for all j ∈ {1, . . . ,m},
then we can conclude that U i

G1
(s0, u

−i
⋆ ) = U i

G2
(s0, u

−i
⋆ ) for all

i ∈ I. Now, by setting λ = λ⋆ (as corresponding dual variable
of u⋆) and applying (19), along with the complementary
slackness condition from the KKT conditions of the SGNE
in G2, we find that the right-hand side of (19) is zero. Thus,
u⋆ is the SGNE of G1.

VI. SGNE SEEKING ALGORITHM FOR G2

In this section, we propose an algorithm to obtain the
v-SGNE of G2, which corresponds to the zeros of the operator
T = A + B as shown in (15)–(16). Since computing the
expected value mappings in A needs the information on the
distributions of the random variables which are unknown, we
approximate A, with

Â :

[
(u,w)

λ

]
7→
[
F̂G2

(s0, u,w)
0

]
+

[
Λ̂(s0, u,w)λ

−Ĝ(s0, u,w)

]
, (20)

where F̂G2
, Λ̂, and Ĝ are respectively approximations of FG2

,
Λ, and Ew [g], using a collection of samples w of the random
variable w. Here,

Λ(s0, u) = col
(
Λ1(s0, u

1, u−1), . . . ,ΛN (s0, u
N , u−N )

)
,

where Λi(s0, u
i, u−i) := Ew

[
∇uig(s0, u

i, u−i, w)
]
, for i ∈

I. Note that to simplify the notation, we have omitted s0 from
the arguments of the involved operators.

We propose Algorithm 1 to obtain a v-SGNE for the game
G2 in a semi-decentralized manner. In each iteration k, the
process begins with the coordinator collecting the values ui

(k)

from each player i ∈ I. Next, the coordinator uses a set of
random samples w0

(k) = col(w0
[1], . . . ,w

0
[M(k)]

), to approxi-
mate Ew

[
g(s0, u(k), w)

]
as outlined in (21). The coordinator

then computes an intermediate variable λ̃(k) ∈ Rm through an
averaging step with inertia, which enables convergence under
the monotonicity assumption, as given in (22). Following this,
the coordinator compute λ(k+1) via a projection step (23)
and sends λ(k) to each player. Upon receiving this variable,
each player i approximates Fi

G2
and Λi through a set of

random samples wi
(k) = col(wi

[1], . . . ,w
i
[M(k)]

), as specified
in (24) and (25), respectively. Each player then computes ũi

(k)

by averaging, as described in (26), and updates ui using a
projection step, as shown in (27). The updated values are then
sent back to the coordinator. It is important to note that the
samples in wi

(k) are drawn independently from Pw. Moreover,
α(k) is a proper positive step size.

Algorithm 1 Semi-decentralized sampling-based computation
of the v-SGNE of G2.

1: Initialization: ui
(0) ∈ Di, λ(0) ∈ Rm

≥0.
2: Iteration k:

(1) Coordinator: Receive ui
(k) for all i ∈ I, and update:

Ĝ(s0, u(k),w
0
(k)) =

1

M(k)

M(k)∑
l=1

g(s0, u(k),w
0
[l]), (21)

λ̃(k) = (1− δ)λ(k) + δλ̃(k−1), (22)

λ(k+1) = projRm
≥0

{
λ̃(k) + α(k)Ĝ

(
s0, u(k),w

0
(k)

)}
.

(23)
(2) Player i: Receive λ(k) and update:

F̂ i
G2
(s0, u(k),w

i
(k)) =

1

M(k)

M(k)∑
l=1

∇uiJ i(s0, u(k),w
i
[l]),

(24)

Λ̂
i
(s0, u(k),w

i
(k)) =

1

M(k)

M(k)∑
l=1

∇uig(ui
(k), u

−i
(k),w

i
[l]),

(25)

ũi
(k) = (1− δ)ui

(k) + δũi
(k−1), (26)

ui
(k+1) = projDi

[
ũi
(k) − α(k)

(
F̂ i
G2

(
ui
(k), u

−i
(k),w

i
(k)

)
+ Λ̂i

(
s0, u(k),w

i
(k)

)
λ(k)

)]
. (27)

3: Output: Strategies ui for each player

Common assumptions for using approximations (21),
(24), and (25) include selecting an appropriate batch size
sequenceM(k) [10], [40], [41].

Assumption 6: The batch sizes (M(k))k≥1 satisfy

M(k) ≥ c(k + k0)
a+1,

for some constants c, a > 0, and k0 > 1.
From Assumption 6, it follows that 1/M(k) is summable

[42, Section 11.8], a standard assumption used in combination
with variance reduction techniques to control stochastic errors
[10], [40], [41].
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A. Convergence analysis of Algorithm 1
In this subsection, we analyze the convergence of Algo-

rithm 1. To this end, we derive an upper bound for the
variance of the approximation error of A in Proposition 2.
Utilizing this proposition along with two supporting lemmas,
we demonstrate that the proposed algorithm converges almost
surely (a.s.) to the v-SGNE of G2.

Let us define z = col(u, λ) and z̃ = col(ũ, λ̃). Algorithm 1
can be written in compact form as

z̃(k) = (1− δ)z(k) + δz̃(k−1),

z(k+1) = (Id + α(k)B)−1
(
z̃(k) − α(k)Â(z(k))

)
. (28)

Since we are using an estimate of the operator A
(
z(k)

)
,

need to characterize the effect of the estimation error on
the convergence of the algorithm. Hence, we define e(k) =

Â
(
z(k),w

)
−A

(
z(k)

)
as the estimation error on the extended

operator. We can represent e(k) in terms of the estimation error
in the elements of A

(
s0, z(k)

)
which are

e1,(k) = F̂G2

(
s0, u(k),w(k)

)
− FG2

(
s0, u(k)

)
,

e2,(k) = Λ̂
(
s0, u(k),w(k)

)
−Λ(s0, u(k)),

e3,(k) = Ĝ
(
s0, u(k),w(k)

)
− Ew

[
g
(
s0, u(k), w

)]
. (29)

Substituting (29) into the definition of e(k), we get e(k) =

col
(
e1,(k) + e2,(k)λ(k),−e3,(k)

)
.

Remark 5: Note that since F̂ , Λ̂, and Ĝ are empirical mean
over samples w(k), they are unbiased estimators of FG2

, Λ,
and Ew

[
g
(
s0, u(k), w

)]
, respectively. Then, for all i = 1, 2, 3

and k ∈ N, we have, a.s., E
[
ei,(k) | Fw

(k)

]
= 0.

In the stochastic framework, there are usually assumptions
on variances of stochastic errors e1,(k), e2,(k), and e3,(k) [40],
[43].

Assumption 7: There exist some σ1, σ2, σ3 > 0,
such that, for all i = 1, 2, 3 and k ∈ N,
supu∈UG2

Var
[
ei,(k) | Fw

(k)

]
≤ σ2

i .
Proposition 2: For all k ∈ N, if Assumption 7 holds, we

have

E
[∥∥e(k)∥∥2 | Fw

(k)

]
≤

C
[(
1 +

∥∥λ(k)

∥∥)σ2
1 +

(∥∥λ(k)

∥∥2 + ∥∥λ(k)

∥∥)σ2
2 + σ2

3

]
M(k)

,

(30)

for some C > 0.
Proof: Based on definition of e(k), we have∥∥e(k)∥∥2 = e⊤(k)e(k) = e⊤1,(k)e1,(k) + λ

⊤
(k)e

⊤
2,(k)e2,(k)λ(k)

+ 2λ
⊤
(k)e

⊤
2,(k)e1,(k) + e⊤3,(k)e3,(k) ≤

∥∥e1,(k)∥∥2 +∥∥λ(k)

∥∥2 ∥∥e2,(k)∥∥2 + 2
∥∥λ(k)

∥∥∥∥e2,(k)∥∥∥∥e1,(k)∥∥+ ∥∥e3,(k)∥∥2 ,
where the last inequality is obtained by applying Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality. Moreover, since 2

∥∥e2,(k)∥∥∥∥e1,(k)∥∥ ≤∥∥e1,(k)∥∥2 + ∥∥e2,(k)∥∥2 , we have∥∥e(k)∥∥2 ≤
(
1 +

∥∥λ(k)

∥∥) ∥∥e1,(k)∥∥2 +

(∥∥λ(k)

∥∥2 + ∥∥λ(k)

∥∥)∥∥e2,(k)∥∥2 + ∥∥e3,(k)∥∥2 .
By taking conditional expectations from both sides, we have

E
[∥∥e(k)∥∥2 | Fw

(k)

]
≤
(
1 +

∥∥λ(k)

∥∥)E [∥∥e1,(k)∥∥2 | Fw
(k)

]
+
(∥∥λ(k)

∥∥2 + ∥∥λ(k)

∥∥)E [∥∥e2,(k)∥∥2 | Fw
(k)

]
+ E

[∥∥e3,(k)∥∥2 | Fw
(k)

]
. (31)

Moreover, using an approach similar to
[10, Proposition 1], it can be shown that
E
[∥∥e1,(k)∥∥2 | Fw

(k)

]
≤ C

σ2
1

M(k)
,E
[∥∥e2,(k)∥∥2 | Fw

(k)

]
≤

C
σ2
2

M(k)
,E
[∥∥e3,(k)∥∥2 | Fw

(k)

]
≤ C

σ2
3

M(k)
, for some C > 0.

Then, using this result and (31) , we reach to (30).
Finally, we indicate how to choose the parameters of the
algorithm. This is fundamental for convergence analysis and,
in practice, for the convergence speed.

Assumption 8: The averaging parameter δ in (28) is such
that 1

ϕ ≤ δ < 1, where ϕ = 1+
√
5

2 is the golden ratio.
Assumption 9: The sequence

(
α(k)

)
k∈N is a positive

decreasing sequence such that
∑∞

k=0 α(k) = ∞,
limk→∞

α(k)

α(k−1)
̸= 0 , and 0 < α(k) ≤ 1

4δ(2ℓA+1) , for
all k = {0, 1, 2, . . . }, where ℓA is the Lipschitz constant as
in Lemma 2.

Let us define the residual function of z(k) as

res
(
z(k)

)
=
∥∥∥z(k) − (Id + α(k)B

)−1 (
z(k) − α(k)A

(
z(k)

))∥∥∥ .
Lemma 3: Let Assumption 1–9 hold, and

(
z(k), z̃(k)

)
k∈N

be generated by Algorithm 1. Then, the following inequality
holds:∥∥z̃(k)−z(k)

∥∥2 ≥ 1

4
res
(
z(k)

)2− 1

2

∥∥∆z(k+1)

∥∥2−α2
(k)

∥∥e(k)∥∥2 ,
(32)

where ∆z(k+1) = z(k+1) − z(k).
Proof: See Appendix II.

Lemma 4: Let Assumption 1–9 hold, and
(
z(k), z̃(k)

)
k∈N

be generated by Algorithm 1. Then, the following inequality
holds:
2

1− δ

∥∥∥∆z̃⋆(k+1)

∥∥∥2 + α(k)

α(k−1)

1

δ

∥∥∆z(k+1)

∥∥2
≤ 2

1− δ

∥∥∥∆z̃⋆(k)

∥∥∥2 − α(k)

α(k−1)

2

δ

∥∥z(k) − z̃(k)
∥∥2

+ 2α(k)ℓA

(∥∥∆z(k)
∥∥2 + ∥∥∆z(k+1)

∥∥2)
+ 2α(k)

(∥∥∆e(k)
∥∥2 + ∥∥∆z(k+1)

∥∥2)− 4α(k)

〈
e(k),∆z⋆(k)

〉
,

(33)

where ∆z̃⋆(k) = z̃(k) − z⋆, ∆z⋆(k) = z(k) − z⋆, and ∆e(k) =
e(k) − e(k−1).

Proof: See Appendix III.
Theorem 2: Let Assumption 1–9 hold. Then, the sequence

(u(k))k∈N generated by Algorithm 1 converges a.s. to a
v-SGNE of G2.

Proof: By applying the lower bound of
∥∥z̃(k) − z(k)

∥∥2
from (32) in (33), we obtain:

2

1− δ

∥∥∥∆z̃⋆(k+1)

∥∥∥2
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+

(
α(k)

α(k−1)

1

2δ
− 2α(k) (ℓA + 1)

)∥∥∆z(k+1)

∥∥2
≤ 2

1− δ

∥∥∥∆z̃⋆(k)

∥∥∥2 − α(k)

α(k−1)

1

4δ
res
(
z(k)

)2
−

α(k)

α(k−1)

1

δ

∥∥z̃(k) − z(k)
∥∥2 + α(k)

α(k−1)

1

δ
α2
(k)

∥∥e(k)∥∥2
+ 2ℓAα(k)

∥∥∆z(k)
∥∥2 + 2α(k)

∥∥∆e(k)
∥∥2

− 4α(k)

〈
e(k),∆z⋆(k)

〉
.

Replacing
∥∥∆e(k)

∥∥2 with its upper bound
∥∥e(k)∥∥2 +∥∥e(k−1)

∥∥2, taking the expectation from both sides, and then
using Proposition 2 and Remark 5, we have

E
[

2

1− δ

∥∥∥∆z̃⋆(k+1)

∥∥∥2 + ( α(k)

α(k−1)

1

2δ
− 2α(k) (ℓA + 1)

)
∥∥∆z(k+1)

∥∥2 | Fw
(k)

]
+

α(k)

α(k−1)

1

4δ
res
(
z(k)

)2
+

α(k)

α(k−1)

1

δ

∥∥z̃(k) − z(k)
∥∥2

≤ 2

1− δ

∥∥∥∆z̃⋆(k)

∥∥∥2 + 2ℓAα(k)

∥∥∆z(k)
∥∥2

+

(
α2
(k)

δ
+ 4α(k)

)
C

M(k)

{(
1 +

∥∥λ(k)

∥∥)σ2
1

+
(∥∥λ(k)

∥∥2 + ∥∥λ(k)

∥∥)σ2
2 + σ2

3

}
+

4α(k)C

M(k−1)

{(
1 +

∥∥λ(k−1)

∥∥)σ2
1

+
(∥∥λ(k−1)

∥∥2 + ∥∥λ(k−1)

∥∥)σ2
2 + σ2

3

}
.

Under Assumption 9 and Assumption 4, and by starting Algo-
rithm 1 from feasible values, it is obvious that λ is bounded
during the algorithm. Thus, we have

∥∥λ(k)

∥∥ ≤ λmax < ∞.
Using this fact and Assumption 9, we obtain

E
[
v(k+1) | Fw

(k)

]
+ θ(k) ≤ v(k) + η(k),

where,

v(k) =
2

1− δ

∥∥∥∆z̃⋆(k)

∥∥∥2 + 2ℓAα(k)

∥∥∆z(k)
∥∥2 ,

θ(k) =
α(k)

α(k−1)

[
1

4δ
res
(
z(k)

)2
+

1

δ

∥∥z̃(k) − z(k)
∥∥2] ,

η(k) =

(
α2
(k)

δ
+ 4α(k)

)
C

M(k)

{(
1 + λmax

)
σ2
1

+
(
λ
2

max + λmax

)
σ2
2 + σ2

3

}
+

4α(k)C

M(k−1)

{(
1 + λmax

)
σ2
1

+
(
λ
2

max + λmax

)
σ2
2 + σ2

3

}
.

Now, by applying the Robbins-Siegmund lemma (see [44],
also Lemma 5 in the appendix), we conclude that v(k) con-
verges and that

∑
k θ(k) < ∞. Given that {θ(k)} is non-

negative and summable, it follows that limk→∞ θ(k) = 0.
Consequently, it implies z̃(k) → z(k) and res

(
z(k)

)2 → 0.
Moreover, we can conclude that res

(
z̃(k)

)2 → 0, and the
sequence {z̃(k)} is bounded.

VII. SIMULATION RESULTS

We analyze a grid-connected community microgrid with
N = 20 identical residential households, each acting as
an independent player. Each household can meet its energy
needs through the power grid and a shared battery that is
charged using renewable energy sources. In our model, we
take into account uncertainty in renewable energy generation.
The microgrid operates under a tariff structure, with the retailer
providing tariff information to the households. In this setup,
players interact exclusively with a central coordinator, and all
decisions are made based on a day-ahead planning horizon.
The state of charge (SoC) of the shared battery, SoCt, evolves
according to the stochastic equation

SoCt+1 = SoCt + η∆t

[
rt −

N∑
i=1

ui
t

]
, t = 0, . . . , T − 1,

where, at time t, ui
t represents the discharging decision of

the battery by the ith household, and rt denotes the power
generated by renewable energy sources, which is a stochastic
variable. The parameter η is the charging/discharging effi-
ciency of the shared battery, and ∆t is the sampling time.
We assume that rt, for t = 0, . . . , T − 1, are independent
normal random variables, and households and the coordinator
just have access to samples of these random variables. We
consider the following chance constraints:

P
{
SoCmin ≤ SoCt ≤ SoCmax

}
≥ 1− γ̂,

P
{∣∣∣SoCT − SoCdes

∣∣∣ ≤ c
}
≥ 1− γ̃.

where SoCmin, SoCmax, γ̂, and γ̃ are positive constants
in [0, 1] such that SoCmin ≤ SoCmax, SoCdes ∈[
SoCmin,SoCmax

]
is a positive constant, and c ∈(

0,min
{
SoCdes − SoCmin,SoCmax − SoCdes

})
.

The load balance equation for each household user is
expressed as git = dit − ui

t, where git represents the power
exchange of the ith household with the grid, and dit denotes
its power demand, which is known. Furthermore, the total
power exchange is defined as gt =

∑N
i=1 g

i
t. Each user also

considers the local constraint 0 ≤ ui
t ≤ dit. Let us consider all

the households in the neighborhood are billed using common
electricity tariffs, modeled with

π (gt) = KToU
t +

kc
N

N∑
i=1

git,

where π (gt) is the common electricity tariff for households at
time t and KToU

t is the conventional time-of-use pricing. The
tariff may vary depending on the hour of the day, where kc
represents a positive parameter. We set KToU

t to take values
according to Table I.

TABLE I
CONVENTIONAL TIME-OF-USE PRICING TARIFF.

Time(t) 0− 4 5− 14 15− 16 17− 21 22− 24
Tariff(Kt

ToU ) 15.3 35.6 23.3 45.6 27.6
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Fig. 1. A visual representation of the convergence of ui
9, u

i
17, u

i
21

during the execution of Algorithm 1.

The cost function of each household is defined as

Ji = E

{
τ−1∑
t=0

[
π (gt) g

i
t +

N∑
j=1

(
αdch

(
uj
t

)2
+ βdchuj

t

)}]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Term 1

−αutilLn

(
1 +

T−1∑
t=0

git

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Term 2

+
1

2
αbat

∥∥∥SoCT − SoCdes
∥∥∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸

Term 3

}
,

where αdch, βdch, αutil, and αbat are positive constants. The
cost function consists of three terms: Term 1 is related to
the cost of electricity and battery degradation (cf. [7] and
the references therein); Term 2 is related to the user’s utility
function; and Term 3 is related to the terminal state of the
battery at the end of the day. The parameters of this model is
set as follows: T = 24, ∆t = 1, η = 5 × 10−5, γ̂ = 0.1,
γ̃ = 0.1, kc = 1, αdch = 80, βdch = 10, αutil = 50,
αbat = 1, SoCmin = 0.1, SoCmax = 0.9, SoCdes = 0.5,
c = 0.05. The batch size sequence is considered as M(k) =⌈
(k + 2)1.1

⌉
. The parameters of the algorithm are as δ = 0.9,

α(k) = 1.4× 10−4 1
k+2 .

Figure 1 illustrates the convergence of some components
of the strategy of the ith houshold during the algorithm’s
execution. Figure 2 shows that as the number of iterations of
the proposed algorithm increases, both res(z(k)) and res(z̃(k))
converge to zero. This result aligns perfectly with the con-
clusions derived during the proof of Theorem 2. Figures 1–
2 demonstrate that the proposed algorithm has a suitable
convergence speed. Figures 3–4 demonstrate that the presence
of a shared battery, charged via renewable energy sources,
not only reduces the load imposed on the power network by
supplying a portion of the consumers’ demand, but also en-
sures—through managing the energy input to and output from
the battery—that the battery retains an appropriate amount of
energy at the end of the day for use on the following day.
Note that in this example, we have considered the battery’s
initial and desired final SoC (at the end of the day) to be 0.5.
According to Figure 4, the energy output from the battery is

Fig. 2. A visual representation of the convergence of res(z) and
res(z̃) during the execution of Algorithm 1.

Fig. 3. Aggregative demand and profile of power exchange of all the
households with the grid.

Fig. 4. Profile of the mean of renewable energy and profile of power
exchange of all the households with the battery.
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adjusted in such a way that the battery’s SoC at the end of the
day falls within the desired range with a very high confidence.

VIII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we analyzed stochastic generalized dynamic
games that incorporate coupling chance constraints under un-
certainties characterized by the concentration of measure prop-
erty. To address the inherent complexity of coupling chance
constraints, we under-approximated them using constraints on
expectation. We established the existence of stochastic gen-
eralized Nash equilibria (SGNE) in the under-approximated
game and demonstrated that any variational SGNE of the
reformulated game serves as an ε−SGNE of the original game.

Furthermore, we developed an SGNE-seeking algorithm for
the under-approximated game, leveraging the mere monotonic-
ity and Lipschitz continuity of the pseudo-gradient operator.
We provided almost-sure convergence guarantees for the pro-
posed algorithm under these assumptions. Finally, through nu-
merical simulations, we validated the applicability and efficacy
of our approach in a demand-side management scenario within
microgrids, demonstrating its capability to manage shared
battery resources effectively under uncertainty.

APPENDIX

APPENDIX I: SOME USEFUL LEMMAS

The following lemma is useful in connection to convergence
of a sequence of random variables.

Lemma 5 (Robbins-Siegmund Lemma, [44]): Let F =
{Fk} be a filtration. Let {vk}k∈N, {θk}k∈N, {ηk}k∈N, and
{χk}k∈N be non-negative sequences, such that

∑
k ηk < ∞,∑

k χk < ∞, and let

∀k ∈ N, E [vk+1 | Fk] + θk ≤ (1 + χk) vk + ηk a.s.

Then,
∑

k θk < ∞ and {vk}k∈N converges a.s. to non-negative
random variable.

Lemma 6: Let
(
z(k), z̃(k)

)
k∈N be a sequence generated by

Algorithm 1, as defined in (28). Then, the following equations
hold:

(1) z(k) − z̃(k−1) =
1
δ

(
z(k) − z̃(k)

)
(2) ∆z⋆(k+1) =

1
1−δ∆z̃⋆(k+1) −

δ
1−δ∆z̃⋆(k)

(3) −δ
(1−δ)2

∥∥∥∆z̃⋆(k+1)

∥∥∥2 + δ
∥∥z(k+1) − z̃(k)

∥∥2 +

δ
(1−δ)2

∥∥∥∆z̃⋆(k)

∥∥∥2 = −2 δ
1−δ ⟨z(k+1) − z̃(k),∆z̃⋆(k)⟩

(4)
〈
z(k+1) − z̃(k),∆z⋆(k+1)

〉
= 1

2

∥∥z(k+1) − z̃(k)
∥∥2

1
2

∥∥∥∆z⋆(k+1)

∥∥∥2 − 1
2

∥∥∥∆z̃⋆(k)

∥∥∥2
(5)

〈
1
δ

(
z(k) − z̃(k)

)
,∆z(k+1)

〉
= − 1

2δ

∥∥z(k) − z̃(k)
∥∥2 −

1
2δ

∥∥∆z(k+1)

∥∥2 + 1
2δ

∥∥z(k+1) − z̃(k)
∥∥2.

Proof:
(1) It can be easily shown by reordering the first equation

of (28).
(2) Substituting k with k + 1 in the first equation of (28)

yields
z̃(k+1) = (1− δ) z(k+1) + δz̃(k). (34)

Upon dividing both sides of (34) by 1−δ and rearranging
the terms, we obtain

z(k+1) =
1

1− δ
z̃(k+1) −

δ

1− δ
z̃(k).

Next, by subtracting z⋆ from both sides of the above
equation and rewriting z⋆ on the right-hand side as
z⋆ =

(
1

1−δ z⋆ −
δ

1−δ z⋆

)
, and then reordering, we have

∆z⋆(k+1) =
1

1−δ∆z̃⋆(k+1) −
δ

1−δ∆z̃⋆(k).
(3) Using (34), we have∥∥∥∆z̃⋆(k+1)

∥∥∥2 =
∥∥(1− δ) z(k+1) + δz̃(k) − z⋆

∥∥2
=
∥∥(1− δ) z(k+1) + (δ − 1) z̃(k) + z̃(k) − z⋆

∥∥2
= (1− δ)

2 ∥∥z(k+1) − z̃(k)
∥∥2 + ∥∥∥∆z̃⋆(k)

∥∥∥2
+ 2 (1− δ) ⟨z(k+1) − z̃(k),∆z̃⋆(k)⟩.

Then, by multiplying both sides of the above equation
by −δ

(1−δ)2
and rearranging, we obtain (3).

(4) Using the cosine rule, ⟨u, v⟩ =
1
2

(
∥u∥2 + ∥v∥2 − ∥u− v∥2

)
, we find〈

z(k+1) − z̃(k),∆z⋆(k+1)

〉
=

1

2

(∥∥z(k+1) − z̃(k)
∥∥2

+
∥∥∥∆z⋆(k+1)

∥∥∥2 − ∥∥∥∆z̃⋆(k)

∥∥∥2) .

(5) The proof follows similarly to the previous one.

Lemma 7: Let
(
z(k), z̃(k)

)
k∈N be generated by Algorithm 1

defined as in (28). Then, the following equation holds:

−
〈
z(k+1) − z̃(k) + α(k)Â

(
z(k)

)
,∆z⋆(k+1)

〉
+

α(k)

α(k−1)

〈
1

δ
(z(k) − z̃(k)) + α(k−1)Â(z(k−1)),∆z(k+1)

〉
=

1

2

(
−
∥∥z(k+1) − z̃(k)

∥∥2 − ∥∥∥∆z⋆(k+1)

∥∥∥2 + ∥∥∥∆z̃⋆(k)

∥∥∥2)
− α(k)

〈
A
(
z(k)
)
,∆z⋆(k)

〉
− α(k)

〈
e(k),∆z(k+1)

〉
− α(k)

〈
e(k),∆z⋆(k)

〉
− α(k)

〈
A
(
z(k)
)
,∆z(k+1)

〉
− 1

2δ

α(k)

α(k−1)

∥∥z(k) − z̃(k)
∥∥2 − 1

2δ

α(k)

α(k−1)

∥∥∆z(k+1)

∥∥2
+

1

2δ

α(k)

α(k−1)

∥∥z(k+1) − z̃(k)
∥∥2 + α(k)

〈
e(k−1),∆z(k+1)

〉
+ α(k)

〈
A
(
z(k−1)

)
,∆z(k+1)

〉
. (35)

Proof: Since Â
(
z(k)
)
−A

(
z(k)

)
= e(k), we have〈

Â
(
z(k)

)
,∆z⋆(k+1)

〉
=
〈
e(k) +A

(
z(k)

)
,∆z⋆(k+1)

〉
=
〈
e(k) +A

(
z(k)

)
,∆z⋆(k) +∆z(k+1)

〉
=
〈
A
(
z(k)
)
,∆z⋆(k)

〉
+
〈
e(k),∆z⋆(k)

〉
+
〈
e(k),∆z(k+1)

〉
+
〈
A
(
z(k)
)
,∆z(k+1)

〉
. (36)

Moreover, we have

−
〈
z(k+1) − z̃(k) + α(k)Â

(
z(k)
)
,∆z⋆(k+1)

〉
+
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α(k)

α(k−1)

〈
1

δ
(z(k) − z̃(k)) + α(k−1)Â(z(k−1)),∆z(k+1)

〉
= −

〈
z(k+1) − z̃(k),∆z⋆(k+1)

〉
− α(k)

〈
Â
(
z(k)

)
,∆z⋆(k+1)

〉
+

1

δ

α(k)

α(k−1)

〈
z(k) − z̃(k),∆z(k+1)

〉
+ α(k)

〈
Â
(
z(k−1)

)
,∆z(k+1)

〉
.

By applying Lemma 6(4), Equation (36), and Lemma 6(5)
respectively to the first, second, and third terms on the right
side of the above equation, we reach to (35).

Lemma 8: Let the sequence
(
z(k), z̃(k)

)
k∈N be generated

by Algorithm 1 defined as in (28). Then, the following
equation holds:∥∥∥∆z⋆(k+1)

∥∥∥2 =
1

1− δ

∥∥∥∆z̃⋆(k+1)

∥∥∥2 − δ

1− δ

∥∥∥∆z̃⋆(k)

∥∥∥2
+ δ

∥∥z(k+1) − z̃(k)
∥∥2 . (37)

Proof: Using Lemma 6(2), we have∥∥∥∆z⋆(k+1)

∥∥∥2 = 1
(1−δ)2

∥∥∥∆z̃⋆(k+1)

∥∥∥2 + δ2

(1−δ)2

∥∥∥∆z̃⋆(k)

∥∥∥2 −

2 δ
(1−δ)2

〈
∆z̃⋆(k+1),∆z̃⋆(k)

〉
. Now by applying (28) to the

last term of this equation and performing some algebraic
manipulation, we obtain∥∥∥∆z⋆(k+1)

∥∥∥2 =
1

(1− δ)
2

∥∥∥∆z̃⋆(k+1)

∥∥∥2 + δ2

(1− δ)
2

∥∥∥∆z̃⋆(k)

∥∥∥2
− 2

δ

1− δ

〈
z(k+1) − z̃(k),∆z̃⋆(k)

〉
− 2

δ

(1− δ)
2

∥∥∥∆z̃⋆(k)

∥∥∥2 .
Finally, by applying Lemma 6(3) to the third term on the right-
hand side of the above equation, we arrive at (37).

APPENDIX II: PROOF OF LEMMA 3

In this section, we explain the proof of Lemma 3 in detail.
Proof: Using the definition of the residual function and (28),
along with some mathematical manipulations, we obtain

res
(
z(k)

)2
=
∥∥−∆z(k+1)

+
(
Id + α(k)B

)−1
(
z̃(k) − α(k)Â

(
z(k)

))
−
(
Id + α(k)B

)−1 (
z(k) − α(k)A

(
z(k)

))∥∥∥2 ≤ 2
∥∥∆z(k+1)

∥∥2
+ 2

∥∥∥(Id + α(k)B
)−1

(
z̃(k) − α(k)Â

(
z(k)

))
−
(
Id + α(k)B

)−1 (
z(k) − α(k)A

(
z(k)

))∥∥∥2 . (38)

Similarly, since the projection operator, (Id + α(k)B)−1, is
firmly non-expansive [27, Proposition 4.16], we have∥∥∥(Id + α(k)B

)−1
(
z̃(k) − α(k)Â

(
z(k)

))
−
(
Id + α(k)B

)−1 (
z(k) − α(k)A

(
z(k)

))∥∥∥2
≤
∥∥∥z̃(k) − z(k) + α(k)

(
A
(
z(k)

)
− Â

(
z(k)

))∥∥∥2
=
∥∥z̃(k) − z(k) − α(k)e(k)

∥∥2
≤ 2

∥∥z̃(k) − z(k)
∥∥2 + 2α2

(k)

∥∥e(k)∥∥2 . (39)

Now, by applying (39) to (38), and reordering the terms, it
follows that∥∥z̃(k) − z(k)

∥∥2 ≥ 1

4
res
(
z(k)
)2 − 1

2

∥∥∆z(k+1)

∥∥2 − α2
(k)

∥∥e(k)∥∥2 .

APPENDIX III: PROOF LEMMA 4

Proof: We define Q(u, λ) =
∑N

i=1 ιDi(ui) +∑m
j=1 ιR≥0(λ

j
), where λ

j
denotes the jth entry of λ. This

definition implies that B = ∂Q. By applying the relationship
between proximal and resolvent operators given in [27, Propo-
sition 16.44], we have (Id+α(k)B)−1 = (Id+α(k)∂Q)−1 =
proxα(k)Q

.
Additionally, since the indicator function of a closed con-
vex set is proper and lower semicontinuous function [27,
Section 1.10], it follows from [27, Lemma 1.27] that, under
Assumption 9, α(k)Q is also lower semicontinuous. As α(k)Q
possesses this property, by applying [27, Proposition 12.26] to
the second equation in (28), we have

−
〈
z(k+1) − z̃(k) + α(k)Â

(
z(k)
)
,∆z⋆(k+1)

〉
≥ α(k)

(
Q(z(k+1))−Q(z⋆)

)
, (40)

and 〈
z(k) − z̃(k−1) + α(k−1)Â

(
z(k−1)

)
,∆z(k+1)

〉
≥ α(k−1)

(
Q(z(k))−Q(z(k+1))

)
. (41)

By applying Lemma 6(1) in Equation (41), we obtain〈
1

δ

(
z(k) − z̃(k)

)
+ α(k−1)Â

(
z(k−1)

)
,∆z(k+1)

〉
≥ α(k−1)

(
Q
(
z(k)

)
−Q

(
z(k+1)

))
. (42)

Multiplying both sides of (42) by α(k)

α(k−1)
≥ 0 and subsequently

adding the result to (40), yield

−
〈
z(k+1) − z̃(k) + α(k)Â

(
z(k)

)
,∆z⋆(k+1)

〉
+

α(k)

α(k−1)

〈
1

δ

(
z(k) − z̃(k)

)
+ α(k−1)Â

(
z(k−1)

)
,∆z(k+1)

〉
≥ α(k)

(
Q(z(k))−Q(z⋆)

)
. (43)

By substituting the left-hand side of inequality (43) with
an equivalent expression using Lemma 7 and subsequently
multiplying both sides by two, we obtain

−
∥∥z(k+1) − z̃(k)

∥∥2 − ∥∥∥∆z⋆(k+1)

∥∥∥2 + ∥∥∥∆z̃⋆(k)

∥∥∥2 − α(k)

α(k−1)

1

δ{∥∥z(k) − z̃(k)
∥∥2 + ∥∥∆z(k+1)

∥∥2 − ∥∥z(k+1) − z̃(k)
∥∥2}

− 2α(k)

{〈
A
(
z(k)
)
,∆z⋆(k)

〉
+
〈
e(k),∆z⋆(k)

〉
+
〈
A
(
z(k)
)
−A

(
z(k−1)

)
,∆z(k+1)

〉
+
〈
∆e(k),∆z(k+1)

〉}
≥ 2α(k)

(
Q
(
z(k)
)
−Q (z⋆)

)
. (44)



12

By substituting the term
∥∥∥∆z⋆(k+1)

∥∥∥2 in (44) with its equiva-
lent expression from Lemma 8, and then rearranging the result,
we obtain

1

1− δ

∥∥∥∆z̃⋆(k+1)

∥∥∥2 + α(k)

α(k−1)

1

δ

∥∥∆z(k+1)

∥∥2
+ 2α(k)

(
Q
(
z(k)

)
−Q (z⋆)

)
+ 2α(k)

〈
A
(
z(k)

)
,∆z⋆(k)

〉
≤
(

δ

1− δ

)∥∥∥∆z̃⋆(k)

∥∥∥2 − α(k)

α(k−1)

1

δ

∥∥z(k) − z̃(k)
∥∥2

+

(
−1− δ +

α(k)

α(k−1)

1

δ

)∥∥z(k+1) − z̃(k)
∥∥2

− 2α(k)

〈
A
(
z(k)

)
−A

(
z(k−1)

)
,∆z(k+1)

〉
− 2α(k)

〈
e(k),∆z⋆(k)

〉
− 2α(k)

〈
∆e(k),∆z(k+1)

〉
. (45)

Since A is a monotone operator, as shown in Lemma 2, and
Q
(
z(k)

)
≥ Q (z⋆) , we have〈

A
(
z(k)

)
−A (z⋆) ,∆z⋆(k)

〉
≥ 0 ⇐⇒〈

A
(
z(k)

)
,∆z⋆(k)

〉
≥
〈
A (z⋆) ,∆z⋆(k)

〉
⇐⇒〈

A
(
z(k)

)
,∆z⋆(k)

〉
+
(
Q
(
z(k)

)
−Q (z⋆)

)
≥

≥
〈
A (z⋆) ,∆z⋆(k)

〉
+
(
Q
(
z(k)

)
−Q (z⋆)

)
≥ 0. (46)

Given Assumption 8 and Assumption 9, we have(
−1− δ +

α(k)

α(k−1)

1

δ

)∥∥z(k+1) − z̃(k)
∥∥2 ≤ 0. (47)

Now, using (45), (46), and (47), we can find

1

1− δ

∥∥∥∆z̃⋆(k+1)

∥∥∥2 + α(k)

α(k−1)

1

δ

∥∥∆z(k+1)

∥∥2
≤ 1

1− δ

∥∥∥∆z̃⋆(k)

∥∥∥2 − α(k)

α(k−1)

1

δ

∥∥z(k) − z̃(k)
∥∥2

− 2α(k)

〈
A
(
z(k)

)
−A

(
z(k−1)

)
,∆z(k+1)

〉
− 2α(k)

〈
e(k),∆z⋆(k)

〉
− 2α(k)

〈
∆e(k),∆z(k+1)

〉
. (48)

Moreover, by using Lipschitz continuity of A (it is shown in
Lemma 2) and Cauchy-Schwartz and Young’s inequality, we
obtain that

−
〈(
A
(
z(k)

)
−A

(
z(k−1)

))
,∆z(k+1)

〉
≤
∥∥A (z(k))−A

(
z(k−1)

)∥∥ ∥∥∆z(k+1)

∥∥
≤ ℓA

∥∥∆z(k)
∥∥ ∥∥∆z(k+1)

∥∥ ≤ ℓA
2

(∥∥∆z(k)
∥∥2 + ∥∥∆z(k+1)

∥∥2) .
(49)

Similarly, we have

−
〈
∆e(k),∆z(k+1)

〉
≤
∥∥∆e(k)

∥∥∥∥∆z(k+1)

∥∥
≤ 1

2

(∥∥∆e(k)
∥∥2 + ∥∥∆z(k+1)

∥∥2) . (50)

By applying (49) and (50) in (48), it yields

1

1− δ

∥∥∥∆z̃⋆(k+1)

∥∥∥2 + α(k)

α(k−1)

1

δ

∥∥∆z(k+1)

∥∥2
≤ 1

1− δ

∥∥∥∆z̃⋆(k)

∥∥∥2 − α(k)

α(k−1)

1

δ

∥∥z(k) − z̃(k)
∥∥2

+ α(k)ℓA

(∥∥∆z(k)
∥∥2 + ∥∥∆z(k+1)

∥∥2)
+ α(k)

(∥∥∆e(k)
∥∥2 + ∥∥∆z(k+1)

∥∥2)− 2α(k)

〈
e(k),∆z⋆(k)

〉
.

Now by multiplying both sides of the above equation by two
and then subtracting the left-hand side of the result from
α(k)

α(k−1)

1
δ

∥∥∆z(k+1)

∥∥2, it yields (33).

REFERENCES
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