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1 Abstract

This paper introduces decentralized control concepts for drones using differential
game theory. The approach optimizes the behavior of an ego drone, assuming
the anticipated behavior of the opponent drones using a receding horizon ap-
proach. For each control instant, the scheme computes the Nash equilibrium
control signal which is applied for the control period. This results in a multi-
drone conflict resolution scheme that is applied to all drones considered.

The paper discusses the approach and presents the numerical algorithm,
showing several examples that illustrate the performance of the model. We
examine at the behavior of the ego drone, and the resulting collective drone
flow operations. The latter shows that while the approach aims to optimize the
operation cost of the ego drone, the experiments provide evidence that resulting
flow operations are very efficient due to the self-organization of various flow
patterns.

The presented work contributes to the state of the art in providing a generic
approach to multi-drone conflict resolution with good macroscopic flow perfor-
mance characteristics. The approach enables relatively straightforward inclusion
of error due to sensing and communication. The approach also allows for includ-
ing different risk levels (e.g., for malfunctioning of sensor and communication
technology), priority rules, regulations, and higher-level control signals (e.g.,
routing, dynamic speed limits).

Keywords : drone traffic flow operations, differential game theory, decentralized
control, multi-drone conflict resolution
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2 Introduction

Contemporary drone technology, including advanced monitoring and communi-
cation systems, will provide a plethora of applications, for instance in delivery
and distribution, disaster relief, surveillance, but also personal mobility. As
the demand for drone transportation increases (e.g., [5]), multi-drone conflict
resolution becomes more and more important, as is the efficient use of (scarce)
airspace. We note that the term “drone” as used in this paper encompasses un-
manned VTOL vehicles of varying sizes and weights, including eVTOL vehicles
proposed for urban air mobility (UAM) services. We recognize that airspace
regulations differentiate between vehicles of varying sizes (e.g. delivery drones
are expected to operate at much lower altitudes than multi-person UAM vehi-
cles). The approach in this paper is intended as a generic approach that does
not make such distinctions, but might be applicable to any and all subsets of
such vehicles.

2.1 Multi-drone conflict resolution schemes

In the paper, we focus on the topic of multi-drone conflict resolution schemes.
Multi-drone conflicts are generally seen as problematic, and many approaches
aim to avoid situations in which these conflicts occur. Our view is that as the
demand for airspace is increasing, multi-drone conflicts cannot be prevented and
approaches allowing us to efficiently deal with them are needed.

An excellent overview of current conflict resolution (CR) schemes is given in
[15]. Here, a distinction is made between centralized and decentralized schemes
regarding both surveillance and trajectory propagation. In the review, explicit
attention is paid to the assumptions of predictability of the paths of the oppo-
nent drones.

With the expected large number of drones, we argue that centralized plan-
ning of all drone trajectories is not feasible nor practical, and we need to refer
to decentralized conflict resolution, also called “free flying” [9] in unstructured
airspace. This forms the basis for the approach presented in this paper.

We argue that the scientific foundation of many of the relevant concepts lies
in traffic flow theory, as has been developed for (first) car traffic and (later)
pedestrian traffic. Later in the paper, we will show some of the concepts used
from that argument. Here, we will introduce the scientific background of apply-
ing traffic flow theory to air traffic.

The authors of [17] show how air traffic can be operated if there are no
specific flight paths. This can be further structured as shown in [16]. A fur-
ther insight is that especially in urban environments, some of the low-altitude
airspace is not available due to buildings. In that case, airspace capacity is
therefore limited by “intersections”. First studies on this, both with simula-
tions and analytically have been analyzed (e.g., [1]. Alternatively, dedicated
space is available for various directions. That can be in layers [6] or in tubes
[4]. Also a fundamental diagram, or macroscopic fundamental diagram, for has
been shown for air traffic by simulation [2]. A resulting control measure, a form
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of perimeter control, has subsequently been presented and tested [7]. In [14]
reinforcement learning is used to optimize drone interaction rules to improve
overall drone traffic operations. This is a great example of how we can use
decentralized schemes to achieve efficient and safe flow operations.

2.2 Applications of game theory

This paper introduces control concepts for drones using differential game the-
ory. The approach is based on earlier approaches developed by the authors for
connected vehicles [13], vessels [12], pedestrians [10], and bicycle modeling [11].
The motivation for applying these techniques is the emergent phenomena that
these decentralized approaches result in that we expect to be beneficial for drone
traffic operations.

Differential game theory has been applied to the control of drones before,
but to the best knowledge of the authors not for real-time cooperative control
purposes. Here, we propose a receding horizon approach in which each drone
determines the best trajectory for the coming period while reconsidering this
trajectory at chosen time instants.

In the remainder, we will present the mathematical formulation of the dif-
ferential game, which has been the focus of the presented research. We also
present the numerical solution scheme and show some of the characteristics of
the resulting decentralized multi-drone conflict resolution approach in terms of
drone traffic flow operation characteristics. We also provide first insights into
the sensitivity of these characteristics to the parameters of the decentralized
drone control scheme.

3 Mathematical problem formulation

In this section, we provide the mathematical problem formulation that forms
the basis for the numerical solution scheme presented in the next section. We
start by describing the simplified model capturing the drone dynamics, followed
by the objective function and necessary conditions for optimality of the ego
drone control.

3.1 A mathematical model for an ego drone in relation to

its opponents

We consider drone i the behavior of which will be described by a receding
horizon controller. The position of the drone is defined by a 3-dimensional
vector ~ri(t). The velocity of the drone and the acceleration of the drone are
defined by ~vi =

d
dt~ri and ~ai =

d
dt~vi respectively.

The dynamics of the ego drone are written down in the following state-space
formulation:

d

dt
~x = ~f(t, ~x, ~u) (1)
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where the state ~x is defined by the positions and velocities of the ego drone
i and the other (opponents) drones j 6= i with whom the ego drone interacts,
subject to the given initial state ~xi(tk) = ~xk. The vector ~u denotes the control
signal - in this case, the acceleration vector ~ui.

For this paper, we consider a very simple model to relate positions, velocities,
and control signals. For the ego drone i we have:

d

dt
~ri = ~vi (2)

d

dt
~vi = ~ui (3)

The same applies to the opponent drones j.
We emphasize that more advanced models for the dynamics of drones can

be used, and the methods presented in the ensuing can be applied without loss
of generality. Here, we have decided to keep the dynamics as simple as possible
to keep the mathematics as simple as possible.

3.2 Drone cost specification

The game-theoretical concept proposed here is based on the idea that the ego
drone minimises some cost function. We will use the following cost functional:

Ji =

∫ tk+T

tk

e−ηsL(s, ~x(s), ~u(s))ds+ e−η(tk+T )φ(tk + T, ~x(tk + T )) (4)

where L denotes the running costs and φ denotes the terminal cost; note that
while we have omitted subscripts, both costs are specific for the ego drone;
η denotes the discount factor showing that costs are discounted over time; T
denotes the control (and prediction) horizon reflecting how far the drone will
plan ahead in time. For the sake of simplicity, we will assume φ = 0 in the
ensuing.

In assuming that the ego drone will minimize the cost during the planning
period [tk, tk + T ), we determine:

~u∗
[tk,tk+T ) = argmin Ji(t, ~x(tk), ~u[tk,tk+T )) (5)

In other words, the ego drone determines the optimal acceleration vector func-
tional, which will be applied from tk onward. A new optimal acceleration func-
tion will be computed at a new time tk+1 < tk + T .

For this paper, we will use simple cost specifications to derive the desired
behavior of the ego drone. To this end, we split up the running costs into three
components: 1) the cost of straying from the desired direction and speed; 2) the
cost (risk) of getting too close to other drones, and 3) the cost of acceleration.
For more advanced specifications of the running cost, other components can be
added without loss of generality. We propose:

Lstray =
1

2

(

~v0i − ~vi(t)
)2

(6)
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Lprox =
∑

j 6=i

e−dij/d0 (7)

with dij = ||~xj − ~xi||, and

Laccel =
1

2
~up · ~up (8)

For combining the three factors, we propose a straightforwardweighted linear
combination of the three cost components:

L = αLstray + β0L
prox + Laccel (9)

where α and β0 are weights.
Next to opponent drones, in many situations obstacles also need to be con-

sidered. Here, we assume that the location of obstacles (walls, ground, etc.)
are known. The obstacles are treated in the same way as the opponent drones:
costs Lobs are determined for each obstacle k

Lobs =
∑

k

e−dik/d1 (10)

Here, dik is the minimum distance from the ego drone i to the obstacle k. The
cost of being close to obstacles is added to the total cost specified in Eq. (9) by
adding β1L

obs.

3.3 Mathematical model of the opponent drones

In the preceding subsection, we have formulated the optimization problem that
will yield the behaviour of the ego drone i, conditional on the behaviour of the
opponent drones j. Note that we assume that i knows the expected positions
and velocities of all opponents for the prediction horizon and optimises its flying
behaviour accordingly. At the same time, the opponents will behave in the same
way, that is, optimise their behaviour under the assumption that they know the
behaviour of the other drones. The resulting problem is a differential game,
where we are looking for the Nash equilibrium. In the remainder, we will show
how we can determine this equilibrium state.

4 Solving the differential game

Now that the mathematical problem has been specified, let us briefly look at
the solution approach. We describe the approach in two steps: the first step
derives the necessary conditions for optimality of the solution using Pontryagin’s
minimum principle. The second step shows how these are used to determine the
optimal solution using an iterative approach.
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4.1 Necessary conditions for optimality

The differential game can be solved with the aid of Pontryagin’s minimum prin-
ciple. To do this, we first need to determine the co-state dynamics. First, we
define the Hamiltonian H as follows:

H = e−ηtL+ ~λ · ~f (11)

where ~λ denotes the shadow costs (or co-state) of the state ~x. This co-state
describes the relative change in the optimal cost due to a small change in the
state.

The optimality conditions provide the necessary conditions for the optimal
acceleration:

H(t, ~x, ~u∗, ~λ) ≤ H(t, ~x, ~u,~λ) (12)

for all ~u. For the model specification used in this paper, we can easily show that
the optimality condition provides the following expression:

~u∗ = −~λv (13)

This shows that the optimal acceleration is equal to minus the marginal cost
of the velocity ~v. In other words, the ego drone applies the acceleration which
yields the steepest reduction in the cost of the velocity.

Pontryagin’s Principle states that the co-states ~λ satisfy the following nec-
essary conditions:

−
d

dt
~λ =

∂

∂~x
H (14)

For the co-states ~λv we have:

−
d

dt
~λv = α(~v0 − ~vi) + ~λr (15)

and for the co-states ~λr we have:

−
d

dt
~λr = −

β

d0

∑

j 6=i

e−dij/d0~nij (16)

Instead of initial conditions, which are given for the states, co-states satisfy
terminal conditions that can be determined using the so-called transversality
conditions:

~λ(tk + T ) =
∂

∂x
φ(tk + T, ~x(tk + T )) (17)

This in principle provides a complete system of unknowns and equations:
we have state dynamics with initial conditions, co-state dynamics with terminal
conditions, and optimality conditions providing an expression for the optimal
acceleration of the ego drone as a function of the co-state. This leaves us with a
system of ordinary differential equations with mixed initial and terminal bound-
ary conditions.
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4.2 Iterative numerical solution

In this section, we briefly discuss the iterative numerical solution approach.
The algorithm is shown for one prediction period only; the receding horizon
generalization is straightforward and left to the reader. Moreover, for the sake
of simplicity, we have omitted obstacles, and terminal costs.

1. Initialization of control variables (prediction horizon T , time step h;

2. Initialization of parameters (weights, desired speed; relaxation parameter
a, cut-off error eps

3. For each drone, initialization of initial position ~r(0) and velocities ~v(0)
and target position ~r∞

4. Initialize co-states for the positions ~Λr(t) = ~0 and velocities ~Λv(t) = ~0 for
all t = 0 : ∆t : T

5. While error > eps do

(a) Set ~λr(t) = ~Λr(t) and ~λv(t) = ~Λv(t)

(b) For t = 0 : ∆t : T −∆t

i. For i = 1 : n

A. ~u(t|i) = −~λv(t|i)

B. ~v(t+∆t|i) = ~v(t|i) + ∆t · ~u(t|i)

C. ~x(t+∆t|i) = ~x(t|i) + ∆t · ~v(t|i)

(c) For t = T : −∆t : ∆t

i. For i = 1 : n

A. Compute desired velocity ~v0i (t)

B. ~λr(t−∆t|i) = ~λr(t|i) + ∆t · β
d0

∑

j 6=i e
−dij/d0~nij

C. ~λv(t−∆t|i) = ~λv(t|i) + ∆t ·
(

α(~v0i − ~v(t|i)) + ~λr(t|i)
)

(d) Relaxation ~Λr(t) = (1 − a) · ~Λr(t) + a · λr(t) and ~Λv(t) = (1 − a) ·
~Λv(t) + a · λv(t)

(e) error = ||~Λ− ~λ||

It is beyond the scope of the paper to analyze the performance of the numer-
ical solution in detail. For illustration purposes, Fig. 1 shows the convergence
properties of the scheme for a one-on-one drone interaction scenario, with a
time horizon of 10 s (discussion in the following section for more details) for
different values of the relaxation parameter a. The picture clearly shows how
a affects the rate of convergence. We also note that for this case, larger values
of a lead to non-convergence of the scheme (not shown in the figure). Conver-
gence issues already occur for a = 0.05, where oscillations are observable due
to over-correction of the stable solution ~Λ. While further investigation into the
convergence properties is an important direction for future research, it is out of
the scope of this paper.
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Figure 1: Convergence behavior of iterative scheme for 50 iterations and different
values of a

5 Experiments

In this section, we present the results of applying the multi-drone conflict resolu-
tion approach presented in this paper to different scenarios. We emphasize that
the objective is to gain first insights into the properties of the scheme first and
foremost, and not to present real-life scenarios. This implies that results would
need to be scaled (in terms of time and spatial scale) to realistic values upon
true-life application. Moreover, the number of scenarios presented is limited
as they serve to illustrate the emerging properties of the multi-drone conflict
resolution scheme.

5.1 One-on-one drone interaction

Fig. 2 shows results from solving the game theoretical problem for a one-on-
one drone conflict. The situation shows how two drones try to reach opposite
destinations (the asterix ’*’). The figure shows the planned trajectory from the
current position at tk. The planned trajectory is the trajectory that minimizes
the cost of the ego drone. The figure shows the situation as a projection on the
x−y plane and the x−z plane. Note that in this example, the interaction takes
place in plane z = 1. This is not necessarily the case, but a consequence of the
slightly perturbed initial conditions in the x and y position of the drones. In
fact, there are infinite optimal solutions for a head-on interaction as considered
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Figure 2: Example of model behavior for head-on interaction between two drones
for v0 = 1, T = 10, α = 1, and β0 = 10.

in this scenario: the algorithm will compute only one.
To test the influence of the different parameters numerically, have considered

the head-on drone interaction scenario for different parameter values. For each
of the considered scenarios, the impacts of the speeds of the drones turned out
to be negligible. We therefore only show the impact of the minimum distance
between the passing drones in relation to the parameter values. Table 1 shows
an overview of the impacts of some of the key parameters that can be used in
designing the drone scheme.

First of all, the prediction (or look-ahead) time T determines the minimum
distance between the two drones (in a non-linear way). The table shows that
the larger the look-ahead time, the larger the minimum distance between the
two drones is. This is in line with our expectations, as looking further ahead
allows for earlier changes in the direction and speed of the drone.

Second, the interaction scaling parameter R has been considered. Its impact
is also as expected: the minimum distance scales approximately linearly with
R. The parameter hence provides a good way to design the minimum distance
allowed between two interacting drones.

Finally, the table shows the impact of the weight β0 of the proximity costs.
Again, the parameter influences the minimum distance as expected: a larger
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value yields more emphasis on maintaining sufficient distance at the cost of
changing course and speed.

Parameter Value Minimum distance
T 2.5 0.21

5 0.34
10 0.41

R 0.05 0.18
0.1 0.34
0.2 0.68

β0 1 0.16
10 0.34
100 0.55

Table 1: Minimum distance sensitivity for head-on scenario with v0 = 1, α = 1,
β0 = 10, T = 5, and R = 0.1; and ∆t = 1s

5.2 Self-organization in multi-drone conflict resolution

In this subsection, we consider multi-drone conflict resolution scenarios, focusing
on the self-organization characteristics of the scheme. To this end, we look at a
head-on interaction scenario and a crossing scenario. We use the same parameter
values as in the one-on-one interaction case unless stated differently.

5.2.1 Head-on interactions and lane formation

The first multi-drone scenario considered is a scenario where two groups of
drones are meeting head-on. To this end, we generated two groups of drones in
two rectangular boxes of 5 by 2 by 1 meter around x = 12.5 and x = −12.5,
y = 0 and z = 1 respectively. In each box, n drones are generated. For the right
box, drones move towards the left (desired direction ~e0 = (−1, 0, 0)), while for
the left box, drones move towards the right (desired direction ~e0 = (1, 0, 0)). The
locations of the n drones are drawn from a 3D uniform distribution, assuming
equal mean distances in each direction. The initial speeds of the drones are
equal to zero.

To illustrate the performance of our decentralized approach, we will perform
a range of analyses and show different visualizations. To start, Fig. 3 illustrates
the results of the head-on interaction experiment, by showing three consecutive
snapshots of the drone positions and their intended paths (for 1 s ahead). The
figure shows the projection on the x-y plane (left column of pictures) and on
the x-z plane (right column of pictures). Although more difficult to discern
than in the case of a 2D pedestrian flow, we can clearly see that clusters are
formed by drones that are moving in the same direction. This cluster-formation
resembles the formation of bi-directional lanes in a pedestrian flow [8], but is
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more complex as the drones have more freedom to move. As a result, patterns
are not always easily identifiable.

Figure 3: Example showing self-organization in bi-directional drone flow oper-
ations for head-on scenario (100 drones) with v0 = 1, α = 1, β0 = 10, T = 5,
and R = 0.1; and ∆t = 1

Next, let us consider the result statistics shown in Tab. 2, showing the
impact of the parameters of the algorithm on the minimum distance and the
average speed in the direction of the destination. Regarding the latter, the
table shows that the speed is not strongly affected by the parameters, but the
minimum distance observed is. This shows that the scheme results in very
efficient multi-drone conflict resolution.

For the prediction horizon T , we see that the minimum distance increases
when the prediction horizon becomes larger. This is expected as looking ahead
further improves the possibilities for more efficient interactions with other drones.
The improvement reduces substantially when going from T = 5 to T = 10, at
the expense of increased computational complexity. For this case, we could
argue that T = 5 is a good trade-off between efficiency and complexity.

The minimum distance scales linearly with the distance scaling R. Similar
to the one-on-one interaction, this shows that R is an important design param-
eter that directly influences interaction characteristics. To an extent, the same
applies to the parameter β0: increasing the weight of the proximity costs results
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in a higher importance of keeping sufficient distance between the interacting
drones, at the expense of a slight reduction in efficiency.

Parameter Value Minimum distance Average speed
T 2.5 0.33 0.99

5 0.44 1.00
10 0.46 1.00

R 0.05 0.22 1.00
0.1 0.42 1.00
0.2 0.85 0.99

β0 1 0.27 1.00
10 0.47 1.00
100 0.59 0.99

Table 2: Minimum distance and average speed sensitivity for head-on scenario
(100 drones) with v0 = 1, α = 1, β0 = 10, T = 5, and R = 0.1; and ∆t = 1

Overall, we can conclude that the interactions are highly efficient, even in
the case of high numbers of interacting drones. This has two reasons. First,
as the interactions occur in free space, the swarm expands as more drones are
present. Later in this section, we will consider restricted airspace to showcase
the impact on efficiency by introducing bottleneck scenarios. Second, as we have
already seen by looking at a single simulation outcome, self-organized patterns
are formed that enable efficient interaction of the drone groups.

To visualize the self-organized patterns, we consider the spatial distribution
of the drones from the two groups near the point where the head-on interaction
occurs (i.e., at x = 0). To this end, we collected the points at which the drones
of both groups passed the x = 0 cross-section. The picture shows these points
clustered based on direction. For the clustering, the ’natural’ interpolation
function for irregularly gridded data of Matlab 2023b was used (for visualization
purposes only). Fig. 4 shows the patterns that are formed for a 200-drone
interaction experiment. The figure clearly shows the clusters that are formed
for the two example situations, where we emphasize that the points shown reflect
different passing times. Clearly, the scheme results in a structure where drones
moving in the same direction form groups that are spatially and temporarily
close, as to reduce the number of close-range interactions with drones moving
in the opposite direction.

5.2.2 Crossing flows and self-organized patterns

Here, we briefly discuss the results of a crossing drone flow experiment. Again,
two groups of drones are considered. Instead of meeting heads-on, the drone
flows cross at a 90-degree angle. Group 2 moves along the x-axis (from right
to left), while group 1 moves along the y-axis (from top to bottom). In line
with the formation of diagonal striped patterns in pedestrian flow (see [8]), we
expect specific patterns to be formed for this scenario that resemble structures
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Figure 4: Two examples of the spatial distribution of drone groups for head-on
interaction scenario near x = 0. The two pictures show two random simulation
outcomes from the same scenarios, resulting from different initial spatial distri-
butions of the drones.

formed in pedestrian flow operation; see [8].
Figures 5 and 5 show the results of two randomly chosen experiments, where

random means that, in line with the head-on interaction case, initial positions of
the 200 drones were randomly generated in two bounding boxes. Both pictures
show that forms of self-organization are present. While the diagonal patterns,
which we know from pedestrian flow operations, are not directly transferred to
the 3D drone flow, we do see similar emergent patterns. For instance, in Fig. 5,
we see that group 1 forms two diagonal shapes in the z-direction. The patterns
formed in Fig. 6 are different, yet clusters are clearly identifiable.

To gain insight into the sensitivity of the efficiency and the risk levels of the
flow operations of the parameter values, we repeated the sensitivity analysis of
the head-on scenario to the crossing flow scenario. Tab. 3 shows the result of
this sensitivity analysis for the crossing flow scenario.

Let us first look at the impact of the prediction horizon T . Interestingly,
we see that while increasing T from 2.5 to 5 yields an increase in the minimum
distances, increasing it further causes a reduction (i.e., an increase in the risk).
This counterintuitive outcome shows that what is optimal from the perspective
of an individual drone, may not per se yield a system improvement for specific
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Figure 5: Illustration of drone behavior for crossing experiment 1. The left
column shows the projections of the drone positions on the x − y plane; the
middle and left columns show the projections of groups 1 and 2 on the x − z

and y− z plane respectively. We plotted the current position, and the 1-second
ahead planned trajectory.

cases. While further investigations are needed, we do remark that similar results
are reported in [11].

Looking at the impact of the interaction distance R, we see similar results
as in the head-on scenario. First of all, it is remarkable to see that average
speeds are insensitive to the value of R, meaning that the increased spacing
requirements have a very limited impact on the average operation speed of the
drones. It again needs to be stressed that in this scenario, there are no spatial
constraints and airspace capacity is - in a sense - unlimited. From the table,
we can clearly see how the minimal distance between the drones scales with
increasing R: as with the head-on scenario, R can be effectively used to ensure
that drone operations meet safety requirements expressed in the distances the
drones maintain from each other. Again, the same applies to the parameter β0:
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Figure 6: Illustration of drone behavior for crossing experiment 2.
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as for the head-on scenario, increasing the weight of the proximity costs results
in a higher importance of keeping sufficient distance between the interacting
drones.

Parameter Value Minimum distance Average speed
T 2.5 0.31 0.99

5 0.43 0.99
10 0.37 1.00

R 0.05 0.27 0.99
0.1 0.43 0.99
0.2 0.80 0.99

β0 1 0.22 1.00
10 0.45 0.99
100 0.47 0.99

Table 3: Minimum distance and average speed sensitivity for crossing-flow sce-
nario (200 drones) with default settings v0 = 1, α = 1, β0 = 10, T = 5, and
R = 0.1; and ∆t = 1

5.3 Bottlenecks and multi-drone conflict resolution

In this subsection, we consider multi-drone conflict resolution scenarios for bot-
tleneck scenarios. To this end, we reconsider the head-on interaction scenario
discussed in the previous subsection. In this case, however, we restrict the
amount of airspace available by positioning two large static obstacles with a ra-
dius of 2m located at (x, y) (0,−2.5) and (0, 2.5) respectively. While the drones
are able to fly around the obstacles (and may, in particular for longer prediction
horizons), the shortest path is to navigate between the 1-meter passage between
the cylinders.

Also in this scenario, we see self-organization occurring, leading to efficient
flow operations. Fig. 7 showcases this by looking at the operations in three
consecutive time instants. The pictures show the current position of the drones
(circle or triangle) and the planned optimal trajectory determined using the
multi-drone conflict resolution scheme presented in this paper. Note that we
have used T = 2.5s to make pictures somewhat clearer. The figure shows that
before the drones arrive at the bottleneck, they have formed two clusters for
each direction. When the drones arrive at the bottleneck, the flocks funnel
to form a narrow stream, which is clearly observable from the top view (left
column of pictures). At the same time, they start to form dynamic lanes when
navigating through the bottleneck. The separation between the two directions
occurs in the z-direction mostly, although in other simulations (and with other
parameters) other patterns occur as well.

Fig. 8 shows the self-organization in a different way, by providing the cross-
sectional projection of the passing drones at x = 0 for two random simulation
experiments. It again shows how the bi-directional flows are separated in the

16



Figure 7: Illustration of cluster formation process inside the bottleneck; left
pictures show top view; right pictures show side view.
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Figure 8: Two examples of the spatial distribution of drone groups for the bot-
tleneck scenario near x = 0. The two pictures show two random simulation
outcomes from the same scenarios, resulting from different initial spatial distri-
butions of the drones.

z-direction. It also shows how in different situations, a different number of lanes
are formed (top: 4 lanes, bottom: 3 lanes).

To get some insight into the impact of the parameter values, Tab. 4 shows
the sensitivity of the minimum distance (as a measure for risk) and average
speed (as a measure of efficiency) to different parameter settings (i.e., R and
β0). From the table, we can conclude that the parameters have the expected re-
sults. First of all, we see that changing the distance scaling parameterR impacts
the minimum distance in an approximate linear fashion. While the minimum
distance that drones maintain increases with increasing R, the average speed
starts to reduce. This is caused by the fact that due to increased spatial require-
ments, bottleneck capacity is insufficient and drones need to reduce their speed
before being able to pass through the bottleneck (congestion). The impact of
the weighting parameter β0 is also as expected given the outcomes of the previ-
ous experiments. While increasing the weight increases the minimum distances
between the drones, the average speed reduces signifying forms of congestion
occuring due to the bottleneck.
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Parameter Value Minimum distance Average speed
R 0.05 0.22 0.98

0.1 0.35 0.92
0.2 0.67 0.73

β0 1 0.17 0.99
10 0.16 0.86
100 0.24 0.62

Table 4: Minimum distance and average speed sensitivity for head-on scenario
(100 drones) with v0 = 1, α = 1, β0 = 10, T = 5, and R = 0.1; and ∆t = 1

6 Discussion, conclusions and future work

This paper presents a novel approach to multi-drone conflict resolution based
on differential game theory, which has been successfully used in modeling pedes-
trian, cyclist, and vessel dynamics, as well as controlling CAVs. The problem
formulation and numerical solution approaches were adapted here for multi-
drone conflict resolution.

Based on the results presented in this paper, we conclude that the proposed
game-theoretical approach shows potential for real-time application in multi-
drone conflict resolution and decentralized management of drone traffic. While
showing promise, several aspects require further investigation before practical
applications can be considered. Some of these required investigations are the-
oretical in nature, others are more technical in the sense that insights in (the
limits of) communication and sensing technology. Below, we provide an overview
of our findings as well as the required further studies.

6.0.1 Main findings

First of all, the numerical properties of the solution scheme are sufficient to
warrant further investigation: the scheme converges to solutions close to the
optimal solution within a limited number of iterations, and computation times
are acceptable for real-time application. However, further analyses are required,
especially when considering realistic scenarios with accurate update times, pre-
diction horizons, and interactions with other drones. Such analyses were out
of the scope of this paper, which aimed to show the concept rather than the
practical details of real applications.

Secondly, the emergent drone flow operations prove to be highly efficient
while maintaining safety requirements. This efficiency is attributed to the self-
organized structures that occur when different groups of drones interact. These
patterns are similar to those observed in pedestrian and, to a lesser extent, bicy-
cle flows, which motivated the application of differential game theory to drones.
The experiments demonstrate that even in the presence of airspace restrictions,
self-organized processes occur, resulting in efficient drone operations. However,
in situations of limited capacity, average drone speeds decrease as queuing forms
in front of the bottleneck. Furthermore, the limiting behavior of the system as
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density increases and conflicts correspondingly increase, losses in productivity
are likely to be experienced providing an upper bound to the system’s practical
capacity, as illustrated in the fundamental diagrams observed in [2].

6.0.2 Further investigations

From a scientific perspective, further investigation of the various phenomena
observed in three-dimensional space is of key interest. One of the crucial is-
sues is the limit of efficient and safe self-organization, including the role of
heterogeneity in reducing this efficiency of self-organization. For pedestrian
flow operations, we know that self-organization breaks down when densities
become too high. Furthermore, heterogeneity, expressed in terms of the free
speeds ~v0i of the drones, or other differences in drone performance characteris-
tics, has a negative impact on self-organization leading to the so-called ’freezing
by heating’ effect that is observed in different self-driven systems. For instance,
in [8] it is shown how heterogeneity in pedestrian flows leads to failing self-
organization of bi-directional lanes and consequently to blockages. The limits
in self-organization will result in the need for more centralized interventions in
terms of air traffic management, structuring the airspace, etc. These could per-
tain to the prioritization of specific types of drones, management measures such
as speed homogenization, virtual intersection controllers, etc.

Our enhanced insight into drone flow properties will also form the basis for
aggregate (macroscopic) modeling approaches that may be suitable to capture
the dynamics of swarms of drones driven by game-theoretical control princi-
ples. Understanding the conditions under which self-organization collapses can
provide insights for designing drone traffic management control principles, in-
cluding the redistribution of capacity to specific groups of drones if needed and
possible airspace architectures in areas where restrictions are called for by land
use and environmental considerations as in [3]. Hierarchical approaches have
been successful in the past in the CAV domain [13].

The impact of sensing and communication errors needs to be studied. Dif-
ferent strategies proposed in [11] express the level of cooperation among traffic
participants. We argue that risks arising from high probabilities of sensing and
communication failure can be mitigated by considering the opponent drones as
potentially hostile (the ’demon drone’ scenario). This approach ensures that
the ego drone adopts risk-averse strategies. At the same time, more complex
drone dynamics models are to be investigated to understand the gains (in terms
of e.g. reduction of model error) and losses (increased computation complexity)
of including more involved drone dynamics.

In addition to analyzing technical limitations, it will be crucial to consider
compliance with existing or future drone traffic regulations (e.g., European reg-
ulations for airspace use, U-space), as well as priorities for different types of
drones. These rules will often imply more structured airspace, where drones
with specific functions or destinations will move in specific airspace layers. They
furthermore may involve priorities for specific functions. Examples of how to
include traffic rules in a differential game theoretical approach to conflict reso-
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lution and interaction modeling can be found in [11].
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