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Distributed Model Predictive Control for Dynamic

Cooperation of Multi-Agent Systems
Matthias Köhler, Matthias A. Müller, and Frank Allgöwer

Abstract—We propose a distributed model predictive control
(MPC) framework for coordinating heterogeneous, nonlinear
multi-agent systems under individual and coupling constraints.
The cooperative task is encoded as a shared objective function
minimized collectively by the agents. Each agent optimizes an
artificial reference as an intermediate step towards the coop-
erative objective, along with a control input to track it. We
establish recursive feasibility, asymptotic stability, and transient
performance bounds under suitable assumptions. The solution to
the cooperative task is not predetermined but emerges from the
optimized interactions of the agents. We demonstrate the frame-
work on numerical examples inspired by satellite constellation
control, collision-free narrow passage traversal, and coordinated
quadrotor flight.

Index Terms—Predictive control, distributed control, multi-
agent systems

I. INTRODUCTION

Multiple systems coordinating as dynamically decoupled

agents have various applications due to a high degree of flexi-

bility, modularity, and avoidance of single points of failure. For

example, these multi-agent systems arise in control and coordi-

nation of vehicles [1]–[3], and can be used for exploration and

establishing communication networks, e.g. [4]–[7]. In general,

control design for these agents needs to account for coupling

through common objectives, e.g. covering an area or moving in

formation, or constraints, e.g. collision avoidance or remaining

in communication range, while also dealing with agent-specific

dynamics and constraints. Due to its applicability to nonlinear

systems that are subject to constraints, and the possibility

to take performance criteria into account, model predictive

control (MPC) remains a powerful control method to handle

these complex interdependencies. To ensure scalability as well

as modularity, and to avoid a single point of failure, distributed

MPC is especially suitable for control of multi-agent systems.

In distributed MPC, the optimization problem is distributed

across agents, enabling local computation and communication

to generate the control input. See [8]–[10] for an introduction

to (distributed) MPC.

A key component of the proposed scheme in this paper

is the use of artificial references as introduced in [11] under
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the name MPC for tracking. In order to track an externally

given reference independent of its feasibility or variation, an

artificial reference is included in the optimization problem

as an additional decision variable. This allows the system to

simultaneously optimize the (artificial) reference it tracks and

the control input steering the system towards it. By penalizing

the distance of the artificial reference to the externally given

one, it can be ensured that the best-reachable reference is

stabilized. This method has been extended to various settings,

including nonlinear systems [12] and periodic references [13],

[14]. The performance of MPC for tracking has been analysed

in [12], [15], [16]; see [14] for an overview.

In [17], a distributed MPC scheme using artificial references

is designed to steer linear agents towards output consensus

while tracking an externally provided periodic reference. In

[18], time-coordinated motion planning of unmanned vehicles

is realized using distributed MPC with artificial references. For

the task of covering a potentially unknown environment using

a multi-agent system with nonlinear dynamics, [7] provides an

MPC-based coverage framework using artificial references. By

prudent updates of the local target sets, collisions are avoided

These schemes successfully use the mechanism of artificial

references for specific cooperative tasks.

The proposed sequential distributed MPC framework for

agents with nonlinear dynamics in [19] does not focus on

stabilization of a priori known setpoints, but can be applied

to other cooperative tasks, e.g. consensus and synchronization,

for which a specific design of terminal constraints and costs is

required. A sequential scheme for cooperative control of linear

agents that are trying to minimize local objective functions

while they need to achieve an asymptotic cooperative task is

presented in [20]. In the scheme, agents already take control

actions while the a priori unknown equilibrium fulfilling

the cooperative task is negotiated externally and intermediate

steps are communicated to the agents. In previous work, we

introduced a framework for cooperative control of nonlinear

multi-agent systems using sequential distributed MPC and

artificial references [21]. By coupling otherwise uncoupled

agents through a suitable objective function, the agents found

and converged to an a priori unknown equilibrium solving

the cooperative task. An extension of this sequential scheme

to cooperative tasks solved by periodic trajectories is presented

in [22]. Since these schemes are sequential, they require

either a specific structure of the coupling or further potentially

suboptimal coordination. Furthermore, no estimates of the per-

formance of sequential distributed MPC schemes is available.

For discussions of further distributed MPC schemes, of which

there is a vast amount, we refer the reader to [10], [23].

http://arxiv.org/abs/2504.00225v1


In this work, we propose a distributed MPC framework for

cooperative control of nonlinear multi-agent systems tasked

with periodic motion. Our framework allows for general inter-

agent coupling. A key component is the use of artificial

references to decouple local agent behaviour from the global

cooperative task, enabling scalable and flexible coordination

among heterogeneous agents. This also allows for a decen-

tralized design of terminal costs and constraints, which is

irrespective of the cooperative task, facilitating switches in

the task without their redesign. The main contributions of this

paper are as follows:

• A general formulation of distributed MPC for cooperative

tasks characterized by dynamic (periodic) trajectories,

accommodating heterogeneous agents with nonlinear dy-

namics and constraint coupling.

• A use of artificial references to partially decouple han-

dling of the agent’s dynamics and constraints, and the

design of terminal costs and constraints, from the cooper-

ative task. This facilitates a flexible design of components

encoding the cooperative task.

• Rigorous guarantees of recursive feasibility and asymp-

totic stability of a set containing solutions to the cooper-

ative task.

• Transient performance bounds that show how closed-

loop performance of the scheme improves with predic-

tion horizon length, extending prior results on MPC for

tracking. This shows that the use of artificial references

with all its advantages results only in a limited decrease

in performance.

• A design that does not require a solution of the coop-

erative task to be prescribed in advance, but ensures its

emergence through decentralized optimization.

A. Notation

The interior of a set A is denoted by intA. The non-negative

reals are denoted by R≥0, and N0 denotes the natural numbers

including 0. The set of integers from a to b, a ≤ b, is denoted

by Ia:b. Let ‖ · ‖ be the Euclidean norm. Given a set A, the

distance of a point x to A is denoted by |x|A = infz∈A ‖x−z‖.

If A = {z}, we simply write |x|z . Given a positive (semi-

)definite matrix A = A⊤, the corresponding (semi-)norm is

written as ‖x‖A =
√
x⊤Ax. For a collection of m vectors

vi ∈ R
ni , i ∈ I1:m, we denote the stacked vector by v =

colmi=1(vi) = [v⊤1 . . . v
⊤
m]⊤. We define A ⊖ Q = {a | ∀q ∈

Q, a + q ∈ A} for two sets A and Q. Given m sets Ai,

i ∈ I1:m, we use
∏
i∈I1:m

Ai = A1×· · ·×Am. Define Bη(x̃) =
{x | |x|x̃ ≤ η}, and Bη = Bη(0). Let X ⊆ R

n be a closed,

convex set and x ∈ R
n. Then, PX [x] = argminy∈X ‖y − x‖

is the unique projection of x onto X [24, Prop. 1.1.4]. For a

set X , 2X denotes the power set of X . Comparison functions,

e.g. K∞, are used; see [25] for definitions and properties. For

periodic sequences yT ∈ YT starting at yT (0) with period

length T , we write yT (k) and mean yT (k mod T ) for k ∈ N0,

e.g. yT (T ) = yT (0). The floor function is denoted by ⌊·⌋. We

define the distance of two periodic trajectories ŷT , yT with

period length T as |ŷT |yT =
∑T−1
τ=0 ‖ŷT (τ) − yT (τ)‖.

II. MULTI-AGENT SYSTEM

We consider a multi-agent system comprising m ∈ N

heterogeneous agents with nonlinear discrete-time dynamics

xi(t+ 1) = fi(xi(t), ui(t)) (1)

with state xi(t) ∈ Xi ⊆ R
ni , and input ui(t) ∈ Ui ⊆ R

qi

at time t ∈ N0, and continuous fi : Xi × Ui → Xi. We

assume that the agents are subject to individual constraints

(xi(t), ui(t)) ∈ Zi ⊆ Xi × Ui for t ∈ N0, where Zi is

compact. Here, i ∈ I1:m, which we omit in the following

when it is clear that the statement should be interpreted for all

i ∈ I1:m. We write xi,ui (k, xi) to denote the solution of (1)

with initial state xi generated by the input sequence ui, and

use xi,ui(k) whenever the initial state is clear. Define the set of

(locally) admissible input sequences of length K ∈ N ∪ {∞}
as U

K
i (xi) = {ui ∈ UKi | (xi,ui(k, xi), ui(k)) ∈ Zi, k ∈

I0:K−1}. If K = 1, we simply write Ui(xi).
It is assumed that agents can communicate according to an

undirected graph G = (V , E) with vertices V and edges E .

Each agent is assigned a vertex i ∈ V which are connected

through edges eij = eji ∈ E . The set of neighbours of agent

i is then Ni = {j ∈ V | eji ∈ E}, i.e. it contains all agents

with which agent i may communicate. In the following, we

assume lossless and immediate communication.

Furthermore, agents may also be coupled through con-

straints described by an appropriate set Ci, i.e. the constraint

is (xi, xNi ) ∈ Ci. For example, if agents need to remain

in a certain communication range specified by δi ∈ R
|Nj |

to neighbours, the constraint could be Ci = {(xi, xNi ) |
colj∈Ni (‖xi−xj‖2) ≤ δi}. Implicitly, we assume that coupled

agents are connected in the communication graph G. To avoid

excessive notation, we do not consider coupling constraints

including the inputs of agents, although these may be included.

The control goal is for the agents’ outputs to converge to

a periodic trajectory that satisfies a cooperative task, such as

synchronization or flocking, which includes consensus as a

special case if the trajectory is an equilibrium with an arbitrary

period. For this purpose, we define the (performance) outputs

yi(t) = hi(xi(t), ui(t))

with yi(t) ∈ Yi ⊆ R
pi , and continuous hi : Xi × Ui → Yi.

Notably, the final periodic output trajectory is not given a

priori by an external governor, but could be any that achieves

the cooperative task. We characterize this cooperative task

through an output cooperation set that contains acceptable

output trajectories achieving this task.

Definition 1: A non-empty set Yc
T is called an output coop-

eration set if it is compact and the cooperative task is achieved

whenever [colmi=1(yi(t)), . . . , col
m
i=1(yi(t+ T − 1))] ∈ Yc

T .

In the following, we will combine a penalty function that

penalizes the distance to the output cooperation set and a

penalty function that penalizes the distance to an intermediary

periodic trajectory in order to design a distributed MPC

scheme that achieves the cooperative control goal.

III. TRACKING OF COOPERATION OUTPUTS

In the momentarily proposed distributed MPC scheme,

the strategy is to design energy-like functions that ensure



asymptotic fulfilment of the cooperative task. The agents

decide in every time step the reference output trajectory they

want to track by minimizing a tracking cost as well as a

penalty function penalizing the distance of the reference output

trajectory to the cooperative task. We will call these reference

output trajectories cooperation outputs.

Thus, it is not necessary to specify a priori a particular so-

lution to the cooperative task. Instead, the agents coordinate a

solution of the cooperative task depending on the optimization

problem in the distributed MPC scheme using cooperation out-

puts as intermediary targets. Furthermore, since any feasible

cooperation output can be assumed, the region of attraction

is greatly extended and smaller prediction horizons can be

realized compared to targeting a solution of the cooperative

task directly, similarly to standard MPC for tracking [12]. This

can offset the added computational complexity from including

cooperation outputs as decision variables.

Before we specify cooperation outputs further, we define

the set of feasible periodic trajectories on a state and input

level that are strictly inside the constraints,

ZT,i ={rT,i = (xT,i, uT,i) ∈ (intZi)
T

| xT,i(τ + 1) = fi(xT,i(τ), uT,i(τ)), τ ∈ I0:T−2,

xT,i(0) = fi(xT,i(T − 1), uT,i(T − 1))}.
We choose a non-empty subset ZT,i ⊆ ZT,i of admissible

periodic cooperation trajectories, since not all in ZT,i may

be desirable. Next, we identify all output trajectories that

correspond to these references and which strictly satisfy the

coupling constraints in the set

YT,i ={yT,j ∈ Y Tj , j ∈ Ni ∪ {i}
| ∃rT,j = (xT,j , uT,j) ∈ ZT,j ,
yT,j(τ) = hj(xT,j(τ), uT,j(τ)),

(xT,i(τ), xT,Ni (τ)) ∈ Ci ⊖ Bηi , ∀τ ∈ I0:T−1}
with some (small) constant ηi > 0. Again, we choose a non-

empty subset YT,i ⊆ YT,i of admissible cooperation outputs.

These choices should satisfy the following condition.

Assumption 1: The sets ZT,i and YT,i are compact.

The following definition provides a penalty function that

penalizes the distance of the cooperation outputs to the output

cooperation set. Define YT = {yT,i ∈ Y Ti , i ∈ I1:m |
(yT,i, yT,Ni) ∈ YT,i}.

Definition 2: A function W c : YT → R≥0 is a cooperation

objective function if it has the following properties:

1) There exist αc
lb, α

c
ub ∈ K∞ such that αc

lb(|yT |Yc
T
) ≤

W c(yT ) ≤ αc
ub(|yT |Yc

T
), where yT = colmi=1 yT,i.

2) W c is separable according to G, i.e. W c(yT ) =∑m
i=1W

c
i (yT,i, yT,Ni).

3) For any yT ∈ YT the cost is shift-invariant, i.e.

W c
i (yT,i(·), yT,Ni(·)) =W c

i (yT,i(·+ 1), yT,Ni(·+ 1)).

The cooperation objective function is designed to encode

the cooperative task and indicate the distance of the multi-

agent system to it. The agents should choose their cooperation

outputs over time such that the cooperation objective function

is minimized. Eventually, this leads to closed-loop fulfilment

of the cooperative task in the performance outputs. We will

detail momentarily additional conditions on W c and YT,i that

are sufficient for this.

In order to track cooperation outputs, we introduce a link

between these and state and input trajectories. For each co-

operation output, a unique corresponding periodic reference

trajectory should exist, and a change in the former should

continuously result in a change in the latter. We capture this

in the following standard assumption in MPC for tracking (cf.

[12, Assm. 1], [13, Assm. 6], [26, Assm. 3]).

Assumption 2: There exist Lipschitz, injective functions

gx,i : YTT,i → XT
i and gu,i : YTT,i → UTi such that

rT,i = (xT,i, uT,i) = (gx,i(yT,i), gu,i(yT,i)) ∈ ZT,i is unique,

and yT,i(τ) = hi(xT,i(τ), uT,i(τ)) for τ ∈ I0:T−1. The

Lipschitz constants are Lx,i and Lu,i, respectively.

See, e.g. [12, Rmk. 1], for a sufficient condition for As-

sumption 2 based on the Jacobians of the agents’ dynamics.

Remark 1: For rT,i, r̂T,i ∈ ZT,i, we define |r̂T,i|rT,i =√
|x̂T,i|2xT,i + |ûT,i|2uT,i . Then, a simple calculation yields

|r̂T,i|rT,i ≤ max(Lx,i, Lu,i)|ŷT,i|yT,i .
We use a stage cost satisfying the following standard

assumption such that agents track xT,i in order to realize yT,i.
Define ℓ′i(xi, rT,i(τ)) = minui∈Ui(xi) ℓi(xi, ui, rT,i(τ)).

Assumption 3: There exist αℓilb, α
ℓi
ub ∈ K∞ such that for all

(xi, ui) ∈ Zi and rT,i ∈ ZT,i, with τ ∈ I0:T−1,

αℓilb(|xi|xT,i(τ)) ≤ ℓ′i(xi, rT,i(τ)) ≤ αℓiub(|xi|xT,i(τ)). (2)

The final component of the tracking part are suitable ter-

minal ingredients for any periodic reference trajectory that

the agents may choose. These are also standard in MPC for

tracking, cf. [12, Assm. 3], [13, Assm. 2].

Assumption 4: There exist terminal control laws kfi : Xi ×
Zi → Ui, continuous terminal costs V f

i : Xi × Zi → R≥0,

and compact terminal sets X f
i : Zi → 2Xi such that for any

rT,i ∈ ZT,i and xi ∈ X f
i (rT,i(τ)), for all τ ∈ I0:T−1,

V f
i

(
fi
(
xi, k

f
i(xi, rT,i(τ))

)
, rT,i(τ + 1)

)
− V f

i

(
xi, rT,i(τ)

)

≤ −ℓi
(
xi, k

f
i(xi, rT,i(τ)), rT,i(τ)

)
, (3a)

(
xi, k

f
i

(
xi, rT,i(τ)

))
∈ Zi, (3b)

fi

(
xi, k

f
i

(
xi, rT,i(τ)

))
∈ X f

i

(
rT,i(τ + 1)

)
. (3c)

Moreover, there exist cbi ≥ 0 and cfi > 0 such that for any

rT,i ∈ ZT,i and xi ∈ X f
i (rT,i(τ)), for all τ ∈ I0:T−1,

Bcbi (xT,i(τ)) ⊆ X f
i (rT,i(τ)), (4a)

V f
i (xi, rT,i(τ)) ≤ cfiℓ

′
i(xi, rT,i(τ)). (4b)

Moreover, if only cbi = 0 satisfies (4a), there also

exists εfi > 0 and N f
i ∈ N such that for any

rT,i ∈ ZT,i and xi with ℓ′i(xi, rT,i(0)) ≤ εfi, there

exists ufi ∈ U
N f
i

i with xi,uf
i
(N f

i , xi) = xT,i(N
f
i ) and

∑N f
i−1

k=0 ℓi(xi,uf
i
(k), ufi(k), rT,i(k)) ≤ cfiℓ

′
i(xi, rT,i(0)).

If cbi = 0 in Assumption 4, then it collapses to termi-

nal equality constraints, i.e. X f
i (rT,i(τ)) = {xT,i(τ)} and

V f
i (xi, rT,i(τ)) = 0 for xi ∈ X f

i (rT,i(τ)), and imposes a

suitable upper bound on the summed stage cost. See, e.g., [13,

Lem. 5] for a sufficient condition for Assumption 4, and [27]



for ways to compute these generalized terminal ingredients

offline based on linear matrix inequalities. Terminal equality

constraints can be used if the agents are locally uniformly

finite time controllable and a bound on the penalty function

for tracking holds, see [13, Prop. 4].

Coupling constraints do not appear in Assumption 4. This

allows for decentralized design of an agent’s terminal ingre-

dients. Instead, the set of admissible cooperation outputs YT,i
is designed such that coupling constraints are strictly satisfied

for all cooperation outputs (see above Assumption 1). This

allows for sufficiently small terminal regions.

Assumption 5: There exists ηi > 0 such that kfj , V
f
j , and

X f
j (rT,j(τ)), with j ∈ Ni ∪ {i}, from Assumption 4 entail

(xi, xNi) ∈ Ci (5a)(
xi,kfi(xi,rT,i)(1), xNi,kfNi (xNi

,rT,Ni )
(1)

)
∈ Ci (5b)

for all xj ∈ X f
j (rT,j(τ)), if (xT,i(τ), xT,Ni (τ)) ∈ Ci ⊖ Bηi

for all τ ∈ I0:N .

Remark 2: If the terminal sets are sublevel sets of the cost,

i.e. X f
i (rT,i(τ)) = {xi ∈ R

ni | V f
i (xi, xT,i(τ)) ≤ αi} with

αi > 0, which the design outlined in [27] produces, it is

always possible to choose a (potentially) smaller αi to satisfy

Assumption 5. For terminal equality constraints Assumption 5

holds trivially with kfi(xi, rT,i) = kfi(xT,i(τ), rT,i) = uT,i(τ).
Remark 3: Choosing ZT,i and YT,i offline, and relying

on Assumption 5, may lead to small terminal regions. By

choosing ZT,i in the interior of ZTi and tightening the coupling

constraints with ηi > 0, we trade off faster convergence

with operation closer to the constraints’ boundary. This is

standard in MPC for tracking [12], [13], [28]. A potential

remedy is given by also optimizing the terminal set size online;

see [13, Prop. 11] for a modification in the case of polytopic

constraints.

We have described the necessary components of our dis-

tributed MPC scheme, which we combine in the next section.

IV. DISTRIBUTED MPC FOR COOPERATION

A. Distributed MPC scheme

In this section, we introduce an iterative distributed MPC

scheme where one optimization problem is set up which may

be solved using a decentralized optimization algorithm. The

penalty functions for tracking over the prediction horizon N ∈
N0 are given by

J tr
i (xi, ui, rT,i) =

N−1∑

k=0

ℓi(xi,ui (k), ui(k), rT,i(k))

+ V f
i (xi,ui(N), rT,i(N)).

In addition, we introduce a previous cooperation output yprT
and a function V ∆

i that penalizes the difference between the

cooperation output chosen at the current time step and yprT .

This ensures that the closed-loop state eventually follows a

(unique) periodic trajectory despite the cooperative task often

allowing (by design) multiple solutions; further details on V ∆
i

are given below. Next, the penalty functions for tracking,

cooperation, and on changing the cooperation output are

combined to the objective functions:

Ji(xi, ui, yT,i, y
pr
T,i, yT,Ni)

=J tr
i (xi, ui, rT,i)+λ(N)

(
V ∆
i (yT,i, y

pr
T,i)+W

c
i (yT,i, yT,Ni)

)
.

Furthermore, we introduce scaling by λ(N) satisfying the

following assumption.

Assumption 6: The scaling function λ : N0 → N satisfies

λ(N) ≥ N and λ(0) ≥ 1.

This scaling can be satisfied easily with λ(N) = N+1. It is

essential for the asymptotic performance bound in Section V

below, cf. also [16], but not for stability, where N is fixed.

Finally, we introduce the optimization problem that is solved

in each time step. Given (collected) state measurements x and

(previous) periodic output trajectories yprT it is as follows.

J (x, yprT ) = min
u∈U

N (x)
yT

m∑

i=1

Ji(xi, ui, yT,i, y
pr
T,i, yT,Ni) (6a)

subject to, for all i ∈ I1:m,

xi,ui(N, xi) ∈ X f
i (rT,i(N)), (6b)

(xi,ui(k, xi), xNi,uNi
(k, xNi)) ∈ Ci, k ∈ I0:N , (6c)

(yT,i, yT,Ni) ∈ YT,i. (6d)

The structure of (6) agrees with the multi-agent system’s

communication topology G. Hence, this optimization prob-

lem is amenable to decentralized optimization algorithms,

e.g. [29]–[33]. The choice depends on convexity and type of

the objective function and the constraints, as well as consid-

erations of local computation and communication capabilities;

a discussion of which goes beyond the scope of this paper.

The solution of (6) at time t depends on x(t) and yprT (·|t),
which we combine in ξ(t) = (x(t), yprT (·|t)) or simply ξ =
(x, yprT ) if we do not refer to a specific time. We denote it by

u0i (·|ξ(t)) and y0T,i(·|ξ(t)) with the corresponding r0T,i(·|ξ(t)).
Here, e.g. yprT (k|t) denotes the k-th step of yprT at time t and

u0i (k|ξ) is the k-th step optimal prediction given ξ. At t = 0,

V ∆
i is omitted in (6a), i.e. yprT (·|0) plays no role and can be

chosen arbitrarily. Otherwise, we set yprT (·|t) = y0T (·+1|ξ(t−
1)). The set of states for which (6) is feasible is denoted by

XN , and it is independent of yprT . We use J (ξ) = J (x, yprT )
accordingly.

In each time step, after solving (6), the first part of the

optimal input sequence µi(ξ(t)) = u0i (0|ξ(t)) is applied to

the system. The global closed-loop system is then given by

x(t+ 1) = f(x(t), µ(ξ(t))), x(0) = x0, (7a)

y(t) = h(x(t), µ(ξ(t))), yprT (·|0) arbitrary, (7b)

with some initial condition x0 ∈ X =
∏m
i=1Xi.

B. Example: Satellite constellation

Before analysing the theoretical properties of the proposed

distributed MPC scheme, we illustrate the scheme with an

example inspired by [5], [6], where we reconfigure a satellite

constellation. The dynamics of the satellites are given in polar

coordinates (cf. [5]):

ṙi = vi, v̇i = riω
2
i −

µ

r2i
+
Fr,i
mi

,

ϑ̇i, = ωi ω̇i =
−2viωi
ri

+
Fϑ,i
miri

,

where ri is the orbital radius, ϑi the angular position, vi and

ωi are the respective velocities, Fr,i and Fϑ,i are the radial and

tangential thrusts, µ is the standard gravitational parameter (we
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Fig. 2. Orbital radii of the satellites.

choose Earth’s µ = 3.986 × 1014 m3/s2) and mi = 200 kg
is the satellites’ mass. We have xi =

[
ri ϑi vi ωi

]

and ui =
[
Fr,i Fϑ,i

]
. The continuous-time dynamics are

discretized using the Runge-Kutta method (RK4) with a step

size of 120 s. The cooperative task is to achieve a constellation

with an angular difference of 45◦ on an orbit with a periodicity

of T = 47. The stage cost is chosen as a quadratic stage cost

ℓi(xi, ui, xT,i, uT,i) = ‖xi − xT,i‖2Q+ ‖ui− uT,i‖2R where Q

is a diagonal matrix with diagonal entries [ 1
60000 ,

1
6 ,

1
600 ,

1
60 ]

and R = 0.01I . We constrain the cooperation state and input

trajectories such that rT,i(τ) ≈ 6848.234 km, vT,i(τ) = 0 m
s ,

ωT,i(τ) =
√

µ

r3
T,i

(τ)
, and FT,r,i(τ) = FT,ϑ,i(τ) = 0N, which

yields an orbit with the required periodicity without applying

thrust. To achieve the cooperative task, we choose yi(t) =
ϑi(t). We define ∆ϑij(τ) = yT,j(τ) − yT,i(τ) − rad (45)
for j < i and ∆ϑij(τ) = yT,i(τ) − yT,j(τ) − rad (45) for

j > i, where rad transforms degrees to radian. We assign

indices counter-clockwise on the orbit, i.e. Satellite 1 starts

with the smallest ϑi, and always define adjacent satellites

on the orbit as neighbours. Then, we choose W c(yT ) =∑m
i=1

∑T−1
τ=0

∑
j∈Ni

100|Ni|L0.01(∆ϑij(τ)), where Lδ(a) =

δ2
(√

1 + a2

δ2
− 1

)
is the Pseudo-Huber loss function and |Ni|

is the number of neighbours of Satellite i. Moreover, we

impose as input constraints ‖Fr,i‖∞, ‖Fϑ,i‖∞ ≤ 0.237mN.

State constraints are also assumed, but are not important for

the simulation results. We choose N = 3T , use terminal

equality constraints, and start with m = 5 satellites with

ri(0) ≈ 6848.234 km, ϑi(0) = i · rad 25◦, vi(0) = 0,

and ωi(0) =
√

µ
ri(0)3

. Moreover, we use V ∆
i (yT,i, y

pr
T,i) =

1
109T

∑T−1
τ=0 ‖yT,i(τ)− yprT,i(τ)‖2. After 750 steps, we deorbit

Satellite 2 and Satellite 4, i.e. remove them from the system.

The differences in the angular position are shown in Figure 1,

and Figure 2 shows the orbital radius. The satellites start

transferring to orbits with the desired angular difference, and

adapt without issue after two satellites are deorbited. The

scheme allowed for this easy transition since each agent’s

constraints were not affected by the change in the topology and

the cooperation objective function was designed with respect

to neighbours. Note that no redesign of any components

was necessary during runtime, except that the communication

topology was updated.

Because the proposed distributed MPC scheme explicitly

handles periodic cooperative tasks, it was easily possible to in-

clude the angular position in the satellite’s model. This allowed

us to promote directly a desired angular difference between

agents. For a scheme that only deals with cooperative tasks at

equilibria, this is difficult, cf. [5], [6]. Furthermore, collision

avoidance constraints, while not necessary in this simulation,

could have been easily incorporated as ‖ϑi(t)−ϑj(t)‖ ≥ ϑmin.

C. Guaranteed achievement of the cooperative task

We now turn to the analysis of the closed-loop system (7). In

the following, we provide general conditions on the design of

the stage cost, the cooperation objective function, the penalty

on the change in the cooperation output, and the local sets of

admissible cooperation outputs. These are deliberately stated

in general terms to constrain their design as little as possible.

After formally stating asymptotic stability and achievement

of the cooperative task, we show in Section IV-D below that

some intuitive choices satisfy these general conditions.

We begin with additional conditions on the cooperation

objective function. We also want to analyse the case when the

cooperative task, characterized by Yc
T , cannot be achieved, e.g.

due to constraints or if Yc
T 6⊆ YT . For this purpose, we define

the best achievable fulfilment of the cooperative task

YWT = argmin
yT∈YT

W c(yT ). (8)

The following assumption states the existence of a cooper-

ation output that reduces the cooperation objective function if

the cooperative task has not been achieved as well as possible.

Assumption 7: There exist ω > 1, a continuous function

ψ : YT → R≥0 positive definite with respect to YWT , and

cψ > 0 such that for any yT ∈ YT and θ ∈ [0, 1] there exists

ŷT ∈ YT with

|ŷT |yT ≤ θcψψ(yT ), (9a)

W c(ŷT )−W c(yT ) ≤ −θψ(yT )ω. (9b)

This assumption imposes a certain growth condition on

W c and a structure on YT , for example (but not limited

to) convexity, cf. [16, Assm. 7], [34, Assm. 5] for a similar

assumption with the common choice of ω = 2. Intuitively, it

tells us that for any yT not solving the cooperative task as

well as possible, we can find a better cooperation output ŷT
that reduces the cost proportionally.

Assumption 7 lets us move the cooperation output. The

impact of doing that on the stage cost is captured by the



following assumption, which relates two cooperation outputs

to each other, cf. [16, Assm. 3] and [34, Assm. 1].

Assumption 8: There exist ω > 1 and cℓi1 , c
ℓi
2 > 0 satisfying

ℓi(xi, ui, r̂T,i(τ)) ≤ cℓi1 ℓi(xi, ui, rT,i(τ)) + cℓi2 |r̂T,i|ωrT,i (10)

for all yT , ŷT ∈ YT , (xi, ui) ∈ Zi and τ ∈ I0:T−1.

This is important to trade off an increase in the tracking

cost, caused by moving the reference, with a decrease in the

cooperation objective function. Note that Assumption 8 holds

with ω = 2 for quadratic stage costs on bounded sets, cf. [34].

Furthermore, the penalty functions on the change in the co-

operation output, V ∆
i , need to satisfy the following conditions.

Assumption 9: The functions V ∆
i are continuous. Moreover,

there exist ω > 1, c∆ > 0 and α∆
lb, α

∆
ub ∈ K∞ such that for

any ŷT , yT , y
pr
T ∈ YT ,

α∆
lb(|yT |yprT ) ≤

m∑

i=1

V ∆
i (yT,i, y

pr
T,i) ≤ α∆

ub(|yT |yprT ), (11a)

m∑

i=1

V ∆
i (ŷT,i, y

pr
T,i)− 2V ∆

i (yT,i, y
pr
T,i) ≤ c∆|ŷT |ωyT . (11b)

Condition (11b) is similar to (10) and limits the growth

rate of
∑m
i=1 V

∆
i . As with Assumption 8, this means that

the resulting decrease in the cooperation objective function

can beat the penalty incurred when changing the cooperation

output. As shown in Section IV-D below, a simple quadratic

penalty function satisfies this assumption for ω = 2.

Based on the stated assumptions, we proceed to establish

closed-loop constraint satisfaction and stability, which results

in closed-loop fulfilment of the cooperative task as well as

possible. First, we prove that (6) is recursively feasible, and

the constraints are satisfied in closed loop.

Theorem 1: Let Assumptions 2, 4, and 5 hold. Then, for any

initial condition x0 for which (6) is feasible, (6) is feasible

for all future time steps of the closed-loop system (7). Conse-

quently, (7) satisfies the constraints, i.e.
(
xi,µi(t), µi(ξ(t))

)
∈

Zi and
(
xi,µi (t), xNi,µi(t)

)
∈ Ci for all t ∈ N0.

Proof 1: At t = 0, (6) is feasible. Assume for t ∈ N, that (6)

was feasible at t − 1. Then, the shifted previously optimal

cooperation output y0T (· + 1|ξ(t − 1)) is a feasible candidate

solution of (6). Due to Assumptions 4, and 5, a corresponding

feasible input sequence is given by shifting the previously

optimal one and appending the terminal controller (as is

standard in MPC, cf. [8], [9]), i.e.
(
u0i (1|ξ(t−1)), . . . , u0i (N−

1|ξ(t− 1)), kfi
(
xi,u0

i (·|ξ(t−1))(N, xi(t− 1)), r0T (N |ξ(t− 1))
))

.

Constraint satisfaction of the closed loop follows from the

definition of Ui(xi(t)) and (6c) with k = 0.

The following lemma shows that if the agents are suffi-

ciently close to a cooperation reference, then the stage cost

upper bounds the tracking part of the objective function (6a).

This is later useful to bound the increase in the tracking part

when the cooperation output is incrementally moved.

Lemma 1: Let Assumptions 2–5 hold. Consider an optimiza-

tion problem similar to (6), but with yT (and corresponding

rT = (xT , uT )) fixed as a parameter. Then, there exists ε > 0
such that for any x ∈ X with

∑m
i=1 ℓ

′
i(xi, rT,i(0)) ≤ ε, this

optimization problem is feasible and its solution ũ satisfies

with cfi from Assumption 4
m∑

i=1

J tr
i (xi, ũi, rT,i) ≤

m∑

i=1

cfiℓ
′
i(xi, rT,i(0)). (12)

Proof 2: From Assumptions 3 and 4, if cbi > 0 for all

i ∈ I1:m, then choosing ε > 0 such that (αℓilb )
−1(ε) ≤ cbi for

all i ∈ I1:m implies xi ∈ X f
i (rT,i(0)). The following steps are

standard, cf. [9, Prop. 2.35]. Within the terminal set, due to

Assumptions 4 and 5, the terminal control law kfi generates a

feasible input sequence in the above considered optimization

problem. Thus, from (3a), the terminal costs provide an upper

bound on J tr
i (xi, ui, rT,i). Finally, applying (4b) yields the

claimed bound. Otherwise, if cbi = 0 for some i ∈ I1:m, i.e.

terminal equality constraints are used, then the claim follows

from [13, Prop. 4] and the arguments above for all other agents

with cbi > 0.

The following theorem states that the stage costs and

the cost of changing the cooperation outputs upper bound

the cooperation outputs’ distance to YWT , i.e. achieving the

cooperative task as well as possible. Hence, one can see the

cooperation output in each time step as an intermediate goal

towards achieving the cooperative task. A similar result has

been shown in [34] for tracking of externally given references

without terminal constraints and in [16] with terminal con-

straints, both without a dependence on yprT .

Theorem 2: Let Assumptions 1–9 hold with the same ω > 1.

For any N ∈ N0 there exists ηℓ ∈ K such that for any x ∈ XN
and yprT ∈ YT the inequality

m∑

i=1

ℓi(xi, µi(ξ), r
0
T,i(0|ξ)) + λ(N)V ∆

i (y0T,i(·|ξ), yprT,i)

≥ ηℓ(|y0T (·|ξ)|YWT ) (13)

holds. If ξ = ξ(0), then (13) holds also with V ∆
i = 0.

Proof 3: We prove this by contradiction. Let N ∈ N0-

Abbreviate y0T = y0T (·|ξ) and V̄ ∆
i = λ(N)V ∆

i . Suppose for

all ηℓ ∈ K there exist x ∈ XN and yprT ∈ YT such that
m∑

i=1

ℓi(xi, µi(ξ), r
0
T,i(0|ξ)) + V̄ ∆

i (y0T,i, y
pr
T,i) < ηℓ(|y0T |YWT ).

(14)

Consider ŷT = ŷT (·|ξ) from Assumption 7, based on y0T .

Since YT is compact and ψ continuous, there exists γW =
supyT∈YT |yT |YW

T
, and γψ = supyT∈YT ψ(yT ). Define Li =

max(Lx,i, Lu,i), and cℓ = maxi(c
ℓi
1 , c

ℓi
2 L

ω
i ), then

m∑

i=1

ℓ′(xi, r̂T,i(0|ξ)) ≤
m∑

i=1

ℓ(xi, µi(ξ), r̂T,i(0|ξ))

Rem.1, (10)

≤
m∑

i=1

cℓi1 ℓi(xi, µi(ξ), r
0
T,i(0|ξ)) + cℓi2 L

ω
i |ŷT,i|ωy0

T,i

≤ cℓ
(
|ŷT |ωy0

T
+

m∑

i=1

ℓi(xi, µi(ξ), r
0
T,i(0|ξ))

)

(14),(9a)

< cℓ
(
ηℓ(|y0T |YWT )−

m∑

i=1

V̄ ∆
i (y0T,i, y

pr
T,i) + θωcωψψ(y

0
T )
ω
)

(15)

≤ cℓ
(
ηℓ(γW ) + θωcωψγ

ω
ψ

)
≤ ε,

with ε from Lemma 1, and where the last inequality follows

if θω ≤ ε
2cℓcω

ψ
γω
ψ

, and ηℓ such that ηℓ(γW ) ≤ ε
2cℓ . Hence,



Lemma 1 implies the existence of a feasible candidate (û, ŷT ),
and defining cf = maxi(c

f
i), we have from Lemma 1

m∑

i=1

J tr
i (xi, ûi, r̂T,i(·|ξ))

(12)

≤
m∑

i=1

cfiℓ
′
i(xi, r̂T,i(0|ξ))

(15)
< cfcℓ

(
ηℓ(|y0T |YWT )−

m∑

i=1

V̄ ∆
i (y0T,i, y

pr
T,i) + θωcωψψ(y

0
T )
ω
)
.

(16)

Now, compare the cost of (û, ŷT ) with that of (u0, y0T ) =
(u0(·|ξ), y0T (·|ξ)). Define cfℓ = max(cfcℓ, 1). Since J tr

i is

non-negative, and with c∆N = λ(N)c∆ as well as θN = λ(N)θ,

m∑

i=1

Ji(xi, ûi, ŷT,i, y
pr
T,i, ŷT,Ni)− Ji(xi, u

0
i , y

0
T,i, y

pr
T,i, y

0
T,Ni)

≤
m∑

i=1

J tr
i (xi, ûi, r̂T,i(·|ξ)) + V̄ ∆

i (ŷT,i, y
pr
T,i)− V̄ ∆

i (y0T,i, y
pr
T,i)

+ λ(N)
(
W c(ŷT )−W c(y0T )

)

(16)
< cfℓ

(
ηℓ(|y0T |YWT )−

m∑

i=1

V̄ ∆
i (y0T,i, y

pr
T,i) + θωcωψψ(y

0
T )
ω
)

+ cfℓ
( m∑

i=1

V̄ ∆
i (ŷT,i, y

pr
T,i)− V̄ ∆

i (y0T,i, y
pr
T,i)

)

+ λ(N)
(
W c(ŷT )−W c(y0T )

)

(9b)

≤ cfℓ
(
ηℓ(|y0T |YWT ) + θωcωψψ(y

0
T )
ω
)
− θNψ(y

0
T )
ω

+ cfℓ
( m∑

i=1

V̄ ∆
i (ŷT,i, y

pr
T,i)− 2V̄ ∆

i (y0T,i, y
pr
T,i)

)

(11b)

≤ cfℓ
(
ηℓ(|y0T |YWT )+c∆N |ŷT |ωy0T

)
+(cfℓcωψθ

ω−θN)ψ(y0T )ω
(9a)

≤ cfℓηℓ(|y0T |YWT ) +
(
cfℓcωψ(c

∆
N + 1)θω − θN

)
ψ(y0T )

ω

≤ cfℓ
(
ηℓ(|y0T |YWT )− cWθ ψ(y

0
T )
ω
)

(17)

with cWθ = θ
(
λ(N)− cfℓcωψ(c

∆
N + 1)θω−1

)
, which is positive

if θω−1 < λ(N)
cfℓcω

ψ
(c∆+1)

. Since (·)ω ◦ ψ is continuous positive

definite with respect to YWT on YT , and YT is compact, there

exists η̃ℓ ∈ K (cf. [25]) such that ψ(yT )
ω ≥ η̃ℓ(|yT |YW

T
).

Finally, choosing ηℓ = δ
cWθ
2 η̃ℓ, with δ ∈ (0, 1] so that the

earlier condition ηℓ(γW ) ≤ ǫ
2cℓ holds, yields

m∑

i=1

Ji(xi, ûi, ŷT,i, y
pr
T,i, ŷT,Ni)− Ji(xi, u

0
i , y

0
T,i, y

pr
T,i, y

0
T,Ni)

< −c
fℓcWθ
2

η̃ℓ(|y0T |YWT ) ≤ 0.

Hence, the objective function of (û, ŷT ) is better than that

of (u0(·|ξ), y0T (·|ξ)), which is a contradiction. Furthermore, if

ξ = ξ(0), then (13) follows from the same derivation with

V ∆
i = 0 since V ∆

i is omitted in (6) in this case.

In the following, we will use Lyapunov-based arguments

to show stability of a set on which the cooperative task is

achieved as well as possible for the closed-loop system (7).

However, we cannot use a Lyapunov function that depends

solely on the state x, since the closed-loop input is also

influenced by yprT . Hence, for the same state x, different values

of yprT in general result in different inputs. This situation

bears some resemblance to that encountered in suboptimal

MPC, where the optimization problem is not solved to global

optimality and may return different inputs for the same state

(e.g. based on a different initial guess); see, e.g. [35], [9, Sec.

2.7]. We use a Lyapunov candidate based on ξ = (x, yprT ).
Consider the function

V (ξ) = J (ξ)−W c
N

where W c
N = λ(N)W c

0 with

W c
0 = min

yT∈YT
W c(yT ), (18)

i.e. W c
0 = W c(yT ) for all yT ∈ YWT . Moreover, define

ξT (k) = [ξ(k)⊤, . . . , ξ(k + T − 1)⊤]⊤, i.e. T instances of

ξ collected. Then, our Lyapunov function candidate is

VT (ξT (t)) =

t+T−1∑

τ=t

V (ξ(τ)),

and we simply write VT (ξT ) if no specific start time of the

sequence is considered.

Define the set of feasible state and input trajectories yielding

an output achieving the cooperative task as well as possible:

ZW
T = {rT ∈ ∏m

i=1ZT,i | (xT,i(τ), xT,Ni (τ)) ∈ Ci ⊖ Bηi ,
h(xT (τ), uT (τ)) ∈ YWT , ∀τ ∈ I0:T−1, ∀i ∈ I1:m}

with ηi from Assumption 5. Let XW
T denote the projection of

ZW
T onto

∏m
i=1X

T
i , and define the set

ΞWT = {xWT ∈ XW
T , yWT ∈ (YWT )T |

∃uWT ∈ ∏m
i=1U

T
i , (x

W
T , u

W
T ) ∈ ZW

T , (19)

h(xWT (τ), uWT (τ)) = yWT,k+1(τ − k), ∀τ, k ∈ I0:T−1}.
Note that yWT is a stacked vector of T periodic trajectories,

each of length T , and yWT,k denotes the k-th of these. Defi-

nition (19) is such that each of these periodic trajectories is

shifted by one time step, i.e. yWT,k+1(τ) = yWT,k(τ + 1) for

k ∈ I1:T and yWT,1(τ) = yWT,T (τ + 1). Recall yprT (·|t + 1) =
y0T (·+1|ξ(t)) for t ∈ N0. Then, our goal is to show asymptotic

stability of ΞWT for the (extended) closed-loop system

ξT (t+ 1) =




f(x(t), µ(ξ(t)))
y0T (·+ 1|ξ(t))

...

f(x(t + T − 1), µ(ξ(t+ T − 1)))
y0T (·+ 1|ξ(t+ T − 1))




(20)

with x(0) = x0 and yprT (·|0) arbitrary. That is, a state trajectory

for which there exists an input trajectory such that they are

feasible and generate a periodic output trajectory satisfying

the cooperative task as well as possible. Moreover, this output

is equal to the T shifted previous cooperation outputs, thus,

the closed-loop state generates this output.

First, we show an upper bound on VT (ξT ).
Lemma 2: Let Assumptions 1–5, and 9 hold. Then, there

exists αub ∈ K∞ such that VT (ξT ) ≤ αub(|ξT |ΞWT ) for all ξT
whose first component x satisfies x ∈ XN .

Proof 4: Consider T periodic cooperation output trajec-

tories yT ,τ+1 ∈ YT for τ ∈ I0:T−1. Furthermore, let

xT ∈ ∏m
i=1X

T
i such that xT (0) ∈ XN . Then, by The-

orem 1, there exist ûT ∈ ∏m
i=1 U

T
i and ŷT ∈ YTT such

that xT (τ) ∈ XN for all τ ∈ I0:T−1. Choose yT ,τ+1 =
yprT (·|τ) such that xT (τ + 1) = xµ(ξ(τ))(1, xT (τ)). Then,

ξ(τ) = (xT (τ), yT ,τ+1). Next, restrict xT further so that with

(xWT , y
W
T ) = argmin(x̂W

T
,ŷW
T

)∈ΞW
T
‖(xT − x̂WT , yT − ŷWT )‖, we



have |xT ,i(τ)|xWT,i(τ) ≤ 1
m
αℓiub

−1
(ε) with ε from Lemma 1.

From (19) there exists uWT such that h(xWT (τ), uWT (τ)) =
yWT,k+1(τ − k) for all τ, k ∈ I0,T−1. By Assumption 3, this

implies
∑m
i=1 ℓ

′
i(xT ,i(τ), r

W
T,i(τ)) ≤ ε for all τ ∈ I0:T−1.

Then, from Lemma 1, for every xT (τ), there exists ū(·|τ),
such that (ū(·|τ), yWT,τ+1) is a feasible candidate solution

in (6) with x = xT (τ) and yprT = yT ,τ+1 = yprT (·|τ). We

abbreviate Ji(xi, ui, y
pr
T,i, y

0
T ) = Ji(xi, ui, yT,i, y

pr
T,i, yT,Ni).

Since yWT,τ+1 ∈ YWT , we have

V (ξ(τ)) ≤
m∑

i=1

Ji(xT ,i(τ), ūi(·|τ), yprT,i(·|τ), yWT,τ+1)−W c
N

=

m∑

i=1

(
J tr
i (xT ,i(τ), ūi(·|τ), rWT,i(·+ τ))

+ λ(N)V ∆
i (yWT,τ+1,i, yT ,τ+1,i)

)

(11a)

≤
m∑

i=1

J tr
i (xT ,i(τ), ūi(·|τ), rWT,i(·+ τ))

+ λ(N)α∆
ub(|yT ,τ+1|yW

T,τ+1
)

(12),(2)

≤
m∑

i=1

cfiα
ℓi
ub(|xT ,i(τ)|xWT,i(τ))+λ(N)α∆

ub(|yT ,τ+1|yW
T,τ+1

).

(21)

Summing up yields VT (ξT ) ≤ α̃ub(|ξT |ΞW
T
) with

α̃ub(|ξT |ΞW
T
) =

∑T−1
τ=0

(∑m
i=1 c

f
iα
ℓi
ub(|xT ,i(τ)|xWT,i(τ)) +

λ(N)α∆
ub(|yprT (·|τ)|yW

T,τ+1
)
)
. The existence of a local upper

bound with α̃ub ∈ K∞ on a compact subset of X T
N × YTT ,

together with compactness of XN and YT , establishes the

claim (cf. [9, Prop. 2.16]).

Second, we show a lower bound on VT (ξT ).

Lemma 3: Let Assumptions 1–9 hold with the same ω > 1.

Then, there exists αlb ∈ K∞ so that VT (ξT ) ≥ αlb(|ξT |ΞW
T
)

for all ξT whose first component x satisfies x ∈ XN .

Proof 5: Consider T periodic cooperation output trajectories

yT ,τ+1 ∈ YT for τ ∈ I0:T−1, and let xT ∈ ∏m
i=1X

T
i such

that xT (0) ∈ XN . As in Lemma 2’s proof, xT (τ) ∈ XN for

all τ ∈ I0:T−1. Choose yT ,τ+1 = yprT (·|τ) such that xT (τ +
1) = xµ(ξ(τ))(1, xT (τ)). Then, ξ(τ) = (xT (τ), yT ,τ+1). If

yT ,1 played no role in (6), it can be chosen arbitrarily, and

we use yT ,1 = y0T (·+1|T − 1). Omitting non-negative terms,

λ(N) ≥ 1, and W c(ŷT ) ≥W c
0 for all ŷT ∈ YT , yield

V (ξ(τ)) ≥
m∑

i=1

(
ℓi(xT ,i(τ), µi(ξ(τ)), r

0
T,i(0|ξ(τ)))

+ λ(N)V ∆
i (y0T,i(·|ξ(τ)), yT ,τ+1,i)

)

(13)

≥ 1

2
ηℓ(|y0T (·|ξ(τ))|YWT )

+
1

2

m∑

i=1

(
ℓi(xT ,i(τ), µi(ξ(τ)), r

0
T,i(0|ξ(τ)))

+ V ∆
i (y0T,i(·|ξ(τ)), yT ,τ+1,i)

)

(2),(11a)

≥ 1

2

(
ηℓ(|y0T (·|ξ(τ))|YWT ) + αℓlb(|xT (τ)|x0

T
(0|ξ(τ)))

+ α∆
lb(|yT ,τ+1|y0

T
(·|ξ(τ)))

)
(22)

with αℓlb(s) =
∑m

i=1 α
ℓi
lb(s) and αℓlb ∈ K∞. Hence,

VT (ξT )
(22)

≥
T−1∑

τ=0

1

2

(
ηℓ(|y0T (·|ξ(τ))|YWT )

+ αℓlb(|xT (τ)|x0
T
(0|ξ(τ))) + α∆

lb(|yT ,τ+1|y0
T
(·|ξ(τ)))

)
. (23)

We now show that the right-hand side of (23) is positive

definite with respect to ΞWT . By Lemma 2, it must be zero

for ξT ∈ ΞWT . Assume that ξT /∈ ΞWT . We have several

possibilities. First, there may exist τ ∈ I1:T−1 such that |y0T (·+
1|ξ(τ − 1))|y0

T
(·|ξ(τ)) > 0 or |y0T (·+1|ξ(T − 1))|y0

T
(·|ξ(0)) > 0

for τ = 0. Since yT ,τ+1 = yprT (·|τ) = y0T (· + 1|τ − 1), and

by our choice of yT ,1 in the case that yprT (·|0) played no

role in (6), the right-hand side of (23) is positive. Second, if

the first case does not hold, then perhaps h(xT (k), uT (k)) 6=
yT,τ+2(k − 1) = yprT (k − 1|τ + 1) = y0T (k|ξ(τ)) for some k.

Note that τ can be fixed here since the first case does not hold,

and thus y0T (k|ξ(τ)) = y0T (0|ξ(τ̃ )) for some τ̃ ∈ I0:T−1. Due

to Assumption 2, this entails |xT (τ̃ )|x0
T
(0|ξ(τ̃)) > 0 for some

τ̃ ∈ I0:T−1 and the right-hand side of (23) is positive. If the

other two cases do not hold, then the last possibility is that

there exists τ ∈ I0:T−1 such that y0T (·|ξ(τ)) /∈ YWT , which

implies that the right-hand side of (23) is positive. Hence,

the right-hand side is a continuous function that is positive

definite with respect to ΞWT . Furthermore, if |ξT |ΞWT → ∞, by

the above arguments the right-hand side of (23) also tends

to infinity, and X T
N × YTT is compact. Hence, there exists

αlb ∈ K∞ (cf. [25]) such that VT (ξT ) ≥ αlb(|ξT |ΞW
T
).

Finally, we prove stability of ΞWT for the closed-loop sys-

tem (20), which implies that the cooperative task is achieved

as well as possible in closed loop.

Theorem 3: Let Assumptions 1–9 hold with the same ω > 1.

Then, for any initial condition x0 for which (6) is feasible,

the set ΞWT is asymptotically stable for the extended closed-

loop system (20). Consequently, the closed-loop system (7)

converges to a unique state trajectory that generates an out-

put fulfilling the cooperative task as well as possible, i.e.

limt→∞[colmi=1(yi(t)), . . . , col
m
i=1(yi(t+ T − 1))] ∈ YWT .

Proof 6: Consider x(t), x(t+ 1), yprT (·|t), yprT (·|t+ 1) from

two consecutive time steps with t ∈ N0, and recall that by

definition yprT (·|t+1) = y0T (·+1|ξ(t)) for t ∈ N. In addition,

we set yprT (·|0) = y0T (· + 1|T − 1) since it can be chosen

arbitrarily, to align with the proof of Lemma 3. From the

solution of (6) at time t, we build a (standard) candidate input

using Assumption 4 as ûi(·|t+1) =
(
u0i (1|ξ(t)), . . . , u0i (N −

1|ξ(t)), kfi(xi,u0
i (·|ξ(t))

(N, xi(t)), r
0
T,i(N |ξ(t)))

)
and consider

ŷT,i(·|t + 1) = y0T,i(· + 1|ξ(t)). Theorem 1 showed that

this is a feasible candidate solution of (6). Abbreviate again

Ji(xi, ui, y
pr
T,i, yT ) = Ji(xi, ui, yT,i, y

pr
T,i, yT,Ni). Now, we

bound the difference between two consecutive time steps by

inserting the candidate, cancelling some terms, and using the

terminal ingredients (Assumption 4) and the shift invariance

of the cooperation objective function (Definition 2):

V (ξ(t+ 1))− V (ξ(t))

≤
m∑

i=1

(
Ji
(
xi(t+ 1), ûi(·|t+ 1), yprT,i(·|t+ 1), ŷT (·|t+ 1)

)

− Ji
(
xi(t), u

0
i (·|ξ(t)), yprT,i(·|t), y0T (·|ξ(t))

))



=

m∑

i=1

(N−1∑

k=1

ℓi(xi,u0
i (·|ξ(t))

(k, xi(t)), u
0
i (k|ξ(t)), r0T,i(k|ξ(t)))

+ ℓi(xi,u0
i (·|ξ(t))

(N, xi(t)), ûi(N−1|t+ 1), r0T,i(N |ξ(t)))
+ V f

i (xi,ûi(·|t+1)(N, xi(t+ 1)), r0T,i(0|ξ(t)))
+ λ(N)V ∆

i (y0T,i(·+ 1|ξ(t)), y0T,i(·+ 1|ξ(t)))

−
N−1∑

k=0

ℓi(xi,u0
i (·|ξ(t))

(k, xi(t)), u
0
i (k|ξ(t)), r0T,i(k|ξ(t)))

− V f
i (xi,u0

i (·|ξ(t))
(N, xi(t)), r

0
T,i(N |ξ(t)))

− λ(N)V ∆
i (y0T,i(·|ξ(t)), yprT,i(·|t))

)

+ λ(N)
(
W c(y0T (·+ 1|ξ(t)))−W c(y0T (·|ξ(t)))

)

(3a),Def. 2,
(11a)

≤
m∑

i=1

(
− ℓi(xi(t), µi(ξ(t)), r

0
T,i(0|ξ(t)))

− λ(N)V ∆
i (y0T,i(·|ξ(t)), yprT,i(·|t))

)
. (24)

As when showing the lower bound in Lemma 3, us-

ing (24), (22), and (23) by summing up, we arrive at

VT (ξT (t+ 1))− VT (ξT (t))

=
t+T−1∑

τ=t

V (ξ(τ + 1))− V (ξ(τ)) ≤ −αlb(|ξT (t)|ΞW
T
), (25)

with αlb ∈ K∞ from Lemma 3. Together with the upper

bound of Lemma 2 and the lower bound of Lemma 3,

asymptotic stability of ΞWT for the closed-loop system (20)

follows from standard Lyapunov arguments, cf. [9, Thm.

B.13]. In particular, this implies convergence of y0T (·|ξ(τ))
to a unique solution achieving the cooperation goal as well

as possible, i.e. limt→∞ |y0T (·|ξ(t))|YWT = 0 as well as

limt→∞ |y0T (· + 1|ξ(t + 1))|y0
T
(·|ξ(t)) = 0, and the closed-

loop state (7a) follows a (periodic) trajectory that realizes this

output.

If the involved bounds are quadratic functions and As-

sumption 7 holds with a simple distance function, exponential

stability can be guaranteed, as we show next.

Theorem 4: Let Assumptions 1–9 hold with ω = 2.

Moreover, assume αc
lb and αc

ub of Definition 2, αℓilb and αℓiub of

Assumption 3, and α∆
lb and α∆

ub of Assumption 9 are quadratic

functions, e.g. αc
ub(s) = acubs

2 with acub > 0. In addition,

assume for ψ of Assumption 7 that ψ(yT ) = aψ|yT |YWT with

aψ > 0. Then, for any initial condition x0 for which (6) is

feasible, the set ΞWT is exponentially stable for the extended

closed-loop system (20).

The proof of Theorem 4 is given in the appendix.

This concludes our stability analysis of the closed-loop sys-

tem. Theorem 1 establishes that recursive feasibility generally

holds as soon as a feasible cooperation output is found. This

may enable short prediction horizons and a large region of

attraction since cooperation outputs close to the initial states

may be chosen, similar to standard MPC for tracking [12].

Furthermore, we proved asymptotic stability for bounds with

K∞-functions, and exponential stability for quadratic bounds.

Remark 4: We assumed throughout our analysis that the

optimization problem (6) is solved to global optimality. This is

a very common assumption in the (distributed) MPC literature,

even though it is unlikely to hold for a non-convex problem. If

this is not assumed, and only a suboptimal solution of (6) (e.g.

a local minimum) is obtained, we are dealing with so-called

suboptimal MPC. In the centralized case, additional care in the

optimization problem still leads to stability based on a warm

start with the standard MPC candidate solution (cf. Theorem

1), see, e.g., [9, Sec. 2.7]. We conjecture that we would need

the following for our derived guarantees to hold. First, the

decentralized optimization algorithm solving (6) should return

feasible iterates, the returned suboptimal solution is projected

onto the constraints, or suitable constraint tightening is used

(cf. [36]). Second, the norm of the optimal input trajectory

is proportional to the distance of the state to the optimal

cooperation state reference trajectory, cf. [9, Sec. 2.7]. Third,

a candidate as in Theorem 2 is explicitly available as a warm

start, i.e. it reduces the cooperation objective function more

than it increases the tracking cost.

D. Design of sufficient ingredients for cooperation

We complete this section by outlining specific choices

for the cooperation objective function, the set of admissible

cooperation outputs, and the penalty on the change in the

cooperation output such that Assumptions 7 and 9 hold. As

noted, the commonly chosen quadratic stage costs satisfy

Assumptions 3 and 8 with ω = 2 given bounded constraints.

We start by stating an assumption on the cooperation ob-

jective function and the set of admissible cooperation outputs

inspired by convex optimization, cf., e.g., [24].

Assumption 10: The sets YT,i and the cooperation objective

function W c are convex. Furthermore, W c is continuously

differentiable, and its gradient is Lipschitz continuous, i.e.

there exists LW > 0 such that

‖∇W c(yT )−∇W c(y′T )‖ ≤ LW ‖yT − y′T ‖ (26)

holds for all yT , y
′
T ∈ YT .

Note that LW is not needed in the proposed MPC scheme.

Since YT is compact, (26) follows, e.g., if W c is twice contin-

uously differentiable. Assumption 10 implies Assumption 7.

Lemma 4: Suppose Assumptions 1 and 10 hold. Define

p(yT ) = PYT [yT − s∇W c(yT )] with s > 0. Then, ŷT =
yT + θ(p(yT ) − yT ) with θ ∈ [0, 1] satisfies Assumption 7

with ω = 2 and cψ = 1.

Proof 7: From the Projection Theorem [24, Prop. 1.1.4],

(y − p(yT ))
⊤(yT − s∇W c(yT )− p(yT )) ≤ 0, ∀y ∈ YT .

Inserting y = yT yields

∇W c(yT )
⊤(p(yT )− yT ) ≤ −1

s
‖yT − p(yT )‖2. (27)

Since (26) holds, we can apply the Descent Lemma [24, Prop.

A.24] and insert (27) to get

W c(yT + θ(p(yT )− yT ))−W c(yT )

≤ ∇W c⊤(θ(p(yT )− yT )) +
LW
2

‖θ(p(yT )− yT )‖2

≤ −θ
s
‖yT − p(yT )‖2 +

LW
2

‖θ(p(yT )− yT )‖2.

Choosing s = 2
LW θ+2 , yields W c(ŷT ) − W c(yT ) ≤

−θ‖p(yT )− yT ‖2. Consider the mapping ψ(yT ) = ‖p(yT )−



yT ‖. Since W c is convex, ψ(yT ) = 0 if and only if yT mini-

mizes W c(yT ) over YT (cf. [24, Prop. 3.1.1, Prop. 1.1.4, Fig.

3.3.2]). Otherwise, ψ(yT ) > 0. Further, p(yT ) is continuous,

and hence, so is ψ(yT ). Thus, ψ(yT ) is a continuous and lo-

cally (i.e. on YT ) positive definite function with respect to YWT .

The claim follows with |ŷT |yT = ‖θ(p(yT )− yT )‖ = θψ(yT )
and W c(ŷT )−W c(yT ) ≤ −θψ(yT )2.

Next, we show that a weakened form of strong convexity

allows us to establish Assumption 7 with a simple distance

function, which we used to show exponential stability.

Assumption 11: The sets YT,i and the cooperation objective

function W c are convex. Furthermore, W c is continuously

differentiable, and there exists σ > 0 such that for all yT ∈ YT
W c(yT ) ≥W c

0+∇W c(ȳT )
⊤(yT − ȳT )+

σ

2
‖ȳT −yT ‖2 (28)

with ȳT = argminỹT∈YW
T

|yT |ỹT (recall W c
0 =W c(ȳT )).

Strong convexity, which implies a unique minimizer of W c,

is sufficient but not necessary for Assumption 11 to hold.

Assumption 11 entails the following inequality:

σ

2
‖ȳT −yT ‖2

(28)

≤ W c(yT )−W c(ȳT )−∇W c(ȳT )
⊤(yT − ȳT )

≤ −∇W c(yT )
⊤(ȳT − yT )−∇W c(ȳT )

⊤(yT − ȳT )

= (∇W c(yT )−∇W c(ȳT ))
⊤(yT − ȳT ), (29)

where the second inequality follows from convexity of W c.

This leads to the desired condition on ψ of Theorem 4.

Lemma 5: Let Assumptions 10 and 11 hold. Define p(yT ) =
PYT [yT − s∇W c(yT )] with s ∈ (0, 2

LW
). Then, the candidate

ŷT = yT+θ(p(yT )−yT ) with θ ∈ [0, 1] satisfies Assumption 7

with ψ(yT ) = aψ|yT |YWT , aψ > 0 and ω = 2.

Proof 8: We first note that

(∇W c(yT )−∇W c(y′T ))
⊤(yT − y′T )

≥ LW σ̄

LW + σ̄
‖yT − y′T ‖2 +

‖∇W c(yT )−∇W c(y′T )‖2
LW + σ̄

(30)

holds for all y′T , yT ∈ YT . The proof of equation (30) follows

the proof of [24, Prop. B.5] and can be found in the appendix.

Next, we show that the candidate satisfies (9a) with

ψ(yT ) = aψ|yT |YW
T

and aψ > 0. Define p̃(yT ) = yT −
s∇W c(yT ). We then have

‖p̃(yT )− p̃(y′T )‖2

= ‖yT − y′T ‖2 + s2‖∇W c(yT )−∇W c(y′T )‖2

− 2s(yT − y′T )
⊤(∇W c(yT )−∇W c(y′T ))

(30)

≤ ‖yT − y′T ‖2 + s2‖∇W c(yT )−∇W c(y′T )‖2

− 2sσ̄LW
σ̄+LW

‖yT−y′T ‖2−
2s

σ̄+LW
‖∇W c(yT )−∇W c(y′T )‖2

=
(
1− 2sσ̄LW

σ̄ + LW

)
‖yT − y′T ‖2

+
(
s2 − 2s

σ̄ + LW

)
‖∇W c(yT )−∇W c(y′T )‖2.

From here, in contrast to [24, Prop. B.5], we rely on (28)

instead of strong convexity. Choosing y′T = ȳT with |yT |ȳT =
|yT |YW

T
and applying (26) if s > 2

σ̄+LW
or (29) if s < 2

σ̄+LW
to bound the second term yields

‖p̃(yT )− p̃(ȳT )‖2 ≤max
(
(1−sLW )2, (1−sσ̄)2

)
‖yT − ȳT‖2.

(31)

Then, for the projected gradient descent p(yT ), where p(yT ) =
yT if and only if yT ∈ YWT (cf. [24, Prop. 3.1.1, Prop. 1.1.4,

Fig. 3.3.2]), we obtain

‖p(yT )− ȳT ‖ = ‖p(yT )− p(ȳT )‖ ≤ ‖p̃(yT )− p̃(ȳT )‖
(31)

≤ max(|1− sLW |, |1− sσ̄|)‖yT − ȳT ‖, (32)

where the first inequality follows from the non-expansive

property of the projection, see [24, Prop. 1.1.4]. Hence,

|ŷT |yT = θ‖p(yT )− yT ‖ ≤ θ(‖p(yT )− ȳT ‖+ ‖ȳT − yT ‖)
(32)

≤ θ
(
1 + max(|1− sLW |, |1− sσ̄|)

)
|yT |YW

T
,

which shows (9a) with cψaψ = 1+max(|1−sLW |, |1−sσ̄|).
Finally, we show that the candidate also satisfies (9b) with

ψ(yT ) = aψ|yT |YWT . Following the proof of Lemma 4, we get

W c(ŷT )−W c(yT ) ≤ −θ‖p(yT )−yT ‖2. Moreover, from (32),

|yT |YW
T

≤ ‖yT − p(yT )‖+ ‖p(yT )− ȳT ‖ ≤ ‖yT − p(yT )‖+
max(|1−sLW |, |1−sσ̄|)|yT |YW

T
. Thus, ‖yT −p(yT )‖ ≥

(
1−

max(|1 − sLW |, |1 − sσ̄|)
)
|yT |YW

T
. Hence, (9b) holds with

ψ(yT ) = aψ|yT |YW
T

and aψ = 1−max(|1−sLW |, |1−sσ̄|) >
0 since s < 2

LW
and σ̄ < LW .

Finally, in the following lemma, we prove that a simple

quadratic penalty function on the change in the cooperation

output suffices for Assumption 9.

Lemma 6: Define V ∆
i (yT,i, y

pr
T,i) = δi

∑T−1
τ=0 ‖yT,i(τ) −

yprT,i(τ)‖2 with δi > 0. Then, Assumption 9 holds with ω = 2.

Proof 9: Condition (11a) holds trivially; we pro-

ceed to show (11b). First, ‖ŷT,i(τ) − yprT,i(τ)‖2 ≤
2‖ŷT,i(τ) − yT,i(τ)‖2 + 2‖yT,i(τ) − yprT,i(τ)‖2. With δ∆ =

maxi(δi), this yields condition (11b):
∑m
i=1 V

∆
i (ŷT,i, y

pr
T,i)−

2V ∆
i (yT,i, y

pr
T,i) ≤ 2δ∆

∑T−1
τ=0 ‖ŷT (τ) − yT (τ)‖2 ≤

2δ∆
(∑T−1

τ=0 ‖ŷT (τ) − yT (τ)‖
)2

.

V. CLOSED-LOOP PERFORMANCE BOUNDS

In this section, we derive a closed-loop performance bound

of the proposed distributed MPC scheme. Based on [16],

we derive a transient performance bound and show optimal

performance for an infinite prediction horizon under certain

conditions on the cooperative task. Hence, we are interested

on bounds on

JK(x, u, rT ) =

K−1∑

k=0

m∑

i=1

ℓi(xi,ui (k, xi), ui(k), rT,i(k)).

We establish a performance bound with respect to the closed-

loop input trajectory and the cooperative reference that solves

the cooperative task for an infinite horizon.

It is helpful to define the set of cooperation outputs that

are part of a feasible candidate solution of (6) given a specific

initial condition x. This set does not depend on yprT because yprT
enters only through the objective function. Define YN (x) =
{yT ∈ YT | ∃u ∈ U

N (x) : (u, yT ) is feasible in (6)}.

We introduce the ’standard’ MPC problem for tracking a

given periodic trajectory rT given a state x:

V s
N (x, rT ) = min

u∈UN (x)

m∑

i=1

J tr
i (xi, ui, rT,i) (33)

subject to, for all i ∈ I1:m, (6b) and (6c). The solution is

denoted by u0s (·|x, rT ) with µs(x, rT ) = u0s (0|x, rT ), which



coincides with the solution of (6) if r0T is used in (33). The

set of feasible states is denoted by X
s
N (rT ).

Asymptotic stability of the periodic trajectory rT for

x(t+ 1) = f(x(t), µs(x(t), rT )) (34)

with x(0) ∈ X
s
N (rT ) follows directly from [8, Thm. 5.13]

(cf. [8, Rem. 5.17]) if Assumptions 2 and 4 hold. Hence, there

exists βs ∈ KL such that |xµs(t, x)|xT (t) ≤ βs(|x|xT (0), t) for

all x ∈ X
s
N (rT ). This also entails that for all Ñ ∈ N0 there

exists αs
Ñ

∈ K∞ such that

V s
N (x, rT ) ≤ V s

Ñ
(x, rT ) ≤ αs

Ñ
(|x|xT (0)) (35)

holds for all x ∈ X
s
Ñ
(rT ) and N ≥ Ñ . Moreover,

V s
N (x, rT ) ≤

m∑

i=1

V f
i (xi, rT,i(0)) (36)

for all N ∈ N and x ∈ ∏m
i=1 X f

i (rT,i(0)), cf. [8, Thm. 5.13].

In the following proposition, we show a performance bound

for the standard MPC scheme similar to [8, Thm 8.22] adapted

to the case of tracking a periodic trajectory.

Proposition 1: Let Assumptions 2 and 4 hold. Then, for all

Ñ , there exist δ1, δ2 ∈ L such that for all rT ∈ ∏m
i=1 ZT,i

and x ∈ X
s
Ñ
(rT ) the inequality

V s
N (x, rT ) ≤ inf

u∈U
K(x)

xu(K,x)∈Bκ(rT (K))

JK(x, u, rT ) + δ1(N) + δ2(K) (37)

holds for N ≥ Ñ with κ = βs(|x|xT (0),K).
The proof is an adaption of the proof of [8, Thm 8.22] and

can be found in the appendix. Based on the proof of [8, Thm.

8.22], the right-hand side of (37) also upper bounds the closed-

loop cost by showing JK(x, µs, rT ) ≤ V s
N (x, rT ) (cf. (51), [8,

Thm. 8.21]). However, (37) suffices for our purpose. We refer

to [8, Chap. 2] for a discussion of the terms δ1 and δ2 in (37).

For a meaningful performance bound, we require existence

of a uniformly reachable y′T ∈ YWT , which we establish in the

following lemma.

Lemma 7: Let Assumptions 1–3, 4 with cbi > 0, 5, and 7

hold. Then, for all Ñ ∈ N0 with X
Ñ

6= ∅, there exists N̂ ∈ N0

such that for any x ∈ X
Ñ

, yprT ∈ YT there exist û ∈ U
N (x)

and ŷT ∈ YWT so that (û, ŷT ) is a feasibility candidate solution

of (6) for N ≥ N̂ .

The proof, which can be found in the appendix, is inspired

by the proof of [16, Lem. 3], but adapted to bounds with

comparison functions, and where YWT is not a singleton.

Based on Lemma 7, we are able to show that a certain

invariance property holds for the closed-loop states, and the

cooperation outputs converge uniformly to the closed-loop so-

lution of the cooperative task for growing prediction horizons.

Lemma 8: Let Assumptions 1–3, 4 with cbi > 0, 5–9, and 12

hold with the same ω > 1, and let M ∈ N0. Then, the

following two properties hold.

1) There exist P ≥M and N̂ such that xµ(k, x) ∈ XP for

all x ∈ XM , N ≥ N̂ and k ∈ N0.

2) Let ξ(0) = (x, yprT ) with x ∈ XM and yprT arbitrary.

Then, limN→∞ y0T (·|ξ(k)) = y′T (· + k) uniformly on

XM for all k ∈ N0 where y′T is the eventual closed-

loop solution of the cooperative task for N → ∞. Thus,

limN→∞ |y0T (·|ξ(k))|YWT = 0 uniformly on XM .

Proof 10: Let M ∈ N0. We start by showing uni-

form convergence of y0T (·|ξ(0)) to ȳT (·|ξ(0)) on XM where

ȳT (·|ξ(k)) = argminyT∈YWT
|y0T (·|ξ(k))|yT . Suppose there

exist ci > 0, i ∈ I1:m such that for all N ∈ N0 there

exists j ∈ I1:m and x ∈ XM with |yT,j(·|ξ(0))|YW
T

=

|yT,j(·|ξ(0))|ȳT,j(·|ξ(0)) ≥ cj , where ξ(0) = (x, yprT ) and

yprT is arbitrary. Note that by Definition 2 and (18), there

exist α̃c
lb, α̃

c
ub ∈ K∞ such that α̃c

lb(|yT |YWT ) ≤ W c(yT ) −
W c

0 ≤ α̃c
ub(|yT |YWT ). From Lemma 7, there exist N̂ ∈ N0,

ŷT ∈ YWT , and û ∈ U
N (x) such that (û, ŷT ) is a feasible

candidate in (6) for all N ≥ N̂ and x ∈ XM . Moreover,

since λ(N)W c(ŷT ) − W c
N = 0 and V ∆

i is omitted in (6)

for ξ(0), we get V (ξ(0)) ≤ V s
N (x, ŷT ) for all N ≥ N̂ .

Then, we have λ(N)(W c(y0T (·|ξ(0))) −W c
0 ) ≤ V (ξ(0)) ≤

V s
N (x, r̂T )

(35)

≤ αs
M (|x|x̂T (0)) ≤ αs

M (γr) for all N ≥ N̂
with γr = sup(xi,ui)∈Zi, rT,i∈ZT,i(|x|rT (0)) because Zi are

compact, as well as using the candidate solution in the second

inequality. But then λ(N) ≤ αs
M (γr)

W c(y0
T
(·|ξ(0)))−W c

0
≤ αs

M (γr)
α̃c

lb(cj)

which yields a contradiction for sufficiently large N .

Next, to prove the invariance property, we first show a

turnpike property. We prove that for all Γ > 0, there exists

σΓ ∈ L such that for all N,P ∈ N, x ∈ X , u ∈ U
N (x)

and yT ∈ YT with
∑m
i=1 Ji(xi, ui, yT,i, y

pr
T,i, yT,Ni) ≤ Γ,

the set Q̄ = {k ∈ I0:N−1 | |xu(k, x)|x̄T (k) ≥ σΓ(P )} has

at most P elements, where ȳT ∈ YWT such that |yT |ȳT =
|yT |YWT . With α̃c

lb ∈ K∞ from before, with (2) and As-

sumption 2, we have
∑m
i=1 ℓi(xi, ui, rT,i(τ)) + W c(yT ) ≥∑m

i=1 α
ℓi
lb(|xi|xT,i(τ)) + α̃c

lb(|yT |ȳT ) ≥ ρ̄(|x|x̄T (τ)) for some

ρ̄ ∈ K∞ and τ ∈ I0:T−1. We now prove the turn-

pike property by contradiction. Fix Γ > 0 and choose

σΓ(P ) = ρ̄−1( Γ
P
). Suppose there exist N,P, x, u, rT such that∑m

i=1 Ji(xi, ui, yT,i, y
pr
T,i, yT,Ni) ≤ Γ but Q̄ has at least P +1

elements. However, then
∑m
i=1 Ji(xi, ui, yT,i, y

pr
T,i, yT,Ni) ≥∑m

i=1

∑N
k=0 ℓi(xi,ui(k, xi), ui(k), rT,i(k)) + NW c(yT ) ≥∑N

k=0 ρ̄(|xu(k, x)|x̄T (k)) ≥
∑

k∈Q̄ ρ̄(σΓ(P )) ≥
(P+1)Γ

P
> Γ,

which is a contradiction.

Now, we use this turnpike property to show that there exist

P ≥ M and N̂ such that for all x ∈ XM , N ≥ N̂ and

k ∈ N0, we have xµ(k, x) ∈ XP . Let x ∈ XM . As previously

in the proof, we have V (ξ(0)) ≤ V s
N (x, r̂T ) ≤ αs

M (γr) for all

N ≥ N̂ . We invoke the turnpike property with Γ = αs
M (γr)

and choose P such that σΓ(P ) ≤ mini c
b
i with cbi from As-

sumption 4. Thus, the set {k ∈ I0:N−1 | |xu0(·|ξ(0))(k)|x̄T (k) ≥
mini c

b
i } has at most P elements for all x ∈ XM and N ≥ N̂ .

Hence, xµ(1, x) ∈ XP , since at most N − P elements of

xi,u0(·|ξ(0))(k) are outside the terminal region of r̄T,i by (4a).

In addition, from (24), V (ξ(k)) ≤ V (ξ(0)) ≤ αs
M (γr) for all

k ∈ N0 with ξ(k) = (xµ(k, x), y
pr
T (·|k)). Therefore, we can

apply the turnpike property for all k ∈ N0 with the same Γ
and P . This yields xµ(k, x) ∈ XP for all k ∈ N0.

To finish the second claim, assume that y0T (·|ξ(k − 1))
uniformly converges to ȳT (·|ξ(k−1)) on XM for all k ∈ I1:k̃,

e.g. k̃ = 1 as shown before, and where ξ(0) = (x, yprT )
with yprT arbitrary and x ∈ XM . By Assumption 4 and the

invariance property, there exists u′ ∈ U
N (x(k)) such that

(u′, y0T (·+1|ξ(k−1))) is feasible in (6) for ξ(k) and N ≥ P ,



where u′ solves (33) for rT = r0T (·+ 1|ξ(k − 1)). Then,

λ(N)W c(y0T (·|ξ(k)))

+ λ(N)
m∑

i=1

V ∆
i (y0T,i(·|ξ(k)), y0T,i(·+ 1|ξ(k − 1)))

≤ λ(N)W c(y0T (·|ξ(k)))

+

m∑

i=1

J tr
i (xi(k), u

0
i (·|ξ(k)), r0T,i(·|ξ(k)))

+ λ(N)

m∑

i=1

V ∆
i (y0T,i(·|ξ(k)), y0T,i(·+ 1|ξ(k − 1)))

≤ V s
N (x(k), r0T (·+1|ξ(k−1)))+λ(N)W c(y0T (·+1|ξ(k−1)))

≤ αs
P (γ

r) + λ(N)W c(y0T (·+ 1|ξ(k − 1))).

The last inequality follows as before from (35) and compact-

ness of Zi, and for the second we used the candidate. Thus,

αs
P (γ

r) ≥ +λ(N)

m∑

i=1

V ∆
i (y0T,i(·|ξ(k)), y0T,i(·+ 1|ξ(k − 1)))

+ λ(N)
(
W c

0 −W c(y0T (·+ 1|ξ(k − 1)))
)

+ λ(N)
(
W c(y0T (·|ξ(k))) −W c

0

)

≥ λ(N)
m∑

i=1

V ∆
i (y0T,i(·|ξ(k)), y0T,i(·+ 1|ξ(k − 1)))

+ λ(N)
(
α̃c
lb(|y0T (·|ξ(k))|ȳT (·|ξ(k)))

)

− λ(N)
(
α̃c
ub(|y0T (·|ξ(k − 1))|ȳT (·|ξ(k−1)))

)
. (38)

Since y0T (·|ξ(k−1)) converges uniformly, for all c0 > 0 there

exists N0 ∈ N such that α̃c
ub(|y0T (·|ξ(k − 1))|ȳT (·|ξ(k−1))) <

α̃c
ub(c0). First, suppose there exists cj > 0 with j ∈ I1:m, such

that for all N ∈ N0, and all ŷT,j ∈ YWT , |y0T,j(·|ξ(k))|ŷT,j ≥
cj . Thus, α̃c

lb(|y0T (·|ξ(k))|ȳT (·|ξ(k))) ≥ α̃c
lb(cj). Choose c0

such that α̃c
ub(c0) ≤

α̃c
lb(cj)
2 . Then, since V ∆

i is non-negative

from Assumption 9, we have αs
P (γ

r) ≥ λ(N)
α̃c

lb(cj)
2 for

all N ≥ N0 from (38), which is a contradiction. Hence,

limN→∞ |y0T (·|ξ(k))|ȳT (·|ξ(k)) = 0 uniformly. Second, assume

there exists c∆ such that for all N ∈ N0 the inequality

|y0T (·|ξ(k))|y0T (·+1|ξ(k−1)) ≥ c∆ holds for some k ∈ N.

Choose now c0 such that α̃c
ub(c0) ≤ α∆

lb(c∆)
2 with α∆

lb

from Assumption 9. Then, from (38) and Assumption 9,

αs
P (γ

r) ≥ λ(N)
α∆

lb(c∆)
2 , which is also a contradiction. Thus,

limN→∞

∑m
i=1 V

∆
i (y0T,i(·|ξ(k)), y0T,i(·+1|ξ(k−1))) = 0 uni-

formly. Finally, by induction, limN→∞ y0T (·|ξ(k)) = y′T (·+k)
uniformly where y′T (· + k) = limN→∞ ȳT (· + k|ξ(0)) is the

closed-loop solution to the cooperative task for N → ∞.

We established uniform convergence of the cooperation

outputs to the closed-loop cooperation output that solves the

cooperative task on a fixed set of initial states. This is the

first result that relies on the scaling in the objective function

of (6), showing that Assumption 6 is an important ingredient

for a well-behaved asymptotic performance of the closed-

loop system. Furthermore, we showed a turnpike property that

implies that the closed-loop system starting from a set X
Ñ

also

stays in a set XP for some P ≥ Ñ .

The following assumption is similar to Assumption 8,

except we require a coefficient-free comparison between the

stage costs of two references, cf. [16, Assm. 4].

Assumption 12: There exist cℓi3 , c
ℓi
4 > 0 such that for all

yT , ŷT ∈ YT , (xi, ui) ∈ Zi and τ ∈ I0:T−1:

ℓi(xi, ui, r̂T,i(τ)) ≤ ℓi(xi, ui, rT,i(τ)) + cℓi3 |r̂T,i(τ)|2rT,i(τ)
+ cℓi4 |r̂T,i(τ)|rT,i(τ). (39)

As stated in [16, Rem. 1], Assumption 12 holds for

quadratic stage costs on bounded constraint sets.

Finally, we derive the closed-loop performance bound with

respect to the infinite-horizon closed-loop solution of the

cooperative task.

Theorem 5: Let Assumptions 1–3, 4 with cbi > 0, 5–9, and

12 hold, all with ω = 2. Then, for any Ñ ∈ N0, there exist

δ1, δ2 ∈ L, N ′ ∈ N, such that for all x ∈ X
Ñ

, N ≥ N ′ and

K ∈ N,

JK(x, µ, r′T ) ≤ inf
u∈U

K(x)
xu(K,x)∈Bκ(r

′
T (K))

JK(x, u, r′T ) + δ1(N) + δ2(K)

+

K−1∑

k=0

m∑

i=1

cℓi3 |r0T,i(0|ξ(k))|2r′
T,i

(k)+c
ℓi
4 |r0T,i(0|ξ(k))|r′T,i(k) (40)

holds with y′T = limk→∞ limN→∞ yprT (·|tk) ∈ YWT , tk = kT ,

k ∈ N0, and κ = βs(|x|x′
T
(0),K).

Proof 11: Let Ñ ∈ N0 and x ∈ X
Ñ

. We only need to

show (40) for sufficiently large N and K as in the proof of

Proposition 1. From Lemma 8, limN→∞ |y0T (·|ξ(0))|y′T = 0
uniformly. Hence, there exists N ′

b such that |y0T (·|ξ(0))|y′T ≤
mini c

b
i

2Lx
with Lx = maxi Lx,i holds for all N ≥

N ′
b. From Lemma 7’s proof, we know that there exists

N ′ ≥ N ′
b, τ ′ ∈ I0:T−1, and ub ∈ U

N ′

(x) such

that |xi,ub
i
(N ′, x)|x0

T,i
(τ ′|ξ(0)) ≤ cbi

2 . Thus, with Assump-

tion 2, |xi,ub
i
(N ′, x)|x′

T,i
(τ ′|ξ(0)) ≤ |xi,ub

i
(N ′, x)|x0

T,i
(τ ′|ξ(0))+

|x0T,i(τ ′|ξ(0))|x′
T,i

(τ ′|ξ(0)) ≤ cbi
2 + Lx|y0T (·|ξ(0))|y′T ≤ cbi .

Therefore, there exists N ′ ∈ N and u′ ∈ U
N (x) such that

(u′, y′T ) is a feasible candidate in (6) for all N ≥ N ′ and ξ(0)
with x ∈ X

Ñ
. Consequently,

JK(x, µ, r′T ) =

K−1∑

k=0

m∑

i=1

ℓi(xi,µi(k, xi), µi(k), r
′
T,i(k))

(39)

≤
K−1∑

k=0

m∑

i=1

(
ℓi(xi,µi (k, xi), µi(k), r

0
T,i(0|ξ(k)))

+ cℓi3 |r0T,i(0|ξ(k))|2r′
T,i

(k) + cℓi4 |r0T,i(0|ξ(k))|r′T,i(k)
)

(11a)
(24)

≤ V (ξ(0)) − V (ξ(K))

+

K−1∑

k=0

m∑

i=1

cℓi3 |r0T,i(0|ξ(k))|2r′
T,i

(k) + cℓi4 |r0T,i(0|ξ(k))|r′T,i(k).

Since at ξ(0), (6) is solved without taking yprT
and V ∆

i into account, and there exists a feasible

candidate solution (u′, y′T ) as outlined above, the

solution of (33) is also a feasible candidate solution,

i.e. (u0s (·|x, r′T ), y′T ), and V (ξ(0)) ≤ V s
N (x, y′T ).

Note that V (ξ(k)) ≥ 0. Hence, JK(x, µ, r′T ) ≤
V s
N (x, y′T ) +

∑K−1
k=0

∑m
i=1 c

ℓi
3 |r0T,i(0|ξ(k))|2r′

T,i
(k) +

∑K−1
k=0

∑m
i=1 c

ℓi
4 |r0T,i(0|ξ(k))|r′T,i(k), and Proposition 1

entails the claimed inequality.



Compared to the performance bound (37) for a standard

MPC scheme, the derived transient performance bound (40)

contains error terms depending on the optimal cooperation

outputs in each time step, the shape of the stage cost, and

the shape of the set of admissible cooperation outputs. This is

a similar structure to the one in [16, Thm. 2], which was to

be expected since we adapted the analysis of [16].

The transient performance bound (40) reveals the chance

to derive an asymptotic performance bound, i.e. for K → ∞
and N → ∞. Here, the error terms in (40) depending on K
and N vanish. We exploit exponential convergence and the

uniform convergence of the cooperation outputs to show this.

This results in the following asymptotic performance bound.

Theorem 6: Let Assumptions 1–3, 4 with cbi > 0, 5–9,

and 12 hold with ω = 2. Moreover, assume the conditions in

Theorem 4 are satisfied. Then, for any x ∈ X
Ñ

with Ñ ∈ N0,

lim
N→∞

J∞(x, µ, r′T ) = inf
u∈U∞(x)

J∞(x, u, r′T ). (41)

Proof 12: First, we show that the series terms in (40)

converge for K → ∞ due to exponential convergence of

the closed-loop system. Let N ∈ N0 and x ∈ XN . From

exponential stability (Theorem 4), there exist ae > 0 and be ∈
(0, 1) such that the inequality |ξT (k)|ΞW

T
≤ ae|ξT (0)|ΞW

T
bke

holds for all k ∈ N0. Thus, with L = maxi(Lx,i, Lu,i)
from Assumption 2, |r0T (0|ξ(k))|r′T (k) ≤ L|y0T (·|ξ(k))|y′T =

L|yprT (· − 1|k + 1)|y′
T

≤ L
∑T+k+1
τ=k+1 |yprT (·|τ)|yWT,τ+1

≤
L|ξT (k + 1)|ΞWT ≤ Lae|ξT (0)|ΞWT b

k+1
e , where we define

yT,k = y
T,k−(T+1)⌊ k−1

T+1⌋ for a well-defined sum after the

second inequality. This includes a modulo operation with

an offset of one. Then,
∑∞
k=0

∑m
i=1 c

ℓi
3 |r0T (0|ξ(k))|2r′T (k) ≤

∑∞
k=0 c

ℓ
3L

2a2e |ξT (0)|2ΞWT b
2(k+1)
e ≤

cℓ3L
2a2e |ξT (0)|

2

ΞW
T

1−be
with

cℓ3 = maxi c
ℓi
3 and because b

2(k+1)
e ≤ bke . Similarly,

∑∞
k=0

∑m
i=1 c

ℓi
4 |r0T (0|ξ(k))|r′T (k) ≤

cℓ4Lae|ξT (0)|ΞW
T

1−be
with cℓ4 =

maxi c
ℓi
4 . Hence, because Zi is bounded, both series converge.

Now, we combine all parts to show that the errors terms in

the transient bound (40) vanish for K → ∞ and N → ∞.

Since there exists P ≥ Ñ such that limN→∞ y0T (·|ξ(k)) =
y′T (·+ k) uniformly on XP due to Lemma 8, we have

lim
N→∞

∞∑

k=0

cℓi3 |r0T,i(0|ξ(k))|2r′T,i(k)+c
ℓi
4 |r0T,i(0|ξ(k))|r′T,i(k)

=

∞∑

k=0

lim
N→∞

cℓi3 |r0T,i(0|ξ(k))|2r′T,i(k)+c
ℓi
4 |r0T,i(0|ξ(k))|r′T,i(k)=0

Hence, for any x ∈ X
Ñ

with Ñ ∈ N0, the inequality

limN→∞ J∞(x, µ, r′T ) ≤ infu∈U∞(x) J∞(x, u, r′T ) follows

from (40). The other direction, i.e. limN→∞ J∞(x, µ, r′T ) ≥
infu∈U∞(x) J∞(x, u, r′T ) follows from optimality.

The asymptotic performance bound (41) proves that the

proposed scheme is able to recover infinite optimal perfor-

mance for N → ∞, with additional advantages, e.g. a larger

region of attraction, and the important flexibility of providing

an emerging solution to the cooperative task by optimized

cooperation instead of having to specify one a priori.
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Fig. 3. Two agents exchanging positions through a narrow pathway that
they cannot cross simultaneously due to collision avoidance constraints. The
constraints of the narrow pathway are shaded. The triangles indicate the
direction of travel.

VI. NUMERICAL EXAMPLES

In this section, we provide two additional examples that

complement the first example in Section IV-B. All three

examples were implemented in Python using [37] and [38].

Although (6) is amenable to decentralized optimization, we

solved (6) using a centralized solver for illustrative purposes.

Choosing the correct algorithm depends on the structure of the

problem and properties of the communication layer, and goes

beyond the scope of this paper.

A. Crossing a narrow path

First, we consider two agents that must keep a safe distance

from each other, but also need to both cross a narrow pathway.

We illustrate how the cooperation objective function can be

designed to avoid getting stuck in the pathway. Consider

two agents with simple double integrator dynamics with a

two-dimensional position. The agents start on opposite sides

of a narrow pathway and want to reach the other’s initial

position. In addition, they must not get closer than 0.8, and

hence cannot pass each other in the narrow pathway. We use

again the Pseudo-Huber loss function Lδ(a) = δ2
(√

1 + a2

δ2
−

1
)

since it approximates ‖a‖ for large values of a. We

choose W c
1 (yT,1) = 2000L0.01((yT,1,1 − 20)2 + y2T,1,2) and

W c
2 (yT,2) = 1000L0.01((yT,2,1 + 20)2 + y2T,2,2). In addition,

V ∆
i (yT,i, y

pr
T,i) = 1

104 ‖yT,i − yprT,i‖2. The result for N = 10
and T = 1 can be seen in Figure 3. Once the agents meet in the

narrow pathway, they cannot pass each other, so the agent with

the larger weight on the cooperation cost function (Agent 1)

pushes the other out. The cooperative task succeeds since our

cooperation objective function satisfies Assumption 7. Note

that the agents would be stuck in the narrow pathway if a

quadratic cooperation objective function is chosen. Namely,

at some point the agents could not pass each other, and a

reduction of one agent’s cooperative part would not offset the

increase in the other agent’s cooperative part. To avoid this, the

weights need to be carefully tuned and depend on the length of

the narrow pathway. This is not the case for Lδ, which could be

tuned to be approximately linear outside a neighbourhood of

a = 0 corresponding to the terminal region, ensuring success

independent of the length of the narrow pathway.



B. Synchronization and flocking

In this example, we consider a multi-agent system com-

prised of m = 6 quadrotors with dynamics

ẋi,1(t) = xi,4(t), ẋi,6(t) = −9.81 + 0.91ui,3(t),

ẋi,2(t) = xi,5(t), ẋi,7(t) = −8xi,7(t) + xi,9(t),

ẋi,3(t) = xi,6(t), ẋi,8(t) = −8xi,8(t) + xi,10(t),

ẋi,4(t) = g tan(xi,7(t)), ẋi,9(t) = 10(−xi,7(t) + ui,1(t)),

ẋi,5(t) = g tan(xi,8(t)), ẋi,10(t) = 10(−xi,8(t) + ui,2(t)),

adapted from [39]. We discretize the dynamics using the Euler

method with a step-size of h = 0.1 s. Terminal costs and

constraints are computed offline following [27]. As the output,

we choose the position of the quadrotors, i.e., yi,1 = xi,1,

yi,2 = xi,2, and yi,3 = xi,3. Here, xi,3 is the quadrotors’s

altitude. We impose the following constraints: ‖xi,k‖∞ ≤ 21
for k ∈ I1:3, ‖xi,k‖∞ ≤ 5 for k ∈ I4:5, ‖xi,k‖∞ ≤ 2 for

k ∈ I6:10, ‖ui,k‖∞ ≤ π
9 for k ∈ I1:2, and 0 ≤ ‖ui,3‖ ≤ 19.62

for k ∈ I4:5. Constraints on the cooperation references are

tightened by 0.05.

We aim to illustrate that the proposed scheme is flexible

with respect to switches in the cooperative objective function,

and it finds a solution to the cooperative task as well as

possible despite conflicting objectives. Until t = 199, the

cooperative task will be for the agents to converge to a

trajectory that follows a circle. The quadrotors should agree on

the circle’s radius, centre and altitude. Beginning at t = 200,

the first agent should follow an externally provided refer-

ence signal, whereas the other agents should converge to the

position of the first agent, i.e. follow it to achieve output

consensus. However, at all times, the quadrotors must maintain

a minimum distance of 0.5m, which conflicts with the desire

for consensus. Hence, the coupling constraint is defined as

Ci = {(yT,i, yT,Ni) | ‖yT,i − xT,j‖2 ≥ 0.5 ∀i ∈ Nj}.

We choose N = 5, T = 40, V ∆
i (yT,i(·|t), yprT,i(·|t)) =

1
104T

∑T−1
t=0 ‖yT,i(τ |t) − yprT,i(τ |t)‖2, and a simple quadratic

stage cost with Q = I and R = 0.01I .

For t ≤ 199, we augment the cooperation output by the

parameters yrT,i for the circle’s radius and ycT,i for the circle’s

centre. Hence, we define ỹT,i = (yT,i, y
r
T,i, y

c
T,i). Then, we

define the cooperative objective function

W c
i (ỹT,i(·|t), ỹT,Ni(·|t))

=

T−1∑

τ=0

((
yT,i,1(τ |t) − yrT,i(t) cos

(
2πτ

T
+ (i− 1)

45π

180

)

− ycT,i,1(t)
)2

+
(
yT,i,2(τ |t) − ycT,i,1(t)

− yrT,i(t) sin

(
2πτ

T
+ (i− 1)

45π

180

))2
)

+
m∑

j=1

‖ycT,i − ycT,j‖2 + ‖yrT,i − yrT,j‖2.

The first two terms ensure convergence to a trajectory that

follows a circle with an agent-specific phase, and the third
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Fig. 4. Positions of the quadrotors during the first phase of the cooperative
task from t = 0 to t = 199. The agents converge to a circular trajectory
with a common centre and radius, but follow it with different phase, as was
desired.

and fourth terms are consensus costs on the circle’s centre

and radius. For t ≥ 200, we switch to

W c
1 (yT,1(·|t)) =

1

T

T−1∑

τ=0

‖yT,1(τ |t)− yr(t)‖2,

and for i > 1,

W c
i (yT,i(·|t)) =

1

T

T−1∑

τ=0

‖yT,i(τ |t) − yT,1(τ |t)‖2.

The external reference yr is defined as

yr(t) =



−10 + 20( t−200

200 )

−10 + 20( t−200
200 )

0


 .

In addition, we omit V ∆
i from (6) at t = 200.

The simulation results are depicted in Figure 4 for the first

phase and in Figure 5 for the second phase. At all times, the

quadrotors are further than 0.5m apart. The transition from

one phase of the cooperative task into the next is seamless,

since recursive feasibility does not depend on the cooperation

objective function.

VII. CONCLUSION

We presented a distributed model predictive control (MPC)

framework for dynamic cooperative control of multi-agent

systems. The scheme decouples the handling of individual

agent dynamics from the design of the cooperative objective,

enabling flexible and scalable coordination. We provided suf-

ficient conditions for the asymptotic achievement of the coop-

erative task, along with transient and asymptotic performance

guarantees.

The framework was demonstrated in three scenarios: (i)

periodic motion and robustness to changing communication

topologies in satellite constellations, (ii) deadlock avoidance
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Fig. 5. Positions of the quadrotors during the second phase of the cooperative
task from t = 199 to t = 300. The first agent follows a reference whereas
the rest flocks to it without colliding.

in narrow passage traversal through appropriate objective

design, and (iii) linking of cooperative tasks in a system of

quadrotors. These examples highlight the flexibility of the

proposed approach.

While we assumed a time-invariant topology in the theoret-

ical analysis, the framework remains applicable under time-

varying communication structures, provided initial feasibil-

ity is ensured at each topology change. Moreover, although

the scheme does not require an external coordinator, it can

seamlessly incorporate external references when hierarchical

control structures or multiscale coordination are needed.

APPENDIX A

PROOFS

A. Proof of Theorem 4

Proof 13: First, we show that ηℓ in Theorem 2 is also

a quadratic function. We follow the proof of Theorem 2

until (17). Then, we have
m∑

i=1

Ji(xi, ûi, ŷT,i, y
pr
T,i, ŷT,Ni)− Ji(xi, u

0
i , y

0
T,i, y

pr
T,i, y

0
T,Ni)

< cfℓ
(
ηℓ(|y0T |YWT )− cWθ a

2
ψ|y0T |2YW

T

)
.

Now, choosing ηℓ(|yT |YW
T
) = δ

cWθ
2 a

2
ψ|yT |2YW

T

= cη|yT |2YW
T

with δ ∈ (0, 1] and δ ≤ ε
cℓcW

θ
a2
ψ
γ2
W

leads to the same

contradiction as in the proof of Theorem 2 and establishes

ηℓ to be quadratic as well.

Second, we show that the upper bound shown in Lemma 2

is quadratic. We follow the proof of Lemma 2 until (21), from

which, with ãub = maxi(c
f
ia
ℓi
ub, λ(N)a∆ub), we have

V (ξ(τ))≤
m∑

i=1

cfia
ℓi
ub|xT ,i(τ)|2xW

T,i
(τ)+λ(N)a∆ub|yT ,τ+1|2yW

T,τ+1

≤ãub(|xT (τ)|2xW
T
(τ)+|yT ,τ+1|2yW

T,τ+1
)=ãub|ξ(τ)|2(xW

T
(τ),yW

T,τ+1)
.

This yields VT (ξT ) ≤ ãub
∑T−1
τ=0 |ξ(τ)|2

(xWT (τ),yWT,τ+1)
=

ãub|ξT |2ΞW
T

. This local upper bound on a compact subset of

X T
N × YTT together with compactness of XN and YT entail

VT (ξT ) ≤ aub|ξT |2ΞW
T

with aub > 0 for all ξT whose first

component x satisfies x ∈ XN (cf. [9, Prop. 2.16]).

Third, we establish a quadratic lower bound. We follow

the derivation of the proof of Lemma 3 until (22), yield-

ing V (ξ(τ)) ≥ âlb
(
|y0T (·|ξ(τ))|2YW

T

+ |xT (τ)|2x0
T
(0|ξ(τ))

+

|yT ,τ+1|2y0T (·|ξ(τ))
)

with âlb = 1
2 mini(a

ℓi
lb, cη, a

∆
lb). The same

arguments as in the proof of 3 show that the right-hand

side is positive define with respect to ΞWT . From here,

it is possible to show that there exists alb > 0 such

that VT (ξT ) ≥ alb|ξT |2ΞW
T

. Now, we want to find alb >

0 such that VT (ξT ) ≥ alb|ξT |2ΞW
T

. Define (xWT , y
W
T ) =

argmin(x̂W
T
,ŷW
T

)∈ΞW
T
‖ξT − (x̂WT , ŷ

W
T )‖ and ȳT (·|ξ) such

that |y0T |YWT = ‖y0T (·|ξ) − ȳT (·|ξ)‖. Additionally, define

(x̂T , ŷT ) = argmin(x̃T ,ỹT )∈ΞWT

∑T−1
τ=0 ‖ȳT (·|ξ(τ)) − ỹT,τ+1‖

subject to ‖ȳT (·|ξ(0)) − ỹT,1‖ = 0. We now consider some

preliminary terms before deriving the lower bound. We have,

with ŷT,τ+1 = ŷT,τ (·+ 1), for τ ∈ I1:T−1,

|ȳT (·|ξ(τ))|2ŷT,τ+1

≤ 2|ȳT (·|ξ(τ))|2ȳT (·+1|ξ(τ−1)) + 2|ȳT (·+ 1|ξ(τ − 1))|2ŷT,τ+1

= 2|ȳT (·|ξ(τ))|2ȳT (·+1|ξ(τ−1)) + 2|ȳT (·|ξ(τ − 1))|2ŷT,τ
By iterating these steps until |ȳT (·|ξ(0))|2ŷT,1 = 0 appears, we

obtain, for τ ∈ I1:T−1,

|ȳT (·|ξ(τ))|2ŷT,τ+1
≤

τ−1∑

k=0

2k+1|ȳT (·|ξ(τ−k))|2ȳT (·+1|ξ(τ−k−1)).

(42)

Next, for τ ∈ I1:T−1,

|ȳT (·|ξ(τ))|2ȳT (·+1|ξ(τ−1))

≤ 2|ȳT (·|ξ(τ))|2y0
T
(·|ξ(τ)) + 2|y0T (·|ξ(τ))|2ȳT (·+1|ξ(τ−1))

≤ 2|ȳT (·|ξ(τ))|2y0
T
(·|ξ(τ)) + 4|y0T (·|ξ(τ))|2y0

T
(·+1|ξ(τ−1))

+ 4|y0T (·+ 1|ξ(τ − 1))|2ȳT (·+1|ξ(τ−1))

= 2|ȳT (·|ξ(τ))|2y0T (·|ξ(τ)) + 4|yT ,τ+1|2y0T (·|ξ(τ))

+ 4|y0T (·|ξ(τ − 1))|2ȳT (·|ξ(τ−1)). (43)

Combining these two, we get

T−1∑

τ=1

|ȳT (·|ξ(τ))|2ŷT,τ+1

(42)

≤
T−1∑

τ=1

τ−1∑

k=0

2k+1|ȳT (·|ξ(τ − k))|2ȳT (·+1|ξ(τ−k−1))

(43)

≤
T−1∑

τ=1

2τ+2
τ−1∑

k=0

(
|ȳT (·|ξ(τ − k))|2y0T (·|ξ(τ−k))

+ |yT ,τ−k+1|2y0
T
(·|ξ(τ−k))

+ |y0T (·|ξ(τ − k − 1))|2ȳT (·|ξ(τ−k−1))

)

≤ 2T+2
(T−1∑

τ=1

(T − τ + 1)
(
|ȳT (·|ξ(τ))|2y0

T
(·|ξ(τ))

+ |yT ,τ+1|2y0
T
(·|ξ(τ))

)
+

T−2∑

τ=0

(T − τ)|ȳT (·|ξ(τ))|2y0
T
(·|ξ(τ))

)



≤ 2T+2T
(T−1∑

τ=1

(
|y0T (·|ξ(τ))|2ȳT (·|ξ(τ))

+ |yT ,τ+1|2y0T (·|ξ(τ))
)
+

T−2∑

τ=0

|y0T (·|ξ(τ))|2ȳT (·|ξ(τ))

)
. (44)

Next, consider |yT ,τ+1|2ŷT,τ+1
. Since |ȳT (·|ξ(0))|ŷT,1 = 0,

|yT ,1|2ŷT ,1=(|yT ,1|ȳT (·|ξ(0))+|ȳT (·|ξ(0))|ŷT,1)2=|yT ,1|2ȳT (·|ξ(0))
≤ 2(|yT ,1|2y0T (·|ξ(0)) + |y0T (·|ξ(0))|2ȳT (·|ξ(0))), (45)

and for τ ∈ I1:T−1,

|yT ,τ+1|2ŷT,τ+1
≤ 2|yT ,τ+1|2ȳT (·|ξ(τ)) + 2|ȳT (·|ξ(τ))|2ŷT,τ+1

(42)

≤ 2|yT ,τ+1|2ȳT (·|ξ(τ))

+

τ−1∑

k=0

2k+1|ȳT (·|ξ(τ − k))|2ȳT (·+1|ξ(τ−k−1))

≤ 4|yT ,τ+1|2y0T (·|ξ(τ)) + 4|y0T (·|ξ(τ))|2ȳT (·|ξ(τ))

+

τ−1∑

k=0

2k+1|ȳT (·|ξ(τ − k))|2ȳT (·+1|ξ(τ−k−1)). (46)

Hence,

T−1∑

τ=0

|yT ,τ+1|2ŷT,τ+1

(45), (46)

≤ 2|yT ,1|2y0
T
(·|ξ(0)) + 2|y0T (·|ξ(0))|2ȳT (·|ξ(0))

+

T−1∑

τ=1

4|yT ,τ+1|2y0
T
(·|ξ(τ)) + 4|y0T (·|ξ(τ))|2ȳT (·|ξ(τ))

+

T−1∑

τ=1

τ−1∑

k=0

2k+1|ȳT (·|ξ(τ − k))|2ȳT (·+1|ξ(τ−k−1))

(44)

≤ 2|yT ,1|2y0
T
(·|ξ(0)) + 2|y0T (·|ξ(0))|2ȳT (·|ξ(0))

+

T−1∑

τ=1

4|yT ,τ+1|2y0
T
(·|ξ(τ)) + 4|y0T (·|ξ(τ))|2ȳT (·|ξ(τ))

+ 2T+2T
(T−1∑

τ=1

(
|y0T (·|ξ(τ))|2ȳT (·|ξ(τ))

+ |yT ,τ+1|2y0T (·|ξ(τ))
)
+

T−2∑

τ=0

|y0T (·|ξ(τ))|2ȳT (·|ξ(τ))

)

≤ 2T+5T
(T−1∑

τ=0

(
|y0T (·|ξ(τ))|2ȳT (·|ξ(τ)) + |yT ,τ+1|2y0

T
(·|ξ(τ))

))

(47)

We now turn to |xT (τ)|2x̂T (τ), where we use Assumption 2

with Lx = mini Lx,i:

|xT (τ)|2x̂T (τ) ≤ 2|x0T (0|ξ(τ))|2x̂T (τ) + 2|xT (τ)|2x0
T
(0|ξ(τ))

≤ 2Lx|y0T (·|ξ(τ))|2ŷT,τ+1
+ 2|xT (τ)|2x0

T
(0|ξ(τ))

≤ 4Lx|yT ,τ+1|2ŷT,τ+1
+ 4Lx|yT ,τ+1|2y0

T
(·|ξ(τ))

+ 2|xT (τ)|2x0
T
(0|ξ(τ)). (48)

With these preliminary steps combined, we get

|ξT |2ΞW
T

=

T−1∑

τ=0

|yT ,τ+1|2yW
T,τ+1

+ |xT (τ)|2xW
T

(τ)

≤
T−1∑

τ=0

|yT ,τ+1|2ŷT,τ+1
+ |xT (τ)|2x̂T (τ)

(48)

≤
T−1∑

τ=0

(
(1 + 4Lx)|yT ,τ+1|2ŷT,τ+1

+ 4Lx|yT ,τ+1|2y0T (·|ξ(τ))

+ 2|xT (τ)|2x0
T
(0|ξ(τ))

)

(47)

≤
T−1∑

τ=0

(
(1 + 4Lx)(2

T+5T )|y0T (·|ξ(τ))|2ȳT (·|ξ(τ))

+ (1 + 4Lx)(2
T+5T )|yT ,τ+1|2y0

T
(·|ξ(τ))

+ 4Lx|yT ,τ+1|2y0
T
(·|ξ(τ)) + 2|xT (τ)|2x0

T
(0|ξ(τ))

)

≤
(
(1 + 4Lx)(2

T+5T ) + 4Lx
)( T−1∑

τ=0

|xT (τ)|2x0
T (0|ξ(τ))

+ |y0T (·|ξ(τ))|2ȳT (·|ξ(τ)) + |yT ,τ+1|2y0
T
(·|ξ(τ))

)
.

(49)

Finally, comparing (23) with (49) entails VT (ξT ) ≥ alb|ξT |2ΞW
T

with alb = âlb
(1+4Lx)(2T+5T )+4Lx

.

Furthermore, we also get from (25), VT (ξT (t + 1)) −
VT (ξT (t)) ≤ −alb|ξT |2ΞWT . Exponential stability then follows

from this and the quadratic upper and lower bounds using

standard arguments (cf. [9, Thm. B.19]).

B. Proof of equation (30) in Lemma 5’s proof

We follow the proof of [24, Prop. B.5] with adapted nota-

tion. Choose σ̄ < max(LW ,
σ
2 ) with σ from Assumption 11,

let yT , y
′
T ∈ YT , and consider φ(yT ) = W c(yT ) − σ̄

2 ‖yT‖2.

We show that ∇φ(yT ) = ∇W c(yT ) − σ̄yT is Lipschitz

continuous with constant LW − σ̄. From [24, Prop. B.3], (26)

is equivalent to

(∇W c(yT )−∇W c(y′T ))
⊤(yT − y′T ) ≤ LW ‖yT − y′T ‖2.

Moreover,

(∇W c(yT )−∇W c(y′T ))
⊤(yT − y′T )

= (∇φ(yT ) + σ̄yT −∇φ(y′T )− σ̄y′T )
⊤(yT − y′T )

= (∇φ(yT )−∇φ(y′T ))⊤(yT − y′T ) + σ̄‖yT − y′T ‖2

which implies

(∇φ(yT )−∇φ(y′T ))⊤(yT − y′T ) ≤ (LW − σ̄)‖yT − y′T ‖2.

Again from [24, Prop. B.3], this shows the claimed Lipschitz

continuity of ∇φ(yT ), and we obtain from [24, Prop. B.3]

(∇φ(yT )−∇φ(y′T ))⊤(yT − y′T ) ≥
‖∇φ(yT )−∇φ(y′T )‖2

LW − σ̄
.



Inserting the definition of φ(yT ) yields

(∇W c(yT )−∇W c(y′T ))
⊤(yT − y′T )− σ̄‖yT − y′T ‖2

≥ 1

LW − σ̄
‖∇W c(yT )−∇W c(y′T )− σ̄(yT − y′T )‖2

≥ σ̄2

LW − σ̄
‖yT − y′T ‖2 +

‖∇W c(yT )−∇W c(y′T )‖2
LW − σ̄

− 2σ̄

LW − σ̄
(∇W c(yT )−∇W c(y′T ))

⊤(yT − y′T )

which can be reordered into (30).

C. Proof of Proposition 1

Proof 14: We begin by showing a turnpike property as in [8,

Prop. 8.15]. Fix γ > 0 and define δγi = (αℓilb)
−1( γ

P
). We show

that for all N,P ∈ N, x ∈ X , u ∈ U
N (x) and rT ∈ ZT

with PN(x, u, rT ) ≤ γ, the set Q(x, u, P,N, rT ) = {k ∈
I0:N−1 | |xi,ui (k, xi)|xT,i(k) ≥ δγi ∀i ∈ I1:m} contains at most

P elements. For this, assume that there exist N,P, x, u, rT
with PN(x, u, rT ) ≤ γ but Q(x, u, P,N, rT ) has at least P+1
elements. However, this implies the following contradiction:

PN (x, u, rT )
(2)

≥
N−1∑

k=0

m∑

i=1

αℓilb(|xi,ui (k, xi)|xT,i(k))

≥
∑

k∈I0:N−1

|xi,ui (k,xi)|xT,i(k)≥δ
γ
i

m∑

i=1

αℓilb(δ
γ
i ) ≥ (P + 1)

m∑

i=1

γ

P
> γ.

We now prove the performance bound adapting the proof

of [8, Thm. 8.22]. Note that we need to prove the assertion

only for sufficiently largeN andK since all involved functions

are bounded. Hence, δ1(N) and δ2(K) can always be chosen

sufficiently large for small N and K . Consider uǫ ∈ U
K(x)

such that xuǫ(K,x) ∈ Bκ(rT (K)) with

PK(x, uǫ, rT ) ≤ inf
u∈U

K(x)
xu(K,x)∈Bκ(rT (K))

PK(x, u, rT ) + ǫ (50)

with an arbitrary but fixed ǫ ∈ (0, 1). The standard stability

proof [8, Thm. 5.13] and (35) entail

inf
u∈U

K(x)
xu(K,x)∈Bκ(rT (K))

PK(x, u, rT ) ≤ VK(x, rT ) ≤ αs
Ñ
(|x|xT (0)). (51)

We apply the turnpike property with γ =
supx∈ZX α

s
Ñ
(|x|xT (0)) + ǫ, where ZX = {x ∈ X |

∃u ∈ U, (xi, ui) ∈ Zi ∀i ∈ I1:m}. Since the set

Q(x, u,min(
⌊
N
2

⌋
,K − 1),K, rT ) contains at most

min(
⌊
N
2

⌋
,K − 1) elements, there exists k ∈ I0:min(⌊N2 ⌋,K−1)

with |xi,uǫ,i (k, xi)|xT,i(k) ≤ δγi (min(
⌊
N
2

⌋
,K − 1)). By

choosing N and K sufficiently large, we can ensure

δγi (min(
⌊
N
2

⌋
,K − 1)) ≤ cbi , and hence from Assumption 4,

uǫ ∈ U
k(x), xi,uǫ,i (k, xi) ∈ X f

i (rT,i(k)), and thus

also xuǫ(k, x) ∈ X
s
N−k(rT (· + k)). Then, the dynamic

programming principle entails

V s
N (x, rT ) = inf

u∈U
k(x)

xu(k,x)∈X
s
N−k(rT (·+k))

(
Pk(x, u, rT )

+ V s
N−k(xu(k, x), rT (·+ k))

)

≤ Pk(x, uǫ, rT ) + V s
N−k(xuǫ(k, x), rT (·+ k))

(50), (36)

≤ ǫ+ inf
u∈U

K(x)
xu(K,x)∈Bκ(rT (K))

PK(x, u, rT ) +
m∑

i=1

V f
i (xi,uǫ,i (k, x), rT,i(k))

(4b),(2)

≤ ǫ+ inf
u∈U

K(x)
xu(K,x)∈Bκ(rT (K))

PK(x, u, rT ) +

m∑

i=1

cfiα
ℓi
ub(|xi,uǫ,i (k, x)|rT,i(k))

≤ ǫ+ inf
u∈U

K(x)
xu(K,x)∈Bκ(rT (K))

PK(x, u, rT )+

m∑

i=1

cfiα
ℓi
ub(δ

γ
i (min(

⌊
N

2

⌋
,K − 1)))

≤ǫ+ inf
u∈U

K(x)
xu(K,x)∈Bκ(rT (K))

PK(x, u, rT)+
m∑

i=1

cfiα
ℓi
ub(δ

γ
i (

⌊
N

2

⌋
))+cfiα

ℓi
ub(δ

γ
i (K−1)).

This shows (37) with δ1(N) =
∑m

i=1 c
f
iα
ℓi
ub(δ

γ
i (
⌊
N
2

⌋
)) and

δ2(K) =
∑m
i=1 c

f
iα
ℓi
ub(δ

γ
i (K − 1)).

D. Proof of Lemma 7

Proof 15: Let x ∈ X
Ñ

, y
(0)
T ∈ Y

Ñ
(x), and define

ȳ
(0)
T = argminỹT∈YWT

|y(0)T |ỹT . There exists u ∈ U
Ñ (x) such

that xi,ui (Ñ) ∈ X f
i (r

(0)
T,i(Ñ)). Recursively define the input

trajectory u
(0)
i (k) = kfi(xi,u(0)

i

(k, xi,ui(Ñ)), r
(0)
T,i(Ñ + k)) for

k ∈ I0:N1 and N1 ∈ N, i.e. applying the terminal control law

from Assumption 4 repeatedly. Then,

V f
i (xi,u(0)

i

(k + 1, xi,ui(Ñ)), r
(0)
T,i(Ñ + k + 1))

(3a)

≤ V f
i (xi,u(0)

i

(k, xi,ui (Ñ)), r
(0)
T,i(Ñ + k))

− ℓi(xi,u(0)
i

(k, xi,ui(Ñ)), u
(0)
i (k), r

(0)
T,i(Ñ + k))

(4b), (2)

≤ cfiα
ℓi
ub(|xi,u(0)

i

(k, xi,ui (Ñ))|
r
(0)
T,i

(Ñ+k)
)

− αℓilb(|xi,u(0)
i

(k, xi,ui(Ñ))|
x
(0)
T,i(Ñ+k)

)

≤ cfiα
ℓi
ub(δxi)− αℓilb(

cbi
2
)

holds for all k with |x
i,u

(0)
i

(k, xi,ui (Ñ))|
x
(0)
T,i

(Ñ+k)
≥ cbi

2 ,

where the constant δxi > 0 exists due to compactness of Zi.

Consequently, N1 can be chosen independently of r
(0)
T,i such

that |x
i,u

(0)
i

(N1, xi,ui (Ñ))|
x
(0)
T,i

(Ñ1)
<

cbi
2 with Ñ1 = Ñ +N1,

due to (3a) and (4b).

First, consider the case |x(0)T,i(Ñ1)|x̄(0)
T,i

(Ñ1)
≤ cbi

2 for

all i ∈ I1:m. Hence, |x
i,u

(0)
i

(N1, xi,ui(Ñ))|
x̄
(0)
T,i

(Ñ1)
≤

|x
i,u

(0)
i

(N1, xi,ui(Ñ))|
x
(0)
T,i

(Ñ1)
+ |x(0)T,i(Ñ1)|x̄(0)

T,i
(Ñ1)

< cbi .

Thus, from (4a), x
i,u

(0)
i

(N1, xi,ui (Ñ)) ∈ X f
i (r̄

(0)
T,i(Ñ1)).

Second, consider the case |x(k)T,j(Ñ1)|x̄(k)
T,j

(Ñ1)
>

cblb
2 for a

j ∈ I1:m with cblb = mini c
b
i , We start with k = 0 but will

consider this case multiple times. From Assumption 7, there



exists a cooperation output with a lower cooperative cost than

y
(k)
T ; denote it by y

(k+1)
T . This yields a sequence of cooperation

outputs as indexed by k. Define L = maxi(Lx,i, Lu,i). Then,

|x
i,u

(k)
i

(N1, xi,ui(Ñ))|
x
(k+1)
T,i

(Ñ1)

≤ |x
i,u

(k)
i

(N1, xi,ui (Ñ))|
x
(k)
T,i

(Ñ1)
+ |x(k)T,i(Ñ1)|x(k+1)

T,i
(Ñ1)

<
cbi
2

+ |r(k)T,i |r(k+1)
T,i

Assm. 2

≤ L|y(k)T,i |y(k+1)
T,i

+
cbi
2

≤ cbi
2

+ L

m∑

i=1

|y(k)T,i |y(k+1)
T,i

(9a)

≤ cbi
2

+ Lθcψγψ

with γψ = supyT∈YT ψ(yT ). Hence, if θ ≤ cblb(2Lcψγψ)
−1,

then from (4a), x
i,u

(k)
i

(N1, xi,ui(Ñ)) ∈ X f
i (x

(k+1)
T,i (Ñ1)).

Furthermore, since ψ is a continuous function on YT and

positive definite with respect to YWT , there exists ηψ ∈ K such

that ψ(yT ) ≥ ηψ(|yT |YW
T
). With Assumption. 2, |y(k)T |YW

T
=

|y(k)T |
ȳ
(k)
T

≥ ∑m
i=1

|r
(k)
T,i

|
r̄
(k)
T,i

L
≥ 1

L
|x(k)T,j(Ñ1)|x̄(k)

T,j(Ñ1)
>

cblb
2L .

From (9b), this entails W c(y
(k+1)
T ) < W c(y

(k)
T )− θηψ(

cblb
2L )

ω.

Now, since W c −W c
0 is continuous and positive definite with

respect to YWT , we also have from Definition 2, W c(yT ) ≥
W c(yT )−W c

0 ≥ ηc(|yT |YW
T
) with some ηc ∈ K. In addition,

W c(yT ) ≤ αc
ub(γc) with γc = supyT∈YT |yT |Yc

T
. Since

|y(k+1)
T |YW

T
≥ 1

L
|x(k+1)
T,j (τ)|

x̄
(k+1)
T,j

(τ)
for all τ ∈ I0:T−1,

we have with N2 ∈ N that ηc

( |x
(k+1)
T,j

(τ)|
x̄
(k+1)
T,j

(τ)

L

)
<

αc
ub(γc)−

∑N2−1
k=0 θηψ

(
cblb
2L

)ω
. Thus, N2 can be chosen such

that |x(N2+1)
T,j (τ)|

x̄
(N2+1)

T,j
(τ)

≤ cblb
2 for some τ ∈ I0:T−1. Hence,

the second case holds at most N2+1 times until the first case

holds. Thus, with ŷT = ȳ
(N2+1)
T and N̂ = Ñ1 +N2+1, there

exists û ∈ U
N (x) by glueing the previously described input

trajectories together such that xi,û(N̂ , xi) ∈ X f
i (r̂T,i(τ)) for

some τ ∈ I0:T−1 and all N ≥ N̂ .
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