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Distributed Model Predictive Control for Dynamic
Cooperation of Multi-Agent Systems

Matthias Kohler, Matthias A. Miiller, and Frank Allgower

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 [L]-[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].
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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:

o A general formulation of distributed MPC for cooperative
tasks characterized by dynamic (periodic) trajectories,
accommodating heterogeneous agents with nonlinear dy-
namics and constraint coupling.

o 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.

o Rigorous guarantees of recursive feasibility and asymp-
totic stability of a set containing solutions to the cooper-
ative task.

o 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.

o 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 int .4. The non-negative
reals are denoted by R>(, and Ny denotes the natural numbers
including 0. The set of integers from a to b, a < b, is denoted
by L. Let || - || be the Euclidean norm. Given a set A, the
distance of a point x to A is denoted by |z| 4 = inf,c 4 ||z—2]|.
If A = {z}, we simply write |x|,. Given a positive (semi-
)definite matrix A = AT, the corresponding (semi-)norm is
written as ||z||a = V2T Az. For a collection of m vectors
v; € R, ¢ € I.,, we denote the stacked vector by v =
col” 1 (v;) = [v{ ...v]]". We define A© Q = {a|Vq €
Q, a+q € A} for two sets A and Q. Given m sets A;,
1 € I1.m, We use Hieﬂlzm A; = A1 x- - -x Ay, Define B, (Z) =
{z | |z|z < n}, and B, = B,(0). Let X C R™ be a closed,
convex set and x € R". Then, Px[z] = argmin, ¢y ||y — z||
is the unique projection of z onto X [24, Prop. 1.1.4]. For a
set X, 2% denotes the power set of X . Comparison functions,
e.g. Ko, are used; see [25] for definitions and properties. For
periodic sequences yr € V7T starting at y7(0) with period
length T, we write yr (k) and mean yr(k mod T') for k € N,
e.g. yr(T) = yr(0). The floor function is denoted by |-|. We
define the distance of two periodic trajectories §r,yr with

. N T—1 -
period length T as [§rly, = 37— [[92(7) — yr(7)].

II. MULTI-AGENT SYSTEM

We consider a multi-agent system comprising m € N

heterogeneous agents with nonlinear discrete-time dynamics

zi(t+1) = filzi(t), ui(t)) (1
with state z;(t) € X; C R™, and input u;(t) € U; C R%
at time t € Ny, and continuous f; : X; x U; — X;. We
assume that the agents are subject to individual constraints
(xi(t),ui(t)) € Z; C X;, xU; fort € Ny, where Z; is
compact. Here, ¢+ € [j.,,, which we omit in the following
when it is clear that the statement should be interpreted for all
i € Iy.m. We write x; ., (k,x;) to denote the solution of
with initial state z; generated by the input sequence u;, and
use z; 4, (k) whenever the initial state is clear. Define the set of
(locally) admissible input sequences of length K € NU {oo}
as UZK(Il) = {u1 S UlK | (a:lul(k,:cz),uz(k)) S Zl,k S
Io.—1}. If K =1, we simply write U;(x;).

It is assumed that agents can communicate according to an
undirected graph G = (V, ) with vertices V and edges £.
Each agent is assigned a vertex ¢ € V which are connected
through edges e;; = ej; € £. The set of neighbours of agent
iis then N; = {j € V | e;; € £}, i.e. it contains all agents
with which agent ¢ 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 C;, i.e. the constraint
is (z4,zn;) € C;. For example, if agents need to remain
in a certain communication range specified by §; € RNl
to neighbours, the constraint could be C; = {(z;,zn;) |
coljen; (||lzi—x;]|?) < 6;}. 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

yit) = hi(zi(t), ui(t))
with y;(t) € Y; C RP¢, and continuous h; : X; x U; — Y.
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 V7. is called an output coop-
eration set if it is compact and the cooperative task is achieved
whenever [coli”; (y;(t)),...,colimy (yi(t + T — 1))] € V5.

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,

Zri ={rri = (27, ur;) € (int Z;)7
| 2ri(T+ 1) = filer(1),ur: (7)), T € lo.:r—2,
27,i(0) = filwri(T = 1),uri(T — 1))}

We choose a non-empty subset Z7; C Zr; of admissible
periodic cooperation trajectories, since not all in Z7; may
be desirable. Next, we identify all output trajectories that
correspond to these references and which strictly satisfy the
coupling constraints in the set

Yri ={yr; € Y], j € NiU{i}
| Irr; = (@15, ur;) € 21y,
yr,j (1) = hj(@r,; (), ur,; (7)),
(xri(1), z7 N, (7)) € C; © By, V7 € Tpor—1}

with some (small) constant 1; > 0. Again, we choose a non-
empty subset V7 ; C Y ; of admissible cooperation outputs.
These choices should satisfy the following condition.

Assumption 1: The sets Zr; and V7 ; are compact.

The following definition provides a penalty function that
penalizes the distance of the cooperation outputs to the output
cooperation set. Define Yr = {yr; € Y1, i € Li.,y |
(yr,i>yr.N;) € Y1}

Definition 2: A function W€ : Yr — R is a cooperation
objective function if it has the following properties:

1) There exist afy,, a5, € Koo such that afy (Jyr|ys) <
We(yr) < a5y (lyrlys ), where yr = coli”; yr;.
2) W€ is separable according to G, ie. W¢(yr) =
Z:; Wic (yTyia yT,Ni)'
3) For any yr € Yr the cost is shift-invariant, i.e.
Wiyra(),yras () = Wi(yri (- + 1), yra (- + 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€ and V7 ; 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
Jz.i y{i — XiT and g, ; y%)i — UiT such that
rri = (70, uri) = (92,i(Y1), Gu,i(Y7,i)) € 21,4 is unique,
and yT,i(T) = hi($T7i(T),uT7i(T)) for 7 € lg.7_1. The
Lipschitz constants are L, ; and L, ;, 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 rr;,7r; € Zr; we define |Pr;|r., =

\/ |&74|2,. . + |Urs|2,. .. Then, a simple calculation yields
|7§T7'L.|TT,i < maX(LI-,i’ Luai)|yT7i|yT,i'

We use a stage cost satisfying the following standard
assumption such that agents track 27 ; in order to realize y7 ;.
Define ¢;(z;, r74:(7)) = min,, cy, (z,) Ci(xi,ug, rri(T)).

Assumption 3: There exist afg, ozf;‘b € Ko such that for all
(xi,ui) € Z; and T € ZTJ', with 7 € Tg.p_1,

o ([Tl ops(r) < G(@i,774(7)) < i (1Tilogi (). (@)

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 kf : X; x
Z; — U;, continuous terminal costs Vif 1 Xy X Z; — Rxo,
and compact terminal sets X : Z; — 2%i such that for any
rri € Zr,; and x; € X! (rr (7)), for all 7 € Io.7_1,

Vi (fl (2, kL (a4, rr,i(7))), 17 (T + 1)) -V (wi, TT)i(T))

< —¢; (ZCZ, S (g, i (7 )),TT)i(T)), (3a)
(:ckf (:ci,rT,z-(T))) €z, (3b)
fi (:ci, kf (a:l-, TTJ-(T))) c Xif (TT_’Z'(T + 1)) (3¢)

Moreover, there exist'cl? > 0 and ¢! > 0 such that for any
T, € ZT,i and z; € X-t(TTi(T)), for all 7 € p.7_1,

Bev(x7,i(7)) € X (rra(7)), (4a)

(ZCZ,TTl(T)) < (i rr (1)), (4b)

Moreover, if only c? = 0 satisfies (@a), there also

exists &£ > 0 and Nf € N such that for any

rri € Zr and x5 with él(:vz,rTz(O)) < &b, there

exists ul € UZ- bowith @y e (N, @) = o7, (Nf) and

NI Ci( 1 (k) g (k). TTz( ) < cléé(xm:r.,i(o))-

If ¢ = 0 in Assumption @] then it collapses to termi-
nal equality constraints, i.e. X} (rr;(7)) = {z7.:(r)} and
Vi, rri(7)) = 0 for #; € Xf(rr:(7)), 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 Vr ;
is designed such that coupling constraints are strictly satisfied
for all cooperation outputs (see above Assumption [I). This
allows for sufficiently small terminal regions.

Assumption 5: There exists n; > 0 such that k§, ij, and
Xi(rr, (7)), with j € N; U {i}, from Assumption @ entail

(5a)
(I’ka(IhTT,l) (1)7 'rNi,kf\fi (x/\/7 ,’I"T’Ni) (1)) € Cl (Sb)

for all z; € Xjf(’l’Tyj(T)), if (xr,(7), 27N, (7)) € C; © By,
for all 7 € Iy.n.

Remark 2: If the terminal sets are sublevel sets of the cost,
ie. Xi(rri(7) = {z; € R | Vi(xi,274(7)) < o;} with
a; > 0, which the design outlined in [27] produces, it is
always possible to choose a (potentially) smaller «; to satisfy
Assumption 3] For terminal equality constraints Assumption [3]
holds trivially with k! (z;,r7,;) = ki (z7.:(7),77.:) = uri(7).

Remark 3: Choosing Z7; and Yr; offline, and relying
on Assumption Bl may lead to small terminal regions. By
choosing Zr ; in the interior of Z and tightening the coupling
constraints with n; > 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.

(zi,xzn;) €C;

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 €
Ny are given by

N-—1
J;ﬁr (:Ciu u;, rT,i) = Zfz (:Ti,ui (k)u ul(k)7 TT,i(k))
=0 LV @i (N), 7rs (V).

In addition, we introduce a previous cooperation output y:
and a function V2 that penalizes the difference between the
cooperation output chosen at the current time step and y}..
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 V2
are given below. Next, the penalty functions for tracking,
cooperation, and on changing the cooperation output are
combined to the objective functions:

Ji(xiu Usy YT iy y%w yT,Ni)
= I (@i, wi, ) AN (VA (Y, v ) Wi (yri, yrns)) -

Furthermore, we introduce scaling by A(NN) satisfying the
following assumption.

Assumption 6: The scaling function A : Ny — N satisfies
A(N) > N and A\(0) > 1.

This scaling can be satisfied easily with A(N) = N+1. Itis
essential for the asymptotic performance bound in Section
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 outpyt trajectories yy it is as follows.

JI(@,yy) = %1}Vn > Jilwi, i yra, vy yra)  (6a)
ue . (z) i1
subject to, for all ¢ € I.,,,
i, (N, 2:) € X (rr,i(N)), (6b)
(xi7ui (ku ,Ti), TN un; (k, ,T/\/l)) €C;, k elyn, (6¢)
(yri,yr.N;) € V1 (6d)

The structure of () 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 (@) at time ¢ depends on x(¢) and y} (-|t),
which we combine in £(t) = (x(t),y} (:|t)) or simply & =
(z,y}) if we do not refer to a specific time. We denote it by
ud(-|£(t)) and yi ;(-|€(t)) with the corresponding 7. ; (+|£(t)).
Here, e.g. y} (k|t) denotes the k-th step of y} at time ¢ and
u?(k|€) is the k-th step optimal prediction given &. At ¢ = 0,
VA is omitted in (6d), i.e. y2'(-|0) plays no role and can be
chosen arbitrarily. Otherwise, we set Y (+[t) = y-(- + 1|€(t —
1)). The set of states for which (6) is feasible is denoted by
Xy, and it is independent of y%'. We use J (&) = J (z, y})
accordingly.

In each time step, after solving (@), the first part of the
optimal input sequence u;(£(t)) = u?(0|¢(t)) is applied to
the system. The global closed-loop system is then given by

2(t+1) = f(a(t), n(€®))), z(0) =z,  (7a)
y(t) = h(x(t), p(&(1)), vy (-|0) arbitrary,  (7b)
with some initial condition zo € X = [];*; X;.

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. [3]):

. . 2 1% Fr,i
T = Vi, vy = Tiwp — 5 + )
T m;
: ) —2viw;  Fy
Vi, = wy W; = — )
T m;r;

where r; is the orbital radius, ¥J; the angular position, v; and
w; are the respective velocities, F;.; and Fy ; are the radial and
tangential thrusts, p is the standard gravitational parameter (we
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Fig. 2. Orbital radii of the satellites.

choose Earth’s 1 = 3.986 x 10'*m?/s2) and m; = 200kg
is the satellites’ mass. We have z; = [ri 9 v; wi]
and u; = [Fm- FW]. The continuous-time dynamics are
discretized using the Runge-Kutta method (RK4) with a step
size of 120s. 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
Ci(xi, wi s, ury) = ||z — armllé + |lu; — UT,z‘”% where Q)
is a diagonal matrix with diagonal entries [z5555> %, ﬁ, &]
and R = 0.011. We constrain the cooperation state and input
trajectories such that r7;(7) ~ 6848.234km, vr (1) = 02,
wT7i(T) = /ﬁ, and FT7T)1‘(T) = FT)ﬁ)i(T) = ON, which
yields an orbit with the required periodicity without applying
thrust. To achieve the cooperative task, we choose y;(t) =
191(15) We define Aﬁi]‘ (T) = yT)j(T) — yT,i(T) — rad (45)
for j < i and AVY;;(1) = yri(7) — yr,;(7) — rad (45) for
j > 4, where rad transforms degrees to radian. We assign
indices counter-clockwise on the orbit, i.e. Satellite 1 starts
with the smallest ¥;, and always define adjacent satellites
on the orbit as neighbours. Then, we choose W¢(yr) =

S 3020 X jen; 100G Lo o1 (A5 (7)), where Ls(a) =

62(y/1 + % —1) is the Pseudo-Huber loss function and ||
is the number of neighbours of Satellite i. Moreover, we
impose as input constraints ||y ;|| o, || F,illcc < 0.237 mN.
State constraints are also assumed, but are not important for
the simulation results. We choose N = 37, use terminal
equality constraints, and start with m = 5 satellites with
r;(0) =~ 6848.234km, ¥;(0) = i - rad25°, v;(0) = 0,
and w;(0) = /755 Moreover, we use VA (. v) =

H)%T Zf;& lyr.i(T) — y%rl (7)||%. 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[d]
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 ||0;(t)—3; (t)|| > Pmin-

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 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 )7, cannot be achieved, e.g.
due to constraints or if Y ¢ Vr. For this purpose, we define
the best achievable fulfilment of the cooperative task

VY = argmin W€ (yr). (8)
yr€Vr

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 w > 1, a continuous function
¥ Yr — R>( positive definite with respect to y%V , and
¢y > 0 such that for any yr € Y and 6 € [0, 1] there exists
yr € Yr with

(9a)
(9b)

|gT|yT < chw(yT)v
We(gr) — W(yr) < —0¢(yr)”.

This assumption imposes a certain growth condition on
W€ and a structure on Yr, for example (but not limited
to) convexity, cf. [16, Assm. 7], [34, Assm. 5] for a similar
assumption with the common choice of w = 2. Intuitively, it
tells us that for any yr not solving the cooperative task as
well as possible, we can find a better cooperation output g
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 w > 1 and ¢}i, ¢y > 0 satisfying

Ciziwg, P (1)) < il wiy rra(T))

£, (10)

for all yT,]JT e Vr, (ZCZ,’UJl) € Z; and 7 € lp.p_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 w = 2 for quadratic stage costs on bounded sets, cf. [34].

Furthermore, the penalty functions on the change in the co-
operation output, V;*, need to satisfy the following conditions.

Assumption 9: The functions V;* are continuous. Moreover,
there exist w > 1, ¢® > 0 and aff, a5}, € Koo such that for
any gr,yr, vy € Vr,

m
afs(lyrlye) <3 VA(ra w8 < o (lyrle). (1)
=1
m
> VA v, — 2V (v viy) < Alirls,.  (11b)
=1

Condition is similar to (I0) and limits the growth
rate of > ;" V2. 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 [V-DI below, a simple quadratic
penalty function satisfies this assumption for w = 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 and [3 hold. Then, for any
initial condition xo 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. (2, (t), 1:(£(t))) €
Zi and (x4, (t), o7, 0, (1)) € C; for all ¢ € No.

Proof 1: Att = 0, (@) is feasible. Assume for t € N, that (@)
was feasible at ¢ — 1. Then, the shifted previously optimal
cooperation output y%(- + 1|¢(¢ — 1)) is a feasible candidate
solution of (@). Due to Assumptions [ and[3 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. (uf(1]E(t—1)), ..., ud(N—
LIE(t = 1), b (100 e 1) (N i (= 1)), r(NIE(E = 1))
Constraint satlsfactlon of the closed loop follows from the
definition of U;(z;(t)) and (&d) 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 Assumptions2H3lhold. Consider an optimiza-
tion problem similar to (€), but with y7 (and corresponding
rp = (z7,ur)) fixed as a parameter. Then, there exists € > 0
such that for any z € X with Y7, ¢}(z;,r7,;(0)) < &, this

optimization problem is feasible and its solution u satisfies
with ¢} from Assumption E]

ZJt X4, Wiy TT5) <Z

Proof 2: From Assumptions B] and @ if ¢? > 0 for all
i € T1.pm, then choosing £ > 0 such that (o))~ (¢) < ¢ for
all i € 1., implies z; € X (r7,;(0)). The following steps are
standard, cf. [9, Prop. 2.35]. Within the terminal set, due to
Assumptions 4 and [3] the terminal control law k! generates a
feasible input sequence in the above considered optimization
problem. Thus, from (Ba)), the terminal costs provide an upper
bound on Jf*(x;,u;,rr,;). Finally, applying yields the
claimed bound. Otherwise, if c? = 0 for some 7 € Iy.,,, i.e.
terminal equality constraints are used, then the claim follows
from [13| Prop. 4] and the arguments above for all other agents
with P > 0.

The following theorem states that the stage costs and
the cost of changing the cooperation outputs upper bound
the cooperation outputs’ distance to )Y, 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 7. .

Theorem 2: Let Assumptions[TH9 hold with the same w > 1.
For any N € Ny there exists 7, € K such that for any x € X
and y}' € Yr the inequality

D il 1i(€), 17, (018)) +

> 0e(y7 (1) yw)
holds. If £ = £(0), then holds also with VA = 0.
Proof 3: We prove this by contradiction. Let N € No-
Abbreviate y9 = y%(-|¢) and VA = A\(N)V;2. Suppose for
all 7, € K there exist € X and y} € Yr such that
D lilwi, 1a(€), 12,5 (01€) + VA (W0 ) < melly|yw)-
i=1 (14)

Consider g7 = §r(-|¢) from Assumption [7} based on y9.
Since Yr is compact and ¢ continuous, there exists vy =
SUD,,, ey |yT|y¥v, and vy, = Sup,, cy, Y(yr). Define L; =
max(Ly i, L), and ¢/ = max; (], c5' L¥), then

Ze/(xi,m(ms)) SOPCNTQ

Remm@b m

2k
(el +Ze- i, 1 (€), 19,401€))

ZVA yT i yT i + ewcid}(y%)w)
15)

I’L7TT1 )) (12)

ANV (i (16), )

13)

,77,i(0[§))

(1, 1 (€),7,4(01€)) + €' LY [§.il%0

@ ,
< (772 |7JT|yT

¢ (ne(yw) +0°¢iny) < e
with € from Lemma [l| and where the last inequality follows

if ¢ < W, and 7, such that n,(yw) < 5. Hence,



Lemmall] implies the existence of a feasible candidate (4, §r),
and defining ¢! = max;(c i) we have from Lemma []

ZJ xzauzurTz |§ Zczﬂz ‘TZ?TTl(()'g))
i=1 i=1

. G w W w
< ”(W |yT|yT Z miy:m )+0 C¢¢(y9r) )-
i=1 (16)
Now, compare the cost of (@, 97) with that of (u°,4%) =

(w0 (-|€), y%(-|€)). Define ¢/¢ = max(cfct, 1). Since JI* is
non-negative, and with c5 = A\(N)c? as well as O = A(N)0,

Zji(xia ’&i, gT,iu y’?‘flu ﬂT,Ni) - Ji(xia u'LQ7 ygﬂzﬁ yfl;fzv y’?’,/\/l)
i=1 m
< ZJ;Y(IU U, 7A’T71(|§)) + ‘Z’A(QT,ZW y:};fl) VA(yT i yT z)

=1

N)(We(yr WC(yT))
(m(ly%Iyw ZVA Y9 U + 09 (y3)?)
+ Cfg(z ZA yT ZvyTZ VA(yT Z7yT z))
N ( We( (?JT))

< o (m(ly%IyW) + 07w (yr)”) — Ony(yr)”

+le ZVA yT ZvyTz 2VA(yT z?yT z))

<o (neuquyT )+l )+ (e 8 —n ) ()
<c (|yT|yT w) + (e (en + 1)6Y — On) b (y)”
<c (ne<|yT|yT)— 5 (yr)) (17)

with ¢ = O(A(N) — /¢ (c]y +1)6“ ), which is positive
if 071 < % Since (-)¥ o %) is continuous positive
P
definite with respect to y%V on Yr, and Yr is compact, there
exists ¢ € IC (cf. [25]) such that ¢ (yr)” = 7e(lyr|yw).
w
6<6-1, with 6 € (0,1] so that the
2—2,3 holds, yields

Finally, choosing 7, =
earlier condition 7, (yw) <

Z‘] T, Uy, yT,ia yﬁpl)“fia gT,Ni) —Ji (xiv u?v y%,ia y’?{ia y’,(l)",/\/l)

=Ll

< 2
Hence, the objective function of (@, ¢r) is better than that
of (u®(-€), y%(-|€)), which is a contradiction. Furthermore, if
¢ = £(0), then (I3) follows from the same derivation with
VA =0 since V/~ is omitted in () 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 z, since the closed-loop input is also
influenced by y%r. Hence, for the same state z, different values
of y4" 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

ie(|y7lyw) <0.

(e.g. based on a different initial guess); see, e.g. [35], [9} Sec.
2.7]. We use a Lyapunov candidate based on §{ = (z,y} ).
Consider the function

V() =T -
where W5 = A(N)Wg with

Wy = min W(yr),

yr€YVr

Wx

(18)

ie. W§ = We(yrp) for all yp € yT . Moreover, define
Er(k) = [€(k)T,...,6(k+T —1)T]7, i.e. T instances of
¢ collected. Then, our Lyapunov function candidate is

t+T—1
> VEm)

and we simply write Vi (£7) 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:

Zy ={rr €II/21 20 | (m1,4(7), 27,0, (7)) € C; © By,
h(zg(T),ur(T)) € V{¥, V1 € lor—1, Vi € I}

with 7; from Assumption[3] Let X} denote the projection of
Z:‘ﬁv onto [[/~, X7, and define the set

=Y ={a exy, y) e YT

HuT € HilelT, (@ V) e 2} (19)

h(xy (), uy (1)) = yT,k+1( k), V7, k € lo.r—1}.

Note that yT is a stacked vector of T' periodic trajectories,
each of length T', and y . denotes the k-th of these. Defi-
nition (9) is such that each of these periodic trajectories is
shifted by one time step, i.e. yy/, (1) = yp, (7 + 1) for
k € Ty and yy/, (1) = ypp(7 4+ 1). Recall yy' (-t + 1) =
y3(-+1|¢(¢)) for t € No. Then, our goal is to show asymptotic
stability of =¥V for the (extended) closed-loop system

£ (), w(€(0))
Y-+ 1IE()

fla(t+T=1),uEt+T -1)))
Yr(-+ 1€+ T 1))

with z(0) = o and y}- (-|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 Vr(¢r).

Lemma 2: Let Assumptions [[H3] and [9] hold. Then, there
exists ayp € Koo such that Vp(&r) < aub(|§T|E¥v) for all &7
whose first component z satisfies € X'n.

Proof 4: Consider T periodic cooperation output trajec-
tories Y7 .+1 € Yr for 7 € Ip.r—1. Furthermore, let
zr € [[i~, XI such that x7(0) € Xy. Then, by The-
orem [Il there exist ar € [/, U} and gr € YF such
that z7(7) € Xy for all 7 € Ip.p—y. Choose y7 41 =
yp (|7) such that 27 (7 + 1) = z,(¢(r)) (1, 27(7)). Then,
&(1) = (x7(7), y7 r+1). Next, restrict 7 further so that with
(z3 yy) = argmingw sw)ezw [|(z7 =28, yr — 97 )|, we

Er(t+1) = (20)



-1 ,
have |27 (7)[pw (r) < #aﬁlb (¢) with € from Lemma [II

From (I9) there exists u)¥ such that h(z}Y (7),ul¥ (7)) =
Yl py1 (T — k) for all 7,k € T r—1. By Assumption B] this
implies > 0;(x7i(7), 11 (7)) < e for all 7 € To.p—1.
Then, from Lemma [I] for every z7(7), there exists @(:|7),
such that (ﬁ(-|7’),y¥'{T 4+1) is a feasible candidate solution
in @) with z = z7(7) and ¥} = yr 41 = vy (-|7). We
abbreviate Ji(:ci,ui,y%i,y%) = Ji(@i, i, Y15 Yy YT NG -
Since yy ., € Yy, we have

i(IT,i(T)a @i |7), s C17) syt rn) = Wi
= 3 (e ralr), wal ), A+ )
i=1
+AN)VA (yT,‘r-l—l,ivy'T,T-i—l,i))
I -
< D I @ra(r) air), i+ )
i=1
+ AN, (Y7 rralyy )
Do N
Zcz b (274 (T) e, () AN ), (ly7 r g lyw )
(2D
Summing up yields Vr({r) < duw([ér[zw) with

~ T—-1 m

allb(|§T|EIW) = ZT:O (Zz 1 claub(|‘rT 1( )|m¥/l(7’)) +
)\(N)afb(|y¥(-|7)|y¥v +1)). The existence of a local upper
bound with &, € K on a compact subset of X]:\F, X y;F s
together with compactness of Xy and Yr, establishes the
claim (cf. [9, Prop. 2.16]).

Second, we show a lower bound on Vi (&7).

Lemma 3: Let Assumptions [IH9 hold with the same w > 1.
Then, there exists ag, € Ko so that Vi (Er) > an(|ér Equ)
for all £ whose first component x satisfies x € X .

Proof 5: Consider T' periodic cooperation output trajectories
Y7741 € Yr for 7 € Io.r—1, and let 27 € [["; XT such
that z7(0) € Xn. As in Lemma 2's proof, x7(7) € Xy for
all 7 € Ip.r—1. Choose y7 r+1 = yy (+|7) such that z (T +
1) = @y¢(r)) (1, 27(7)). Then, {(1) = (27(7),y7,741). If
y71 played no role in (6), it can be chosen arbitrarily, and
we use y7.1 = y3(- + 1|7 — 1). Omitting non-negative terms,
A(N) > 1, and We(gp) > W for all gr € Vr, yield

)2 3 (6o o) €. (01 ()

= +)\(N)V;A(QT,i('|§(T))ayT,r+1,i))
o

S CIE )
*%Z( (@74(7), 3 (E(7)), 9, (0€(7)))
L VAWLIEE) YT )
@01 1

2 5 (R CEO)yg) + oy (27 (Dlas. i)

+ aﬁ(|y7,r+1|yg(»|g(7)))) (22)

=" ari(s) and of,, € Koo. Hence,

2 L (et lyge)

7=0
+ oty (|27 (7) |09, 0j(ry)) + Oéﬁ(|y’r,f+1|y;(.|g(f))))- (23)

We now show that the right-hand side of (23) is positive
definite with respect to =Y. By Lemma [2] it must be zero
for & € EW. Assume that & ¢ EW. We have several
possibilities. First, there may exist 7 € [;.7—1 such that [y (-+
LE(T = 1))y (ery) > 0 or [y (- + LE(T — 1)l y0 (o)) > O
for 7 = 0. Since y7,,+1 = ¥p (|7) = y2(- + 1|7 — 1), and
by our choice of y7; in the case that y} (-|0) played no
role in (@), the right-hand side of (23) is positive. Second, if
the first case does not hold, then perhaps h(x7(k), ur(k)) #
yrrra(k — 1) = yB(k — 17 + 1) = y(k|¢(7)) for some k.
Note that 7 can be fixed here since the first case does not hold,
and thus y9.(k|£(7)) = y3-(0[£(F)) for some 7 € Ip.r—1. Due
to Assumption [2] this entails |27(7)[,0 ©e(7) > 0 for some
7 € lo.r—1 and the right-hand side of (IZ[) is positive. If the
other two cases do not hold, then the last possibility is that
there exists 7 € Ip.r—1 such that y%(-|¢(7)) ¢ VI¥, 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 ZWV'. Furthermore, if |r|zw — oo, by
the above arguments the rlght -hand side of (IE[) also tends
to infinity, and X T x yT is compact. Hence, there exists
app € Koo (cf. [25]) such that VT(&T) > qu(|§T|—W)

Finally, we prove stability of =¥ for the closed loop sys-
tem (20), which implies that the cooperatlve task is achieved
as well as possible in closed loop.

Theorem 3: Let Assumptionsm-Elhold with the same w > 1.
Then, for any initial condition zo for which (€) is feasible,
the set V' 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.
lim oo [cOll™; (yi(2)), ...y colly (yi(t+ T —1))] € YV

Proof 6: Consider x(t), z(t + 1), y} (:|t), y} (-|t + 1) from
two consecutive time steps with ¢ € Ny, and recall that by
definition y (|t + 1) =y (-4 1]£(t)) for t € N. In addition,
we set yp (10) = y%(- + 1|T — 1) since it can be chosen
arbitrarily, to align Wlth the proof of Lemma Bl From the
solution of (@) at time ¢, we build a (standard) candidate input
using AssumptioanIas i (-]t +1) = (uf (1[E(E)), ..., ud(N —
E(E), Ky i) (N (), 79, (N[E(1)))) and consider
gri(lt +1) = y3,(- + 1|¢(t)). Theorem [ showed that
this is a feasible candidate solution of (). Abbreviate again
Ji(a:i,ui,y:‘;fi,yT) = Ji(:ci,ui,yTﬁi,y:‘;fi,yTyM.). Now, we
bound the difference between two consecutive time steps by
inserting the candidate, cancelling some terms, and using the
terminal ingredients (Assumption M) and the shift invariance
of the cooperation objective function (Definition 2)):

VIE(+1) - VIE®)
< Z(Ji(xi(wr 1), 4|t + 1),y (1t + 1), g ([t + 1))
i=1
= Ty (0), w0 €), 9B 1), g5 CE)) )



m

N-1
- Z(Zéimug(.g(t»(k, (1)), (HIE()). 78 (HIE(D)

+ Li(@ 00 ey (N, (1), @ (N=1]E + 1), 7, (N[E(2)))
+ Vi (@i, ey (N, i (t + 1)), 75, (01£(2)
FANVA W (- + 1EE), 9 (- + 1[E(1))

- Z_ 030 (e ey (ks i (8)), g (KIE(8)), 775 (KIE(1)))
k=0

— Vi (@100 (e (N, (1), 7 (N[E(F)))

— NIV, (S0 08 (10)

ACN) (WE (- + 1160) = W (1))

+
(b, Def. 2]
(LLla)

< z;(—exxi(t),m(s(t)),r%,i<0|a<t>>>
S ANVARCE®) o () ).

As when showing the lower bound in Lemma [3l us-
ing @24), @2), and 23) by summing up, we arrive at

Vr(&r(t+1)) = Vr(§r(t))

t+T—1

D VEFE+1) = V(ET) < —an([&r(t)]zw),

T=t
with agp, € Ko from Lemma Bl Together with the upper
bound of Lemma [2] and the lower bound of Lemma [3]
asymptotic stability of =¥ for the closed-loop system (20)
follows from standard Lyapunov arguments, cf. [9, Thm.
B.13]. In particular, this implies convergence of y%.(-|£(7))
to a unique solution achieving the cooperation goal as well
as possible, ie. limy_ o [y%(-|€(¢ ))|yw = 0 as well as
limgo0 [y (- + 1|E(E + 1))|yo ey = 0, and the closed-
loop state ([Za) follows a (perlodlc) 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 [[H9 hold with w = 2.
Moreover, assume of, and oS, of Definition 2l afj and '} of
Assumption[3] and af and aﬁb of Assumption[9are quadratic
functions, e.g. oS, (s) = aS,s* with a, > 0. In addition,
assume for v of Assumption [7] that ¢ (yr) = ay |yr|yw with
ay > 0. Then, for any initial condition zg for which (@) is
feasible, the set =¥ is exponentially stable for the extended
closed-loop system (20).

The proof of Theorem M is given in the appendix.

This concludes our stability analysis of the closed-loop sys-
tem. Theorem [I] 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

=
@

(24)

(25)

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 (@) (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 (@) 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 0] hold. As
noted, the commonly chosen quadratic stage costs satisfy
Assumptions [3] and [§] with w = 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 Yr ; and the cooperation objective
function W¢ are convex. Furthermore, W€ is continuously
differentiable, and its gradient is Lipschitz continuous, i.e.
there exists Ly, > 0 such that

INW<(yr) = VIV (yr)ll < Lwllyr — yz |l
holds for all yr,y7 € Vr.

Note that Ly is not needed in the proposed MPC scheme.
Since Yr is compact, 26) follows, e.g., if W€ is twice contin-
uously differentiable. Assumption [I0] implies Assumption [71

Lemma 4: Suppose Assumptions [I] and hold. Define
p(yr) = Py,lyr — sVW(yr)] with s > 0. Then, gr =
yr + 0(p(yr) — yr) with 6 € [0, 1] satisfies Assumption
with w =2 and ¢y = 1.

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

(y —plyr)) " (yr — sVYW (yr) — p(yr)) <0, Vy € Vr.
Inserting y = yr yields

1
VW< (yr) " (p(yr) — yr) < —llyr —plyr)I*. @D

Since (26) holds, we can apply the Descent Lemma [24] Prop.
A.24] and insert to get

Weyr +0(p(yr) —yr)) = We(yr)
< VW 0plyr) — ) + 2 16(p(yr) — yr

yr)|1%.
yields We(gr) — We(yr) <

lp(yr) —

(26)

)|

0 L
<~ llyr = plyr)|1® + =510 (yr) -

Choosing s ﬁ,
—0||p(yr) — yr||?. Consider the mapping ¥ (yr) =



yrl|. Since W€ is convex, ¥ (yr) = 0 if and only if yr mini-
mizes W(yr) over Yr (cf. [24, Prop. 3.1.1, Prop. 1.1.4, Fig.
3.3.2]). Otherwise, v (yr) > 0. Further, p(yr) is continuous,
and hence, so is ¥ (yr). Thus, ¥ (yr) is a continuous and lo-
cally (i.e. on V) positive definite function with respect to V.
The claim follows with |§r|y = ||0(p(yr) — yr)|| = 0¥ (yr)
and We(jr) — We(yr) < —0¢(yr)*.

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 Vr ; and the cooperation objective
function W¢ are convex. Furthermore, W*¢ is continuously
differentiable, and there exists ¢ > 0 such that for all yr € Vr

(2
We(yr) = Ws+VW*Gr) " (yr —gr) + 5 |90 —yr[* (28)

with y7 = argming, cyw |yr|z, (recall W§ = We(yr)).
Strong convexity, which implies a unique minimizer of W€,

is sufficient but not necessary for Assumption [I1] to hold.
Assumption [[1] entails the following inequality:

o (1) i _ _
gz =yrl* < Weyr) = We(gr) = VW*(gr) " (yr — r)
< =VWeyr) " (g7 —yr) = VW (gr) " (yr — 1)
= (VW<(yr) = VW(4r)) " (yr — i), (29)
where the second inequality follows from convexity of W°.
This leads to the desired condition on 1) of Theorem H]
Lemma 5: Let Assumptionsandﬂj]hold Define p(yr) =
Py, lyr — sVWe(yr)] with s € (O +2-). Then, the candidate
97 = yr+0(p(yr)—yr) with 6 € | Tsatlsﬁes Assumption[7]

with ¥ (yr) = aylyr|yw. ay >0 and w=2.
Proof 8: We first note that

(VWC(yT) - VW) (yr — yr)
Lw VW (yr) — VW (yp)|I?
> /12 T
2T 75 7 lyr — el® + j— (30)

holds for all y/., yr € Yr. 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 (Qa) with
¥(yr) = aplyr|lyw and ay > 0. Define p(yr) = yr —
sVW€(yr). We then have

15(yr) — Byr)1?

= llyr — yrl? + SIVWE(yr) — VW (yp)|I°
—2s(yr —yp) (VW (yr) — VW (y7))
BII] 2 2 c c/. ./ 2
< llyr —yrll® + s*[[VW<(yr) = VIW(y7)]|
2s0 Lw /2 2s s
_ _ _ WC _ WC
- lyr—yrl - VW (yr) = VW (yz)|
2sa Ly
—(1— a2
9 2s

VIV ()1

+ (" = s IV lyr) -

From here, in contrast to [24, Prop. B.5], we rely on (28)
instead of strong convexity. Choosing /> = yr with |yr|g, =
lyr|yw and applying 26) if s > 25— or @9 if s < 537
to bound the second term yields

15(yr) = B(Fr)|I* < max((1—sLw)?, (1-50)*)|lyr —7r|*.
€3]

Then, for the projected gradient descent p(yr), where p(yr) =
yr if and only if yr € V3 (cf. [24, Prop. 3.1.1, Prop. 1.1.4,
Fig. 3.3.2]), we obtain

lp(yr)

i _ _
< max(|1 = sLwl, [1 = sa])llyr — gz,

—p(r)l
(32)

where the first inequality follows from the non-expansive
property of the projection, see [24, Prop. 1.1.4]. Hence,

[97lyr = Ollp(yr) — yrll < 0(llp(yr)
@ ~
< 0(1+max(|1 — sLw/|,[1 — s5) |yr|yw

—yrll = llp(yr) — o)l < 1p(yr)

—grll + lyr —yrl)

which shows (@a) with cyay = 1+max(|1 —sLw/|, |1 — sa).

Finally, we show that the candidate also satisfies (@B) with
¥(yr) = ay|yr|yw . Following the proof of Lemmal] we get
We(gr)—W<(yr) < —0||p(yr)—yr||*. Moreover, from (32),
lyrlyw < llyr —plyr)| + llp(yr) — yrll < llyr = plyr)| +
max(|1—sLw|, |1 —so|)|yr|yy . Thus, [yr—p(yr)| = (1-
max(|]1 — sLw/|, |1 — sa|))|yT|yw Hence, @b) holds with
Y(yr) = aw|yT|yw and ay = 1— max(|1—sLW| [1—s5]) >
0s1nces<m and ¢ < Ly.

Finally, in the following lemma, we prove that a simple
quadratic penalty function on the change in the cooperation
output suffices for Assumption

Lemma 6: Define V2 (yr.,yh,) = 52 allyri(r) —
Yy (7)||? with &; > 0. Then, Assumptionlholds with w = 2.

Proof 9: Condition (IIa) holds trivially; we pro-
ceed to show (MIB). First, [[gri(1) — wp (7P <
20974(7) — yra()I2 + 2lyra(r) — 2, (PP With 64 =
max;(d;), this yields condition (]]]E[) ZZ VA, v —
VA (yra vy < 208 E o lir(m) — yr(D)? <

262 (15 g () — yr(0) .

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 Kl m

Z Zﬂ Tiw,; (b, 24), ui(k), rr (k).
k=0 i=1

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 (€) given a specific
initial condition z. This set does not depend on y} because y"
enters only through the objective function. Define Yy (x) =
{yr € Yr | Ju e UV (z) : (u,yr) is feasible in (@)}.

We introduce the ’standard’ MPC problem for tracking a
given periodic trajectory rp given a state x:

min

Vi@, rr) = ueUN (z) 4

subject to, for all i € Iy.,, (EH) and (|5_(—;[) The solution is
denoted by ul(:-|x,rr) with us(z,rr) = ul(0|z, rr), which

JK,T’U,TT

(@i, iy rri) (33)



coincides with the solution of (€) if 79 is used in (33). The
set of feasible states is denoted by X3, (rr).
Asymptotic stability of the periodic trajectory rr for

w(t +1) = f(x(t), ps(z(t), rr)) (34)
with 2(0) € X3 (rr) follows directly from [8 Thm. 5.13]
(cf. [8, Rem. 5.17]) if Assumptions 2] and [4] hold. Hence, there
exists s € KL such that |z, (t,7)]z) < Bs(|Z]21(0), 1) for
all = € X3 (7). This also entails that for all N € Ny there
exists as~ € K such that

V(x,rp) < V3 (x rr) < o (|:v|zT ©)) (35)
holds for all = € X%(TT) and N > N. Moreover,
Vi(@,rr) <> Vi(wi,rri(0)) (36)

i=1
for all N € N and = € [[[~, X!(rr;(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 @ hold. Then, for all
N, there exist 01,02 € £ such that for all rr € [[/", Zr;
and z € X%, (rr) the inequality
inf
K

Vx(z,rr) < ) )3K($,U,TT) + 01(
ue x
zy (K,x)EBL(rr(K))

holds for N > N with £ = Bs(||ur.(0), K ).

The proof is an adaption of the proof of [§, 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 Jx (x, us, r1) < V¥ (z,rr) (cf. (31D, [8
Thm. 8.21]). However, (37) suffices for our purpose. We refer
to [8l Chap. 2] for a discussion of the terms d; and d5 in (37).

For a meaningful performance bound, we require existence
of a uniformly reachable y’T IS y%V , which we establish in the
following lemma.

Lemma 7: Let Assumptions M3l @ with ¢? > 0, EI,A and [7]
hold. Then, for all N € Ny with X v = (), there exists N € Ny
such that for any = € Xy, yi € Vr there exist @ € UV ()
and §7 € YW so that (@, §r) is a feasibility candidate solution
of (@) for N > N.

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 y};V 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[IH3] 4] with ¢? > 0,[5H9] and [12]
hold with the same w > 1, and let M € Ng. Then, the
following two properties hold.

1) There exist P > M and N such that z,(k,z) € Xp for

all:cEXM,N>Nandk€No

2) Let £(0) = (z,y} ) with € Xp and ) arbitrary.

Then, limy 00 ¥2(-|€(k)) = /(- + k) uniformly on
Xy for all k € Ny where ylf is the eventual closed-
loop solution of the cooperative task for N — oo. Thus,
lmp o0 [y7([€(K))]yw = 0 uniformly on Xar.

N) +02(K) (37)

Proof 10: Let M € Nyp. We start by showing uni-
form convergence of y%(-|£(0)) to g7(:|€(0)) on X where
yr(-|§(k)) = argmin,, cyw [y7(-|S(k))]y,. Suppose there
exist ¢; > 0, ¢« € Iy, such that for all N € Ny there
exists j € Iim and z € Xy with [yr;(-[€(0))]yw =
2 CEO) g0y = ¢ where €(0) = (0,55 and
yy is arbitrary. Note that by Definition [2] and (I8), there
exist afy, ayy, € Koo such that afy,(|lyr|yw) < We(yr) —
W§ < a4, (lyrlyw ). From Lemma [7 there exist N € Nq,
g7 € YW, and @ € UN(z) such that (@,¢r) is a feasible
candidate in (@) for all N > N and 2 € X)s. Moreover,
since A(N)W¢(j7) — W5 = 0 and V2 is omitted in (6)
for £(0), we get V(£(0)) < Vi(z,gr) for all N > N.

Then, we have A(N)(W*(yp(-1(0))) — W§) < V(£(0)) <

Vila,ir) < oy(lelino) < o (y) for all N > N
with ' = sup(,, u)ez,, rriczr. (|2l (0)) because Z; are
compact, as well as using the candidate solution in the second
inequality. But then A\(N) < W Ozf‘l/fg(('é)))) W < 2}1‘41)8;))
which yields a contradiction for sufﬁ01ently large N.

Next, to prove the invariance property, we first show a
turnpike property. We prove that for all I > 0, there exists
or € L such that for all NP € N, z € X, u € UV(x)
and yr € Yr with >0, (xz,ul,yTz,yTz,yTN) < T,
the set Q@ = {k € Io.n—1 | |zu(k,@)|z-x) = or(P)} has
at most P elements, where yr € V¥V such that |yr|g, =
lyr|yw. With &f, € Ks from before, with 2) and As-
sumptlon Rl we have >0 0;(z,ui,rri(T)) + We(yr) >
Zz 1 alb(|xl|w’1‘z T)) + alb(|yT|yT) > p(|I|IT(T)) for some
p € Ks and 7 € Ipp—1. We now prove the turn-
pike property by contradiction. Fix I' > 0 and choose
or(P) = p~(%). Suppose there exist N, P, z, u, r7 such that
i (xz,ul,yTz,yTz,yTN) < T but Q has at least P+1
elements. However, then Y /", (:cl,ul,yTz,yTZ,yT N;) >

Zi:l Zk:o 1(x17ui (ka Il)a ul(k)v TT-,Z(k)) + NWC(yT) >
Yoro Alu(k, 2o 1) > Ygeq plor(P)) > L > T,
which is a contradiction.

Now, we use this turnpike property to show that there exist
P > M and N such that for all € Xy, N > N and
k € Ny, we have z,(k,z) € Xp. Let z € Xps. As previously
in the proof, we have V(£(0)) < V¥ (z,7r) < a5, (v") for all
N > N. We invoke the turnpike property with F = a5,(v")
and choose P such that op(P) < min; cl? with c from As-
sumption[l Thus, the set {k € Io.n—1 | |Zuo(.|¢(0)) ( Moz ) >
min; ¢ b} has at most P elements for all z € Xy and N > N.
Hence, z,(1,z) € Xp, since at most N — P elements of
T 40(-|¢(0)) (k) are outside the terminal region of 77 ; by (#a).
In addition, from @4), V (£(k)) < V(£(0)) < a5, (7") for all
k € No with {(k) = (2, (k, z),y} (-|k)). Therefore, we can
apply the turnpike property for all £ € Ny with the same I’
and P. This yields z,(k,z) € Xp for all k € Ny.

To finish the second claim, assume that y%(-|¢(k — 1))
uniformly converges to yr(:|£(k—1)) on Xy, forall k € I 7,
e.g. k = 1 as shown before, and where £(0) = (z,y>)
with " arbitrary and x € Xj;. By Assumption 4] and the
invariance property, there exists v/ € UN(x(k)) such that
(v, y%(-+1]&(k—1))) is feasible in (@) for (k) and N > P,



where u’ solves (33) for rr = 7.(- + 1|§(k — 1)). Then,
AW (yr (-[&()))

N) iViA(y% Cl€(R)) yr, (- + 1E(k — 1))

A(N) i( 7 (1€(K)))
ZJ“ wi (k), u (1€(R)), (-1 (K)))
ZVA E(R), v i (- +1g(k — 1))

< Vi (z (k)vTT('+1|§(I€_1)))+/\(N)Wc(y%('+1|§(k_1)))
< ap () + AN)WE (Y (- + 1¢(k — 1))

The last inequality follows as before from (33) and compact-
ness of Z;, and for the second we used the candidate. Thus,

ap(7") = +AN ZVA §(k), y (- + 1€k — 1))
N)(Wo We(yp(- + 1¢(k — 1))))
+/\(N)(W (yp(1E(K))) — W)
> /\(N)ZV- (v ClEK)), yp (- + 1E(k — 1))
+ AN (@5, (197 CLEED g (lew)
— AN (@5, (1Y (1ER = 1) gr(jeh-1y)) - (38)

Since y%.(-|¢(k — 1)) converges uniformly, for all co > 0 there
exists No € N such that a5, (|y5(1€(k — 1)) |0 ek—1))) <
dﬁb(co). First, suppose there exists ¢; > 0 with j € I.,,, such
that for all N € Ny, and all §7,; € YV, |y£}J(|§(k))|yT] >

¢j. Thus, G, (93 CIE0) g (rery) > G, (c;). Choose co
such that &<, (co) < M Then, since V;» is non-negative
from Assumption 0 we have a%(7*) > ANV )O‘“’T(CJ) for
all N > Ny from (@8), which is a contradiction. Hence,
Ly oo [Y9(1€(F)) g2 ek)) = O uniformly. Second, assume
there exists ca such that for all N € Nj the inequality
|y£}(.|§(k))|y%(,+1|£(k_1)) > ca holds forAsome k € N.
Choose now ¢ such that S, (cp) < % with af
from Assumption Bl Then, from (B8) and Assumption [0
a5 (") > A(N) O‘“’écA), which is also a contradiction. Thus,
Mmoo D050y V;A(yT,i( |§(k ))7yT,i( +1[¢(k—1))) = 0 uni-
formly. Finally, by induction, limy_, - y%(-|£(k)) = y5(-+k)
uniformly where y/.(- + k) = limny o0 g7 (- + k|£(0)) is the
closed-loop solution to the cooperative task for N — oo.

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 (@), showing that Assumption [@] 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 A5 also
stays in a set X'p for some P > N.

The following assumption is similar to Assumption [§]
except we require a coefficient-free comparison between the
stage costs of two references, cf. [L6, Assm. 4].

Assumption 12: There exist ¢, i’ > 0 such that for all

yr, 91 € Vr, (xi,u;) € Z; and 7 € Tp.p_1:
Ui, wi, T, (1)) < (@i, wi,rri(T)) + C?VT,i(T)ﬁT,i(T)
+ P () o (o) (39)

As stated in [16, Rem. 1], Assumption 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 [TH3] @ with c? > 0,6H9 and
hold, all with w = 2. Then, for any N € Ny, there exist
01,02 € L, N’ € N, such that for all z € Xz, N > N’ and
K eN,

3K(ZE,ILL,’I”//T) < IIUI}(f( )3K($,U,T%)+51(N)+52(K)
o (K,2)€B (rp(K))

K—-1m
+ D0 D IR ORI, 1+ [P O1ERD|ry 0 (40)

k=0 i=1
holds with v/ = lim o0 imy 00 Yo (-|tx) € YV, t = kT,
k € Ng, and k = ﬂf(|$|m/T(0),K)

Proof 11: Let N € Ny and z € X5. We only need to
show (@Q) for sufficiently large N and K as in the proof of
Proposition [[I From Lemma [8l limy o0 [49(-]£(0))[,,, = 0
uniformly. Hence, there exists N}, such that |y%(:|£(0 NNy,

min; cb

- with L, = max;L,; holds for all N >
N{. From Lemma [7s proof, we know that there exists
N’ > N/, 7 € Ipr-1, and uP € U’ (z) such
that [z; o (N',@)|z0 (rje0)) < . Thus, with Assump-
tion2 |z; ,» (N, $)|mm( Ne) < 1w (N, @) 09, (710)) +
c'?

|2, (7'[€(0 ))|m;,i(7/|5(0)) < F o+ Lalyg(ClE0)]y, < e
Therefore, there exists N’ € N and v/ € U¥(z) such that
(u',y}) is a feasible candidate in (6) for all N > N’ and £(0)
with z € X 5. Consequently,

K—-1 m
Ik 7T/T Zﬂi(xl}m (k7 xi)v Mi(k)u r’fl",i(k))
- Kol m k=0 i=1
< 303 (i ), i), . (01 (R))
i=1

£(0), (@ is solved without
and ViA into account, and there exists a feasible
candidate solution (u/,y}) as outlined above, the
solution of @3) is also a feasible candidate solution,

Since at taking yb

ie. (u(lz,r7).yp). and V(£(0) < Vy(z,up)

Note that V(&(k)) > 0. Hence Iz, p, ) <
s K-1

Va(@yp)  + k0 i €5 i (01 (K ))|2 kT
o oy [, (08 (k Dl k). and PrOPOSIUOH m

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 (@0Q) reveals the chance
to derive an asymptotic performance bound, i.e. for K — oo
and N — oco. Here, the error terms in (@Q) depending on K
and NN 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 [[H3] [ with ¢ > 0, BHO
and hold with w = 2. Moreover, assume the conditions in
Theorem [ are satisfied. Then, for any z € X 5 with N € Ny,
(41)

inf  Jool(z,u,rl).

. ~ /
]\}gnoodoo(:mu, TT) B uwelUee (z)

Proof 12: First, we show that the series terms in (@0)
converge for K — oo due to exponential convergence of
the closed-loop system. Let N € Ny and z € Xy. From
exponential stability (Theorem M), there exist a, > 0 and b, €
(0,1) such that the inequality {7 (k)|zw < aclér(0)|zw bk
holds for all ¥ € Ny. Thus, with L = max;(Ly i, Ly;)
from Assumption 21 [r.(01§(K))[rr. k) < LIy (-I8(K))ly;, =
LIy = 1k + DIy, < LX)y
Liér(k + 1)|zw < Lac|§T(O)|Ewb’§+1, where we define

T T
YTk = Yrpo(rr1)| bt for a well-defined sum after the
second inequality. hlS 1ncludes a modulo operation with
an offset of one. Then, > 2> S 5 [r%(0[¢(k))|? <

rr (k)
Lr2 2 2

Z;O:O ch2a3|€T( )|2Wb (kJrl) C?,L ae'éT(OHETW

A

1—be
c3 =

2D <k,
cyLae 0)|=
SR S I OI€ Ry < e
max; cfj. Hence, because Z; is bounded, both series converge.
Now, we combine all parts to show that the errors terms in
the transient bound @0} vanish for K — oo and N — co.
Since there exists P > N such that limy oo y2(-|€(K)) =
Y (- + k) uniformly on Xp due to Lemma[8l we have

IN

with

max; cé and because bg Similarly,

ol —
with ¢j =

hm 7,:(0[&(k )|2/Tﬂ.(k)+ U

=0

7.:(01E(k ))|§/”(k)+

1, (01 (R)) |y i)

k=

Hence, for any x € Xy with N € Np, the inequality
lmpy oo Joo (T, 1, 77) < infyepyos (2) Joo (@, u, 77) follows
from (@0). The other direction, i.e. imy_ oo Joo(, 1, 77) >
inf,cyee () Joo (2, u, 77) follows from optimality.

The asymptotic performance bound (4I) proves that the
proposed scheme is able to recover infinite optimal perfor-
mance for N — oo, 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.

0.5
—— Agent 1
025 | 7Agent 2
0 e
—0.25 ‘{'
-0.5
-20 -15 =10 =5 O 5 10 15 20
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 All three
examples were implemented in Python using [37] and [38].
Although (@) is amenable to decentralized optimization, we
solved (@) 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

a2

again the Pseudo-Huber loss function Ls(a) = 62 (1/1 + % —

1) since it approximates |a| for large values of a. We
choose W (yr1) = 2000Lo.01((yr1,1 — 20)2 + y%,1,) and
W2 (yr.2) = 1000Lo.01((yr2,1 + 20)* + ¥7.5 5). In addition,
VA (yr,isyp,) = W{”?JTZ yr,||?. The result for N = 10
and T =1 can be seen in Flgurelzl 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 [7l 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 Ls, 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

&i1(t) = x;.4(1), %i,6(t) = —9.81 4+ 0.91u; 3(¢),
itiﬂ(t) = Ty, (t)’ I1,7(t) = —8w; 7( ) + z; Q(t)
Tis(t) = xi6(t), %;8(t) = =8 8(t) + i 10(t),
£,4(t) = gtan(zi7(t)),  Zio(t) = 10(—zi,7(t) + uin(t)),
Ti5(t) = gtan(z;s(t)), @i0(t) = 10(—z;8(t) + us2(t)),

adapted from [39]]. We discretize the dynamics using the Euler
method with a step-size of h = 0.1s. Terminal costs and
constraints are computed offline following [27]. As the output,
we choose the position of the quadrotors, ie., y;1 = i1,
Yi2 = T;2, and y; 3 = x; 3. Here, x; 3 is the quadrotors’s
altitude. We impose the following constraints: ||2; x|lco < 21
for k € 1.3, ||xz,k||oo < 5 for k € g5, ||xz,k||oo < 2 for
k € Igs.10, ||ul7k||oo < % for k € 1.5, and 0 < ||ul73|| < 19.62
for k € I 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 ¢ = 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 0.5 m, which conflicts with the desire
for consensus. Hence, the coupling constraint is defined as

Ci = {yri,yrn) | lyri —ao |* > 0.5 Vie Nj}

We choose N = 5, T = 40, V2 (yr.i(-[t), y7,(]t) =
o EtT;Ol lyr,i(7t) — i, (7]t)]|*, and a simple quadratic
stage cost with Q = I and R = 0.011.

For ¢t < 199, we augment the cooperation output by the
parameters yr-; for the circle’s radius and y7.; for the circle’s
centre. Hence, we define yr; = (yr., Y7 Y7 ,)- Then, we
define the cooperative objective function

WG (10).Gr.v. (10)
TZ ((ym (r1t) = s () cos (2T -
i ®) (vt 0
b))

m
+ Z ||y’%1 - y%,sz + ||er1 - ergHz
j=1

27T
— % L (t) si -
yT,l<>sm(T (i~

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

Wi(yra(-[t)) Z lyz1 (7]t) — yr ()],
and for ¢ > 1,
We(yr,i(-It) Z lyri(rlt) = yra (7]t)]2.

The external reference vy, is deﬁned as

—10 4 20(%5232)

—10+ 20(1523)
0

In addition, we omit V2~ from (@) at ¢ = 200.

The simulation results are depicted in Figure [ for the first
phase and in Figure [3] 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.

yr(t) =

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

Proof 13: First, we show that 7, in Theorem [2] is also
a quadratic function. We follow the proof of Theorem
until (I7). Then, we have

D Tilwiy i, G Y5, G — T uds Y3 v v )
i=1
0 w

! (me(lyrlyw) — b ailyrlSm).
w

G?p|yT|§;¥V = Cn|yT|§;¥v
with § € (0,1] and 6 < W leads to the same

6

contradiction as in the proof of Theorem 2] and establishes
1¢ to be quadratic as well.

Second, we show that the upper bound shown in Lemma
is quadratic. We follow the proof of Lemma 2l until 1)), from

which, with @,1, = max;(cta’y,, A\(V)a4,), we have

Now, choosing n¢(|yr|yw) = 68

VEm) <3 chaly oz i) Pa ) + AN 771
=1
=awlem) e

Saun(|e7 (D) Fwiry Hyr el

UT TH1

yT +1)

This yields Vr(&r) < aub Yr—g [€(7 Do (. )
aub|&r| 2w . This local upper bound on a compact subset of
X ]:\F, x Y7 together with compactness of Xy and Vr entail
Vr(ér) < aub|§T|_W with ay, > 0 for all & whose first
component x satisfies € Xy (cf. [9] Prop. 2.16]).

Third, we establish a quadratic lower bound. We follow
the derivation of the proof of Lemma [ until 22)), yield-
ing VEr) = an(CIErN Gy + o7y o) +
ly7 i1 |? 2 |£(T))) with ai, = 3 mlnl(afb,cn,alb) The same
arguments as in the proof of [ show that the right-hand
side is positive define with respect to Z)¥. From here,
it is possible to show that there exists a;, > 0 such
that Vp(ér) > a1b|§T|_W Now, we want to find ap, >
0 such that Vp(¢r) >Ta1b|§T| 2w. Define (z¥V,ylV) =

e e S
that |yT|yW ||yT( &) — gr(- |§)|| Additionally, define

(@r,97) = argmln(w gryesy Yg—o |57 CIET) = Grral
subject to ||gr(:1£(0)) — yr, 1T| = 0. We now consider some

preliminary terms before deriving the lower bound. We have,
with g7 -1 = 7+ (- + 1), for 7 € 1.1,

g (1)
< 270 (D (411er—y) + 2177+ LEE =), .,
= 205 CIENIG 111661y T 21TrCIET = DI,

By iterating these steps until |g7(-]£(0))|2. = 0 appears, we

yT 1
obtain, for 7 € I;.7_1,
T—1
(e, < S 2 g (TR, (pajerrosy:
k=0

(42)
Next, for 7 € I1.7_1,
97 ClE)  (11e—1)
< 2052 (1N ey + 200 CEEDE (cs1ier-1y)
< 2097 CLET) 50 (ecry) T 4y CIET))S
+ 4y (- + 1E(r - 1))|yT< +1]¢(r—1)
= 2|?JT(|§(T)) v (-16(7))
+ Ay (T = D2 ey
Combining these two, we get

ZlyT 1€(r

+11¢(r—1))

AT 1l e
(43)

yT7—+1
-T 17-—1
< 20D 2 g (e = R etk
T= 1k 0

< Z2T+2Z(|yT J6(m =B S0 (ecr—)

YTl 0 (Je(r—k))
BT — k= D) ety
< 2T+2(Z<T -7+ 1><|gT<-|5< >>|§T< &)

=1

B +z Pl ety



T-1

< 2T+2T(Z (I ClEED2 ey

T=1
T-2

Iyl een) + D WRCEEDE, ey ) @4
7=0

Next, consider |yr, T+1|UT et . Since |77 (-1£(0))|g,, =0,

o 2
=ly7 115 1e0))
(45)

lyrali, = y7alge e Har ClEO) o .)?

< 2(|yT1| Cleoy T 1YPCIEOD . eon)s

and for 7 € 1.7+,

|yT7T+1|ZT’.,-+1 S 2|yT’T+1|§T(‘E + 2|yT( |€( )) yT T+1

< 2lyrr1lrr ey

T—1

+ > 2 gr (T

k=0
< 4lyrralyg (e + HVPCEDGr (e

T—1
+ 3 2 g (fe(r

2
ED G (41166 —k-1))

Q) AEeTE—— (40)
k=0
Hence,
T—-1
Z |y7—17+1|§T,‘r+1
@67@5 2 0 2
2ly7 1130 (e + 2T CIEO) 5, ey
T-1
+ D ATl ey T AYRCIED) R ey
T=1
T—17—1
+ YD 2 g (e = R (ajer—r-1))
7=1 k=0
@@ 2
< 2lyral20 ey + 219 CIEO)) 5, a0y
T-1
+ Z 4|y7’,r+1|§%(.|§(7)) + 4|?J9F('|§(T))|127T('|5(T))
=1 T-1
—|—2T+2T(Z(|yT( ETNNG (e
T=1 T-2
ey o) + S ACE) ey
1 7=0
<273 (W CEEN e + mr 1B crecr))
7=0

(47)

We now turn to |$T(T)|22T(T), where we use Assumption
with L, = min; L, ;

|27 (7)|2 () < 2127 (01ET)E, () + 27 (T3

3. (0[€(7))
< 2LolyrCIEM)G, o0 + 2027(T) 20 0/
<AL |yr 4130, 40+ ALalyT r 120 (o)
+ 2|IT(T)|i0T(0\§(T))' (48)

With these preliminary steps combined, we get

T—1
|§T|25;v = Z |yT,r+1|32,;V
=0

2
— + |IT(7')|$¥V(T)

T—1
< |ZJT,T+1|2‘7;T,T+1 + |z7(7) %T(T)
7=0
@@/T71
< 1+4L 2 4L 2
< (4 4La) YT 1[50 ) +ALalYT r+1l59 (e
7=0
+ 2|$T(T)|i91.(0\5(7—)))
EDT’I
< ((1 +4L) 2Ty (1E))I2, ey
7=0
T+5 2
+ (L+4L:) 2 D)y 711050 (er)
+ 4Lz|y7',7-+1|§%( ey 2|337’(7')|925f%(0|§(r)))
T—1
< ((1+4L,) (27T + 4Ly,) ( > 27(T) 20 01 ()
7=0

13 CIEO) B o) + T r 128 (e )
(49)

Finally, comparing @23) with (49) entails V7 (¢7) > aw|ér|2w
=T

with ai, = G SEt T

Furthermore, we also get from @3), Vy(&r(t + 1)) —
Vr(ér(t)) < —alb|§T|§W. Exponential stability then follows
from this and the quad?atic upper and lower bounds using
standard arguments (cf. [9, Thm. B.19]).

B. Proof of equation BQ) in Lemma [3I's proof

We follow the proof of [24, Prop. B.5] with adapted nota-
tion. Choose & < max(Ly, §) with o from Assumption [T1]
let y7,y7 € Yr, and consider ¢(yr) = We(yr) — 5 |lyr|*.
We show that Vo(yr) = VWC(yr) — dyr is Lipschitz
continuous with constant Ly — &. From [24, Prop. B.3], (Z6)
is equivalent to

(VW(yr) — VW) " (yr — v7) < Lwllyr — yrl*.
Moreover,
(VW (yr) = VW (yp) " (yr — y7)

= (Vo(yr) + oyr — Volyr) — ayr) " (yr — )

= (Vé(yr) — Vo) " (yr — vr) + llyr — vrll®
which implies
(Vo(yr) — Voyr) " (yr —vr) < (Lw — )llyr — yrl*.

Again from [24} Prop. B.3], this shows the claimed Lipschitz
continuity of V¢é(yr), and we obtain from [24, Prop. B.3]

IVé(yr) = Velyr)lI*

Lm/—>U

(Volyr) — Vo(yr)  (yr

- ?JT)



Inserting the definition of ¢(yr) yields

(VW< (yr) — VW) " (yr — vp) — Gllyr — vl
T —|VW*(yr) — VW (y}) — 6 (yr — y7)l°
w — O

5,2 vWwe yr) — vWwe y/ 2
_7HyT_y’_/T||2+|| ( ) — ( T)H
Ly —¢o Lw—0o

2T (VW )~ VW) vh)
w o

>

>

which can be reordered into (30).

C. Proof of Proposition [Il

Proof 14: We begin by showing a turnpike property as in [8}
Prop. 8.15]. Fix 7 > 0 and define §; = (ay;)~*(%). We show
that for all NP € N, z € X, v € UN(x) and rp € Zp
with Py (z,u,rr) < 7, the set Q(z,u, P, N,rp) = {k €
To:n—1 | |Ziu; (ks i) |op (k) > 07 Vi € L1 } contains at most
P elements. For this, assume that there exist N, P, x, u, rr
with Py (z,u,r7) < 7 but Q(x, u, P, N,rr) has at least P+1
elements. However, this implies the following contradiction:

Nlm

Z Zaﬁg |40, (K 331)|wm(k))

k=0 i=1

;afg(ay (P+1) ;%

Pn(z,u,rr)

D>

k€lo:n—1
Im’hui (kvmi)lzT,i(k)Z[s?

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 large NV and K since all involved functions
are bounded. Hence, 1 (V) and 62(K) can always be chosen
sufficiently large for small N and K. Consider u. € UX(z)
such that z,, (K, x) € B.(rr(K)) with

inf
uelU¥ (z)
zy (K,z)€By (rr (K))

Pr(z,ue,r7) < Pr(z,u,rr)+€ (50)

with an arbitrary but fixed € € (0,1). The standard stability
proof [8l Thm. 5.13] and (33) entail

IIUI}(f( )PK(x u,rr) < Vi (z,r7) < % ([2]or @) (5D
ue
zy (K,z)EB, (r7(K))

We apply the turnpike property with =
SUPyezy 0% ([2]or(0) + € where Zx = {z € X |
Ju € U, (x;,u;)) € Z; Yi € Iin}. Since the set

Q(z,u,min(| ¥ ], K 1),K,rr) contains at most

min(| § |, K — 1) elements, there exists k € I, min(| ¥ |, K—1)
2

with |24, , (K, Ti) o) < §; (min( L%J ,K — 1)). By

choosing N and K sufﬁciently large, we can ensure
67 (min(| 5|, K — 1)) < P, and hence from Assumption [

2 7 '
ue € UF(x), Tiw,,(k,2i) € X!(rr:(k)), and thus

also z (k,z) € X%_,(rr(- + k)). Then, the dynamic
programming principle entails
inf

Vi(e,rr) = in (Pe(w,u,rr)
uESU (x)
PSR CT) VE @alk @) e (4 R))
< Pk(x, Ue, TT) + ij[_k(xué (kv .I), TT(' + k))

G, { m

< e+ inf Pr(z,u,rr +ZVZ- (Ti, , (k, ), 77,4 (K))
uel @) i=1 ’

o (K,z)EB, (r7(K))

.0 m

< e+ 1nf(73)1<(:c u,rr) + chafﬁ)( (B2 ky)
uelU¥ (z —

zy (K,x)EB, (rr(K)) =1

. ; . N
<e _Zetlunf(f)K(x u TT)—FZ cﬁaf;b(éj(mm( {?J (K —1)))

@0 (K,2) By (rr (K)) i=1

<e+ 1nf771<3: w, T —I—Zc Zb
ueU® (z) P
co(K,2)eB, (rr(K)) 1

This shows (37) with &;(N ) =y dal 07(|5])) and

02(K) = 327, chagy, (6] (K = 1)).

D. Proof of Lemma ]

Proof 15: Let = € X~, y(TO) € Yg(z), and define
ygp) = argming, cyw |yT |- There exists u € [UN(J:) such
that z;,,(N) € Xf(rgpo )(N)). Recursively define the input
trajectory u(o)(k) = ki(x z; (k@i (N)), rg)z(N + k)) for
k € Ip.n, and N; € N, ie. ﬁpplying the terminal control law
from Assumption [ repeatedly. Then,

Vi@, o (k+ 1,210, (N)), 75N + & + 1))

5|t

G Ny O
< Vi@, o (b, ziu, (N)), (N + k)

— L, o (ks i, (), (), 1) (N + )
LBttt (12, o (o i ()]0 7100)
VU Tk (N+k)
- alg(|xi7u50) (k; Li,u; (N))|m§9’)i(l\7+k))
b
< clal, (6.) — afi(F)

~ b
holds for all k with |xw<o>(k:,3:m (N))|$(T[),)i(1\7+k) > %,
where the constant §,, > 0 exists due to compactness of Z;.
Consequently, /N; can be chosen independently of TFEFO 2 such

~ b ~ oy
that |.I (0)(N17:Ezul( ))| (0)(1‘\7 < % with Ny = N + Ny,
x5 (N1)
due to (Ea) and (4b).

First, consider the case |:cTZ(N1)| 0N

b
Ci
) < 5 for

all i € Iy Hence, |z, (N1, i (N))] OF) S
AT 0

1500 (N1 Ziw (V)00 (7, + o) (V)] ¢ O (F) >

Thus, from @a), =, ) (N1, i u, (N V) € X (F (0)( N)).

T,i

b
Second, consider the case |$TJ(N1)| ® (&) > b for a

7 € Ij., with clb = min; ¢?, We start with &k = 0 but will
consider this case multlple tlmes. From Assumption [7] there



exists a cooperation output with a lower cooperative cost than

y(Tk); denote it by y(TkH). This yields a sequence of cooperation

outputs as indexed by k. Define L = max;(Ly ;, Ly ;). Then,
;00 (N1 T, (wa%-kj”(ﬁﬂ

- o -
<l 0 (V1 @i (K)o (7, + 2NN L,

b b
ch (k) Assm. [ (k) C;
< 2 +1|r ey < L (k) +—
2 | T’1|T(T,'L |yT’Z|y(T,i 2

b m @ b
i 2 : (k) Gi
< 5 + Li_l |yTﬁi|y¥cj1) < 3 + L@Cw’yw

with = sup,, ¢y, ¢¥(yr). Hence, if 6 < cf} (2Leyyy) ™,
then from (@), =, o (N1, 250, (N)) € Xf (@) ().
Furthermore, since ) is a continuous function on Yp and
positive definite with respect to y:?/ , there exists 1y € K such
that o (yr) > ’I]¢(|yT|(y)¥v). With Assumption. Bl [y yw =

IR ~
|y:(rk)|g<Tk> >y R > %|x§pk; (N1)|E<T§>j(ﬁl)
From (@B, this entails Wc(y(TkH)) < WC(y(Tk)) — an(%)“’.
Now, since W*° — W is continuous and positive definite with
respect to J)%V , we also have from Definition [2] We(yr) >
We(yr) = W§ = ne(lyr|yw) with some e € K. In addition,
We(yr) < agy(e) with e = sup, ey, [yr|ys. Since

k k
y(T+1)|y7V,V > %|$%7j1)(7)|i¥cjl)(7) for all 7 € Ip.r-1,

b
S1b

> 5r-

L COlITRIo
we have with N € N that n(+) -

— b w
aly(ve) = Sn2s ! Oy (?—E) . Thus, N> can be chosen such
b
that |x(TN.2+1)(T)|,<N2+1) < &b for some 7 € Io.7—1. Hence,
¥ T > (1) 2

the second case holds at most No+1 tAimes _until the first case

holds. Thus, with g7 = gngﬁl) and N = Ny + N5+ 1, there

exists & € UM (z) by glueing the previously described input
trajectories together such that z; (N, x;) € X!(7r (7)) for
some 7 € [p.r_1 and all N > N.
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