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Distributed strategy-updating rules for aggregative
games of multi-integrator systems with coupled

constraints
Xin Cai, Feng Xiao, Member, IEEE, and Bo Wei,

Abstract—In this paper, we explore aggregative games over
networks of multi-integrator agents with coupled constraints.
To reach the general Nash equilibrium of an aggregative
game, a distributed strategy-updating rule is proposed by a
combination of the coordination of Lagrange multipliers and
the estimation of the aggregator. Each player has only access
to partial-decision information and communicates with his
neighbors in a weight-balanced digraph which characterizes
players’ preferences as to the values of information received from
neighbors. We first consider networks of double-integrator agents
and then focus on multi-integrator agents. The effectiveness of the
proposed strategy-updating rules is demonstrated by analyzing
the convergence of corresponding dynamical systems via the
Lyapunov stability theory, singular perturbation theory and
passive theory. Numerical examples are given to illustrate our
results.

Index Terms—aggregative games, generalized Nash
equilibrium, multi-integrator systems, coupled constraints.

I. INTRODUCTION

Distributed decision making in networked control systems
modeled in the framework of game theory has attracted
an increasing interest in various fields, such as economic
markets [1], sensor networks [2], communication networks [3],
mechanical systems [4] and smart grids [5].

As a specific class of noncooperative games, aggregative
games have been widely applied in engineering scenarios,
due to the favorable games’ property that the decision of
each player is affected by some aggregation of all players’
decisions. A number of distributed algorithms were proposed
to seek Nash equilibrium of aggregative games. Some
algorithms based on best response dynamics were applied
in the demand-response scheme of smart grids [6] and the
spectrum sharing in communication networks [7]. The other
algorithms based on gradient dynamics were applied to the
networked Cournot competition [8] and power allocation of
small cell networks [9]. Furthermore, there have been reports
about aggregative games of high-order dynamical systems
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recently. Deng and Liang designed distributed algorithms for
the coordination of heterogeneous Euler-Lagrange systems [4].
Zhang et al. studied aggregative games of nonlinear dynamic
systems and devised a distributed algorithm to seek Nash
equilibrium [10].

In various networked scenarios, physical constraints have
been widely considered due to the limited capability of
individuals and the capacity constraints of overall networks.
However, the above mentioned literature does not consider the
games with coupled constraints. In this paper, we focus on the
aggregative games with coupled constraints, i.e. the feasible
strategy set of each player depends on the strategies of other
players. The Nash equilibrium of games in this case is referred
to as generalized Nash equilibrium (GNE).

The existing distributed or decentralized GNE seeking
algorithms (strategy-updating rules) for aggregative games
with coupled constraints can be categorized into discrete-
time and continuous-time settings depending on the properties
of the systems. For discrete-time algorithms, the fixed-point
iteration [11] is usually applied to approximate the equilibrium
in a decentralized framework which requires a coordinator
to collect some global information and send it to each
agent. Besides, projection dynamics [12] and subgradient
[13] are used to deal with local constraints and nonsmooth
cost functions, respectively. Recently, by means of consensus
estimators, distributed discrete-time algorithms based on local
communications were proposed in [14], [15]. Instead, the
continuous-time GNE seeking algorithms, which we focus
on in this paper, studied recently are mainly distributed and
can be considered in control systems. Thus, the methods
in control theory can be applied to the analysis and design
of seeking algorithms [16]. Deng and Nian designed a
distributed algorithm for aggregative games with the coupled
equality constraint, which modeled the Nash-Cournot game of
generation systems [17]. Taken coupled and private constraints
into consideration, an algorithm was designed by local
communications with relative information for the demand
response management [18].

However, the common feature of all algorithms in
aforementioned literature about games with coupled
constraints is that the dynamics of players were usually
assumed as first-order systems or were not considered in the
games. Nonetheless, in many engineering scenarios, the
behaviors of agents are not only driven by their inherent
dynamics, but also by their interests which may be in
conflict with each other. For example, demand/supply
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response management of distributed energy resources
(DERs) was studied in [5]. Given a request of
demand/supply, each DER makes its decision according to
its interest which depends on its decision and the price. It is
supposed that DERs are price-anticipating, i.e., the pricing
function depends on the average amount of energy that
DERs in networks decide to consume or produce. Then, the
decision process of DERs can be modeled by an aggregative
game. It is known that generation systems as DERs are a
class of complex dynamic systems. In this case, how to
design algorithms for generation systems to maximize their
interests is an interesting topic. Inspired by this context,
Persis and Monshizadeh proposed an algorithm to steer a
network of second-order systems to a predefined
Cournot-Nash equilibrium [19]. These observations motivate
us to study the aggregative games of multi-integrator systems
with coupled constraint.

This paper is to investigate aggregative games of networks
of multi-integrator agents with both coupled and local
constraints. In such a case, we will design a continuous-
time distributed strategy-updating rule for each player and
prove that the strategies of all players will reach the GNE
of aggregative games with coupled equality constraints. To
the best of our knowledge, this is the first paper that
proposes distributed algorithms for aggregative games of
networked multi-integrator agents with coupled constraints.
The interactions among agents are expressed in two terms.
One is the coupled term of estimations of Lagrange multipliers
and an aggregator, and the other is the gradient term of
cost functions. To deal with local constraints, different from
the projected dynamics studied in [18], [20]–[22] which
are not suitable for modeling agents with more complex
dynamics, projected output feedbacks are utilized to overcome
the technical difficulty. Then, the estimation of the aggregator
and agents’ dynamics are designed in two time-scales to track
the aggregator quickly for stable regulation of strategies, which
is different from gain regulation in estimators [18]. Moreover,
based on primal-dual theory and partially coupled constraint
information, the Lagrange multiplier of each agent is regulated
by communicating with neighbors to make its strategy satisfy
the coupled constraints. The main contributions of this paper
are summarized as follows.

1) We formulate aggregative games for networks of multi-
integrator dynamics with coupled equality constraints.

2) To handle both local and coupled constraints, we
propose a strategy-updating rule including the projected output
feedback, the coordination of Lagrange multiplier based on
primal-dual theory, and the estimation of the aggregator. The
design of two time-scales ensures that the strategies of all
players converge exponentially to the GNE of aggregative
games. Different from the previous studies based on undirected
graphs, weight-balanced digraphs are used to characterize
the belief of players in the information received from their
neighbors.

3) Unlike the existing literature that adopts Lyapunov
stability theory to analyze the convergence of generalized Nash
equilibrium seeking algorithms, this paper synthesizes singular
perturbation theory, passive theory and Lyapunov stability

theory to analyze the stability of the closed-loop system.
This paper is organized as follows. In Section II, the

considered problem is formulated. In Section III, a strategy-
updating rule for double-integrator agents is designed and
analyzed. The rule is extended for multi-integrator agents in
Section IV. Section V provides simulation examples. Finally,
the conclusions and future topics are stated in Section VI.

Notations: R denotes the real numbers set. Rn is the n-
dimensional Euclidean space. Given vector x ∈ Rn, ‖x‖
is the Euclidean norm. ⊗ denotes the Kronecker product.
AT and ‖A‖ are the transpose and the spectral norm of
matrix A, respectively. λi(A) is the ith eigenvalue of matrix
A. λ2(·) and λmin(·) are the second smallest and minimal
eigenvalues, respectively. col(x1, . . . , xn) = [xT1 , . . . , x

T
n ]T .

Given matrices A1, . . . , An, blk{A1, . . . , An} denotes the
block diagonal matrix with Ai on the diagonal. In is the
n×n identity matrix. 1n and 0n are the n-dimensional column
vectors with entries being ones and zeros, respectively. 0
denotes a matrix consisting of all zeros with an appropriate
dimension.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

A. Aggregative games

Consider an aggregative game G = (I,Ω, J) with N
players indexed by the set I = {1, . . . , N}.
Ω = Ω1 × · · · × ΩN ⊂ RNn is the strategy space of the
game, where Ωi ⊂ Rn is the strategy set of player i ∈ I. J
= (J1, . . . , JN ), where Ji(yi, σ(y)) : Ωi × Rm → R is the
cost function of player i depending on his strategy yi ∈ Ωi
and the aggregation of all players’ strategy σ(y). Here,
y = (yi, y−i) = (y1, . . . , yi−1, yi, yi+1, . . . , yN ) ∈ Ω denotes
the strategy profile of all players, and
y−i =col(y1, . . . , yi−1, yi+1, . . . , yN ) is a vector including
strategies of all players except player i. σ(·) : Ω → Rm
denotes the aggregator defined by σ(y) =

∑N
i=1 ϕi(yi),

where ϕi : Rn → Rm is a (nonlinear) map for the local
contribution of player i to the aggregator. All players
communicate with each other in a directed graph (digraph)
G. For a strongly connected and weight-balanced digraph G,
the Laplacian matrix L has the following properties [23,
Theorem 1.37]: (i) 1TNL = 0TN ; (ii) L + LT is positive
semidefinite. For the detailed concepts related to graphs,
please refer to [24].

We assume that each agent (player) in the network can be
modeled by the following multi-integrator system with order
r > 1, {

x
(r)
i = ui,
yi = PΩi

(xi),
(1)

where x(r)
i = drxi

dtr . xi ∈ Rn, ui ∈ Rn, and yi ∈ Ωi are the
state, control input, and output of agent i, respectively.

Each agent in the game regards the output yi as its strategy
which belongs to a compact strategy set. Then, the projection
operation PΩi

(·) : Rn → Ωi is utilized to ensure that the
output is always contained in the strategy set. Moreover, the
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strategies of all players are coupled by the following set of
linear constraints:

C = {y ∈ RNn |
N∑
i=1

Aiyi =

N∑
i=1

di} = {y ∈ RNn | Ay = d},

(2)
where Ai ∈ Rl×n, di ∈ Rl, A = [A1, . . . , AN ], d =

∑N
i=1 di.

In Cournot competition, aggregate function σ(y) describes
the pricing function depending on decisions of all players.
Thus, the net cost function is denoted by Ji(yi, σ(y)). The
balance between supply and demand can be characterized by
the coupled constraint (2), where di represents the demand
satisfied by agent i. In summary, the aim of player i is
to choose his strategy minimizing his cost function Ji and
satisfying the linear coupled constraints (2) simultaneously.
The optimization problem faced by player i can be described
as follows.

minyi∈Ωi
Ji(yi, σ(y))

s.t. Ay = d.
(3)

The objective in this paper is to design a strategy-updating
rule for each player with dynamics (1) to achieve the GNE
of the aggregative game G = (I,Ω, J). To implement the
distributed setting, each player updates his strategy with the
local information from communicating with neighbors on a
digraph G.

The definition of GNE is given as follows and it is a natural
extension of the Nash equilibrium.

Definition 1. [25, Definition 3.7] [26] For an aggregative
game G = (I,Ω, J), a strategy profile y∗ = (y∗i , y

∗
−i) is called

the generalized Nash equilibrium of the game if

Ji(y
∗
i , σ(y∗i , y

∗
−i)) ≤ Ji(yi, σ(yi, y

∗
−i))

holds for any yi ∈ Ωi with (yi, y
∗
−i) ∈ C and all i ∈ I.

At the GNE point, no player would like to change his
strategy unilaterally for less cost. Note that only a finite
number of players are considered in this paper. In the case of
N →∞, the effect of change in yi on σ(y) can be negligible,
the equilibrium of the game is called Wardrop equilibrium
[27], which is beyond the purpose of this paper.

Denote Ji(y) = Ji(yi, σ(y)),∀i ∈ I, for convenience.
The gradient of cost function Ji(y) with respect to
yi is defined by ∇yiJi(y). Denote the pseudo-gradient
mapping F (y) =col(∇y1J1(y), . . . ,∇yNJN (y)). Some basic
assumptions on the cost function Ji and the pseudo-gradient
F (y), which are widely used in [4], [10], [18], [21], [22], are
respectively given as follows.

Assumption 1. For all i ∈ I, Ωi ⊆ Rn is a nonempty, closed
and convex set. The cost function Ji(yi, σ(y)) is continuously
differentiable and convex in yi for every fixed y−i. And the
feasible strategy set Ω ∩ C is nonempty.

Assumption 2. The pseudo-gradient F (y) : Ω → RNn
is strongly monotone with constant w > 0 and Lipschitz
continuous with Lipschitz constant θ > 0.

Assumption 3. The digraph G is strongly connected and
weight balanced.

Remark 1. Here, we consider the weight-balanced digraph
instead of the undirected graph. The weights on the
communication topology characterize how players evaluate
the information received from their neighbors [28], according
to how much they trust their neighbors. The belief of
each player in their neighbors may be different from each
other according to the personal preference. Compared with
undirected graphs in which the common weight reflects
identical belief of players in their neighbors, weight-balanced
digraphs can express more characteristics about players.

B. GNE to Variational Inequalities

The GNE problem of games can be reformulated as a
variational inequality problem [26]. Given a closed and convex
set Ω and the mapping F (y) : Ω → RNn, the variational
inequality, denoted by VI(Ω, F ), is to find a vector y∗ ∈ Ω
such that

(y′ − y∗)TF (y∗) ≥ 0,∀y′ ∈ Ω,

and the solutions to VI(Ω, F ) are GNE of games, which also
called variational equilibria [26, Theorem 2.1]. The set of
solutions of VI is denoted by SOL(Ω, F ). The solution y∗ of
VI(Ω, F ) can be reformulated based on the fixed point theorem
as follows:

y∗ ∈ SOL(Ω, F )⇔ y∗ = PΩ(y∗ − F (y∗)). (4)

Lemma 1. [29, Corollary 2.2.5 and Theorem 2.3.3] Given
the VI(Ω, F ), Ω ⊂ RNn is a convex set and the mapping
F : Ω→ RNn is continuous. The following statements related
to solutions hold:

(1) if Ω is closed, then SOL(Ω, F ) is nonempty and
compact;

(2) if Ω is compact and F (x) is strongly monotone, then
VI(Ω, F ) has a unique solution.

Here we give some results about the GNE of aggregative
games, which can be derived from the results given in [22]
without considering the local inequality constraints.

Lemma 2. Under Assumptions 1 and 2, for the problem (3),
there exist a unique GNE y∗ = (y∗i , y

∗
−i) and a common

Lagrange multiplier µ∗ ∈ Rl such that

y∗ = PΩ(y∗ − F (y∗)−ATµ∗), (5a)
Ay∗ = d. (5b)

Proof: For the player i, given strategies of the opponents,
the problem (3) is an equality constrained minimization
problem. Suppose y∗ be a GNE of game G = (I,Ω, J). If
a suitable constraint qualification holds, there is a Lagrange
multiplier µ∗i ∈ Rl such that the following KKT conditions
are satisfied [30, Section 5.5].

∇yiJi(y∗i , y∗−i) +ATi µ
∗
i = 0,

Ay∗ = d.
(6)

For the game, due to the continuity of F (y) and closed and
convex set C, the problem of GNE can be equivalent to the
VI problem. Suppose ȳ is a solution of VI(Ω ∩ C,F ). If a
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suitable constraint qualification holds, there exists a Lagrange
multiplier µ∗ ∈ Rl such that

F (ȳ) +ATµ∗ = 0,

Aȳ = d.
(7)

From (6) and (7), it follows that ȳ = y∗ if and only if
µ∗1 = · · · = µ∗N = µ∗ [26, Theorem 3.1]. Recall that the
definition of Ω and C, under Assumption 2, the solution of
VI(Ω ∩ C,F ) is unique by Lemma 1. Thus, (5b) is satisfied.
For the convex strategy set of each player, the solution of
VI(Ω∩C,F ) can be characterized by the Fixed-point Theorem,
which yields (5a). �

Remark 2. The variational equilibrium is a refinement of
Nash equilibria of the game [31]. Although, there exist
Nash equilibria for µ∗i 6= µ∗j , ∀i, j ∈ I. The variational
equilibrium is “more socially stable” than other equilibria
of the game [26]. The GNE in the following sections refers to
the variational equilibrium.

III. GNE SEEKING FOR DOUBLE-INTEGRATOR AGENTS

In this section, we consider the agents with double-
integrator dynamics, i.e., r = 2 in (1),which can model mobile
robots, UVAs, Euler-Lagrange systems and so on.

The designed strategy-updating rule mainly has three parts
including the strategy update (8), the coordination of Lagrange
multiplier (9) and the aggregator estimation (10). The former
two parts are slow systems and the later one is a fast system,
and they imply that the designed rule is executed in two time-
scales. Let µi ∈ Rl be the Lagrange multiplier, let ηi ∈ Rm
be agent i’s estimation of the aggregator σ(y) of agent i, let
zi and wi be auxiliary variables, and let ki and α be positive
constants to be designed. The strategy-updating rule for player
i, i ∈ I, is designed as follows:

ẋi = vi,

v̇i = −kivi − xi + yi −∇yiJi(yi, ηi)−ATi µi,
yi = PΩi

(xi),

(8)

where the cost function Ji(yi, ηi) indicates the outcome of the
game between player i and the estimation of the aggregator,
xi(0) ∈ Ωi, and vi(0) ∈ Rn. The coordination of the Lagrange
multiplier µi associated with the coupled constraints is given
by

µ̇i = −α
N∑
j=1

aij(µi − µj)− zi +Aiyi − di,

żi = α

N∑
j=1

aij(µi − µj),

(9)

where µi and zi start from µi(0) = 0l and zi(0) ∈ Rl with∑N
i=1 zi(0) = 0l, respectively. Based on the dynamic average

consensus protocol in [32], [33], the estimation of aggregator
σ is expressed as

εη̇i = −ηi −
N∑
j=1

aij(ηi − ηj)−
N∑
j=1

aij(wi − wj) +Nϕi(yi),

εẇi =

N∑
j=1

aij(ηi − ηj),

(10)

where ε is a small positive constant. The limitation of the
protocol (10) is that the tracked signal ϕi is required to change
slowly or to be constant. In order to estimate the aggregator
effectively, ε is needed to make the protocol be a fast system,
so that ϕi changes relatively slowly. Note that, the estimations
of Lagrange multipliers and the aggregator can be realized
by the embedded technology. It is feasible to design α and
ε for the strategies of all agents to reach the GNE of game
G = (I,Ω, J).

Let x = col(x1, . . . , xN ), v = col(v1, . . . , vN ), y =
col(y1, . . . , yN ), η = col(η1, . . . , ηN ), µ = col(µ1, . . . , µN ),
∇J(y, η) = col(∇y1J1(y1, η1), . . . ,∇yNJN (yN , ηN )), z =
col(z1, . . . , zN ), w = col(w1, . . . , wN ), ϕ(y) =
col(ϕ1(y1), . . . , ϕN (yN )), k =diag{k1, . . . , kN}, A =
blk{A1, . . . , AN}, and D = col(d1, . . . , dN ). Then, (8), (9),
and (10) can be written as

ẋ = v,

v̇ = −(k ⊗ In)v − x+ y −∇J(y, η)−ATµ,

y = PΩ(x),

µ̇ = −α(L⊗ Il)µ− z + Ay −D,
ż = α(L⊗ Il)µ,
εη̇ = −η − (L⊗ Im)η − (L⊗ Im)w +Nϕ(y),

εẇ = (L⊗ Im)η.

(11)

Next, by Lemma 2, the relationship between the equilibrium
point of system (11) and the GNE of aggregative game G =
(I,Ω, J) is analyzed. We have the following result.

Lemma 3. Under Assumptions 1-3, y∗ is a GNE of
aggregative game G = (I,Ω, J) if and only if there exist
x∗ ∈ RNn, µ∗ ∈ Rl, z∗ ∈ RNl, η∗ ∈ RNm, and w∗ ∈ RNm
such that (x∗,0Nn,1N ⊗ µ∗, z∗, η∗, w∗) is an equilibrium of
system (11).

Proof: Sufficiency: Considering the equilibrium point of
system (11), we have

0Nn = v∗, (12a)

0Nn = −(k ⊗ In)v∗ − x∗ + y∗ −∇J(y∗, η∗)−ATµ∗,
(12b)

y∗ = PΩ(x∗), (12c)
0Nl = −α(L⊗ Il)µ∗ − z∗ + Ay∗ −D, (12d)
0Nl = α(L⊗ Il)µ∗, (12e)
0Nm = −η∗ − (L⊗ Im)η∗ − (L⊗ Im)w∗ +Nϕ(y∗),

(12f)
0Nm = (L⊗ Im)η∗. (12g)
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From the bottom up, under Assumption 3, (12g) indicates
η∗1 = · · · = η∗N . Left-multiply both sides of (12f) by
(1TN ⊗ Im), it derives that η∗1 = · · · = η∗N =

∑N
i=1 ϕi(y

∗
i ).

Thus, we have ∇J(y∗, η∗) = ∇J(y∗, σ(y∗)), which implies
∇J(y∗, η∗) = F (y∗). Then, (12e) indicates µ∗1 = · · · =
µ∗N = µ∗. According to ż = α(L ⊗ Il)µ and 1TNL = 0

for a weight-balanced digraph, we have
∑N
i=1 żi = 0l, which

implies
∑N
i=1 zi(t) =

∑N
i=1 zi(0) = 0l, ∀t ≥ 0. Left-multiply

both sides of (12d) by (1TN ⊗Il), it derives that
∑N
i=1Aiy

∗
i =∑N

i=1 di, which satisfies (5b). In addition, it follows from
(12a), (12b), and (12c) that y∗ = PΩ(y∗ − F (y∗) − ATµ∗),
which satisfies (5a). Therefore, by Lemma 2, it indicates that
y∗ is the GNE of game G = (I,Ω, J).

Necessary: Suppose that y∗ is a GNE of aggregative game
G = (I,Ω, J). According to condition (5a) in Lemma 2,
we have F (y∗) = ∇J(y∗, η∗), which implies that η∗1 =
· · · = η∗N = σ(y∗) =

∑N
i=1 ϕi(y

∗
i ) satisfying (12f), i.e., the

estimation of aggregator is identical to the true one. And it
also implies that µ∗1 = · · · = µ∗N = µ∗, which satisfies (12e).
Thus, there exist some w∗ and z∗ that satisfy (12f) and (12d),
respectively. Meanwhile, v∗ = 0Nn indicates that (12b) is
satisfied. So, (x∗,0Nn,1N⊗µ∗, z∗, η∗, w∗) is the equilibrium
point of system (11). �

Lemma 3 reveals that the GNE of game G = (I,Ω, J)
can be obtained by the strategy-updating rule (8) if the
states of system (11) can converge to the equilibrium point.
Accordingly, we analyze the convergence of system (11) to
illustrate the effectiveness of strategy-updating rule (8). Let
k = min{k1, . . . , kN} and k = max{k1, . . . , kN}. We have
the following conclusion.

Theorem 1. Suppose that Assumptions 1-3 hold and the
parameters α, k and k satisfy the following conditions:

k < 3k, k >
a1 + 1√

6a1/5
,

‖A‖2 < k(2ω − θ2)− 2k, α >
k‖A‖2 + 2

λ2
.

All the agents with dynamics (1) follow the strategy-
updating rule (8)-(10). Then, there exists a positive constant
ε∗ such that for each ε ∈ (0, ε∗), η(t) exponentially
converges to

∑N
i=1 ϕi(yi)1N , all players’ strategies y globally

exponentially converge to the GNE y∗, and the Lagrange
multipliers converge to the common value µ∗.

Proof: First, the equilibrium point of system (11) is
transferred to the origin. Denote x̃ = x − x∗, ṽ = v − v∗,
µ̃ = µ− µ∗, z̃ = z − z∗, ỹ = y − y∗. Then, system (11) can
be rewritten as

˙̃x = ṽ,

˙̃v = −(k ⊗ In)ṽ − x̃+ ỹ − (∇J(y, η)−∇J(y∗, η∗))−AT µ̃,

˙̃µ = −α(L⊗ Il)µ̃− z̃ + Aỹ,

˙̃z = α(L⊗ Il)µ̃,
εη̇ = −η − (L⊗ Im)η − (L⊗ Im)w +Nϕ(y),

εẇ = (L⊗ Im)η.
(13)

Based on the analysis method of singular perturbations, let
ε = 0 freeze η and ϕ(y), respectively, in the reduced and
boundary-layer systems, which are analyzed as follows.

1) Quasi-steady state analysis: Define η̄i and w̄i (i ∈ I)
as quasi-steady states. η and w are frozen at the quasi-steady
states with ηi = η̄i =

∑N
i=1 ϕi(yi) and wi = w̄i by ε = 0. In

this case, the reduced system is

˙̃x = ṽ,

˙̃v = −(k ⊗ In)ṽ − x̃+ ỹ − (F (y)− F (y∗))−AT µ̃,

˙̃µ = −α(L⊗ Il)µ̃− z̃ + Aỹ,

˙̃z = α(L⊗ Il)µ̃.

(14)

Consider a Lyapunov function as follows:

V =
1

2
(a1‖ṽ‖2 + ‖(k ⊗ In)x̃+ ṽ‖2 + ‖µ̃‖2 + ‖µ̃ + z̃‖2),

where a1 > 0.
The derivative of V along the trajectories of the reduced

system (14) is

V̇ = −a1ṽ
T (k ⊗ In)ṽ − a1ṽ

T x̃+ a1ṽ
T ỹ

− a1ṽ
T (F (y)− F (y∗))− a1ṽ

TAT µ̃− x̃T (k ⊗ In)x̃

+ x̃T (k ⊗ In)ỹ − x̃T (k ⊗ In)(F (y)− F (y∗))

− x̃T (k ⊗ In)AT µ̃− ṽT x̃+ ṽT ỹ − ṽT (F (y)− F (y∗))

− ṽTAT µ̃− 1

2
(αµ̃T (LT + L)⊗ Ilµ̃− z̃T µ̃ + µ̃TAỹ)

− µ̃T z̃ + µ̃Aỹ − z̃T z̃ + z̃TAỹ.

Let µ̃‖ = 1
N 1N1TN⊗Ilµ̃ and µ̃⊥ = (IN− 1

N 1N1TN )⊗Ilµ̃.
Then, µ̃ ∈ RNl can be decomposed as µ̃ = µ̃‖ + µ̃⊥. Thus,
µ̃‖ = 1N ⊗µ, for some µ ∈ Rl, so that 1

2 (L+LT )⊗ Ilµ̃‖ =

0N , and ( 1
2 µ̃
⊥)T (L+ LT )⊗ Ilµ̃⊥ ≥ λ2‖µ̃⊥‖2, where λ2 is

the second smallest eigenvalue of symmetric Laplacian matrix
1
2 (L+ LT ).

Since 1TNL = 0N , it follows from (14) that ˙̃µ‖ = 0. If
µ̃‖(0) = 0, we have that µ̃‖(t) = 0, and µ̃ = µ̃⊥ for t ≥ 0.
Thus,

V̇ ≤ −k‖x̃‖2 − ka1‖ṽ‖2 − αλ2‖µ̃‖2 − ‖z̃‖2

− (a1 + 1)ṽT (F (y)− F (y∗))− kx̃T (F (y)− F (y∗))

− (a1 + 1)

2
ṽT x̃+ (a1 + 1)ṽT ỹ + kx̃T ỹ

− (a1 + 1)

2
ṽT x̃− (a1 + 1)ṽTAT µ̃− kx̃TAT µ̃

− 2µ̃T z̃ + 2µ̃TAỹ + z̃TAỹ,

By Assumption 2, ‖F (y) − F (y∗)‖ ≤ θ‖y − y∗‖ =
θ‖ỹ‖. And, by the strong monotonicity of F (y) stated
in Assumption 2 and property of the projection operator
(PΩ(x)−PΩ(x∗))T (x−x∗) ≥ ‖PΩ(x)−PΩ(x∗)‖2, we have
that (x− x∗)T (F (y)− F (y∗)) ≥ ω‖y − y∗‖2. It follows that

V̇ ≤ −k‖x̃‖2 − ka1‖ṽ‖2 − αλ2‖µ̃‖2 − ‖z̃‖2

− kω‖ỹ‖2 + θ(a1 + 1)‖ṽ‖‖ỹ‖

− (a1 + 1)

2
ṽT x̃+ (a1 + 1)ṽT ỹ + kx̃T ỹ

− (a1 + 1)

2
ṽT x̃− (a1 + 1)ṽTAT µ̃− kx̃TAT µ̃
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− 2µ̃T z̃ + 2µ̃TAỹ + z̃TAỹ

= −(
3k

4
− k

4
)‖x̃‖2 − (ka1 −

(a1 + 1)2

4k
− (a1 + 1)2

4k
)‖ṽ‖2

− 1

2
‖z̃‖2 − (αλ2 − k‖A‖2 − 2)‖µ̃‖2

− (kω − k − ‖A‖
2

2
)‖ỹ‖2 + θ(a1 + 1)‖ṽ‖‖ỹ‖

− k‖a1 + 1

2k
ṽ +

1

2
x̃+ AT µ̃‖2 − k‖a1 + 1

2k
ṽ +

1

2
x̃− ỹ‖2

− ‖
√

2µ̃ +

√
2

2
z̃ −
√

2

2
Aỹ‖2.

Using Young’s Inequality, it yields that

θ(a1 + 1)‖ṽ‖‖ỹ‖ ≤ (a1 + 1)2

2k
‖ṽ‖2 +

kθ2

2
‖ỹ‖2.

Then,

V̇ ≤ −(
3k

4
− k

4
)‖x̃‖2 − (ka1 −

3(a1 + 1)2

4k
− (a1 + 1)2

4k
)‖ṽ‖2

− 1

2
‖z̃‖2 − (αλ2 − k‖A‖2 − 2)‖µ̃‖2

− (kω − k − kθ2

2
− ‖A‖

2

2
)− ‖A‖

2

2
)‖ỹ‖2.

The sufficient condition for V̇ < 0 is that k < 3k, k >
a1+1√
6a1/5

, ‖A‖2 < k(2ω− θ2)− 2k, and α > 2k‖A‖2+4
2λ2

. Thus,

(x̃, ṽ, µ̃, z̃) globally exponentially converges to the origin.
2) Boundary-layer analysis: The boundary-layer system of

(13) is described in τ -time scale by τ = t/ε.[
dη
dτ
dw
dτ

]
=

[
−INm − L⊗ Im −L⊗ Im

L⊗ Im 0

] [
η
w

]
+

[
Nϕ(y)

0

]
.

(15)
According to Theorem 5 in [32], if the digraph G is strongly
connected and weighted-balanced, it is clear that η converges
exponentially to 1N ⊗

∑N
i=1 ϕi(yi).

Therefore, by Theorem 11.4 in [34], we have that there
exists a positive constant ε∗ such that for all ε ∈ (0, ε∗), the
decisions of all players following the strategy-updating rule (8)
exponentially converge to the GNE of the aggregative game.
�

IV. GNE SEEKING FOR MULTI-INTEGRATOR AGENTS

Taking more complex dynamics of agents (e.g., generation
systems in DERs and higher order game dynamics [35])
into account, in this section, we will extend the results in
the above section to the case with multi-integrator agents
(r > 2) and apply the passive theory to analyze the proposed
strategy-updating rule. For ease to expound, let n = 1 and
xi = [xi1, . . . , xir]

T ∈ Rr, ∀i ∈ I.
The dynamics of multi-integrator agents can be described

as the following linear system

ẋi = Āxi + B̄ui,

yi = PΩi(C̄xi),
(16)

where Ā = [ 0 Ir−1

0 0
], B̄ = [0, . . . , 0, 1]T , and C̄ =

[1, 0, . . . , 0].

Based on the strategy-updating rule (8) designed in Section
IV, the strategy-updating rule for multi-integrator agents is
given by

ẋi = Āxi + B̄(−Kixi + yi −∇yiJi(yi, ηi)−ATi λi),
yi = PΩi(C̄xi),

(17)

where Ki = [1, ki1, . . . , ki(r−1)] is the state feedback matrix
with kij > 1, j ∈ {1, . . . , r−1} to ensure that transfer function
matrix G(s) = C̄(sI−(Ā−B̄Ki))

−1B̄ is strictly positive real,
i.e., poles of all elements of G(s) have negative real parts.

The coordination of Lagrange multiplier µi and estimation
of aggregator σ refer to (9) and (10), respectively. Similar to
the analysis in the previous section, let Hi = Ā − B̄Ki and
H =blk{H1, . . . ,HN}, (17), (9), and (10) can be described
as

ẋ = Hx+ (B̄ ⊗ IN )(y −∇J(y, η)−ATµ),

y = PΩ((C̄ ⊗ IN )x),

µ̇ = −α(L⊗ Il)µ− z + Ay −D,
ż = α(L⊗ Il)µ,
εη̇ = −η − (L⊗ Im)η − (L⊗ Im)w +Nϕ(y),

εẇ = (L⊗ Im)η.

(18)

Since the relationship between the equilibrium point of system
(18) and the GNE of aggregative game G = (I,Ω, J) is
similar to what is stated in Lemma 3, we do not repeat it here.
The conclusion about the convergence of states in system (18)
is given as follows.

Theorem 2. Suppose that Assumptions 1-3 hold and one of
the following two conditions are satisfied.

1) For ω ≥ ‖A‖
2

2 , λmin(P ) > 3, α > 4+‖A‖2
2λ2

.

2) For ω < ‖A‖2
2 , λmin(P ) > 3 + 2‖A‖2, α > 4+‖A‖2

2λ2
.

All the agents with dynamics (16) follow the strategy-updating
rule (17), (9) and (10). Then, there exists a positive constant
ε∗ such that for each ε ∈ (0, ε∗), η(t) exponentially
converges to

∑N
i=1 ϕi(yi)1N , all players’ strategies y globally

exponentially converge to the GNE y∗, and the Lagrange
multipliers converge to the common value µ∗.

Proof: System (18) is a singular perturbation system with
parameter ε. Let (x∗,µ∗, z∗) be the equilibrium point of the
system (18), and (η̄, w̄) be the quasi-steady state. Denote x̃ =
x− x∗, ỹ = y − y∗, µ̃ = µ−µ∗, and z̃ = z − z∗. Similar to
the proof of Theorem 1, the reduced system is

˙̃x = Hx̃+ (B̄ ⊗ IN )(y − y∗ − (F (y)− F (y∗))−AT µ̃),

˙̃µ = −α(L⊗ Il)µ̃− z̃ + A(y − y∗),
˙̃z = α(L⊗ Il)µ̃.

(19)
For x̃-subsystem, because H is Hurwitz, all eigenvalues of
the subsystem have negative real parts. By Lemma 6.1 in
[34], x̃-subsystem is strictly positive real. Furthermore, it
follows from Lemma 6.4 in [34] that x̃-subsystem is strictly
passive. Thus, there exists a storage function V1 = 1

2 x̃
TPx̃

with P =blk{P1, . . . , PN} satisfying that Pi = PTi > 0,
PTi Hi+H

T
i Pi = −QTi Qi−εiPi and PiB̄ = C̄,∀i ∈ I, where
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εi is a positive constant depending on the largest eigenvalue
of Hi. Let ε = min{ε1, . . . , εN}. It yields that

V̇1 ≤ (y − y∗ − (F (y)− F (y∗))−AT µ̃)T (C̄ ⊗ IN )x̃

− 1

2
εx̃TPx̃.

(20)

For the reduced system (19), we consider the candidate
Lyapunov function V = V1 + 1

2 (‖µ̃‖2 + ‖µ̃ + z̃‖2). The
derivative of V along the trajectories of the reduced system
(19) is

V̇ = V̇1 + µ̃T ˙̃µ + (µ̃ + z̃)T ( ˙̃µ + ˙̃z)

≤ (y − y∗ − (F (y)− F (y∗))−AT µ̃)T (C̄ ⊗ IN )x̃

− 1

2
εx̃TPx̃− αλ2‖µ̃‖2 − ‖z̃‖2

− 2µ̃T z̃ + 2µ̃TA(y − y∗) + z̃TA(y − y∗)

≤ −(
1

2
λmin(P )− 3

2
)‖x̃‖2 − (ω − ‖A‖

2

2
)‖y − y∗‖2

− (αλ2 − 2− ‖A‖
2

2
)‖µ̃‖2 − 1

2
‖z̃‖2,

where λmin(P ) is the smallest eigenvalue of P . Recall the
design of matrix Ki, it derives that ε = 1. Next, we discuss
the cases of ω ≥ ‖A‖

2

2 and ω < ‖A‖2
2 , respectively.

1) In the case of ω ≥ ‖A‖2
2 , if λmin(P ) > 3 and αλ2 >

2 + ‖A‖2
2 , it follows that V̇ < 0, which implies that the states

of system (19) can exponentially converge to the origin.
2) In the other case, the sufficient conditions for V̇ < 0 are

that λmin(P ) > 3+2‖A‖2 and αλ2 > 2+ ‖A‖
2

2 , which ensure
that the states of system (19) can exponentially converge to
the origin.

The boundary-layer analysis is similar to that in Theorem
1. Thus, we conclude that there exists a positive constant ε∗

such that for all ε ∈ (0, ε∗), the strategies of all players with
strategy-updating rule (17) exponentially converge to the GNE
of aggregative game G = (I,Ω, J). �

Remark 3. In recent work [36], the games of multi-integrator
agents with coupled constraints were considered but the
proposed algorithm was hard to be applied directly here
because our setups are different from those in [36] in three
aspects. First, the proposed algorithms 3 and 4 for aggregative
games in [36] are not suitable for agents with inherent
complex dynamics or for nonlinear aggregation functions, and
these are considered in this note. Second, the algorithm 5
designed in [36] only considers the coupled constraints, while
in this note both local and coupled constraints are considered.
In this case, it is much harder to be analyzed. Third, the
communication graphs in [36] are assumed to be undirected
and connected, while the graphs in this note are assumed
to be directed, strongly connected and weight-balanced. Our
assumption is more general.

V. SIMULATIONS

In this section, two examples of networked multi-integrator
systems are given respectively.
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Fig. 1. Communication graphs
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Fig. 2. Formation of five Euler-Lagrange systems

A. Formation for Multiple Euler-Lagrange Systems

Multi-agent formation control can be modeled by a
noncooperative game [2], [37]. Multiple Euler-Lagrange
systems are considered here as an example. The systems with
known nonlinearities can be transformed into double-integrator
agents. Consider an aggregative game with five Euler-
Lagrange systems whose communication graph is depicted
in Fig.1 (a). The cost function of Euler-Lagrange system i,
i ∈ {1, . . . , 5} is given by

Ji(yi, y−i) = ‖yi −Qi‖2 + β

5∑
i=1

5∑
j=1

lij(yi − hi)T (yj − hj),

where yi ∈ R2 is the location information of the system i’s
output, Qi is a landmark of system i, lij is an element of
Laplacian matrix L, h =col(h1, . . . , h5) denotes the desired
formation, β is a positive constant. The coupled constraint is
(L ⊗ I2)(y − h) = 0 and the location constraints are −10 ≤
yi1, yi2 ≤ 10.

In this case, Q1 = · · · = Q5 = [1, 2]T , the initial
location is y(0) = [0, 0;−0.5, 0; 0,−0.5; 0.2, 0; 0, 0.2]T , hi =
[5 cos(2π/5(i − 1)), 5 sin(2π/5(i − 1))]T and β = 5. The
parameters in (8) and (9) are selected as ki = 5, α = 1 and
ε = 0.1 for i ∈ {1, . . . , 5}. The trajectories of the five agents
are shown in Fig. 2. Finally, the five agents form a formation
around point Q.

B. Demand Response of DERs

In the economic dispatch of power systems, power plants
on the supply side compete with each other for the minimum
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TABLE I
SYSTEM PARAMETERS

Tmi Tei Kmi(Kei) Di Hi Ri αi βi ξi Pi(0) di Ωi

Generator ]1 0.35 0.10 1.0 5.0 4.0 0.05 5 12 1.0 30 30 [20 30]
Generator ]2 0.30 0.12 1.1 4.0 3.5 0.04 8 10 0.5 35 45 [45 50]
Generator ]3 0.28 0.08 0.9 3.0 2.8 0.03 6 11 0.8 20 28 [25 35]
Generator ]4 0.40 0.11 1.2 4.5 4.2 0.06 9 11 0.7 35 40 [30 40]
Generator ]5 0.43 0.90 0.8 3.5 3.0 0.04 7 13 1.1 22 33 [20 30]
Generator ]6 0.35 0.10 1.0 5.0 4.0 0.05 8 14 0.6 28 25 [20 37]
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Fig. 3. Evolution of strategies of multi-integrator agents
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Fig. 4. Evolution of the Lagrange multipliers of multi-integrator agents

costs, which can be described as an aggregative game. We
consider a network of six generation systems communicating
with each other over a strongly connected and weighted-
balanced digraph depicted in Fig. 1 (b). The cost function
of the generation system i is described by

Ji(yi, y−i) = ci(yi)− p(σ)yi = αi + βiyi + ξiy
2
i − (p0 − aσ)yi,

where yi ∈ R is the strategy of the generation system i, ci(yi)
is the generation cost, p(σ) is the electricity price, αi, βi, and
ξi are characteristics of the generation system i, p0 and a are
constants, and σ =

∑N
i=1 yi denotes the linear aggregator.

The dynamics of the ith turbine-generator system are given

by (refer to [38])

Ṗi = − 1

Tmi
Pi +

Kmi

Tmi
Xei,

Ẋei = − Kei

TeiRiw0
wi −

1

Tei
Xei +

1

Tei
ui,

ẇi = − Di

2Hi
wi +

w0

2Hi
(Pi − di),

yi = PΩi(Pi),

where Pi, Xei, and wi ∈ R are the power, valve opening and
relative speed of the generation system i, respectively. di is
the electricity demand. Tmi and Kmi are the time constants
and the gain of the machine’s turbine, respectively. Tei and
Kei are the time constants and the gain of speed governor,
respectively. Ri is the regulation constant of machine’s turbine,
Di is the unit damping constant, Hi is the inertia constant,
and w0 is the synchronous machine speed. The parameters
of six generation systems are shown in Table I. The coupled
constraint is

∑N
i=1 yi =

∑N
i=1 di, where [d1, . . . , d6] =

[30, 45, 28, 40, 23, 25].
The evolution of strategies and Lagrange multipliers of all

players are depicted in Figs. 3 and 4, respectively, which
illustrate that the strategies of all players evolute in their local
constraint sets and converge to the GNE of aggregative game
G = (I,Ω, J).

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we consider aggregative games with coupled
constraints in the framework of multi-agent systems, where
each agent is described as a multi-integrator system. A
distributed strategy-updating rule with two time scales was
proposed on the basis of only local information in a
weight-balanced digraph. The rule was combined with the
coordination of Lagrange multipliers and the estimation of an
aggregator, and it deals with coupled constraints and serves
the purpose of distributed updating of strategies, respectively.
Via Lyapunov stability theory and singular perturbation theory,
the strategies of all players are shown to evolve to the GNE
of aggregative game, which are further verified by simulation
examples. Future works will focus on communication costs,
social optimal solutions among multiple equilibria, and the
influence of stubborn players or cheaters on the games.
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