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In this paper, multi-agent dynamic optimization with a coupling constraint is studied. The aim is to
minimize a strongly convex social cost function, by considering a linear stochastic dynamics for each
agent and also coupling constraints among the agents. In order to handle the coupling constraint and
also, to avoid high computational cost imposed by a centralized method for large scale systems, the
dual decomposition method is used to decompose the problem into multiple individual sub-problems,
while the dual variable is adjusted by a coordinator. Nevertheless, since each sub-problem is not a
linear-quadratic (LQ) optimal control problem, and hence its closed-form solution does not exist,
approximate dynamic programming (ADP) is utilized to solve the sub-problems. The main contribution
of the paper is to propose an algorithm by considering the interrelated iterations of dual variable
adjustment and ADP, and to prove the convergence of the algorithm to the global optimal solution
of the social cost function. Additionally, the implementation of the proposed algorithm using a neural
network is presented. Also, the computational advantage of the proposed algorithm in comparison
with other bench-marking methods is discussed in simulation results.
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1. Introduction

Multi-agent optimization with coupling constraint has been
studied extensively in a variety of systems including robotics
[1,2], power systems [3], human operators [4], and wireless sys-
tems [5]. In some applications of multi-agent optimization, such
as resource allocation to the robotic system [6], human operators
system [4], and smart grid system [7], we face the dynamical
agents and therefore, finding the optimal solution is regarded as
a dynamic programming problem.

Centralized optimization method is one way to obtain a social
optimal solution [8,9]. However, for large scale systems, a high
computational cost is imposed on the central system. Also, the
central system needs to know all the agents’ cost functions and
so, their privacy is not preserved. To address the mentioned chal-
lenges, dual decomposition is a useful method, where the dual
problem can be separated in the subsystems despite the presence
of coupling constraint. For instance, dual decomposition method
is a common approach that can be utilized to solve multi-agent
optimization with coupling constraints [ 10-14]. In this approach,
the dual problem can be solved using an iterative algorithm,
e.g. the sub-gradient method. Moreover, there are some papers
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in the literature [15,16] which propose a primal-dual method to
solve the distributed optimization problem.

On the other side, the dynamic of agents makes the primal
problem as an optimal control problem. In this instance, although
we can handle the coupling constraints between agents using
a dual decomposition approach, but each agent has to solve a
dynamic optimization (optimal control) problem using Bellman’s
equation or dynamic programming method, which is a challeng-
ing problem for a general cost function (e.g. non-quadratic). In
this case, a closed-form solution of Bellman’s equation does not
exist and the dynamic programming (DP) method imposes a high
computational cost due to the “curse of dimensionality” [17].

An approximate dynamic programming (ADP) method was
developed to address the computational challenges of a general
optimal control problem. There are many research papers in
the literature those have studied ADP method (e.g.[18-21]). The
authors in [18,19], proposed an ADP method to solve an infinite
horizon optimal control problem for discrete-time systems. The
case for finite horizon has been also studied using ADP in [20,21].
Multi-agent systems are not considered in these works.

In the literature on ADP in multi-agent systems, most of the
works have considered communication among the agents with-
out considering any coupling constraints among them (which is
a necessary part in some applications such as resource allocation
problem). In [22,23], the authors consider multi-agent differential
graphical games with continuous dynamics and suggest an ADP
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approach to solve the problem. In these papers, agents intera&t
with each other under a graphical topology, but there is Gfo
coupling constraint among them. In [24], a multi-agent system
with discrete-time dynamics is studied. The agents communicate
with each other through a graphical topology. Each agent solves
a coupled HJB equation in real-time using the ADP method. The
learning algorithm using ADP method for cooperative game the-
ory with constraint input is proposed in [25]. In this paper, agents
have the discrete-time dynamic and the state of the system cou-
pled to each other, however there is not any coupling constraints
among the control inputs.

Distributed Model predictive Control (DMPC) is another alter-
native approach to find a decentralized solution for a constrained
optimal control problem. There are many researches which have
investigated the DMPC approach for distributed optimization
of multi-agent systems subject to coupling constraints, [26,27].
Among the advantages of DMPC in handling the state constraints
[28], generally, they cannot guarantee the feasibility solution
and the global optimality for all strongly convex problems [29]
and [30]. There are some researches like [28,31,32] that prove
the feasibility solution under some conditions, nevertheless, the
obtained solutions are sub-optimal. The authors of [31], propose
a DMPC using duality approach for the linear dynamic system
with the quadratic cost function. They prove that the proposed
solution is feasible but sub-optimal.

In this paper, we study the problem of multi-agent optimiza-
tion where each agent has a general strongly convex cost function
and a linear dynamic. We propose a decomposition algorithm
using the combination of dual method and approximate dynamic
programming (ADP). In our proposed algorithm, at each iteration,
the central system updates and broadcasts the Lagrange vari-
ables (dual variables), which are associated with the coupling
constraints, to the agents. Each agent performs a one-step ADP to
update its value function (cost function) based on the Lagrange
multipliers sent by the coordinator. Then, the updated control
signals of all the agents are sent back to the coordinator to update
the Lagrange multipliers for the next iteration. This producer
continues until the convergence of the algorithm occurs. The
convergence of the proposed algorithm to the global optimal so-
lution has been proved. Regarding the computational advantages
of the proposed method, since we employ ADP rather than DP,
we do not face the “curse of dimensionality”. Moreover, when
the number of agents increases, the dual decomposition method
makes the algorithm computationally tractable.

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first paper that
proposes a decomposition algorithm based on the duality theory
and ADP method to obtain the optimal solution of the multi-
agent optimization with coupling constraint, linear dynamics,
and general strongly convex cost function. Comparing with the
literature of the concept, we study the optimization problem for
dynamic agents, thus it is different from the literature of decom-
position methods for static optimization problems [11,12,15,16].
Our proposed algorithm is also different from [22-24], since in
these papers the coupling constraints among the agents have not
been considered.

The main contributions of our paper are summarized in the
following:

e We address the large-scale optimization problem with cou-
pling constraint in a decentralized framework for dynamic
agents.

e We propose a novel decentralized algorithm based on the
combination of duality theory and ADP method where the
agents perform a one-step ADP method in each iteration of
the algorithm, hence it has a low computational cost.
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e We prove the convergence of the proposed algorithm to the
global optimal solution. We validate this theoretical proof in
numerical test.

This paper is organized as follows. We represent the formula-
tion of the optimization problem in Section 2. In Section 3, the
dual decomposition method is demonstrated. Section 4 repre-
sents the algorithm based on the combination of dual method and
ADP. The convergence and optimality of the proposed algorithm
are proven in Section 5. The implementation of the algorithm
using neural networks is provided in Section 6. The simulation
results are shown in Section 7. The conclusion remarks are made
in Section 8.

Notations: Given N vectors y'(n) € R™, yi(n)T represents the
transpose of yi(n). ¥ = col(yi(1),... ,yi(N)) = [(1),...,
yi(N)' 1T € R¥ and for given vectors y' € RV%, i = 1,..., M,
y=coly',....y")=[y'",...,yM"|T e RNM"_Throughout the
text, the index of agent is denoted by superscript as y' and the
power is denoted by parenthesis as (y)..

2. System model and problem formulation

We denote the set of agents by 7 = {1,2,...,1}. Let X(n) e
Xi(n) C RP be the random variable representing the state of agent
i at time n, where Xi(n) is the state space. We assume that the
states of the system evolve through a linear dynamic as follows

X(n+ 1) = A%(n) + Bu'(n) + w'(n), (1)
where, u/(n) € & € RY be an action of agent i at time n, where U/
is the action space. wi(n) € RP is a random disturbance of agent
i at time n. A' € RP*P, and B' € RP*? are the system matrix, and
input matrix, respectively.

Let U' : R? x RY. — R, and U, : R — R, be the cost
function at time n and terminal cost of agent i, respectively. The

central system seeks to find the control input u, which minimizes
the expected sum of cost functions over the horizon N as follows

I N-1
min, E, ! Z(U’l" (xi(N)) + ZUi(xi(m), u'(m))) },

1 m=1
' (2)
s.t. Cy: Zu’(n)sb(n),n:l,...,N—],
i=1
C: umeuiez,n=1,...,N—1,
where, u = col(u', ..., u"), u' = col(ui(1), ..., u(N)), C; is the

coupling constraint among agents, and b(n) € Ri is a constant
vector. U C Ri is the local constraint set.
We consider the following assumptions

Assumption 1. The disturbances wi(n) € W are independent
random vectors with a known probability distribution which do
not depend on x'(n) and u'(n),VieZandn=1,...,N — 1.

Assumption 2. The set&/ € RY, W C RP, and xi(n) C RP,i € T,
n=1,...,N, are compact and convex sets.

Remark 1. Since a linear transformation maps a convex and
compact set into a convex and compact set (Chapter (3) of [33]),
hence under a linear dynamic which is in fact a linear mapping,
and by considering that the control input (ui(n)), disturbance
(w'(n)), and initial state (x{(0)) are from the convex and compact
sets ¢, W and X/(0), respectively (according to Assumption 2),
the state of the system (1) at time-step n belongs to a convex
and compact set xi(n), i € Z.
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Assumption 3. The function U’ : RP xR} — R, and U}, : RF —
R, are strongly convex and bounded, i € 7.

In the case of complete information, (utility functions and
dynamics are known), Problem (2) can be solved in a centralized
manner. However, it has a high computational cost when the
number of agents [ is large. Dual decomposition decomposes
problem (2) into I sub-problems, where each agent minimizes
its own cost function subject to its local constraints, while only
the coupling constraint is managed by a central coordinator who
adjusts the corresponding dual variable. The global solution of (1)
will be found by iterating between coordinator and agents which
is explained in the next section.

25
3. Dual decomposition method

26
Let us define the Lagrangian function of problem (2) by con-
sidering the coupling constraints C; as follows:
L(x,u, ») = E, [Z:(U,’V (x

N-1
(N)) + ZL"(x"(m), ul(m), A(m
i=1

[ o

i=1 m=1
N—-1
- ZMm)Tb(rm},
m=1

where A(m) € R, m = 1, ..., N—1, is the non-negative Lagrange
multiplier associated with the coupling constraint C;.

Under Assumption 2 the coupling and local constraints C;
and C; in (2) are convex. Assumption 3 guarantees that the objec-
tive function in (2) is strongly convex, and also the
linear dynamic (1) is a convex equality constraint. Therefore,
Problem (2) is strongly convex and hence, the strong duality holds
(Section 5.2.3 of [34]). This means that problem (2) can be solved
in the dual domain. Hence, we can alternatively solve the dual
problem of (2) as follows

I

D : max min L(x, u, A)
>0 u
N-1
= [{1;13( { — r; A(m
x E,i { (U,’V (x'(N)) + ZL’ (x'(m), u'(m), )»(m))) } ] (3)
m=1

Dual problem D can be decomposed into I sub-problems,
where each agent solves the following optimal control problem

minE,; : +ZL1 ui(m (m))]
st X(n+ 1) = AXi( n)+B’ i(n) 4+ w'(n),
ui(n) e u, N-1.

E min

=

n=1,...,

As we mentioned above, (3) can be solved in an iterative
fashion, where the central system updates the dual variables (1)
using a sub-gradient method and broadcasts it to all agents. Agent
i, Vi € Z, aims to solve (4) for each xi(0) by considering the
value of dual variables in the last iteration. In the next section
we explain the method which can solve (4).
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Fig. 1. The schematic of the decomposition algorithm.

4. Combination of ADP and dual decomposition method

Since the cost function of (4) is in the general form, Bellman'’s
equation does not admit a closed-form solution. Moreover, the
dynamic programming method results in “curse of dimension-
ality”, when the number of horizon N increases. Hence, to face
these challenges an ADP algorithm is employed, where the dy-
namic of an agent is handled by a local Bellman’s equation and
the cost functions and control inputs are updated using an ADP
method.

In our proposed algorithm, the central system does not need
to wait at each iteration, until the convergence of the local ADP of
agents occurs. Instead, each agent only performs a one-step ADP
update and sends the value of its control input to the central sys-
tem. The central system updates the Lagrange multipliers based
on those values and then broadcasts these updated values to the
agents. This process continues until the algorithm converges. The
schematic of this algorithm is shown in Fig. 1.

Our proposed algorithm has two main advantages. First, the
central system does not need to know the agents’ cost functions
and dynamics, hence it preserves the privacy information of
agents. Second, it has a low computational time in comparison
with the case that the central system has to wait until the conver-
gence of ADP occurs in each iteration and with using a dynamic
programming method.

In what follows, we explain our proposed algorithm which is
the combination of dual decomposition and ADP method.

In our proposed iterative solution, at iteration k+-1 and step n,
agent i aims to find u' which minimizes the following cost-to-go
function

Vi(xi(n)) = { X(N)) +ZL

where A(m), is the Lagrange multlpller which is given to the
agents by the central system.
In the rest of the paper, to simplify the notation we define

fitxi(n), ui(n), wi(n)) := A'X(n) + B'ui(n) + wi(n).
Eq. (5) can be written as

Vi(x'(n)) = L'(X(n), u'(n), A(n))
+E,i {V’(f‘(x’(n), ui(n), wi(n)))}, n=1,...
VI(X(N)) = Uy (X'(N)).

The optimal cost-to-go function V*(x/(n)) must satisfy the
following Bellman’s equation

), u'(m), (m))}, (5)

N-1, (6)

V*(x((n)) = min |:Li(xi(n), ui(n), A(n))

ui(n)eu
e 7)
+ | V), wlm), wim))| |,

VH(x(N)) = UL (X(N)).
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Since there is not any closed-form solution to (7), ADP is an
efficient method to obtain the solution of (7). Here, we propose
a novel ADP method which works with the coupling constraint
(Cq). In an iterative procedure, the estimate of optimal control
input and optimal cost-to-go function of agent i at iteration k + 1
denoted by u};“( n) and Vlﬁﬂ( xi(n)), respectively, are updated as
follows

ul(n)eU

uiﬂ(”) = arg min |:Li(xi(n)’ u'(n), )‘"(n))
+ Ewi{Vzi(fi(xi(n), u'(n), wi(n)))}},

Viaxim) = (1-an)ViE(n)

+ (c(m)® |:Li(Xi(n), Upy1 (), 2x(n)

VAU ().t (), (n)))}}

Vi (N) = (1= alN))ViI(NY) + (ce(N))*Uj, (¥(N)),

where c,(n) is the learning rate at iteration k and time-step n.
In fact, (8) calculates the optimal control input at iteration k for
agent i based on the Bellman’s equation (7) by using the cost-to-
go function at iteration k which is updated in (9). In other words,
(8) and (9) represent a recursive structure for computing the
optimal control strategy and optimal cost-to-go function in (7),
respectively. Egs. (8) and (9) cannot be solved explicitly, since we
do not have any explicit expression for the cost-to-go function
(V,f) in (8) and (9). To obtain the solution of (8) and (9), in
Section 6, we propose an actor—critic method with two neural
networks as the general function approximators to approximate
both the control strategy and cost-to-go function, respectively.
The weights of these neural networks are adjusted adaptively to
obtain the optimal solution of control strategy and also optimal
cost-to-go function. In Theorem 4, we show that for large enough
number of basis functions in neural networks, the approximation
errors tend to zero. Therefore, in our analysis we assume that
Eqgs. (8) and (9) can be solved. The details on computation of the
solution to Egs. (8) and (9) are given in Section 6.

Then, using the updated control signal in (8), the central
system updates Lagrange multiplier at iteration k + 1 using sub-
gradient method as follows

2 iuk+1

Mes1(n) = [M(n) + c(n ]+’ (10)

where [-]7 = max(0, -).

The updated Lagrange multiplier of the coupling constraint
(10) is used again in (8) and (9) for the next iteration and the
above procedure repeats until the convergence occurs. In our
analysis, since the weighted average of the sequence, {ur +(n) ’r‘:o
shows better convergence properties than uk( )[13,14,35,36], the
convergence of the following auxiliary variable to the optimal
solution of problem D is examined.

Yoo cr(mul ()
Yo cr(n)

Therefore, we can summarize the iterative solution in
Algorithm 1. 1

il 4(n) = (1

Systems & Control Letters xxx (XxXx) Xxx
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Algorithm 1 Combination of ADP and dual decomposition
method

1. Initialize the parameters: x'(0), Ao(n), Vi(:), n=1,...,N,
ie.
2. ForieZandn=1,...,

N repeat
3. Compute the control input using (8).
4. Compute the cost-to-go function using (9).

5. Apply the control input to the system and obtain the next
state using (1).

6. Update Lagrange multiplier using (10).
7. Compute i (n) using (11)

8. k=k+1.

5. Convergence and optimality

In what follows, the convergence of the proposed algorithm
to the optimal solution has been proved. The first theorem shows
the convergence of the dual variables. The feasibility and optimal-
ity of the solution have been proved through Theorems 2 and 3,
respectively.

Assumption 4. 0 < ¢(n) <1 and {ck( V=0 is a non increasing
sequence such that > ;° c(n) = o0, Y poq(ck(n
Co(M)=0,n=1,...,N—1.

< 00, and

One example for {cx(n)}k>0 satisfying Assumption 4 is cx(n) =

==

Theorem 1. The dual variables converge to their optimal values.

lim |A(n) — A*(n)| =0,n=1,...,N —1. (12)
k— o0

Proof. According to (10) and Assumption 4, the iteration of sub-
gradient method converges to its optimal value and the proof is

provided in Proposition 6.3.1 in [37]. O

Theorem 2. limy_ o ii(n),ie€ Z,n=1,...,
solution of problem (2).

N — 1, is a feasible

Proof. To prove the feasibility solution we have to show that
limg_ o0 Zleﬁ}((n) <bn),n=1,...,N—1, for each x'(0),i € Z.
Based on (11), we have that

LY g el (n)
Zuk+1 Z Ziok = )
i=1

> o Cr(n)
S o (A (n) = A1) + ¢ (n)b(n))
- Yo Grl)
_ X (e = Aom) + ¥ oambm)
- Yo Grlm) R ’
43 (13)
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where the first inequality is obtained by (10) which implies that

1
Mipa(m) = da(n) + (m) Y (U4 (n) — b(n)), (14)
i=1

n=1...,N—-1.

Theorem 1 implies that the sequence {A.(n)}>o converges to
A*(n). Hence, {Ar(n)}k=0 is a bounded sequence, and based on
Assumption 4, we can deduce that

Y oro ()

lim sup » 1, ,(n) < b(n) ,n=1,...,N—1, (15)
oo Z " ro ()
so we have
I
lim SUPZ”k+1 )<bn),n=1,...,N—1. O (16)

k— 00
i=1

We present the proof of following Lemmas in Appendix.

Lemma 1. Let u*(n) and A*(n),i € Z,n = 1,...,N — 1 denote
the optimal primal and Lagrange multiplier of (2). Then, we have
V(X (m), u(n), M) < V(x'(n), u*(n), 1*(n)

< V(¥(n), u'(n), *(n)), (17)
iezZ,n=1,...,N—1,

where

V(xi(n), u(n), A(n))

= LI(x(n), u'(n), A(n)) + E, {V¥(Fix(n), u'(n), wi(n)))}.  (18)

Lemma 2. The sequence {V,i(x"(n))}kzo, iezZ,n=1,...,N,which

is defined in (9), is bounded.

Lemma 3. The sequence {

E,{Vi(Fi(xi(n), up, 1 (n), w(m)) 2. i €

Z,n=1,...,N, is a bounded sequence.
Lemma 4. Let V*(x!(n)) be the optimal cost-to-go function and
{V,i(x‘(n))};:i0 be the iterative cost-to-go function which is updated

as (9), then we have

Z ck(n Vk

— V¥i(x(n))) < oo. (19)

Corollary 1. The sequence {V,i(xi(n))},{>0, converges to its optimal
value, for all initial value of X'(0), i € T.

lim Vi(x(n)) = vV*(x(n)),

iezZ,n=1,...,N, (20)
k— o0

Proof. Assumption 4 ( Zk _o Ck(n) = oo) together with Lemma 4
and Vk(x i(n)) — V*(xi(n)) > 0 imply that
Vi(xi(n),iezZ,n=1,...,

lim Vi(xi(n)) = N-1. O (21)

k— o0

Theorem 3. The sequence {ﬂ};(n)} k=0 COnverges to its optimal value,
i€l

Jim |dk(n) —u*(n)| =0,ieZ,n=1,...,N —1, (22)
K— 00
where u*i(n) is the optimal solution of problem (2). 1
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Proof. Notice that, by using (10), we have

I2e1(n) = AmI? < IAx(n) = A(n) + ()G 112
= Ilra(n) = Am)I* + 2c(n)Giy 4 (Aa(n) — A(n)

+ llek(n)Grasa ()12,
n=1,...,N—1,

(23)

Z§:1 (u;;+1(n)

where A(n) has a non-negative value and Gy,1(n) =
— b(n)).
Adding and subtracting

I
ch(n)z (Ui(xi(n), U, (M) +E,i { ViF (X (), Ujy 4 (n), wi(n)))
im1
+VH(FI(K(n), u'(n), w'(n))) + V¥ (F{(X(n), uj,1(n), w'(n))) })
(24)

on the right hand side of (23), we get that

e 1(n) = A)? < Ax(n) —
— 2c(n)(Ai(n) — A(n))b(n)

AMII? + llee(m)Grga ()]

+ 2ck n)Z( (*(n), uje1(n)) + M)l 4(n)

+ Eyi [V,i(fi(xi(n), Uy (n), w'(n)) + VF(FI(¥ (n), u'(n), w'(n)))

+ VAP (), Uy (n), wi(n)) })

— 2a n)Z( (x(n), ule4(n)) + A(n)u, 1 (n)
{V(f(X(n) Uy y4(n), wi(n) + VA(FI(X'(n), u'(n), w'(n))

+ VA (FI(x(n), tjpy 4 (n), w'(n))) })
= [|ak(n) — AM)II* + llck(n)Gir1 (1> — 2ck(n)(Ai(n) —

+ 2ci( H)Z<Ll X(n), Ujey4 (), i(n))

A(n))b(n)

+ wa[v,:'(ff(x"(nx 4 (n), wi(n)) + V(K (), ul(n), wi(n)))
+ VA(FIX (), Uy (), wi(n)) })
— 20 n)Z(L’ X(n + 1), ul,4(n), A(n))

E,i [v,:(ff(xf(n), o (n), w(n))) + V(). (), wi(n)))

+ VA(FIX (), Uy (), wi(n)) })

31 (25)
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Consider now (8). From the optimality of u}'( +1(n), it follows that we have

o . o , . 2ck( ) U1 (), A*(0)) ) < [|2s(m) — A*(n)|)?
Lr(xr(n + 1), up4(n), )\k(n)) +E,i !Vli(f'(x'(”)’ Uy, (), w'(n)))} Z k(N ( k+1 )) k
= 1A () = 2X()1* + [l ci(n)Greaa ()12
ifyi i N vi(Firy i i !
< L((n). u'(n). 24(m)) + By {Vk(f (X(m). u'(m), wi(n))) } = 2am)udm) = AM)b(n) + 2w Y_ (Y (X(n). uw(n), ()
(26) =
+E, {Vli(fi(xf(n), u*i(n), w'(n)))
In view of inequality (26), the inequality (25) becomes
hica(m) = AMIE < [elm) = A2 + letmGica(m)? PV el wl(")))} o {V'i
= 2¢k(n)(Ar(n) — A(n))b(n)
' . x (FIX'(n), g4 (n), w'(n))) + VH(FI(X(n), u¥(n), w'(n))) 1 ).
+ ch(n)Z(L‘(X‘(n), u'(n), A(n)) o ]>
i=1 29) 11
+E,i {v,j(fi(xf(n), ui(n), wi(n))) Consider now (11), we obtain 12
I
o _ ' ) A
VA G, ), wi) + V), (), )))}) 27 (. Ty .20 5o 15
o - Yoo Y GV (X(), (), A*(”)).
= 20(m Y (LG, (), 27) - S o)
=1 Substituting (29) into (30), we have 14
+ B, :vk(f'( X, s (1), W) + VIR, W, wim)
> "2V (¥i(n), B, (n), A*(n))
oo . , i=1
+ V(X (n), Uy (), w‘(n)))}), ] k
< —— ) (Ix(m) = X*@)[1> = |Ar41(n) — A*()||?
(27) Yo cr(n)g( o
+ ller(n)Gria( n)ll2 —2Cr( n)(Ar(n) — 1*(n))b(n))
which in turn can be reformulated into
“(n), Ar(n)
I ' Zf oCrl n);; ( )
Zch(n)(L’(X(n) Uppq(1), A(1)) o . . o
i=1 + E,i{ Vi(F'(x(n), u*(n), w'(n))) + V¥ (F(x'(n), U, (n), w'(n)))
+Ewi{V*i(fi(Xi(n), Ul 4(n), wi(ﬂ)))}> oo . .
— E,i { Vi(f (X' (), ujy 1 (), w'(n)))
< [I2a(n) = A = Nhiega(n) = A1 + )G ()11
— ZCk(n)()\-k(n) - )\‘(n))b(n) + V*i(fi(xi(n), u*i(n)’ w'(n)))}), n=1,..., N — 1’
1
+ 2an >Z(L'( X (m). u'(n), 24(m) 6y 15
_ where 16
+E,i {V*' x(n), u'(n), w'(n))) } k
3% 2 gk 2
;(uxr(n) AP = 2r41(n) = 2" )]1) 32 17
+ Ew'{v (Fx wi(m)) + V7 (F(X (), by (). w (n)))} = Iro(m) = 2 (M2 = Nria(m) = 2* ()P
, e i . Assumption 4 implies that Zfio cr(n) = oo. Since {Ar(1n)}=0. 18
= Ei | ViFI(X (n), tey5 (), w'(m)) + VH(FI( (), u'(n), w'(n))) ) n=1,..., N — 1, is a bounded sequence, so ||Ag(n) — A*(n)]> — 19
|Aks1(n) — A*(n)||? is finite. Taking the limy_,  in (32) leads to 20
(28)
1
A Jim e (ll2o(n) = 2" (M)II* = Ak41(n) = A"(m)]*) = 0
Consider the above equation with A(n) = A*(n) and u (n) 00y o cr(n)
u*(n), i € 7. Recalling the definition of V(xi(n), ui(n), A(n)), 9 (33)

10
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Under Assumption 2, we can infer that ||Gyr(n)|| < G, n =
1, ..., N, thus using Assumption 4 we have

. I
limy, o0 mzr‘:ollcr(n)cm(n)llz =0. (34)

The convergence rate of (A (n)—A*(n)) is in the order %[k [37].

Thus, by choosing c¢i(n) = 1, we have

ch — h(n)) < 00, (35)

Hence, using Assumption 4 we have

lim ¢ (n)(A*(n) — Ar(n)) = 0. (36)
k— o0 Zr o r Z

According to Lemmas 2 and 3, and under Assumption 4, we
can infer that

| chr n)< {Vri(f"(x"(n), u(n), w'(n)))
‘_’OOZ—OCr =0 i=1

— VH(Fi(xi(n), u*(n), wi(n)))
+ VAP (), b4 (n), wi(n)) — Vi(F(x(n), ul(n), w‘<n>)>})

=0.

(37)
Based on the above discussion, we can get
I
Jlim V(¥i(n), it,,,(n), A*(n))
i=1
—— ZZ w(n), A,(n))
Zr o&r(N) 3505 (38)
ZZQ V(x(n), u*(n), A*(n))

= ~k ;5
Zr ocr(n)r 0 i=1

< Zv(x'(n) u*(n)
i=1

where the first inequality follows from (31), (33), (34), (36), and
(37). The second inequality is obtained by using Lemma 1 (saddle
point theory).

Moreover, by using Lemma (39), we have

Zv

A(n),

I
lim ) "V(x(n), i,,(n

k— o0
i=1

u(n), 2*(n)),

(39)
Hence, we can deduce from (38) and (39) that

I

1
lim V(X(n), 4 (n), A%(m) = YV (x'(n),
i=1 i=1

u*(n), A*(n)).

(40)

The above equation holds for n = 1, ..., N — 1. Moreover, by
virtue of the fact that V(-, -, A*(n)),ie Zandn=1,...,N—1,is
continuous and strongly convex, we can infer that all limit points
of {i},,(n)},_,, converge to u*(n),i € Zandn =1,...,N — 1.

Hence the claim of Theorem 3 follows. O 1

Systems & Control Letters xxx (XxXx) Xxx

6. Implementation of the proposed algorithm using neural
network

In the above sections, we proved that the updated cost-to-go
function (9) and control input (8) converge to their optimal value.
We assumed that (9) and (8) can be solved exactly. However, it is
hard to find the exact solutions for these equations for the general
cost function. Hence, inspired by [38], we can approximate these
equations using neural networks. In what follows, we explain the
structure and learning process of the neural network.

6.1. Critic and action neural network

A critic and action neural network are used to approximate the
cost-to-go function (9) and the control input (8), respectively. The
control input is approximated as

f(n) = vl o(x(n)), (41)

where v | is the weight matrix of the action network of agent i at
iteration k. o : RP — R, is the general function approximation.
The cost-to-go function is approximated at each iteration as

Vi) = vl p(xi(n)), (42)

where vgk is the weight matrix of the critic network of agent i at
iteration k. ¢(-) is the radial basis function.

In order to satisfy the Bellman equation in (7), the loss function
of the critic network is

1 o
El a(n) = 5 ((1 — a(n))Vy(x'(n)) + (Ck(n))2
x (Li(xi(n), lj1(n), Mi(n))

2
+ B |V (Fxi(n), (), w"(n)))}) _ \7,§+1(xf(n))) .

(43)

The weights of the critic are updated using the gradient-based
algorithm, such that the minimum loss function (43) is attained.
Hence, we have

OEL 1 pq() OV, (xi(n))
AV, (xi(n) V()

where j is the iteration step for updating the neural network’s
weights. . is the learning rate parameter.

Based on (8) the lost function of the action network is given
by

Va4 1) = vl 1 0) — Be (44)

1 L .
Eqpn(m) = 2(arg min [U(xl(n), u(n). 24(m)

ui(n)eu

) (45)
+E,i {\A/,i(fi(xi(n), ui(n), wi(n))) }:| - ﬁ§<+l(n)> ,
The weights of the action network are updated as
. . OE! . ()
Voser1 U+ 1) = Vi ir () = Bap— (46)
a,k+1 a,k+1 8va,k+1(.’)

where f; is the learning rate parameter.

Now, we present the implementation of the proposed iterative
method in Algorithm 2 in which, the solution of Egs. (9) and (8) in
Steps 3 and 4 of Algorithm 1 are obtained using neural networks

Heom Steps 3-9 of Algorithm 2.
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Theorem 4. Consider (41), and (42). Under update rules in (44),
and (46), the weights of actor and critic neural networks converge to
their optimal values at each iteration k of Algorithm 2, if the learning
rates in (44) and (46) are chosen as follows:
The estimation error of ideal actor and critic neural network
WEIght at iteration k of Algorithm 2, which is denoted by v va . and
D¢ o 1 € Z, respectively, is zero, if we choose the learning rate of (44)
and (46) as follows:

2 2

Pe = oz P = e

(47)

Proof. Let the target control input and the cost-to-go function be
obtained as follows:

Lg
n) = Z Vil o (xi(n)
Z VEj i

where L, and L. are the neurons number of the neural networks
which are sufficiently large enough. v}, and v} are the optimal
weights of actor and critic networks, respectively.

Let us define the error weights of critic and actor networks as
follows:

Ac k(.]) - Uc k(]) :'k’

=i o (x(n)),

T p(xi(n)),

n) - vc k

5 (49)
a,k(]) - va k(-’) - V k
Consider the following Lyapunov function:
Af gy AL gs Tai oo o ai T ai s
F(DL (), D44 () = tr{DL () L () + D4, () 05 1 G)}- (50)

Then, using (46) and (44), the difference of (50) is obtained as
follows:

ck(-’)’ a,k )
_“{m0+U mo+n+ﬂuu+n%uu+n}
—tr {vc k(J) CI<U)+va k(]) ak(.] } (5])
= ﬂcIIEQk( mIA(=2 + B llpx(m)II*) + /—‘5a||15§,,k(n)||2
x (=2 + Ballo(K(m)I1?), 1

Systems & Control Letters xxx (XxXx) Xxx

where the second equality is obtained by the following formula-
tions:

Db + 1) = 0} 4() — BaEl (o (X (), 52)
LU+ 1) = DL () — BEL (m)p(x'(m)).
; 2 2
Hence, by choosing 8. < TSR and B, < oW IE the

difference of Lyapunov candidate (52) is negative and the weights
of actor and critic neural networks converge to their optimal
values. O

7. Simulation results

Resource allocation to the human operators is one of the
potential applications of our proposed algorithm [39] which can
be modeled as a multi agent stochastic dynamical system. The
human operators are considered as the agents, and the state of
system is considered as the workload of them. The resources are
considered as the input to the system in which, the workload
of agents decreases with the allocated resources to them. The
objective function of the system consists of the terms associated
with the cost of workload and the cost of resources allocated to
the human operators which is modeled as follows

1 N—-1
miny Eu,{z<xi(N i(N) + Z(x'(m

i=1 m=1

+e(u"(m>TR,~u"(m))))
' (53)
I
s.t. C: Zui(n)fb(n), n=1,...,N—1,
C: u(n)>0,iez,n=1,...,N—1,

The control input u/(m) of agent i is the resource allocated to the
operators at time-step m. b(n) is the maximum available resource
that can be allocated to the agents. Q; and R; are positive definite
matrices which depend on the agents’ model.

We consider 10 agents and the dynamic system and cost
function parameters of the agents are shown in Table 1. The initial
value of the dynamic states is x!(0) = 10, x*(0) = 50, x3(0) = 40,
24(0) = 20, x°(0) = 20, x*°(0) = 30, x’(0) = 10, x5(0) = 40,
x°(0) = 50, and x'°(0) = 20.

Since, in 7, we face a non-quadratic cost function, the
Bellman’s equation does not have a closed-form solution and

Algorithm 2 Implementation of ADP and dual decomposition method

1: Initialize: N, x(0), Ao, Bc, B @(-), €, k=1,i € T.
2: procedure forie Zandn=1,...,N

3: | Initialize: j = 0, v} (0), v} ,(0), i€ T

4

while [[v G+ 1) — vl (Dl > € or ||V G+ 1) — vl ()l > € forieZ, do

5: Update the weights of critic and actor neural networks using (44) and (46), respectively.

6: ué,k(i) <« vé’k(i + 1),
7: j=j+ 1
8: Compute the control input using (41).

v(iJ,kU) - vziJ,kU + 1)'

9: Compute the cost-to-go function using (42).

10: Apply the control input to the system and obtain the next state.

11: Update Lagrange multiplier using (10).
12: | Compute iii(n) using (11).
13: k=k+1
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Table 1
Agent’s model parameters.
Agent
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Q 50 30 20 10 10 20 30 40 30 50
R 45 27 18 135 135 225 27 36 18 45
A 08 078 08 08 08 065 075 09 08 095
B —-0.02 —0.02 —0.015 —0.01 —0.01 —0.02 —0.017 —0.02 —0.01 —0.02

Agent 1
Agent2 |+
Agent 3
Agent4 | |
Agent 5
Agent 6
Agent7 |7
Agent 8
Agent9 ||
Agent 10

©
T

o

Final-state (x(N))

IS
T

N
T

2 . . . . . . . .
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Horizon length (N)

Fig. 2. Final-state of all the agents with respect to horizon length N.

hence, we apply our proposed algorithm to this model. In order
to implement the ADP method, we consider two RBF neural
networks with one hidden layer for each agent which estimate
the cost-to-go and control inputs. The initial value for the weights
of neural network are chosen randomly between 1 and 3. In what
follows, we show our simulation results.

In order to choose an appropriate value for the number of hori-
zons “N”, we implemented our proposed algorithm for different
values of N. Then, we chose the value of N so that x(N) < €, € Z.
Fig. 2 shows the final-state of all the agents for different horizon
length N. By setting ¢ = 0.001, we can see that for the horizon
length larger than 90, the final-state of all the agents reach to ¢
neighborhood of the origin. Hence, we choose the horizon length
larger than 90 and implement our proposed algorithm with N =
100.

Fig. 3 compares the computation time of different methods.
The computation time is recorded for different optimality levels
of solution. The results provided by MATLAB R2019a and are
performed on a Desktop PC with 8 GB of RAM and a 2.40 GHz
processor. As it was expected, the computation time of the cen-
tralized approach is more than that of the decentralized methods.
In addition, we can see that the DMPC requires more compu-
tation time than decentralized ADP to reach the solutions with
different levels of optimality. In any case, decentralized DP has
more computation time than two other decentralized methods.
It should be emphasized that since MPC solves the optimization
problem by considering the receding horizon-length and then
applies only the first-step control input to the system and go
one-step ahead until the end of the horizon length (N), hence the
computation time of MPC depends on the selection of receding-
horizon length. In this simulation, by making a trad-off between
optimality gap, computation time, and accuracy of the model
prediction, the value of receding-horizon length is chosen equal
to 5. However, in decomposition method we need many data
communication between the agents and central system to com-
pute the optimal solution, whereas in centralized method, no
communication is required for optimization process. Neverthe-
less, in centralized method, we assume that the central systein

Systems & Control Letters xxx (XxXx) Xxx

%Optimality

60 i O Centralized method H
,-' Dynamic programming method
50 | i - = = = MPC method H
! -=-=-=- ADP method
i - %90 optimality
40 - ! b
I
/
/
30 i b
i
.l‘
20 L) L L L
10’ 10? 10° 10*

CPU time(second)

Fig. 3. Computation time of centralized, DP, MPC, ADP methods.

T ADP method 1
—— Dynamic programming
- --- MPC method
c .
I} L
(8] .
Q ’
3 L7
g 1% e
; .- T
3 LT
) IR
102 . , , , , , ,

20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Optimization horizon: N

Fig. 4. The comparison of computation time of decentralized DP, MPC, and ADP
concerning the optimization horizon N.

is already informed about the utility function and the local con-
straints of the agents and hence, if the structure of those functions
are not predetermined, it is not straightforward to send such
information [40].

Fig. 4 compares the computation time of DP, MPC and ADP
concerning the optimization horizon N. As we can see the dif-
ference between the computation time of decentralized ADP and
MPC increases for larger values of the horizon length N. More-
over, as we expected, the computation time of the centralized
approach is more than that of the decentralized methods. In
addition, we can see that the DMPC requires more computation
time than decentralized ADP. In any case, decentralized DP has
more computation time than two other decentralized methods.
Fig. 5 shows the convergence of the agents’ expected cost func-
tions (total cost of all the agents) for decentralized ADP, DP and
MPC methods. As we can see, DP and MPC converge in a lesser
number of iterations than ADP. Specifically, DMPC reaches to
a solution with %90 of optimality in about 15 iterations, but
decentralized ADP reaches to the same level of optimality in
about 150 iterations. However, since each iteration of DP and
MPC takes more CPU time than the ADP method, based on Fig. 4,
IBe computation time of decentralized ADP is lesser than two
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110
Dynamic programming |
- = = = MPC method
e ADP method )
> {
R .
£ o
2 |
Q 60| 4
D
50 H 1
1
!
40 .
!
!
30 7
!
!
20 o L L L L L L
0 50 100 150 200 250 300

Iteration

Fig. 5. The convergence of the expected cost functions of DP, MPC, and ADP
method.

Agent 1
Agent 2
Agent 3
Agent 4
Agent 5
Agent 6
Agent 7
Agent 8
Agent 9
Agent 10

Control input

T

0.6

0.2 . . . . . . .
50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400

Iteration

o

Fig. 6. The convergence of the control input at N = 20 using adaptive dynamic
programming method.

other methods. Moreover, according to Fig. 5, the optimality gap
of decentralized ADP is lesser than DMPC.

The convergence of the optimal solution (calculates using (11))
at N = 20 for all agents is shown in Fig. 6. According to this figure
the average control inputs converge to their optimal value, so that
at the convergence points the coupling constraint is satisfied. In
the other words u'(20) + u?(20) + u3(20) + u*(20) + u°(20) +
u8(20) + u’(20) + ud(20) + u°(20) + u'°(20) < 10.41, where
10.41 is the coupling constraint at N = 20. The convergence of
the expected cost function is shown in Fig. 7. This figure shows
that the agents’ expected cost function converges and according
to Fig. 3 we can deduce that they converge to their near optimal
values.

8. Conclusion

In this paper, we proposed a novel decomposition algorithm
which works based on the duality theory and ADP method to
solve the multi-agent optimal control problem with generdl
strictly convex cost function and coupling constraints among tie
agents. In our proposed algorithm, the central system does nat
need to know the agents’ dynamics and cost functions. As a resutt,

10
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Agent 1
Agent 2
120 Agent3 |[]
Agent 4
Agent 5
110 Agent6 ||
Agent 7
Agent 8
100 Agent9 |
5 Agent 10
8 1
5 90
®
Q
© 80 7
k)
[0}
S
© 70 4
>
°
2L
g 60r 7
o
x
L
50 1
401 A
30 . . . . . . .
0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400

Iteration

Fig. 7. The convergence of the expected cost functions.

the privacy of agents is preserved. Moreover, convergence of the
proposed algorithm to global optimal solution was proven.

Our simulation results demonstrated that the proposed al-
gorithm converges to the optimal value with lower computa-
tional cost in comparison with the dynamic programming and
distributed MPC methods.

As a future research, a nonlinear dynamic can be considered
for each agent which makes the problem non-convex. It would
be challenging to solve the problem in a decomposition way, and
to compute the duality gap. Furthermore, one can consider that
there is not any central system and the agents communicate with
each other through the graph.
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Appendix
Proof of Lemma 1. As mentioned above the strong duality

holds. Hence, an optimal primal-dual pair (u*, A*) exists and
zaddle-point theorem holds (Proposition 5.1.6 [37]). O
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Proof of Lemma 2. Let 5i(n) be any arbitrary admissible control

input which stabilizes (1),i € Z,n =1, ..., N — 1. Let us define
a new sequence AI( i(n)) as

Al (%) = (1 — () Al () + (cu(m)”
x |:Li(xi(n)7 n'(n), a(n)) + Ew,-{A;;(ff(xf(n), ni(n), wi(n)))}i|,

Al (K(N)) = (1= 6N ALK(N)) + (ce(N)) Uk (K (N)).
(54)
Let us assume that A{)(-) =0, i € Z. Thus we have

Ko
A (X () = Z(]_[(l - Ck70+1(n)))(ck7j(n))2

,1'(n), Ae—i(n))
B, { A0, 1), wim)
n=1,...,N—1,

-
Il
<)
e}
Il
N

(55)
where

ALFI(H(n), n'(n), wi(n)))
k

= Zf(cj(n + NE LK+ ), n'(n + ), he—i(n +4))},
j=0

n=1,...,N—1. (56)

Since, 0 < ¢(n) < 1, so we have

k

J
Z(]‘[ (1= cieon() ) (e-sm) "L (X, (), i)
0=1

(cis(m)°L (e (), i) < 00,

'M*

Il
o

=

(ﬁ (1 = ce—o1( ))(Ck_j(N))ZU[iV(Xi(N))

0=

k
E Ck_J

where the second inequality follows from Assumption 4 along
with the fact that {A(n)},~, and {Li(xi(n), ni(n), Ae(n n))}l=o are
a bounded sequence (Theorem 2, Assumptions 2 and 3) and
Uy, (X(N)) has a finite value.

Moreover, since ni(n) is an admissible stabilizing controller,
using (56), we can deduce that

Af (X (n), n'(n), w'(n)) < co,n=1,...,
Hence (57) and (58) lead to
Al (X)) <Y <oco,n=1,...,N. (59)

M&

(=]
—_

—.

V(X (N)) < oo,

N -1 (58)

Now, we prove by the mathematical induction that if V8(~) =
AQ(-) = 0, then we have V|, (x(n)) < A} (x(n)). Since n'(n) is
any arbitrary admissible control law, we can deduce that
Vi(xi(n)) =(ci(m))” min L' (x'(n), u'(n), Ae(n))

ulm) (60)
2ri( i i i(yi
<(c(m) L' (¥'(n), n'(n), 1u(n)) = ALK ().
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Suppose k is the instant at which Vi(xi(n)) < Al(x(n)), n =
1, ,N — 1. Then, we have to show that at instant k + 1,

Vk+1( xi(n)) < A}<+1(x( n)). Eq. (9) leads to

Vi (x(n)) = (1 — c(m)Vi(x'(n))

u'(n)

+ (ce(m)” min [Li(xi(n), u'(n), Ag(n))

+E, {V,f(ff(X‘(n), u'(n), wi(n)))}

< (1= qm)Vi(x(m) + (cu(m)’ {L"(X"(n), n'(n), ke(n))
- (61)

+ B, [V, o), i)}

(Ck(n))z

< (1 — am) ALK (n)) + L'(x(n), n'(n), a(n)

+ B, | AL, () wi(n»)]]
= A ()

where the second inequality follows from the assumption at
instant k, and the equality is obtained by (54).

Similarly, for n = N, we can use the mathematical induction.
Suppose at instant k we have Vi(x(N)) < AL(x((N)). Then at
instant k + 1 we have

Vi (KN)) = (1 = alN)VEKND) + (c(N)) Ul (x(N))

< (1= cN)) ALK(N)) + (c(N) UL (X(N)) — (62)
= Al (X(N)).

)
)

In view of (58), (61), and (62), we can deduce that

Vi (d(n) < Aj (X)) <Y,n=1,...,N. O (63)

Proof of Lemma 3. Let us define Ewi{v,i(fi(xi(n), ui(n), wi(n)))}
as follows

E,{ ViU (), w'(n), witm))}
= Y Pen(Xm), u(n), win)

xi(n+?)e?€i(‘n+l) ‘ A (64)
x Vi (), w(n), w'(n)))
<Y ) (), ul(n),

xi(n+1)exi(n+1)

wi(m) <Y,

where xi(n), i€ Z,n=1,...,N, is the set of all possible states.
The first inequality is obtained by Lemma 2. The second inequality
2fgllows by the fact that Zx"(n+1)exi(n+1) Pre1(Fi(x(n), ui(n), wi(n)))

24 1 (using the features of transition probabilities). O

Jroof of Lemma 4. Consider (9). Adding and subtracting
V*i(xi(n)) on the right hand side of (9) and squaring both sides

26
27
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43
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45
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of the equation, we get 25
. . L 2 L L 2

(Vi) = viee(n))” = (Vie(m) = vy

2( i 2

+ (ck(n)) (V,i(xl(n)))

— 2amVm)(Vite(m) — Vi)

+ (cm) (L (X (), ey (), 2a()

+ Eyi [VIF( (), uly (), wi(n)

+ 2(c(m))* (L' (x'(n), uje4(n), Aln

+ E, (Vi (* (), ufy 4 (n), wi(n))

— 2(c(m))P(L (X(n), (), A(n

+ E, {Vi(F (X'(n), g, (m), wm)) VX () — V(X (n)).

In view of (10) and under lggsumptions 2 and 3, we can deduce
that {L'(x/(n), uj,,;(n), Ax(m))},_, = 0 and {Vi(x'(n))},_, = 0.n =
1, ..., N—1.Then, after some simplification and neglecting some
negative terms we obtain

2 Vi) (Vi m) — Vi)
- . 2 . . L 2
= (Vi) = Vi) = (Vi) = Vi)

(65)
)

VH(x'(n)))

)
)
YDVi(x(n)) —
)

~— o — ——

2 .
+ (em)” (Vi) "+ (em) (LK), s (1) 2m) - (66)
+ B[RO, ). wn))
+ 2(c(n)P(L' (X (n), uje4(n), Ak(n))

+E, { ViU (), ey (n), w'(m) V(X' () = V(X (m))),

where the above inequality is obtained by the fact that V*(xi(n))
is the optimal cost-to-go function and V(x'(n)) — V*(x'(n)) > 0

Summing (66) over k by the fact that > -, <V,i(xi(n)) —
L 2 . . o 2 L o 2
V) = (Vi (em)—veie(n) = (Vi m)-veie(n))
- (V(io(xi(n)) - V*i(xi(n))>2, and by using Lemmas 2 and 3, and

under Assumptions 2 and 3, {Vi(-)}22, < oo,

(LX), ufyy (), (M) Yoy < 00, {E{VI(FI(X (), ufy 4 (),
w'(n))}2,} < oo, and also under Assumption 4, we have

ch (Vixi(n)) — v¥i(xi(n)) <oo,n=1,....,N—1.  (67)
Similarly, for n = N, we have
26mVi N (ViGN = VIGEND))
oo i 2 ; ; Lo 2
= (Vi) = VIRND) = (Vi) = V)
(68)

2

+ (V) (VIND) -+ () (Uh V)2
+ 2(cN)) UL ) (VIR ON)) = VI (N))

Using the same reasonsof n=1,...,N —

Z Ck Vk
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