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Abstract

A two-player finite horizon linear-quadratic Stackelberg differential game is con-
sidered. The feature of this game is that the control cost of a follower in the cost
functionals of both players is small, which means that the game under considera-
tion is a cheap control game. The open-loop solution of this game is studied. Using
the game’s solvability conditions, obtaining such a game’s solution is reduced to
the solution of a proper boundary-value problem. Due to the smallness of the
follower’s control cost, this boundary-value problem is singularly perturbed. The
asymptotic behaviour of the solution to this problem is analysed. Based on this
analysis, the asymptotic behaviour of the open-loop optimal players’ controls and
the optimal values of the cost functionals is studied. Using these results, asymp-
totically suboptimal players’ controls are designed. An illustrative example of a
supply chain problem with a small control cost of a retailer is presented.
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1 Introduction

In this paper, we consider a two-player finite horizon linear-quadratic Stackelberg dif-
ferential game. For this game, we study the case where the control cost of a follower
in the cost functionals of both players is small, meaning that this game is a cheap
control game. More generally, a cheap control problem is an extremal control prob-
lem in which a control cost of at least one decision maker is much smaller than the
cost of the state variable in at least one cost functional of the problem. Cheap con-
trol problems are important in qualitative and quantitative analysis of many topics
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in optimal control, H,.-control, and differential game theories. Thus, such problems
are important in: (1) qualitative study and analytical/numerical computation of sin-
gular controls and arcs (see, e.g, [1-14]); (2) analysis of limiting forms and maximally
achievable accuracy of optimal regulators and filters (see, e.g., [15-21]); (3) inverse
optimal control problems (see e.g. [22]); (4) optimal control problems with high gain
control in dynamics (see, e.g., [23, 24]).

Cheap control differential games and closely related singular differential games
appear in various applications. For example, such games appear in robust intercep-
tion problems with uncertainties (see, e.g., [25]), in robust tracking problems with
uncertainties (see, e.g., [26, 27]), in pursuit-evasion problems (see, e.g., [13, 28-33]),
in robust investment problems (see, e.g., [34]), in biology processes (see e.g. [35]), in
supply chain problems (see [36]).

The smallness of the control cost yields a singularly perturbed boundary-value
problem associated with a cheap control problem by solvability (control optimality)
conditions.

As aforementioned, in this paper, we consider a cheap control differential game.
Cheap control differential games were extensively studied in the literature. Thus, var-
ious zero-sum cheap control games were analyzed in [12-14, 25, 26, 29-32, 37]. In
[33, 38, 39], different cheap control Nash equilibrium games were studied. However, to
the best of our knowledge, a cheap control Stackelberg equilibrium differential game
was considered only in two works [36, 40] where the case of the leader’s cheap control
was studied.

It should be noted the following. Similarly to a zero-sum differential game and a
Nash equilibrium differential game, a Stackelberg equilibrium differential game is not
a cooperative game. Furthermore, similarly to a Nash equilibrium differential game, a
Stackelberg equilibrium differential game is a nonzero-sum differential game. However,
a Stackelberg equilibrium differential game differs considerably from a zero-sum dif-
ferential game and from a Nash equilibrium differential game. Namely, in a zero-sum
differential game and in a Nash equilibrium differential game, players act simultane-
ously, while in a Stackelberg equilibrium differential game, they do not. A Stackelberg
equilibrium differential game is a hierarchical game. In this game, one of the players
(the leader) makes its best decision based on the set of possible best decisions of the
other player (the follower). Thus, the leader has an advantage in comparison to the
follower. More details on a Stackelberg equilibrium differential game can be found in
the book [41]. There are different real-life applications of a Stackelberg equilibrium
differential game. Thus, such a game is used in the analysis and optimization of supply
and marketing channels (see, e.g., [36, 42-44] and references therein). Application of a
Stackelberg equilibrium differential game to a security (defenders-attackers) problem
is presented in [45] (see also references therein). In [46], the problem of a transponder’s
communication channel with multiple-user terminals is modeled by a Stackelberg equi-
librium differential game. Application of a Stackelberg equilibrium differential game
to analysis and optimization of power systems is proposed in [47].

A small cost of the follower’s control in its cost functional (a cheap control of the
follower) can considerably decrease the aforementioned advantage of the leader. This
circumstance can be important, for instance, in a supply chain problem in the case



where the optimization of a state-dependent part of the follower’s (the retailer’s) cost
functional is much more essential than the optimization of its control cost in this cost
functional.

The main motivation of this paper is to study a novel nontrivial class of cheap con-
trol differential games. More precisely, in this paper, we consider a Stackelberg finite
horizon linear-quadratic differential game with two players (a leader and a follower)
and with a small cost of the follower’s control in both cost functionals. We study
the asymptotic behaviour of an open-loop solution to this game. For this purpose,
we consider the boundary-value problem associated with the Stackelberg game by the
solvability conditions. Due to the small cost of the follower’s control, the aforemen-
tioned boundary-value problem is singularly perturbed in the conditionally stable case.
An asymptotic solution of this problem is formally constructed and justified. Based
on this solution, asymptotic expansions of the optimal controls of the leader and the
follower are constructed. Using these results, suboptimal controls of the players are for-
mally designed and justified. Asymptotic approximations of the optimal values of the
cost functionals are also derived. The theoretical results are applied to an asymptotic
solution of a supply chain problem with a single manufacturer and a single retailer.

It should be noted that a cheap control problem is closely related to a control
problem for a singularly perturbed system. Namely, the former can be converted to
the latter by a proper change of the control variable with the small (cheap) cost (see,
e.g., [48-51]). Linear-quadratic Stackelberg differential games for singularly perturbed
systems were studied in the works [52-57]. However, in these works (in contrast with
the present paper), the infinite horizon version of the game was considered, and a
suboptimal closed-loop (feedback) solution to the considered game was derived.

The paper is organized as follows. In the next section (Section 2), the Stackelberg
cheap control game is rigorously formulated. Main notions and assumptions are intro-
duced. Objectives of the paper are stated. In Section 3, the solvability conditions of
the considered game are presented. Asymptotic solution of the singularly perturbed
boundary-value problem, appearing in these solvability conditions, is formally con-
structed and justified in Section 4. Section 5 is devoted to obtaining the main results of
the paper. In this section, the asymptotic expansion of the game’s solution is formally
derived and justified. Also, the suboptimal players’ controls are formally designed and
justified. In Section 6, an illustrative example of a supply chain problem with a small
control cost of a retailer is presented. Conclusions are given in Section 7.

The following main notations are applied in the paper.

1. R™ denotes the n-dimensional real Euclidean space;

I - || denotes the Euclidean norm either of a vector (]|z]|) or of a matrix (||A]|);

3. Clt1,t2;R?] denotes the linear space of all functions f(t) : [t1, t2] — R? continuous
in the interval [t1, ts];

4. the superscript "T” denotes the transposition either of a vector (z7) or of a
matrix (AT);

5. I, denotes the identity matrix of dimension n;
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6. col(xl,xg, ...7xk)7 where x1 € R™, 25 € R™ ..., x; € R™ denotes the column
block-vector of the dimension 11 + ny + ... +ny with the upper block x1, the next
block x5 and so on, and the lower block xg;

7. Re(p) denotes the real part of a complex number .

2 Problem statement

2.1 Initial game formulation

The dynamics of the game is described by the following differential equation:

d%(f) =A(t)Z(t) + Bu(t)u(t) + By (t)v(t), te0,tf], Z(0)= Zo, (1)
where Z(t) € R™ is the state vector, u(t) € R", (r < n), v(t) € R®, (s < n) are
the players’ controls; ty > 0 is a given time-instant; A(t) and B;(t), (i = u,v), are
given matrix-valued functions of corresponding dimensions continuous for ¢ € [0,ty];
Zy € R™ is a given vector.

The cost functionals of the player with the control u(t) (the leader) and the player
with the control v(t) (the follower) are, respectively,

Fuw) = 5 [ (2T OPUOZ0) + 7 (OG0 Oult) + 0T OG0 (2

2
and
To(u,v) = %/O ' [ZT(#)Dy (1) Z(t) + 20T (1) Gy v ()0 (t) + u” (1) Gy u(t)u(t)]dt, (3)

where, for any ¢t € [0,ty], D;(t), Gi;(t), (i = u,v; j = u,v) are given symmetric
matrices of corresponding dimensions; the matrix-valued functions D;(t), G; ;(t), (1 =
u,v; j =u,v) are continuous for ¢ € [0,t¢]; € > 0 is a small parameter.

In what follows, we assume:
(A1) For any t € [0,tf], the matrix B, (¢) has full column rank s.
(A2) For any t € [0,tf], the matrices D;(t), (¢ = u,v) are positive semi-definite.
(A3) For any t € [0,t¢], the matrices Gy, u(t), Gy v(t), Guv(t) and Gy () are positive
definite.

Remark 1 In what follows, for the sake of technical simplicity (but without loss of generality),
we set Guu(t) = Ir, Gvv(t) = Is, t € [0,t¢].

We will solve the game, given by the differential equation (1) and the cost function-
als (2) and (3), with respect to the open-loop Stackelberg (hierarchical) equilibrium
(solution) (u*(t),v*(t)). This equilibrium is defined as follows in the set of all pairs
(u(t),v(t)), u(t) € C[0,t5; R, v(t) € C[0,ts;R®] (for more details see, e.g., [41, 58]).



For any u(t) € C[0,t5;R"], let

00 (tu(t)) 2 argmin, ;yeco,¢ re] Jv (u(t),v(t)) (4)

along the trajectories of (1).
Furthermore, let

w (£) 2 argming g ecqo ¢ mr T (u(t), 0° (tu(t))) (5)

along the trajectories of (1) with v(t) = v°(t;u(t)).
Moreover, let
vt (£) 2 00 (807 (1)), (6)

Finally, the pair (u*(t),v*(t)) is the open-loop Stackelberg solution of the game
(1)-(3).

We call the trajectory of the differential equation (1), generated by the pair of
controls (u(t) = u*(t),v(t) = v*(t)), the Stackelberg optimal trajectory of the game
(1)—(3). Also, we call the values J, (u*(t),v*(t)) and Jy (u*(t),v*(t)) the Stackelberg
optimal values of the cost functionals J, (u,v) and J,(u,v), respectively, in the game

(1)-(3).

2.2 Transformation of the game (1)—(3)

In what follows, we assume:

(A4) det (BI (DD (1B.(1) #0 Ve e [0,1,].

(A5) The matrix-valued functions A(t), By(t), Du(t), Guv(t) and Gy (t) are contin-
uously differentiable in the interval [0, ¢].

(A6) The matrix-valued functions B,(t) and D,(t) are twice continuously
differentiable in the interval [0,¢].

By B.(t), we denote a complement matrix to the matrix B, (¢) for any ¢ € [0,¢;].
Thus, the dimension of the matrix B.(t) is n x (n — s), and the block-form matrix
(Be(t),By(t)) is invertible for all ¢ € [0,¢s]. Due to the assumption (A6) and the
results of the book [14] (Section 3.3), the matrix-valued function B.(t) can be chosen
as twice continuously differentiable in the interval [0, ].

Consider the following matrix-valued functions of ¢ € [0, ¢;]:

Lo(t) = Be(t) = Bo(t) (B ()De(t)Bo () BY (1Du(8)Be(t), Ru(t) = (Lu(t), Bv(t)()7->

Remark 2 By virtue of the results of [14] (Section 3.3), the matrix Ry (¢) is invertible for all
t € [0,tf]. Moreover, the matrix-valued function Rv(t) is twice continuously differentiable
with respect to t € [0,%y].



Using the matrix-valued function R, (t), we make the following transformation of
the state variable in the game (1)—(3):

Z(t) =Ry(t)z(t), telo, tf]’ (8)

where z(t) € R™ is a new state variable.
Using Remark 1, we obtain (quite similarly to the results of [14] (Section 3.3)) the
following assertion.

Proposition 1 Let the assumptions (A1)-(A6) be valid. Then, the transformation (8) con-
verts the system (1) and the functionals (2) and (3) into the following new system and
functionals:

dz(t)

5 = AWMz + Ba®u(t) + Bo(tu(), t€ 0,15, =2(0) =z, (9)

t
Ju(u,v) = % /O ! [T (1) Du(t)2(t) + u” (t)u(t) + 20 (£) G (t)o(t)] dt, (10)

t.
Jy(u,v) = %/O ' [T (1) Dy (t)2(t) + 20T (t)o(t) + u” (1) Gy u(t)u(t)]dt, (11)

where
A(t) = RV [A) R (t) — dRv(t)/dt], (12)
Bult) =R OBu(0, Bl =R 050 = (). (13)
Du(t) = Ry ()Du(t)Ru(t), (14)
g _(Dvalt) 0

Dya(t) =LV ()Dy(t)Le(t), Dya(t) = BY (t)Dv(t)By(t),
20 = Ry 1(0)Zo. (16)
The matriz Dy 1(t) is symmetric positive semi-definite, while the matriz Dy 2(t) is sym-
metric positive definite for all t € [0,t¢]. Moreover, the matriv-valued functions A(t), Bu(t),

Du(t), Guyv(t), and Gvu(t) are continuously differentiable in the interval [0,ty], while the
matriz-valued function Dy (t) is twice continuously differentiable in the interval [0,t5].

Remark 3 1t should be noted the following. The open-loop Stackelberg solution to the differ-
ential game (9)—(11) is defined similarly to such a solution to the game (1)—(3). Furthermore,
since the matrix Ry (t) is invertible for all ¢ € [0,¢¢], then the transformation (8) is invertible.
Hence, the games (1)—(3) and (9)—(11) have the same open-loop Stackelberg solution (if it
exists), i.e., these games are equivalent to each other. Furthermore, the Stackelberg optimal
values of the cost functionals of the leader and the follower in the game (9)—(11) are equal to
such values in the game (1)—(3). Moreover, due to the form of the matrices By (t) and Dy (¢),
the new game (9)—(11) is much simpler than the initially formulated game (1)—(3). Therefore,
in what follows in the paper, we deal with the game (9)—(11).



2.3 Main objectives of the paper
The objectives of the paper are:

(i) To construct and justify an asymptotic expansion with respect to e of the open-
loop Stackelberg solution (u*(t,¢),v*(¢,€)) to the game (9)—(11).

(ii) To derive an asymptotically suboptimal Stackelberg solution to the game (9)—
(11), i.e., the pair of the admissible controls (u(t, ), o(t,)), such that

51—i>I-ri-10 |Ju((t,€),0(t,€)) — Ji(e)] =0,
lim |J, (a(t,e),v(t,€)) — Ji(e)| = 0. (17)

e—+40

(iii) To construct and justify e-free approximations of the Stackelberg optimal values
Ji(e) = Ju(u*(t,e),v*(t,€)), Ji(e) = Jy(u*(t,€),v*(t,€)) of the cost functionals
in the game (9)—(11), valid for all sufficiently small & > 0.

3 Solvability Conditions of the Stackelberg Game
(9)—(11)

For a given € > 0, we consider the following boundary-value problem in the time-
interval [0,t¢]:

T A®=(0) ~ Su(0M0) ~ SN, 2(0) = 20,
d*;t(t) = —Du(t)2(t) — AT(E)Aa(t) + Do(t)u(t),  Aulty) =0,
dA(;t(t) = —Dy()2(t) — ATMA(E),  A(tg) =0,
d%y) = Sy(t.e)Malt) = Suv(t.O)A() + AD)u(t),  u(0) =0,
(18)
where
Su(t) = Bu(t)BL (),
Sy(t,e) = ng(t)BVT(t) = (8 (:1219) ;
Sun(t,e) = 2By ()Guy () B (1) = <8 g2Gu,v(t)> '
(19)

By virtue of the results of the book [41] (Section 7.6), the following assertion is
valid.



Proposition 2 Let the assumptions (A1)-(A6) be satisfied. Then, for any given € > 0,
the boundary-value problem (18) has the unique solution col(z(t,e), Mu(t,€), Av(t, &), u(t,€)).
Moreover, the Stackelberg game (9)-(11) has the unique open-loop solution (u*(t,),v*(t,¢)),

where
w*(t,e) = =BT (DAt &), u*(t,s)z—éBvT(t)Av(t,a), teo.t]  (20)

The component z(t,€) of the solution to the boundary-value problem (18) is the Stackelberg
optimal trajectory of the game (9)—(11).

4 Asymptotic solution of the boundary-value

problem (18)

4.1 Transformation of the problem (18)
For all t € [0,%/], let us partition the matrices A(t), Dy(t) and S, (¢) into blocks as

- (40 4). mio- (31 2
Su1(t)  Sua(t)
Sult) = (Sff,;(t) Smi(t))’ 2y

where the matrices A1 (t), A2(t), As(t), and A4(t) are of the dimensions (n—s) x (n—s),
(n—s)xs, sx(n—s) and s x s, respectively; the matrices Dy, 1(t), Dy,2(t) and Dy 3(t)
are of the dimensions (n —s) X (n—s), (n—s) x s and s x s, respectively; the matrices
Su,1(t), Su2(t) and Sy 3(t) are of the dimensions (n —s) x (n — ), (n —s) x s and
s x s, respectively; for any ¢ € [0,¢s], the matrices Dy 1(t), Du3(t), Su,1(t) and Sy 3(¢)
are symmetric.

Furthermore, we partition the vector zy into blocks as

20 = (zg;) R zo1 € R"7%, Zp2 € R, (22)

Due to the expression of S, (t, ) (see the equation (19)), the right-hand sides of
the first and the fourth differential equations in (18) are singular for ¢ = 0. Taking
into account this singularity, we look for the components z(t, ), A\y(t,€), Av(t,€), and
1(t, €) of the solution to the boundary-value problem (18) in the following block form:

9= (269), mea=(X562),
Avlt,e) = (3112(; ’i))’ ulte) = (ZQE
(23)

where the vectors z1 (¢, €), Au1(t, €), Avi(t,€) and pq(t, €) are of the dimension (n — s);
the vectors z2(t,€), Auz(t, €), Ava(t,€) and pa(t,€) are of the dimension s.



Substitution of the block forms of the matrices Dy (t), Sy (t,€), Suv(t), A(t), Du(t),
Su(t) (see the equations (15), (19), (21)), and the block forms of the vectors zg, z(t),
Au(t), Av(t), p(t) (see the equations (22) and (23)) into the boundary-value problem
(18) yields, after a routine algebra, the following equivalent boundary-value problem
in the time interval [0, ¢]:

% = Al(t)Zl (t, 5) -+ AQ(t)ZQ(t, 6) — Su,l(t))\ul(ta 5) — €Su’2(t))\u2(t, 6),

e% =cAs(t)z1(t,€) + eAy(t)22(t,e) — eSag(t)/\ul(t, €)

—€2Su’3(t))\u2 (t, 5) — )\VQ (t, 8),

C“%(f’f) = —Dy1(t)z1(t,€) — Dysa(t)za(t,e) — AT (H) A (¢, €)

—e A3 () Aa(t, €) + Dy (t)pa (t,€),

E%Ef’g) = —DI,(t)21(t,e) — Dus(t)2a(t,e) — AL (A (t,¢)

—e A} (H)Aua(t, €) + Dy o (t)pa(t, €),

CM%(:’S) = —Dy1(t)z1(t,) — AT (D) A1(t,€) — AT (£)Ayal(t, ),

s%@ — —Dyo(t)za(t, ) — AY () A1 (t, €) — e AT () Ayal(t, ),

D) — o (t,9) + An(Opa(t ),

5% = Au2(t, &) — €4Gu,v(t)/\vg(t, g) +eAs(t)pui(t,e) + eAs(t)ua(t, ),
(24)

2’1(0,6)2201, 2’2(0,8):202, )\ul(tf,&‘)ZO, )\ug(tf,s):O,

Avi(ty,e) =0,  Avalty,e) =0, p1(0,e) =0, pu2(0,e)=0. (25)

Remark 4 1t is important to note that the above made partitioning the matrices A(t), Du(t),
Su(t) and the vector zg (see the equations (21) and (22)), as well as the representation of
the state variables z(t), Au(t), Av(t), u(¢) in the block form (see the equation (23)), allow us
to partition each equation of the differential system in (18) into two considerably different
modes (see the equation (24)). The first of these modes is with the multiplier 1 for the
derivative, while the second mode is with the small multiplier € > 0 for the derivative. This
means that the state variable, described by the second mode, varies much faster than the
state variable, described by the first mode. Therefore, the second mode and the corresponding
state variable are called the fast mode and the fast state variable. The first mode and the
corresponding state variable are called the slow mode and the slow state variable. Thus,
the aforementioned matrices’ partitioning and the state variables’ representation allow us
to convert the boundary-value problem (18) into the explicit form of a singularly perturbed
boundary-value problem, namely, the problems (24)-(25).



Remark 5 It is important to note the following. The singularly perturbed boundary-value
problem (24)-(25), arising in the analysis of the Stackelberg differential game with the cheap
control of the follower, has four slow modes and four fast modes. This structure of the problem
(24)-(25) differs considerably from the structure of the singularly perturbed boundary-value
problem, arising in the analysis of the Stackelberg differential game with the cheap control
of the leader (see [40]). The latter problem has four slow modes and only two fast modes.
The difference in the structures of two singularly perturbed boundary-value problems, being
the consequence of the hierarchical character of the Stackelberg differential game, yields a
considerable difference in the asymptotic analysis of these problems and in the results of this
analysis.

4.2 First-order formal asymptotic solution of the problem
(24)-(25)

Based on the Boundary Functions Method (see, e.g., [59, 60]), we look for the first-
order asymptotic solution

COI(Z% (t7 5)7 Z% (t’ E)a )‘1111 (t» 5)7 >‘1142 (t7 5)7 >‘\1/1 (tv 5)7 )‘\1/2 (t’ 5)) /‘% (tv 5)7 :ué (tv 5))

of the problem (24)-(25) in the form

k=0
1
)‘111] (tv 6) = Z Ek [)‘Uj7k(t) + >‘u] k(g) + >‘uj7k(p)}a
k=0
1
At e) =P IAn(t) + 2% 4(6) + M, 4 ()],
k=0

1
pite) = ek [fin(t) + 1l (&) + 1l (p)],
k=0
(26)
where (j =1, 2),

t t—1ty

= —. 27
P E (27)
Remark 6 In the equation (26), the terms with the overbar constitute the so-called outer
solution, the terms with the superscript 0 are the boundary corrections in the right-hand
neighborhood of t = 0, the terms with the superscript f are the boundary corrections in the
left-hand neighborhood of ¢t = t;. Equations and boundary conditions for the asymptotic

. . . . 1 1 1 1 ;

solution terms are obtained by substituting 2; (t,€), A, (t,€), Ay;(t,€) and p; (¢, ¢€), (j = 1,2)
from (26) into the problem (24)-(25) instead of z;(t), Ay;(t), Avj(t) and p;(t), ( = 1,2),
respectively, and equating the coefficients for the same power of € on both sides of the resulting

10



equations, separately depending on ¢, on &, and on p. Additionally, it should be noted the
following. If € — 40, then, for any ¢ € (0,ty], £ = +oo, while, for any t € [0,t7), p = —oo.

4.2.1 Obtaining the boundary corrections z?’O(S), )\31’0(5), )\31’0(5)
and pg ((§)

These boundary corrections satisfy the differential equations

dZ?g,lz(f) _0, £>0
(M‘O‘;g(g) =0, €20,
Cugjlg(f) =0, £>0,
duﬁ;z(f) _o 0.

(28)

To obtain the unique solutions of these equations, we should give some additional
conditions for the unknown functions. By virtue of the Boundary Functions Method,
these conditions are

lim 200(€) =0, lim A o(6) =0, lim A}, o(6) =0, lim uf (&) =0. (29)

§—+o0 £—+o0 §——+o0 §——+o0

The set of the equations (28) subject to the conditions (29) has the unique solution
Ho€) =0, Ao©) =0, N1 =0, ulo€)=0, £>0. (30)

4.2.2 Obtaining the boundary corrections z{,o(p), )‘£1,0(P)7
)‘zl,o(P) and M{,o(n)

For these boundary corrections, we obtain the following differential equations:

dz{l(;(.o) —0, p<o,
d)\%i’;(p)ZO, p <0,
d)\%’;(p)—ﬂ, p <0,
du{;;(p):& p <0.

(31)

11



Due to the Boundary Functions Method, we require that

lim z{,o(p) =0, lim )\1]:1)0(,0) =0, lim )\\{1)0(,0) =0, lim M{,o(ﬂ) =0. (32)

p—+—00 p—r—00 p—r—00 p—r—00

Thus, the set of the equations (31) subject to the conditions (32) yields the unique
solution

o) =0, Miop) =0, Migp)=0, plop)=0, p<o. (33)

4.2.3 Obtaining the outer solution terms Z;o(t), Auj,0(t), Avjo(t),
ﬁjo(t)a .7 == 172
Using Remark 6 and the equations (30),(33), we obtain the following differential-

algebraic system of equations for the outer solution terms Z;o(t), Auj0(t), Avjo(t),
fjo(t), (7 =1,2) in the time interval [0,t;]:

dzlcvl‘;(“ — Av(1)Z10(t) + As(D)Z.0(t) — Sur (D)1 o(0),
Avz,0(t) =0,
Do) _ _p,0710(6) ~ Dua()720(8) ~ AT OXurolt) + Dea(B)inolt)
0= =D 5(t)21,0(t) — Dusa(t)z2,0(t) — A3 () Aur0(t) + Dy 2(t)fiz,o(1),
Do) __p )21, - AT(ORa (0.
0= =Dy 2(t)Z2,0(t) — A3 (t)Av1.0(t),
180 _ A, B o) + Ax(0)izo0),
Auz,0(t) =0, (34)
z1.0(0) = 201, Awo(ty) =0,  Avio(ty) =0, [i1,0(0) = 0. (35)

Remark 7 The system (34) consists of four differential equations with respect to z1,0(t)
Au1,0(t), Avio(t), fi1,0(t) and four algebraic equations with respect to Ayv2,0(t), 22,0(t)

Mu2,0(t), fi2,0(t). Therefore, in (35), boundary conditions for A2 o(t), 22,0(t), Adu2,0(t), fiz,0(t)
are absent.

’

Resolving the sixth equation in the system (34) with respect to Z2 o(t) and taking
into account the invertibility of the matrix Dy o(t) for all ¢ € [0,t¢], we obtain

Zo0(t) = =Dy 5(1) A3 () Av10(t), ¢ €[0,tg]. (36)
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Substituting (36) into the fourth equation of the system (34) and solving the
resulting equation with respect to fiz o(t) yield

fi2,0(t) = D;,é(t) (DI, (t)z10(t) — Du,s(t)D;é(t)Ag(t)j\vLo(t)
+AT (O a0®)], e [0,ty]. (37)

Finally, substitution of (36)-(37) into the first, third and seventh equations of the
system (34) and use of the fifth equation of this system yield after a routine algebra

the following set of four differential equations with respect to Z1 (t), Au1,0(t), Avi,0(t),
firo(t):

dzljz(t) = A1(t)Z1,0(t) — Su1(t)Aur,o(t) — A2(t) Dy 3 () AT () Av1,0(t),
% = —Dua1(t)z10(t) — AT () Aur,0(t) + Du2(t) Dy 5(6) A3 (£)Av10(t)
+Dy 1 (t)fi1,0(t),

% = —Dy,1(t)z1,0(t) — AT ()Av1,0(t),

dﬁ%(t) = Ay(t) DS 5(1) DY 5()Z1,0(t) + Aa(t) DS 5(H) AT () Auro(2)

—A2(t)D§,§(t)Du,3(t)DxZé(t)Ag(t)j\vLo(t) + A1 (t)1,0(t)-
(38)

The system of the differential equations (38) is subject to the boundary conditions
(35).

Remark 8 Let us note the following. The dimension of each of the state variables z(t), Au(t),
Av(t), p(t) of the differential system in (18) is n. The dimension of the state variables z1 o(t),
Xul’o(t), 5\\,170(15), fi1,0 of the differential system (38) is n — s. Hence, the differential system
(38) is of a considerably lower dimension than the differential system in (18). Moreover, in

contrast with the system in (18), the system (38) is independent of €.

In what follows, we assume.
(A7) The boundary-value problem (38),(35) has the unique solution
001(51’0(25), )\ul,O(t>a )\vl,O(t)7 ﬂl,O(t))a te [0, tf]. ~

Thus, the solution of the boundary-value problem (38),(35), along with Ay o(t) =
0, Au2,0(t) = 0 (see the second and the eighth equations in (34)) and Za,o(t), fi2.0(t) (see
the equations (36)-(37)), constitutes the zero-order (with respect to ) outer solution.
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4.2.4 Control-theoretic interpretation of the boundary-value
problem (38),(35)

Consider the following system of differential equations in the time interval [0, ¢s]:

dilzt(t) = Ai(H)z1(t) = Ao() Dy 5(1) A3 () A (t) + Bua (8)a(t),
dAZl;(t) = —Dya(t)z(t) — AT (A (D),

(39)

where z,(t) € R"* and A\,1(t) € R"™* are state variables; @(t) € R” is a control

variable; the vector-valued function u(t) is assumed to be continuous in the interval

[0,t¢]; By,1(¢) is the upper block of the matrix B, (t) of the dimension (n — s) x r.
The system (39) is subject to the boundary conditions

21 (O) = 201, )\vl (tf) =0. (40)

The control variable @(t) in the boundary-value problem (39)-(40) is evaluated by
the performance index

Ta®) 2 5 [ D020 - 2T ODuaDOA (DA (1)

+AL () A2 (t) Dy 5(8) Dus(t) Dy 3 (1) AT () A (t) + @ (t)u(t)] dt — m(ltr)l (41)

Proposition 3 Let the assumptions (A1)-(A7) be valid. Then, the optimal control problem
(39)-(40),(41) has the unique open-loop optimal control

ﬂ* (t) = 7Bu,1(t)5‘u1,0(t)7 te [07tf]7 (42)
where Xul’o(t) is the corresponding component of the solution to the boundary-value prob-
lem (88),(35). The optimal value Jj; of the functional in the optimal control problem

(39)-(40),(41) has the form

t.
T = 1/0 f [#1.0(t) Du,1(t)71,0(t) — 221 0(t) D 2(£) Dy 5(H) A3 () Av1,0(t)

2
+A01,0(t) A2 (£) D 5 (£) Dy 3(H) Dy 5(8) A3 (£)Av1,0() + Miz,0(t)Su,1(H)Au1,0(t)] dt,

where 21,0(t) and Av1,0(t) are the corresponding components of the solution to the boundary-
value problem (38),(35).

Proof First of all, let us observe the following. Due to the assumption (A2) and the equation
(14), the matrix Dy(t) is positive semi-definite for all ¢ € [0,¢¢]. Using the block form of
Dy (t) (see the equation (21)), the quadratic form of the state variables in the functional
J(u(t)) can be represented as:

2 ()Du(8)21(t) — 221 (1) Dy 2 () Dy 5(8) A3 (A1 (t)

14



201 (H)A2(t) Dy 5(£) Dy s () Dy (1) A3 () A (t)

] . . 10
= (@), -Ni®A20D750) Da®) (, Dlv_é(t) AT (1) m(t)) . te0ty].

Hence, this quadratic form is positive semi-definite for all ¢ € [0,tf]. Moreover, the
quadratic form of the control variable in the functional J(u(t)) is positive definite for all
t € [0,t]. Using this observation and based on the results of [61] (Section 9.2, the existence
of a solution to an optimal control problem) and [62] (Section 2.5, the control optimality
conditions), we directly obtain the statements of the proposition. O

Remark 9 Using Proposition 3 and the equations (21),(36), we can rewrite the expression for
the optimal value J;; of the functional in the optimal control problem (39)-(40),(41) as:

t
Ti=g [ @D + X1 o®Su1ORao®]ds
0

where Zo(t) = COl(ELO(t), Zg’o(t)), te [0, tf].

4.2.5 Obtaining the boundary corrections zg,o(f), )\32,0(5),
)‘32,0(5)7 Hg,o(f) and sz,o(P)a )‘ﬁz,o(P)a >\£2,0(P)a Hg,o(P)

Due to Remark 6 and the equations (30),(33), we have the following differential
equations for these boundary corrections:

dz%‘;@ —N(6), €20,
‘M%v&?(g) = —Du3(0)23,0(€) + Dy 2(0)uz(€), €20,
‘“v;g(@ = Dy (0)2(). €20,
du%z(é) —Ny0(6), €20
(43)
d;p(”) = o). p<0,
‘M%i(p) — —Dus(ty)zdo(p) + Dusltr)do(p), <0,
C”fdp(ﬂ) — —Dyalt)e(e), PO,
du%;;(p) —olp) p<0.

15



(44)

By virtue of the Boundary Functions Method [59, 60], we require (similarly to
(29),(32)) that the solutions of the systems (43),(44) satisfy the conditions

Hm 250() =0, lim A)o(€) =0, lim Ayo(6) =0, lim puf,(&) =0, (45)

§——+o0 E——+o0 £—+o0 £—+o0

Jim fo(p) =0, lim Myo(p) =0, lim Xy0(p) =0, Tim pf(p) = 0. (46)
Substituting the expressions for 23 (¢, ) and u(t, ) (see the equation (26)) into the
initial conditions for z5(t, ) and pa(t, €), respectively, (see the equation (25)), equating
the coefficients for € in the power of 0 on both sides of the resulting equations and

using the first and the fourth limit equalities in (46), we obtain additional conditions
for 2(2),0(5) and ﬂg,o(f)a namely,

290(0) = 202 — 22,0(0),  p15(0) = —fiz,0(0). (47)

Similarly, substituting the expressions for AL, (¢,&) and A\l,(t,¢) (see the equation
(26)) into the terminal conditions for Ay2(t,€) and Aya(t, ), respectively, (see the
equation (25)), equating the coefficients for € in the power of 0 on both sides of
the resulting equations, using the second and the third limit equalities in (45) and
that Au2.0(t) = 0, Ava,o(t) = 0, we obtain additional conditions for )‘52,0(9)’ A{Q,O(p),
namely,

)‘£2,0(0) =0, )‘\{2,0(0) = 0. (48)

Proceed to solution of the system (43) subject to the conditions (45) and (47).

By D\l,/; (t), t € [0,t7], we denote the unique symmetric positive definite square

root of the symmetric positive definite matrix Dy 5(t). By D;é/z(t), t € [0,tf], we

denote the inverse matrix of this square root. Using these matrices, we consider the
following block-form matrix:

a2 0.5D, 5/*(1)
@(t) - (-D},g(t) 05[3 2 ) ) te [Ovtf]' (49)

This matrix is invertible for all ¢ € [0,¢/] and its inverse matrix is

0.5, —0.5D; %)
0 t) = 5 V.2 . te[0,ty]. 50
( ) <D\1,/22(t) I [ f] ( )

Using the matrices O(¢) and ©~1(t), we make the following transformation of the
state variables in the system (43) and the conditions (45),(47):

28,0(5) $8(§) Hg,o(@ 778(5)
= 6(0) , — 6(0) NG

/\82,0 (f) 1/8 €3] /\82,0(5) C(()) (f)
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where z§(£) € R, y3(¢) € R?, nJ(€) € R® and (J(£) € R are new state variables.
The transformatlon (51) converts the system (43) and the conditions (45),(47) to
the system

dji(igg(f) = D3 (0)2d(6), €>0,
dyfjf) = -DY3 03, €>0,
dn;)g(é) — 05D, 1/2(0) D 3 (0)23(€) + 0.25D; /2(0) Dy 5(0) D5 Y/ 2(0)421€)
~D/5(0)mi(€), €>0,
dede)

e~ ~Dus(05() — 0.5Dus(0) DY 0)(€) + DIF O (©), €20,

and the conditions

lim 338(5) =0, lim Yo (g) =0, lim Mo (f) =0, lim CO (5) =0, (53)

£—+o00 £—+o00 {—+o0 £—4o00

z(0) = 0. 5<zO2 - 220(0)) —0.5D,3/*(0) Vgo(m,
y0(0) 0) (202 — Z2,0(0)) + 0(0)7
n8<o> = 0. 5#2 0(0) — 0.5D,3/%(0 )Aﬂz 0(0),
3(0) = =D/ (0)iz,0(0) + A%y 0(0).

(54)

The first equation in (52) subject to the first condition in (54) yields the solution
2§(6) = exp (D5 (0)6)23(0), £ >0, (55)

Since the matrix D\l,/; (0) is positive definite, then the vector-valued function z§(¢),
obtained in (55), satisfies the first limit condition in (53) if and only if z3(0) = 0.
Hence, the solution of the first equation in (52) subject to the first condition in (53)
is identically zero, i.e.,

z(§) =0, €£>0. (56)

The latter, along with the first and the second conditions in (54), yields

7%,.0(0) = DY (0) (202 — 22,0(0)),
y5(0) = 2D,/ (0) (202 — 72,0(0)).
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Solving the second equation in (52) subject to the second initial condition in (57),
we have U Lo
u(€) = 2exp (= D5 (0)€) D5 (0) (202 — 20(0)), €2 0. (58)

Since the matrix D},/; (0) is positive definite, then the vector-valued function yJ (&),

obtained in (58), satisfies the second limit condition in (53). Thus, we have obtained
the solution of the first and the second differential equations in (52) satisfying the first
and the second conditions in (53) and in (54).

Now, let us treat the third and the fourth differential equations in (52) subject to
the third and the fourth conditions in (53) and in (54). First, substituting (56) and
(58) into the aforementioned differential equations, we obtain after routine matrix
calculations

dngg(f) = —D(O(€) + 05D, (0) D3 0) exp (= DY5(0)€) (202 — 22,0(0),
§ 2 0?
0
dcz}f) = DY2(0)2(€) — Dus(0) exp (— DY2(0)€) (200 — Z2,0(0)),
£>0.
(59)

The second differential equation of (59) subject to the fourth initial condition in
(54) yields the solution

¢3(€) = exp (D5 (0)¢) [48(0)
13
- /O exp (= D3 (0)0) Dy 3(0) exp (— Dy/5 (0)0)dor (200 — 2270(0))}, £€>0. (60)

This equation can be rewritten as:

exp (= D3 (0)€)¢5(€) = ¢S (0)
13
- / exp (= D3 (0)0) Dy 3(0) exp (— Dy/5 (0)0)do (200 — 22,0(0)), € > 0.
0
Calculating the limit of this equation for & — +o0o and taking into account the

positive definiteness of D\1}/22 (0) and the fourth limit condition in (53), we obtain the
new expression for ¢{(0)

—+o00
¢0(0) = /0 exp (= D3 (0)0) Dy (0) exp (= D5 (0)0)dor (200 — 22,0(0)). (61)

Note that, due to the positive definiteness of the matrix Di/g (0), the integral in

the right-hand side of (61) converges.
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Using (61), we can rewrite the expression for ¢J(£) in (60) as:

+o00
Q) = /5 exp (DY3(0)(€ = 0)) Dy 3(0) exp ( — D5 (0)0)do (202 — 22,0(0)),

£ >0.(62)

Due to the positive definiteness of the matrix D},/; (0), the integral in the right-
hand side of (62) converges for any £ > 0 and (J(£), given by this equation, satisfies
the fourth limit condition in (53).

Furthermore, equating the expressions for ¢(J(0), given in (54) and in (61), we
directly have

No0(0) = D, (0)fiz0(0)
+oo
+ / exp (= Dy/5 (0)0) Dy 3(0) exp ( — Dy/5 (0)0)dor (200 — 220(0)).  (63)
0
Substitution of (63) into the third condition in (54) yields
10(0) = —fi2,0(0)
+o00
45@3%@/ exp (— D5 (0)0) Dy 3(0) exp (— D/ (0)o)do x
0

(202 — 22,0(0)). (64)

Then, solving the first differential equation in (59) subject to the initial condition
(64), we directly have

m(€) = exp (= D3 (0)€)n3(0)
14
—1—% /0 exp (— Di,/22(0)(§ - U))D;;/2(O)Du’3(0) exp (— D‘l,)/QQ(O)o)da %

(202 = 22,0(0)), €>0.
(65)

Thus, the vector-valued functions xJ(¢), y3(€), ¢J(€) and 1(€) (see the equations
(56),(58),(62) and (65)), respectively) constitute the solution of the system (52) sat-
isfying the conditions (53),(54). Substitution of this solution into (51) and use of (49)
yield, after a routine rearrangement, the solution of the system (43) satisfying the
conditions (45),(47)

290(&) = exp (— Dxll,/QQ(O)g) (202 — 22,0(0)), £>0,
2%,0(6) = D5 (0) exp (— DY5 (0)€) (202 — 220(0)), € >0,
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130(6) = 19(€) + 0.5D, 32 (0)¢H(€),  €>0.

(66)
This solution satisfies the inequalities
1220 < agexp(=B%),  [[X\0s0(6)]| < aVexp(=p"), £=0,
[A2,0(O)]| < afexp(—0.58%),  [[u30(&)[| < ay, exp(=0.55%), € >0,
(67)

where a) > 0, a2 > 0, a2 > 0, aﬁ > 0 are some constants; 3° > 0 is the minimal

eigenvalue of the matrix D\l,/; (0).

For obtaining the solution of the system (44) satisfying the conditions (46),(48),
we use the procedure similar to that for the derivation of the solution to the problem
(43),(45),(47). In this procedure, we replace ©(0) with O(t ). Thus, taking into account
that, in contrast with the system (43), the independent variable in the system (44) is
non-positive (p < 0), we have

Bo) =0, Moo =0, MNoolp) =0, who(p)=0, n<0. (68

4.2.6 Obtaining the boundary corrections 27, (§), A); 1(£)s AY; 1(§)
and p3 4 (§)

Using Remark 6 and taking into account equation (30), we obtain that these boundary
corrections satisfy the following equations:

d 0

216,12(5) = 45(0)25(€), €20,
dx?
i) DuaOe(e), €20
d\d; 1(8)

i 0, &£=0,

0
dﬂldé(g) = Az(o)ﬂg,o(f)a £§>0

(69)

Similarly to the results of Subsection 4.2.1 (see the equation (29)), we look for the
solution of the system (69) subject to the conditions

lim Z?,l(f) =0, lim )‘31,1(5) =0, lim /\81,1(5) =0, lim Mtl),l(f) =0. (70)

§—+oo §—+o0 £—+o0 £—+o0
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Now, using the expressions for 2§ ,(£) and uf (€) (see the equation (66)), we
directly obtain the unique solution of the system (69) subject to the conditions (70)

201(6) = —A2(0) D, 3/* (0) exp (— DL (0)€) (202 — 22,0(0)), € >0,

Dy2(0)D, 3% (0) exp (— Dy/5(0)€) (202 — 22,0(0)), €20,
/\?/1,1(5) = O, 5 Z 07

+oo
101 (6) = —Ay(0) / 10o(0)do, € > 0.
3

>
I
N
—
—
as3
—

I

(71)

Due to the first and the fourth inequalities in (67), we have the following
inequalities for the vector-valued functions z{ ; (€), A%, ;(€) and pf ; (€):

Hzl 1 H < a0HA2 0)D 1/2 (0) Hexp ﬁof) £>0,

A1 O] < a2 Duga >D i (0)]] exp(=5%),

119 1) < 75||A2 (0)|| exp(—0.58%), €>o0.

4.2.7 Obtaining the boundary corrections z{’l(p), ’\1{1,1(17)7
Axle,l(P) and N{,l(P)

Using the equations (33) and (68), we derive the following differential equations for
these boundary corrections:

dz!
1,1(/’) —0, p<o,
dp
dx!
u1,1(P) —0, p<o,
dp
dx!
v1,1(P) —0, p<o,
dp
d f
1111 (p) —0, p<o0
dp

(73)
Similarly to the results of Subsection 4.2.2 (see the equation (32)), we require that

lim 2{1(0):0, lim A u,1(p) =0, lim A 11( )=0, lim M11() 0. (74)

p—r—00 p—r—00 pP—r—00 p—r—00
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The system (73) has the unique solution satisfying the conditions (74)
10)=0, Mii(p=0, M, ,(p)=0, pul,(p)=0, p<0 (75)
11\0) =Y, ul,1\P) =Y, vipglp) =Y, pip)=Y, p=U

4.2.8 Obtaining the outer solution terms Z; 1(t), Auj,1(t), Avj,1(t),
ﬁj,l(t)a .7 = 172

Using the second and the eighth equations in (34) and the equations (71),(75), we
derive (similarly to the equations (34),(35)), the following differential-algebraic system

of equation for the outer solution’s terms Z; 1(t), Auj,1(t), Avj,1(t), Gj,1(f), (j =1,2) in
the time interval [0,ty]:

dlei(t) = A1 ()Z1,1(t) + Aa(t)Z2,1(t) — Su1(t) a1 1(2),
dziii?ﬁ(t) = As(t)z1,0(t) + As(t)Z2,0(t) — S 2 (t)Aar,0(t) — Avz,1 (1),
C“%;(t) = —Dy,1(t)z1,1(t) — Dua(t)Z2,1 () — AT (H)Aur,1 () + Dy 1 (8)in,1(t),

0=-Dl,(t)z.1(t) - Du,3_(t)52,1(t) — A7 (t)Aur,1(t) + Dy 2(t) i1 (1),
Poall) __p 7400 - ATOAa(0),

dt
0= —Dy2(t)Z21(t) — A7 (t) Av1,1 (1),

dﬂ%(t) = Ay (t) i1 (t) + Az (t) 21 (1),

P20l _ 5 1 (8) + Aa(O)no(t) + As(Dizo(0),

dt

21,1(0) = —22 1 (0) = A2(0)D; 5*(0) (202 — 22,0(0)),

Aara(ty) =0, Aaa(ty) =0,  11(0) = —p) 1 (0) = Az(U)/O 19 o(0)do.

(77)
Note that, for the system (76)-(77), the assertion similar to Remark 7 is valid.
Resolving the second, the fourth, the sixth and the eighth equations in the system

(76) with respect to Aya 1(t), fiz.1(t), Z2.1(t) and Aua,1(t), respectively, and taking into
account the invertibility of the matrix Dy o(t) for all ¢ € [0,f], we obtain

/_\V271(t) = As(t)Z1,0(t) + As(t)Z2,0(t) — S$Q(t))\u1,o(t) —dZa0(t)/dt, (78)
fiz,1 (t) = Dy () [DY 5 (t)Z1,1(t) + Dua(t)Z2,1 () + A3 () Aar1 (8)], (79)
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2.1(t) = =D (A7 (DA, (D), (80)

Auz,1(t) = dfigo(t)/dt — Az(t)1,0(t) — Aa(t)fiz,o0(t). (81)
Substituting (80) into the equation (79), we rewrite the expression for fig 1 (¢) as:
fi2,1(t) = D;%(t) [Dg,z(t)?l,l(t) - Du,S(t)D\:é(t)Ag(t)j‘vl,l(t) + AT () a1 (t)]. (82)

Finally, substitution of (80),(82) into the first, third and seventh equations of the
system (76) and use of the fifth equation of this system yield after a routine algebra

the following set of four differential equations with respect to 21 1(¢), Au1,1(t), Av1,1(2),
fir1 (t):

dzlyl (t)
dt
dAu11(t)
dt

= A1()z1,1(t) — Su1(H)Aar,1(t) — A2 (t) Dy 5(1)AZ () A1 (1),
= —Dyu1(t)z11(t) — AT () Aa1,1(t) + Du2(t) Dy 5(£) AF (£)Av1,1 (1)
)
dAvi1(t) _ -
— = =Dy (t)z11(t) — AT () A1
= Ay(t)Dy (1) DY 5 (1) 211 () + Az(t) Dy 5 (1) AZ () Aur 1 (1)
*AQ(t)D;,%(t)Du,3(t)Dié(t)AzT(t)j\vm(t) + A1 () 1,1 (1)-

dpn1(t)

dt

(83)

The system of the differential equations (83) is subject to the boundary conditions
(77).

Remark 10 It is important to note the following. The boundary-value problem (83),(77) is of
the same form as the boundary-value problem (38),(35). Since, due to the assumption (A7),
the problem (38),(35) has the unique solution, then the problem (83),(77) also has the unique
solution C01(2171(t), S\ul,l (t), 5\\,1,1 (t), 1,1 (t))7 te [07 tf].

Hence, the solution of the boundary-value problem (83),(77), along with Av2.1 (1),
fi21(t), Z21(t) and Ay2.1(t) (see the equations (78),(79),(80) and (81)) constitutes the
coefficient of the first-order (with respect to €) addend in the outer solution.
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4.2.9 Obtaining the boundary corrections zg’l(f), )\32’1(5),
)‘32,1(5)a Mg,1(€) and zzf,l(p)’ )‘iz,l(l’), A\{z,l(P)’ Hg,l(P)

Using Remark 6 and the equations (30), (33), (66), (68), (71), (75), we derive the
following differential equations for these boundary corrections:

0
dzzlg(f) = A4(0)22 (&) — 201 (6), €20,
dxy dDy 5(0
(21,51(5) = _Dg,z(o)z?;(g) — Du3(0)23,(€) — di’;’()gzgo(g)
T (410 T /110 0 dDy5(0) . ,
— A5 (0)Au1,1(6) — A3 (0)Aug,0(§) + Dy 2(0) 1 (€) + Tf#z,o(f)a £>0,
dAy dD, 2(0
;g(é) - _DV’2(0)2371(§) - dif()gzg,o(f) - A4T(O)>\82,0(§)7 £>0,
0
duzﬁ@ = Nz,1(6) + As(0)p5(E), €20,
(84)
d f
Zisz) = _)‘\]:2,1(P)a p <0,
A\
u;;(p) = —Dusl(ty)zh 1 (p) + Dyalty)ud (p), p<0,
dXf
V;;(p) = —Dya(ty)2d,(p), p <0,
d f
Mil;(p) = )‘52,1(/)), p<0
(85)

Similarly to (45),(46), we consider the systems (84) and (85) subject to the
conditions

m 23,(6) =0, lim A% (&) =0, lim X)y;(6)=0, lim pJ (&) =0,

£—+o0 E—+o0 ’ £—+o0 £—+o0
(86)
; f — ; f — ; ) _ : 0 —
pl}rjloo z31(p) =0, pl}r_noo Auza(p) =0, pl}rjloo Av2,1(p) =0, pl&fjloo fi2,1(p) = 0.
(87)

Moreover, similarly to (47),(48), we obtain two additional conditions for the
solutions of the systems (84) and (85)

291(0) = —221(0),  p5,(0) = —fi2,1(0), (88)
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No1(0) = =Xa2a(ty),  My1(0) = —Xeai(ty). (89)

We start with the system (84) subject to the conditions (86) and (88).
Similarly to (51), we make the following transformation of the state variables in
the system (84) and the conditions (86),(88):

(23,1(5) ) (96(1)(6)) (ug,l(f) ) (U?(f))

= 6(0) ; =0(0) , (90)
>\82,1(§) y?(f) /\82,1(5) Ci) €3
where the invertible matrix ©(¢t), t € [0,tf] is given by (49) and its inverse matrix
©71(¢) is given by (50); 29(¢) € R®, y?(&) € R?, n?(¢) € R® and () (¢) € R® are new

state variables.

The transformation (90) converts the system (84) and the conditions (86),(88) to
the system

0
dx;f) = DY (0)23(6) + f.(6), €>0,
0
dyjlf): DO + £,(6), €20,
) — 050 42(0)Das0)a3(6) + 025D 3(0)asf0) D7 018(€)
—DFO1(€) + f,(6), €0,
0
) D306 ~ 05D 0) DY O
+DYZ () + fe(), €>0,
(91)
and the conditions
gggloox?(f) =0, lim 4 2¢) =0, Jim o 29 =0, Jim Q) = (92)
29(0) = —0.525,1(0) — 05D, 5/*(0)A% 1 (0),
y2(0) = —D/3(0)22,1(0) + A2y, (0),
1(0) = —0.5fi2,1(0) — 0.5D; 3/ (0)X%%,, (0),
¢2(0) = —Dy5 (0)ji2.1(0) + Ay 1 (0),
(93)
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where

126 = 05( 4080060 + D710 P20 0
DY OATON©)).

£,(6) = D2 A0)85(6) — 220t () - AT 0(0)

f(6) = 0.5(A4<0>ﬂ8,0<s> T+ DIY2(0)DTH(0)0,(6)

dDu,S(O)
dt

+D, (00 AT (0)A%20(6) — Dy 2(0)6%5(”@8,0(@)7

+D_1/2( 0) £294(€) +D_1/2(0)A;~F(0)/\g171(§)

£e(6) = DY) Au(0)u o€) — D081 6) — P2 Wezp e

AT OX1(6) ~ ATON00) + P20 (e).
(94)

By virtue of the inequalities in (67),(72), we immediately have the estimates for

f2(8), £y (&), fy(§) and fe(€)

[£2(©)]] < anexp(=0.58),  [|fc(&)|| < acexp(=0.58°¢), ¢ >0,
(95)
where a,; > 0, oy > 0, a; > 0 and ¢ > 0 are some constants; the positive constant
B° was introduced in (67).

Solving the first equation in (91) subject to the first condition in (92) and using

the positive definiteness of D},/QQ(O) and the estimate for f,(€) in (95), we obtain after
a routine algebra

oo 1/2
() = - /5 exp (= DY2(0)(0 — ©)) fulo)do, €0, (96)

The latter, along with the estimate for f, (o), yields the inequality
Hx?(f)“ < wy exp(—0.58%),  £>0, (97)

where w, > 0 is some constant.

26



Elimination of A9, ;(0) from the first and the second equations in (93) and use of
(96) yield the initial condition for y? ()

+oo
0 _ 1/2 -z ex — 1/2 o g)ao | .
y1<o>—2DV72<0>( 21O+ [ e (= DO 1 >d> (98)

Solving the second equation in (91) subject to this initial condition, we have
0 1/2 0 ¢ 1/2
Y1 (&) = exp (= D5 (0)€) 7 (0) + | exp (— Dy/5 (0)(€ = 0)) fy(o)do, & >0.(99)
0

Using the positive definiteness of the matrix D},/QQ (0) and the estimate for f, (&) (see
the equation (95)), we directly obtain that the vector-valued function 39 () satisfies
the limit condition in (92). Moreover, this function satisfies the inequality

[12(&)]| < wyexp(=0.58%), € =0, (100)
where w, > 0 is some constant.

Now, proceed to the solution of the third and the fourth differential equations in
(91) subject to the third and the fourth conditions in (92) and in (93). Let us denote

9(€) £ 0.5D; 3/%(0) Dy 5(0)23(€) + 0.25D; /% (0) D 5(0) Dy 3/ (0)5(€)

+f77(£)7 5 2 Oa
9c(€) & =Dy 3(0)a3(€) — 0.5Dy 5(0) D5/ (0)y2(€) + fe(€),
£E>0.

(101)

Using these notations, we can rewrite the third and the second equations in (91) as:

dnjg(é) = —DYF0)n() + gq(€), €>0,
L Do (o), €20

(102)

Using the positive definiteness of the matrix D‘l,/Q2 (0) and the inequalities for f, (&),

fe(€), 29(€), ¥2(€) (see the equations (95),(97),(100)), we obtain (similarly to (96),(98)-
(99)) the unique solution of the system (102) subject to the third and the fourth
conditions in (92) and in (93)

0(¢) — _ nl/2 0 ¢ _ pl/2 _
(&) = exp ( Dv,2(0)£)m(0)+/0 exp (= D5 (0)(€ = 0))gy(o)do, &=0,
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+oo
0e) = / exp (=~ DY2(0)(0 — ©))gc(0)do, €30,
13
(103)

where
1/2 e 2
70(0) = —fiz.1(0) + 0.5D; /*(0) / exp (— DY2(0)0)ge(0)do.  (104)

The vector-valued functions 7{(¢) and ¢{(¢) satisfy the inequalities

[ (E)|| < wnexp(=0.58%),  [|V(E)]| < weexp(—0.58°¢), €>0,  (105)

where w;, > 0 and we > 0 are some constants.

Thus, the vector-valued functions x9(€), y9(€), n(€), ¢Y(€) (see the equations
(96),(99),(103)) constitute the solution of the system (91) satisfying the conditions
(92),(93). Substitution of this solution into (90) and use of (49) yield, after a routine
algebra, the solution of the system (84) satisfying the conditions (86),(88)

291(6) = 29(€) + 0.5D_ 52 (0)(€),  €>0,
05 1(€) = —DYF(0)23(6) +0.53(€),  €>0
M1 (€) = =Dy3 (00 (&) +05¢0(6), €20,
191(6) = (&) + 05D, 2(0)¢)(€),  £>0.

(106)
Due to the estimates (97),(100),(105), this solution satisfies the inequalities
122,1(€)]| < 0 exp(—0.58°€¢),  [|A%1 ()| < bo exp(—0.56%), €20,
Nz (O] < baexp(=0.58%),  [|u21(€)]] < b exp(=0.58%), €=,
(107)

where b) > 0, b2 > 0, ) > 0, bz > 0 are some constants; 8% > 0 is the minimal
eigenvalue of the matrix D, L2 5 (0).
Proceed to the solution of the system (85) subject to the conditions (87) and (89).

Similarly to (90), we make the following transformation of the state variables in the
problem (85),(87),(89):

2 1(p) {(p) 13 1(p) ] (p)
=0O(ty) : = O(ty) ; (108)
)\52,1(/)) y{(p) Aﬁz,l(P) C{ (p)

where 27 (p) € R, yf (p) € R*, nf (p) € R*, ¢/ (p) € R* are new state variables.
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The transformation (108) converts the problem (85),(87),(89) to the problem

dz{(p) 172

7_D <
i) Fnal(e), p<o,
f

dyéép): ~DY3 Nyl (), <0,

dn{ - -
ncll ) _ 0.5D, 5/ (tf)Dus(ty)al (p) +0.25D, 5 (t;)Dus(ts) Dy 5 (tr)yl (p)

~DYS(tp)nl (p), p <0,

d¢l (p
dp

~

— —Dys(t)l(p) — 0.5Du5(t5) D75 () ()

+D.3 (1t (p), p <0,
(109)

lim x{(p) =0, lim (p) =0 lim (p) =0, lim Cl (p) =0, (110)

p—+—00 p—+—00 p—r—00 p—+—00

2] (0) = 0.524,(0) + 05D,/

(t |
vl (0) = D”2<tf>z2 1(0) = Ava(ty),
n{ (0) = 0.5, (0) +0.5D, ,/*(

¢l (0) = DS (15 b 1 (0) — Mz (t).
(111)

Solving the system of differential equations (109) subject to the conditions (110)-
(111), we obtain (similarly to (96),(99),(103))

2] (p) = exp (D5 (t5)p) Dy 52 (t ) A2 (t), vl (p) =0,
o) =05 [ o (= DU (t1)(0 - ) DYt Duat) DT ) x
exp (Dy/3 (tf)o) Ava,1 (tf)do,
¢f (p) = exp (D5 (t)p)¢{ (0)
- / Cexp (DY2(t7)(p — 0)) Dus(tr) DL Y (1) exp (DY2(t1)0) et (t)do,
(112)

where p < 0,

¢l (0) = —2x (k)
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0
+/ exp (D5 (t7)0) Dus(ty)Dy 5 (ty) exp (Dy/5 (tr)o) Ava (tg)do.  (113)

—00

Substitution of this solution into (108) and use of the equation (49) yield, after

a routine rearrangement, the solution of the system (85) satisfying the conditions
(87),(89)

Z;l exp( 1/2 )D ( ) v2 1(tf)7 p<07
2.1(p) = —exp (Dxl,/z (tr)p ) vw,1(ty), p<0,
pL/2
u2 1(:0) / (tf)m( ) + O~5C1 (p), p=<0,
u£,1<p> =n{(p) + 05075 (t1){ (o), p <0
(114)
This solution satisfies the inequalities
1231 (p)|| < bLexp(8/p),  |[Man(p)]| < blexp(8/p), p <0,
H/\u21 H <bfexp05ﬁf 0), Hﬂzl H <bfexp05ﬁf ), p<0,
(115)

where b/ > 0, bl > 0, bl > 0, bf > 0 are some constants; 5/ > 0 is the minimal
eigenvalue of the matrix D, / 5 (tr).

4.3 Justification of the first-order asymptotic solution to the
problem (24)-(25)

Using the results of the previous subsection, we can rewrite the components of the
first-order asymptotic solution to the problem (24)-(25) (see equation (26)) as follows:

21 (t,e) = z10(t) + e[z11(t) + 27 1 (/e)],
Zzl(tvf)ZEZ,O(t)‘Fzgo(t/E) + e[z, ()+221(t/5)+221(t_tf /)]
)‘1111( 75) Aut ()+5[)‘u1 1(2) u11 5)]7

Nia(t,6) = Naa o (t/€) + [z u21(t/5)+/\u21(t_tf /)],
Abi(t,e) = Avro(t) + eXvia(t),

Aa(t,e) = )\32,0(75/5) +e[Av21(t) + )‘v2 1(t/e) + /\ ( t—ts)/e)]
pi(te) = fino(t) + e[ (t) + pf 1 (¢/2)],
p(t, ) = fiz,o(t) +ug70(t/s) + e[z (t )+ﬂ2 1(t/e) +N2 1( t—tg)/e)].

b

(116)
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Lemma 1 Let the assumptions (A1)-(A7) be satisfied. Then, there exists a number g9 > 0
such that, for all t € [0,¢f] and € € (0, o], the following inequalities are valid:

sz(t, €) — z}-(t,s)” < coe?, H)\uj(t, €) — /\Lllj(t,e)H <cpe?,  j=1,2,

H/\Vj(t,s) — )\\l,j(t,e)H < 0052, Huj(t,s) — u}(t,s)” < 0052, ji=1,2,
(117)

where
col(zl (t,e), z2(t,€), Aa1(t, €), Aua(t, €), Avi(E,€), Ava(t, ), w1 (t, €), ua(t, E))

is the unique solution of the singularly perturbed boundary-value problem (24),(25); ¢ > 0
is some constant independent of ¢.

Proof First of all, let us observe the following.

O1. The differential system (24) is a linear homogeneous one. Furthermore, due to Propo-
sition 1 and the equations (19),(21), all the matrix-valued coefficients in this system are
continuously differentiable in the interval [0,¢f]. Moreover, the matrix-valued coefficients
Dy 1(t) and Dy 2(t) are twice continuously differentiable in this interval.

02. The boundary conditions (25) are explicit and linear. Moreover, the boundary condi-
tions for the fast state variables z2(t) and Ay2(t), and pa(t) and Ayo(t) are given at the
opposite ends of the interval [0,s]. Namely, the conditions for 22(t) and uo(t) are given at
t = 0, while the conditions for Ay2(t) and Au2(t) are given at t =ty.

Let us consider the matrix of the coefficients for the fast state vector col(zz(t),
Au2(t), Ava(t), p2(t)) in the set of the fast modes of the system (24), i.e., the matrix

cAg(t) —e*Sua(t) —Is 0
A [ =Dus(t) —eAf(t) 0 Dy 2(t)
O(t,e) = Dy a(t) 0 —eAT() 0 , tel0ty], >0 (118)
0 I —etGuv(t) eAq(t)

The matrix-valued function ®(t,¢) is of the dimension 4s x 4s and it is continuous with
respect to (t,€) € [0,tf] x (—o0,+00). By v;(t,e), (i = 1,...,25,25 + 1,...,4s), we denote
the eigenvalues of the matrix ®(t,e). We are going to show that, for all ¢ € [0,t¢] and
all sufficiently small ¢ > 0, 2s eigenvalues v;(t,e), (i = 1,...,2s) of this matrix satisfy the
inequality

Re(vi(t,e)) > a, i=1,..,2s, (119)
while the other eigenvalues satisfy the inequality
Re(vj(t,e)) < —a, j=2s+1,...,4s, (120)

where o > 0 is some constant independent of e.
Setting € = 0 in (118), we obtain

0 0 —1Is 0
_ | =Dus®) 0 0 Dy 2(t)
B(t,0) = Duait) 0 o 5 . telo,ty]. (121)
0 I, 0 0
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Permutation of the first and third rows, as well as the second and fourth rows of the
matrix ®(¢,0), yield the matrix

—DV72(t) 0 0 0
. 0 Is 0 0
\Ij(t) - 0 0 —1Is 0 s te [O,tf}.

—Dus(t) 0 0 Dya(t)

The determinants of the matrices ®(¢,0) and W(t) are equal to each other and
det (®(t,0)) = det (¥(t)) = [det (Dv’g(t))]z, t € [0,tf]. Since Dy 2(t) is a positive definite
matrix for all ¢ € [0,¢¢], then det (®(t,0)) # 0 for all ¢ € [0,t7]. Therefore, all the eigenvalues
of the matrix ®(t,0) are non-zero for all ¢ € [0,%¢]. Using this observation and the Frobenius
formula for the determinant of a block-form matrix [63], we obtain that any eigenvalue x(t),
t € [0,tf] of the matrix ®(t,0) satisfies the equation

[det (DVQ(t) - (Ii(t))2fs)]2 —0, telot]

Solving this equation, we obtain 2s positive and 2s negative eigenvalues of the matrix
®(t,0). Namely, the positive eigenvalues are £1(t),...,ks(t),51(t),...,ks(t), while the negative
eigenvalues are —k1(t),...,—ks(t),—K1(t),...,—ks(t), where ki (t) > 0, (k =1,...,s), t € [0,1]
are the eigenvalues of the symmetric positive definite matrix D\ll/ 22 (t).

Since the matrix-valued function D\l,/ 22 (t) is continuous in the interval [0,%¢], then, due
to the results of [64, 65], the functions sy (t), (k =1, ...,s) also are continuous for ¢ € [0,%¢].

This feature, along with the aforementioned positiveness of these functions, directly yields
the existence of a positive number « such that the following inequality is satisfied:

kE(t) >2a, tel0,ty], k=1,.,s. (122)

Furthermore, since, for any t € [0,t7], the matrix-valued function ®(t,¢) is continuous
with respect to € € (—o0, +00), then

v, (£,0) = ki (1), 41 =1,...,8, iy (£,0) = kip—s(t), d2=s+1,..,2s,

te [07 tf],
Vi, 42s(t,0) = —k;, (1), t1=1,...,s, Viyt2s(t,0) = —kKijp—s(t), i2=s54+1,...,2s,
t€[0,ty],
meaning, along with (122),
Vi(t,0) > 20, vigas(t,0) < —2a, te€[0,t7], i=1,..,2s. (123)

The matrix-valued function ®(t,¢), being continuous with respect to (t,e) € [0,%f] x
(—00, +00), is continuous in € € (—oo, +00) uniformly with respect to t € [0,t¢]. Therefore,
by virtue of [64, 65], the eigenvalues v;(t,¢), (i = 1,...,2s) and v;(t,¢), (j = 25+ 1,...,4s)
are continuous in € € (—oo,+0c0) uniformly with respect to ¢ € [0,tf]. This observation,
along with the inequalities in (123), yields the existence of a number & > 0 such that, for
all t € [0,tf] and all € € (0, €], the inequalities (119) and (120) are satisfied. The validity of
these inequalities means that the singularly perturbed boundary-value problem (24)-(25) is
of the conditionally stable type ([59, 60]). Taking into account this feature of the problem
(24)-(25), as well as the aforementioned observations O1 and 02, and using the results of the
work [60], we immediately obtain the statements of the lemma. O
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5 Main results

5.1 Asymptotic approximation of the Stackelberg solution to
the game (9)-(11)

For the sake of further analysis, we partition the matrix By (t) into blocks as:

Bya(t)
B, (t) = (Bug(t)) ,  te[0,tf], (124)

where the matrices By,1(t) and By 2(t) are of the dimensions (n —s) x r and s X r,
respectively.

Using the equations (13),(20),(23),(124), we can rewrite the components of the
solution to the Stackelberg game (9)—(11) in the form

1
u*(t,e) = fBal(t))\ul(t,g) - EBEQ(t))\uQ(t,{:‘), v*(t,e) = fg)\vg(t,s),

te€0,ts], €>0.
(125)

Along with the optimal controls (125), we consider the following controls of the
leader and the follower, respectively:

U(t,e) = —BL ()AL (t,e) — eBL, ()AL

1
u2(t7€)7 6(t7€) = _g)‘\lrQ(tag),
te[0,tf], €>0.

(126)

Remark 11 The control @(t, €) is obtained from the control u*(¢,&) by replacing in the later
Aui(t,€) and Aua(t,€) with their asymptotic approximations AL, (¢,€) and ALy (¢, &), respec-
tively (see the equation (116)). Similarly, the control v(t,¢) is obtained from the control
v*(t,€) by replacing in the later Ayo(t, ) with its asymptotic approximation ALy (¢, ).

Theorem 4 Let the assumptions (A1)-(A7) be valid. Then, for all t € [0,t¢] and all € €
(0,20], the open-loop Stackelberg solution (u*(t,),v*(t,)) to the game (9)-(11) satisfies the
inequalities
lu*(t, ) — At e)|| < c1® + eae®,
[v* (t.€) = 0(t,€)|| < coe,

(127)
where the numbers eg > 0 and cg > 0 are introduced in Lemma 1;
c1=c max |(|B t), c:c(max B t).
! O(te[o,tf] 1B @] 27 O\ eo,y] I1Buz®]
(128)
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Proof The statement of the theorem directly follows from the equations (125),(126) and
Lemma 1. (]

Let Ju(¢) and Jy(¢) be the values of the functionals Jy(u,v) and Jy(u,v),
respectively, generated by the pair of the controls (u(t, ), v(t,€)) in the game (9)-(11).

Theorem 5 Let the assumptions (A1)-(A7) be valid. Then, for all € € (0,e¢], the following
inequalities are satisfied:

(129)

where b > 0 is some constant independent of e.

Proof Let us start with the proof of the first inequality in (129).
Substituting the open-loop Stackelberg solution (u*(t,€),v*(t,€)) into the system (9)
instead of (u(t),v(t)), we obtain for all & € (0, 0]
dz(t)
Sdt
The solution z* (¢, €) of this system is the Stackelberg optimal trajectory of the game (9)-(11).

Due to Proposition 2 and the equivalence of the boundary-value problems (18) and (24)-(25),
we directly have

= A(t)2(t) + Bu(t)u*(t,e) + By(t)v*(t,e), te[0,t7], 2(0)=2.  (130)

2" (t,e) = z(t,e), te[0,tf], e€(0,e0], (131)

where z(t,e) = col(z1(t,€),2z2(t,€)), and z1(t,e) and z(t, ) are the corresponding compo-
nents of the solution to the boundary-value problem (24)-(25).
Thus,

Tie) = dulu (¢ (19) = 5 [ [ 0) D" 1)

+(u™ (t, s))Tu* (t,e) + &> (v*(t, 5))TGU,V(t)v* (t,e)]dt, =€ (0,e0].
(132)
Now, let us substitute the pair of the controls (u(t,¢),?(t,€)) into the system (9) instead of
(u(t),v(t)). This substitution yields for all € € (0, £o]
dz(t)
dt

Let z = 2(t,¢€), t € [0,1f] denote the solution of this system.
Substituting z(¢,¢), u(t,e) and U(t,e) into the functional (10) instead of z(t), u(t) and
v(t), respectively, yields the following expression for Ju(g):

= A(t)z(t) + Bu(t)u(t,e) + Bv(t)v(t,e), te[0,ty], 2(0)= z. (133)

N t
Tu(e) = Ju(@tt0).5(t.0) = 3 [ (. Du0E )

AT (t,e)a(t, ) + 20" (t,)Guv (1)(L,e)]dt, e € (0,e0).
(134)
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Let us denote
b2(t,e) 2 2" (t,e) —2(t,e), te[0,tf], €€(0,¢e0]. (135)
Using the equations (130) and (133), we directly obtain that SZ(L ¢) is the unique solution
of the system
o (t,e)

Bt = A(t)3=(t, &) + Bu(t) (u* (t,e) — (t,e)) + By (t) (v*(t,) — 0(t, €)),

~

te[0,ty], 0-(0,e) = 0.
(136)
Let I'(t,0), 0 < o <t <t f be the fundamental matrix solution of the homogeneous

system corresponding to the differential equation in (136). Hence, we can express 5. (t,e) as
follows:

R t
0z (t,e) = /0 I(t,0)[Bu(o)(u"(0,€) —1(o,€)) + By(0) (v (0,e) — (0, €))]do,

tG[O,tf], e € (0,e9].
This equation, along with the inequalities in (127), yields immediately
0=, €)|| < cze, te(0,tf], €€ (0,e0], (137)

where c3 > 0 is some constant independent of e.

Now, the equations (132),(134),(135) and the inequalities (127),(137) yield the first
inequality in (129). The second inequality in (129) is proven similarly. This completes the
proof of the theorem. O

Remark 12 Due to Theorem 5, the pair of the controls (ﬂ(t),@(t, a)) is an asymptotically
suboptimal Stackelberg solution in the game (9)-(11). To obtain this solution, one has to
obtain all the addends appearing in the expressions for AL (t,€), ALy (t,€), ALy(t, &) (see the
equation (116)).

Consider the values
_ 1 [t o B — _
Juo = = [Zo (1) Du(t)Z0(t) + Aup0(£)Su1 (£)Au1,0(t)] dt,
0

Joo =1 / " (0D (1)20() + AT, o(8) Bt ()G ()BT (1) A o (1),
(138)

where Zy(t) = ( 2253 ) , Z1,0(t) and Ay1,0(t) are the corresponding components of the

solution to the boundary-value problem (38),(35); z2,0(t) is given by the equation (36).
It is seen that Jy o and Jy o are independent of .

Corollary 1 Let the assumptions (A1)-(A7) be valid. Then, for all € € (0,eq], the Stackel-
berg optimal values of the cost functionals J;;(¢) and Jy (¢) in the game (9)-(11) satisfy the
inequalities

| Ju(e) = Juo| < be,
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|J:,k(6) - jv70| < be,
(139)

where b > 0 is some constant independent of .

Proof Let us start with the proof of the first inequality in (139).

Substituting the expressions for the u*(t,¢), v*(t,€) (see the equation (125)) into the
equation (132) and using the expression for the matrix Sy(¢), the block form of this matrix
and the block form of the matrix Bu(t) (see the equations (19),(21) and (124)), we obtain
after a routine rearrangement the following expression for Jj (¢):

1

t
T =5 [ [ 02) DU () + AL (1. )Sua (O (8.0

+2e M1 (t,€)Su,2() hu2(t,€) + £ Xz (£) S 2 (D) A2 (t)
+A2(H)Guy (DAva(t)]dt, & € (0,0),

(140)
where, due to (131), the vector z*(t,e) = col(z1(t,€),22(t,€)), and its entries z1(t,e) and
z2(t, €), as well as the vectors A\y1(¢,€), Auz(t, €), Ava(t, €), are the corresponding components
of the solution to boundary-value problem (24)-(25).

Now, using the equation (140), as well as Lemma 1, the inequalities in (67), (72), (107),
(115) and the first equation in (138), yields immediately the first inequality in (139).

The second inequality in (139) is proven quite similarly to the proof of the first inequality.
This completes the proof of the theorem. O

Remark 13 Using Proposition 3, Remark 9 and the first equation in (138), we can conclude
that Jyo0 = Jo.

5.2 Simplified asymptotically suboptimal Stackelberg solution
to the game (9)-(11)

Consider the following controls for the leader and the follower, respectively:

ﬂ(t) = _Bal(t)/\ul,O(t% te [Oatf]a

and
- 1 -
o(t,e) = —g/\8270(t/s) —Aaa(t), te(0,tf], e€(0,e0]
(141)

Remark 14 Comparison of the equations (126) and (141) with each other directly shows
that the pair of the controls (17(15),5(757 5)) is much simpler than the pair of the controls
(@(t,e),0(t,€)). Namely, in contrast with u(t,€), the control u(t) is independent of . More-
over, the calculation of u(t) requires only the obtaining Ay1,0(¢), which is much simpler than
the calculation of u(t,€). The calculation of (¢, €) requires only the obtaining )\9,270(75/5) and

Av2,1(t), which is much simpler than the calculation of (¢, ¢).
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Let Ju(¢) and Jy(¢) be the values of the functionals J,(u,v) and Jy(u,v),
respectively, generated by the pair of the controls (u(t),v(t,€)) in the game (9)-(11).

Theorem 6 Let the assumptions (A1)-(A7) be valid. Then, for all € € (0,eq], the following
inequalities are satisfied:

-
= %
o
|
=
o
IN A
> S
oo ®

(142)

where b > 0 is some constant independent of €.

Proof Let us start with the proof of the first inequality in (142).

Let us substitute the pair of the controls (u(t),d(t,£)) into the system (9) instead of
(u(t),v(t)). This substitution yields for all ¢ € (0, £o]

dz(t)
dt

Let z = Z(t,e), t € [0,ty] denote the solution of this system.

Substitution of Z(¢,¢), u(t) and ¥(¢,e) into the functional (10) instead of z(t), u(t) and
v(t), respectively, yields after a routine rearrangement the following expression for ju(s):

= A(t)2(t) + Ba(®)ii(t) + Bv(t)(t,e), te[0,ts], 2(0) = 2. (143)

~ _ _ 1 [t -
Tule) = Ja(it.).50) = 5 [ T e)Du03(e )
0
— — — T —

FA1,0(8)Su,1 () Aa,0() + (A2,0(t/€) + eXva,1 () (A2,0(t/e) + eAva 1 (t))]dt,

e € (0,¢e9],
(144)

where Sy,1(t) is the upper left-hand block of the matrix Su(t) given in (21).
Let us denote

5.(t,e) 2 2" (t,e) — Ztie),  te 0ty <€ (0,20, (145)

where 2*(t, ) is the solution of the system (130).
Using the equations (130) and (143), we directly obtain that §; (¢, €) is the unique solution
of the system

P=2) AW (1,2) + Bald)(u" (1,6) 1)) + Bel) (" (1,2) — (1, ),
te0,t7],  6:(0,e) =0.
(146)
Let us estimate the differences (u*(t,€) — u(t)) and (v*(t,e) —v(t,€)).
Using the expressions for AL, (¢, ), G(t,e) and @(t) (see the equations (116),(126) and
(141)), as well as the second inequality in (72) and the first inequality in (127), we have
|lu™(t,e) —a(t)|| < cae, te[0,ty], =€ (0,e0], (147)

where ¢4 > 0 is some constant independent of e.
Due to Lemma 1 and the equations (107),(115), we have

||)\v2(t,8) — )\9,270(15/5) — 85\\,271(75)” < 00&‘2
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+b%¢ exp (- 0.5B0t/s) + bleexp (Bf(t —tr)/e), te[0,tf], e€(0,e0).
(148)
Using this inequality and the expressions for v*(t,¢) and ¥(¢, ) (see the equations (125)
and (141)) directly yields
[v*(t,e) = 0(t, &) < coe + b9 exp (—0.58%/¢) + bl exp (6f(t —tr)/e),
te[0,ty], e€(0,¢e0]
(149)
Using the fundamental matrix solution I'(t,0), 0 < o < t < ¢ of the homogeneous system
corresponding to the differential equation in (146) yields the following expression for §;(t,¢):

~ t
0z(t,e) = /0 I'(t, o) [Bu(a) (u*(a, g) — H(J)) + By(0) (v*(a, €) — (o, 5))]da,

t € [0,ty], e € (0,ep].
This equation, along with the inequalities (147),(149), yields immediately
0=(t,e)|| < ese,  teo,ty], €€ (0,e0), (150)
where ¢5 > 0 is some constant independent of e.
Furthermore, by virtue of the equation for AL, (t,¢) and the inequality for Ay (t,€) (see
the equations (116) and (117)), we have the inequality
H)\ul(t,E) — S\ul,O(t)H <cge, t€]0, tf], e € (0,¢e9], (151)
where cg > 0 is some constant independent of e.
Now, the equations (140),(144),(145) and the inequalities (148),(150),(151) yield the first

inequality in (142). The second inequality in (142) is proven similarly. This completes the
proof of the theorem. 0

Remark 15 Due to Theorem 6, the pair of the controls (ﬂ(t),i(t7 E)) is an asymptotically
suboptimal Stackelberg solution in the game (9)-(11). Moreover, due to Remark 14, this
suboptimal solution is much simpler than the previously derived in Theorem 5 suboptimal
solution (u(t,€),v(t, €)).

6 Numerical example

Consider the supply chain model of [36] which structure is similar to [66].

6.1 Model description

This supply chain consists of a single Manufacturer who produces the National Brand
(NB) product and, additionally, invests in innovation, and a single Retailer that
sells the Manufacturer’s product and, additionally, promotes her own substitute Store
Brand (SB). Both National Brand and Store Brand have their "badwill” levels, Bxp
and Bgp, respectively. The badwill represents the opposite of the goodwill (see, e.g.
[66]), i.e., the variable indicating the customer’s loyalty to the brand and the brand
reputation. The badwill dynamics is described by the linear differential equations for
te|o, tf]:

By = a1 By — biu + v,
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Bsp = a3 Bsp + bau — cav,
(152)

where ay, as, b1, be, ¢1, c2 are constant positive coefficients, u = u(t) € R is the Man-
ufacturer’s control (the NB innovation investment), v = v(t) € R is the Retailer’s
control (the SB promotion investment). The equations in (152) imply that by invest-
ing in innovation, the Manufacturer decreases the NB badwill and, consequently,
increases the SB badwill. And, vice versa, by investing in promoting SB, the Retailer
increases the NB badwill and decreases the SB badwill. In the absence of the additional
investments, both badwills have the tendency to increase.
For

20 = Bral0) B ()" ) = [ 0] B0 =[] B0 =% ] as)

the system (152) admits a form (1).
Both players minimize their storage cost which is assumed to be proportional to
the squared badwill, as well as their control effort, yielding the cost functionals

I = %/0 ' [karBigs(t) + au®(t)] dt, (154)
Jg = % /O ' [krB3g(t) + Bv*(t)] dt, (155)

of the Manufacturer and the Retailer, respectively, where ky, kg, o, 8 > 0 are constant
coeflicients.

The competition in this supply chain is modeled by a two-player finite horizon
linear-quadratic Stackelberg differential game with the Manufacturer as a leader and
the Retailer as a follower. The game is formulated in open-loop controls. In this exam-
ple, we assume a short-horizon competition (a small enough value of ¢;). It means
that the Manufacturer as a leader is committed to the once chosen optimal open-loop
strategy and does not recalculate it dynamically.

6.2 The case of the Retailer’s cheap control
Let « =1 and 8 = €2 <« 1. Then, for

Dy(t) = [k(z)w 8} . Do) = [8 k‘;] ,
Guu(t) =1, Gyy(t) =1, Guy(t) = Gyu(t) =0, (156)

the game (152) — (155) admits the form of (1) — (3) (see Remark 1).
It is readily verified that the assumptions (A1) — (A6) are satisfied. In order to carry

out the transform (8), we chose a complement matrix to By (t) as Be(t) = [z, cl]T
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By simple algebra, this yields

2 2
a +c a +co c
Ev(t) = | co 2 , Rv(t) = | co 2 1 . (157)
0 0 —c

In this example, the boundary-value problem (24) — (25) is written down for the scalar
variables z;(t,€), Aui(t, €), Avi(t, €), ui(t,€), (i = 1,2). Due to (157), the coefficients of
(24) are

c1(aice + agcr)

A(t) = —————, A (t) = ———-5—,

() = 12 (= 20t
as(cf + 3 asc

As(t) = - 2l = 2)7 Aglt) = -2,
cs5 Co

bacy —bicy by

By = ) wal(t) = ——,

11( ) C% —‘rC% ,2( ) .

([ bica — bacy 2 _ ba(breg — bacq) B b%

Su,l(t) = < C% + C% ) Y Su,2(t) = 62(0% + C%) P Su73(t) = C%,
1

Sya(t) = Sy2(t) =0, Sy3(t)= =

2+ c3

C2

(cf +c3)

2
¢
) , Dua(t) =kum ! , Dyus(t) = kel

(158)

Using the equations (125) and (158), we obtain the optimal open-loop Stackelberg
controls u*(t,e) and v*(¢, ) in this example as:

bico — bacy eby 1
*(t = — At — Aua(t *(t = —=An(t, &),
u ( ’5) C%-I-C% ul( 76) + Cs u2( ’5)’ v ( 55) c 2( 6)

te[0,tf], e>0, (159)

where Ay1(t,€), Au2(t,€), and Aya(t,€) are the components of the solution of the
boundary-value problem (24) — (25) with the coefficients (158).

The respective asymptotically suboptimal controls (126) and simplified asymptot-
ically suboptimal controls (141) in this example are

~ bica — bacy |4 eby |, ~ 1
te)= —5—5— A (¢ — Aot t,e) = ——Ayo(t
u( 75) C%—FC% ul( 75) + Co u2( 75)7 U( 75) c v2( 7‘5)7
te[0,t5], e>0,  (160)
~ b102 - b201 < ~ 1 0 -
t) = ————Xaro(t), (t,e) = —=2% o(t/e) — A1 (t),
u(t) c% —i—c% 10(t), v(te) - 2,0( /€) 21(t)

40



te[0,tf], €>0, (161)

where AL (t,€), Aot €), Abi(t€), Aduro(t), Ay o(t/€), and Ay2,1(t) are the compo-
nents of the first-order asymptotic solution (26) of the boundary-value problem (24)
— (25) with the coefficients (158). In the considered example, the components of this
asymptotic solution are obtained numerically.

In Fig. 1, the control errors

Al(e) = max |[u*(t,e) —a(t,e)||, AD(e) = max |[v*(t,e) —0(t,e)|,  (162)
te[0,ty] te[0,ty]

are depicted for a; = 0.1, a2 =0.2,b; = 0.5,00 =0.4,¢1 =0.2,¢c0 =0.6,kpy =1, kg =
5, ty = 2. This figure illustrates the statement of Theorem 4 that the asymptotically
suboptimal control of a non-cheap control player (the Manufacturer) guarantees a
higher order accuracy (with respect to ) than that of a cheap control player (the
Retailer).

In Fig. 2, the corresponding suboptimal cost errors

AJi(e) = 1Ji(e) = Tule)l, B =R,M, (163)

AJi(e) = |Ji(e) = k@), k=R, M, (164)
are depicted, illustrating the estimates established in Theorems 5 and 6. It is seen
that the asymptotically suboptimal Stackelberg solution (ﬂ(t,s),@(t, 5)), requiring
more calculation work, provides a better approximation of the optimal values of the
cost functionals than the simplified suboptimal solution (ﬂ(t, ), v(t, s)), requiring less
calculation work.

0.12

0.08

0.06 -

0.04 -

0.02 -

Fig. 1 Asymptotically suboptimal controls accuracy
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Fig. 2 Cost errors by using (4(t,€),0(t,¢)) and (u(t,€),v(t,€))

e 6Tv | 6T | 0Jum | 6Jm
0.2 | 1.4368 | 0.4867 | 2.1032 | 1.2561
0.1 | 0.7868 | 0.2630 | 1.1215 | 0.6390
0.05 | 0.4114 | 0.0040 | 0.5791 | 0.1245
0.01 | 0.0857 | 1.038 | 0.1195 | 1.4233

Table 1 Relative cost errors

In Table 1, the relative errors

5Jx(e) = AJ,:‘?S) -100%, k=M,R, (165)
5Tu(c) = AJ‘Z‘ZS) 100%, k=M,R, (166)

are presented. It is seen that these errors are small and mainly decrease. The increasing
values of §Jr(¢) and 6Jg(¢e) for € = 0.01 are explained by small values of the cost J}.

Fig. 3 shows the impact of ¢ on the optimal SB badwill Bég(t,€). The effect is
quite natural: for smaller values of € (meaning a cheaper SB promotion investment by
the Retailer), the badwill faster tends to zero faster.

6.3 Comparison with the case of the Manufacturer’s cheap
control

In this section, along with the case of the Retailer’s cheap control (a = 1, 8 = £2), we
consider the case of the Manufacturer’s cheap control (o = 2, 3 = 1). In this case, the
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—e =0.2
---e=0.1
g = 0.05

Fig. 3 Impact of £ on the optimal SB badwill

Manufacturer’s investment in the innovation is cheap. The asymptotic game solution
in the case of the leader’s cheap control is established in [40]. The baseline case for
the comparison is @ = § = 1, where the controls of both players are not cheap.

Let Ji (o, B8), (k =R, M), denote the optimal costs for given values of the penalty
coefficients o and 8. Thus, J;(1,e%), Ji(2,1), and J;(1,1), (k = R,M), are the opti-
mal costs in the case of the Retailer’s cheap control, in the case of the Manufacturer’s
cheap control, and in the case with no cheap controls, respectively.

Fig. 4 demonstrates that both players benefit from using cheap control, i.e., enjoy
the decrease of their cost in comparison with the no-cheap control case. It is seen that
the values J3,(¢?,1) and J5(1,£?) are smaller than the respective baseline no-cheap
control values J3,(1,1) and J%(1,1) in the whole range of € € [0.01, 0.2]. The opposite
effect is that both players suffer from not using the cheap control, i.e., their cost of a
non-cheap control increases in comparison with the case where the advisory refrains
from using the cheap control. This effect is clearly demonstrated in Fig. 5: the values
J3;(1,e%) and J3 (2, 1) are larger than the respective baseline no-cheap control values
Ji;(1,1) and J%(1,1) in the whole range of ¢ € [0.01,0.2]. In this figure, one observes
that the deterioration of the Retailer’s (the follower’s) cost is considerably higher than
that of the Manufacturer (the leader).
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Fig. 4 Cost improvement of the player with cheap control

0 0.02 004 0.06 008 01 012 0.14 0.16 0.1& 02

Fig. 5 Cost deterioration of the player with non-cheap control

Let
Jy(1,1) — T (2,1)
My _ UMD MEL L)
8y (€) Tl 00%,
JE(1,1) — Ji(1,€2)
R,y _ ‘R R .
dJR(e) = T 1) 100%

(167)
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be the relative cost improvements of the Manufacturer and the Retailer as cheap
control players. In Fig. 6, the relative improvements (167) are depicted, showing that
the costs of the cheap control players are relatively improved in a similar way.

100

951

90 -

85|

80

75 Il L
0 0.02 004 0.06 008 01 012 0.14 0.16 0.18 _02

Fig. 6 Relative cost improvement of the player with cheap control

Let
Jy(1,e?) — J3(1,1)
R — YM\™ M\ 1
§Jpi(€) T L) 00%,
JE(e%,1) — Jh(1,1)
M/ _ JR\E R\H )
5N (e) = D) 100%

(168)

be the relative cost deteriorations of the Manufacturer and the Retailer as non-cheap
control players, while the corresponding opponent is a cheap control player.

In Fig. 7, the relative deteriorations (168) are depicted. It is seen that the relative
cost deterioration of the non-cheap control Retailer is considerably larger than the rel-
ative cost deterioration of the non-cheap control Manufacturer. This can be explained
by the fact that the cheap-control Manufacturer enjoys two advantages - both as a
leader and as a cheap control player.
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Fig. 7 Relative cost deterioration of the player with non-cheap control

7 Conclusions

In this paper, a two-player finite horizon linear-quadratic Stackelberg differential game
was considered in the case where the control cost of the follower in the cost function-
als of both players is much smaller than the state cost and the cost of the leader’s
control. Due to this feature of the follower’s control cost, the considered game is a
cheap control game. For this game, an open-loop solution was sought. The proper
change of the state variable transforms the initially formulated game to an equivalent,
simpler, cheap control Stackelberg game. The dynamics equation of the new game
consists of two modes. The first mode is controlled directly only by the leader, while
the second mode is controlled directly by both players. Moreover, the dimension of
the second mode equals the dimension of the follower’s control, and the gain matrix
for the follower’s control in this mode is the identity matrix. The transformed game
is also a cheap control game. Based on the Stackelberg game’s solvability conditions,
the solution of the transformed game was converted to the solution of the linear sin-
gularly perturbed boundary-value problem, which dimension is four times larger than
the dimension of the game’s dynamics. This boundary-value problem is of the condi-
tionally stable type. The differential system of this boundary-value problem has four
slow state variables and four fast state variables. Based on the Boundary Functions
Method, the first-order asymptotic solution to this singularly perturbed boundary-
value problem was derived. Using this asymptotic solution, the asymptotic expansions
of the optimal open-loop controls of the leader and the follower are obtained. Further-
more, suboptimal controls of the players are designed. Asymptotic approximations of
the optimal values of the cost functionals are also derived. As an application of the
theoretical results, an asymptotic solution of a supply chain problem with a single
manufacturer and a single cheap control retailer was derived.

Completing this section, we would like to mention several issues connected with the
topic of the paper, which are interesting ones for future investigations. These issues
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are the following: (a) asymptotic analysis of the feedback solution in the finite horizon
Stackelberg linear-quadratic differential game with cheap control of a leader/follower;
(b) the open-loop solution and the feedback solution of a finite horizon singular Stack-
elberg linear-quadratic differential game; (c) various real-life applications of the cheap
control/singular Stackelberg linear-quadratic differential games.
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