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Data-Based Efficient Off-Policy Stabilizing Optimal
Control Algorithms for Discrete-Time Linear

Systems via Damping Coefficients
Dongdong Li, Jiuxiang Dong

Abstract—Policy iteration is one of the classical frameworks of
reinforcement learning, which requires a known initial stabilizing
control. However, finding the initial stabilizing control depends
on the known system model. To relax this requirement and
achieve model-free optimal control, in this paper, two different
reinforcement learning algorithms based on policy iteration and
variable damping coefficients are designed for unknown discrete-
time linear systems. First, a stable artificial system is designed,
and this system is gradually iterated to the original system by
varying the damping coefficients. This allows the initial stabilizing
control to be obtained in a finite number of iteration steps. Then,
an off-policy iteration algorithm and an off-policy Q-learning
algorithm are designed to select the appropriate damping co-
efficients and realize data-driven. In these two algorithms, the
current estimates of optimal control gain are not applied to the
system to re-collect data. Moreover, they are characterized by
the fast convergence of the traditional policy iteration. Finally,
the proposed algorithms are validated by simulation.

Index Terms—Reinforcement learning, policy iteration, Q-
learning, initial stabilizing control, optimal control.

I. INTRODUCTION

A. Background

Reinforcement learning (RL) makes optimal decision by
learning and interaction between the agent’s actions and the
external environment [1], [2]. Unlike dynamic programming,
it can overcome the curse of dimensionality and the lack of
a physical model [3]. This makes RL widely used for solving
optimal control and decision problems without system mod-
els, including the optimal control problems of discrete-time
(DT) [4]–[10] and continuous-time (CT) systems [11]–[13].
For nonlinear systems, the solution of the Hamilton-Jacobi-
Bellman equation is the optimal control solution, while for
linear systems, the solution of the algebraic Riccati equation
(ARE) is the optimal solution [14]. The RL methods can be
used to find the near-optimal solutions of the above optimality
equations by stepwise iteration.

Currently, most RL algorithms are designed by two basic
iteration frameworks, i.e., policy iteration (PI) and value
iteration (VI) [14]. In [11], a model-free PI algorithm for CT
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linear systems is proposed to achieve optimal control. Gao et
al. [12] extends it to the model-free optimal output regulation
(OOR) problem. The DT version of them is given by Jiang et
al. [6]. Bian et al. [13] proposed a model-free VI algorithm
for CT linear systems, and Jiang et al. [15] extended their
approach to the H∞ OOR problem for multiagent systems.
Chen et al. [5] proposed a model-free robust OOR algorithm
based on PI and input-output data for DT linear systems. The
methods, including but not limited to the above, are classical
model-free RL algorithms based on PI and VI. Moreover, the
Q-learning techniques are also developed based on VI and PI.

Recently, Q-learning which is one of the classical tech-
niques in RL has been developed to address optimal control
problems [9], [16]–[20]. Q-learning algorithms are usually de-
signed via an action-valued function that is defined according
to the Bellman equation, often referred to as the Q-function.
PI and VI-based Q-learning algorithms for DT linear systems
were proposed by Kiumarsi et al. [9] and Al-Tamimi et al.
[16] respectively. And in [17], [18], Q-learning algorithms of
CT linear systems have been developed. Subsequently, Rizvi
et al. [19] proposed a VI-based output feedback Q-learning
algorithm for DT linear systems. In [19], Rizvi et al. developed
two output-feedback Q-learning methods based on PI and VI
for the linear quadratic regulator problem of DT systems. An
et al. [20] extended the Q-learning approach to handle the
distributed sensor scheduling problem with H∞ performance
for wireless sensor networks. Recently, in [21], Lopez et al.
proposed an efficient off-policy Q-learning and analyzed the
performance of the algorithm.

Moreover, RL methods are also mainly categorized into
on-policy and off-policy [5], [7]. In the on-policy learning
approach, the behavioral policy used to generate learning data
is the same as the target policy used for decision making. The
off-policy learning differs from it by differentiating between
behavioral and target policies. Notably, Q-learning is off-
policy which uses the Q-value of the next state and greedy
action to update its Q-values [7].

B. Motivation

Analyzing the above classical results, it is easy to conclude
that PI and VI have different characteristics. The PI method
must start with a known stabilizing control policy, but is
characterized by fast convergence [14], [22]. Instead, the
VI method begins with an easily determined value function
with an arbitrary bounded control policy. But, VI method
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converges more slowly [14]. In each iteration, the PI algorithm
obtains the real-valued function of the target control policy
based on the known stabilizing control policy, which in turn
updates the control policy, while the VI algorithm updates the
control policy only after the value function has converged.
This means that the target policy is obtained faster by the PI
method with a known stabilizing control policy than the VI
method. In [14], [23], the characteristics of PI and VI and their
different convergence rates are analyzed in detail. It should be
emphasized that obtaining stabilizing control is difficult. The
process usually requires full a priori knowledge [22]. Although
the method for seeking stabilizing control is provided in
[24], it is still required that the nominal system be known.
Moreover, It is important to develop efficient model-free off-
policy techniques that do not require the current estimate of
the optimal control policy to be applied to the system to re-
collect data, which greatly improves efficiency. Therefore, our
aim is to study an efficient model-free off-policy algorithm
and relax the initial control condition.

C. Related Work

Existing relevant results fall into two main categories, one
that addresses the above problem by combining the advantages
of VI and PI [23], [25]–[27], and one that directly seeks a
stabilizing control to satisfy the initial condition of PI [22],
[28], [29]. Luo et al. [23] proposed multi-step heuristic dy-
namic programming to realize the trade-off between PI and VI.
Subsequently, Luo et al. combined PI and VI by varying the
coefficients [25]. Recently, a hybrid iteration method has been
proposed by Gao et al. [26], which obtains a stabilizing control
policy through VI, then converges quickly to the optimal
solution through PI. Shen et al. [27] extended this method to
optimal control of unknown fast-sampling singularly perturbed
systems. In [30], Jiang et al. developed a bias-PI algorithm
for CT systems that can relax the initial stabilizing control
condition by adding a bias parameter. In [22], [28], Chen et al.
proposed homotopy-based PI methods for linear and nonlinear
CT systems, combining the homotopy method with PI to seek
a stabilizing control for the unknown systems. In [29], Li et
al. further extend the linear method to the H∞ cooperative
OOR for CT multiagent systems. The method does not rely on
VI to find the initial stabilizing control and converges faster.
This homotopy-based approach originates from [31], which
gradually approaches a stable closed-loop system from a stable
artificial system. The technology is further developed in [22],
[28], [29], [32]–[34]. Although the method for calculating the
stabilizing control of the CT system is given in [32], [33], a
priori knowledge is used in them. The method for solving the
stabilizing control of a DT linear system is given in [34] by
using discount factor, but the updating rule of the discount
factor and the iteration step size are not explicit. Unlike,
the performance of the proposed homotopy-based model-free
methods [22], [28], which not only obtain the stabilizing
control but also give an explicit iteration step size for the
homotopy gain, are analyzed. Although the problem has been
well solved for CT systems in [22], [28], designing an optimal
control method that can compute stabilizing control gains and

is characterized by fast convergence remains a challenge for
completely unknown DT linear systems.

D. Contribution

Inspired by the above results, this paper proposes two differ-
ent PI-based model-free stabilizing optimal control algorithms
for DT linear systems. Different from [4]–[10], [19], [35],
the stabilizing control policy is not required as the initial
condition in the two algorithms and they are characterized by
fast convergence. First, a stable artificial system is designed
by using damping coefficients, and it is gradually iterated to
the original system by varying the damping coefficients. This
allows the stabilizing control policy of the original closed-loop
system to be obtained in a finite number of iteration steps.
Then, two model-free versions of this method are designed by
means of the off-policy iteration approach and off-policy Q-
learning, and the explicit selection criterions for the damping
coefficients are given without using a priori knowledge of the
model. The optimal control solution is obtained quickly after
the stabilizing control gain is obtained. Note that in the two
proposed algorithms, the process of calculating the stabilizing
control gain is not only model-free, but the convergence
boundary of the closed-loop spectral radius can be user-
defined. In the proposed algorithms, the current estimates of
the optimal control gain are not applied to the system to re-
collect data, and the proposed algorithms are efficient.

E. Organization

Section II describes the considered system and control
objective and recalls existing model-based PI algorithm for
DT systems. Section III presents the model-based PI method
for calculating a stabilizing control gain. Section IV proposes
a stabilizing off-policy iteration algorithm and its conver-
gence analysis. Section V presents an off-policy Q-learning
algorithm and its convergence analysis. Section VI gives the
simulation of an open-loop unstable system for two algorithms.
Section VII summarizes the study results.

F. Notation

ρ(⋆) denotes the spectral radius of the matrix
“⋆”. σmax(⋆) and σmin(⋆) denote the maximum and
minimum singular values of the matrix “⋆”. For matrix
X ∈ Rn×m, vec(X) = [XT

1 , X
T
2 , . . . , X

T
m]T ∈ Rnm,

where Xi ∈ Rn is ith column of matrix X for
i = 1, . . . ,m. If matrix X = XT ∈ Rn×n, vecs(X) =
[X1,1, 2X1,2, . . . , 2X1,n, X2,2, 2X2,3, . . . , 2Xn−1,n, Xn,n]

T ∈
R 1

2n(n+1), where Xi,j is the ith row and jth column element
of matrix X . For vector χ ∈ Rn, vecv(χ) = [χ2

1, χ1χ2, . . . ,

χ1χn, χ
2
2, χ2χ3, . . . , χn−1χn, χ

2
n]

T ∈ R
n(n+1)

2 . ⊗ denotes the
Kronecker product. In ∈ Rn×n denotes the identity matrix.

II. FORMULATION AND PRELIMINARIES

A. System and Problem Description

Consider a DT linear system

x(k + 1) = Ax(k) +Bu(k) (1)
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where x ∈ Rnx is the state vector and u ∈ Rnu is the
input. A ∈ Rnx×nx and B ∈ Rnx×nu are unknown constant
matrices.

Assumption 1: The pair (A,B) is stabilizable.
The optimal control is to obtain a feedback controller

u = −Kx(k) (2)

such that system (1) is stabilized, where gain matrix K ∈
Rnu×nx is obtained by minimizing the cost function

J(x, u) =

∞∑
i=0

(
x(i)TQx(i) + u(i)TRu(i)

)
, (3)

where Q ∈ Rnx×nx > 0 and R ∈ Rnu×nu > 0. Define the
value function as

V (k) =

∞∑
i=k

(
x(i)TQx(i) + u(i)TRu(i)

)
, (4)

that is, the cost after time k. The problem is summarized as

min
u
{

∞∑
i=k

(
x(i)TQx(i) + u(i)TRu(i)

)
}

s.t. (1) & (2).

(5)

According to Lyapunov theory [36], if the closed-loop
system spectral radius satisfies ρ(A−BK) < 1, then system
(1) is Schur stable.

Objective: Design a model-free optimal control method to
compute the stabilizing control gain of system (1) and solve
problem (5).

B. Discrete-time Policy Iteration

For system (1), the value function (4) is denoted as the
following quadratic closed-loop form

V (k) = x(k)TPx(k), (6)

where P = PT > 0. According to [2], the optimal feedback
control for solving problem (5) is given as

u = −(R+BTPB)−1BTPAx(k) = −K∗x(k) (7)

where P satisfies the ARE

ATPA− P −ATPB(R+BTPB)−1BTPA = −Q (8)

To avoid solving DT ARE (8) directly, the classical model-
based PI method is given in Lemma 1.

Lemma 1: [4], [5] Given any initial stabilizing control gain
K0 satisfying ρ(A − BK0) < 1. For i = 0, 1, 2, . . . , solve
P i = (P i)T by the Lyapunov equation

(A−BKi)TP i(A−BKi)− P i = −Q− (Ki)TRKi. (9)

Update the gain by

Ki+1 = (R+BTP iB)−1BTP iA. (10)

Then, 1) ρ(A − BKi+1) < 1; 2) P ∗ ≤ P i+1 ≤ P i; 3)
limi→∞ P i = P ∗, limi→∞Ki = K∗.

Remark 1: For Lemma 1, the initial stabilizing gain K0

and the system (A,B) are necessary to be known. Currently,

finding a stabilizing control gain also relies on a priori
knowledge of (A,B). To realize model-free optimal control, it
is critical to obtain an initial stabilizing control gain without
using model information. If the initial stabilizing control is
obtained, then the approximate optimal solution to the DT
ARE (8) can be obtained by the traditional PI-based model-
free algorithms such as [6], [9].

III. MODEL-BASED POLICY ITERATION FOR STABILIZING
CONTROL

First, we consider that A and B are available. A model-
based method is designed to obtain a stabilizing control.

Define a positive constant ρ̄ as

ρ̄ =
1

ρ(A)
. (11)

There exists a small constant β satisfying ρ̄ > β > 0 such
that ρ[(ρ̄− β)(A−BK)] < 1 if K = 0. Then, the system

x(k + 1) = (ρ̄− β)(Ax(k) +Bu(k)) (12)

can be stabilized when K = 0. To distinguish the process
from Lemma 1, define new matrices P̃ j and K̃j , where j =
0, 1, 2, . . .. Then, by Lemma 1, if K̃0 = 0, the matrix P̃ j =
(P̃ j)T > 0 is found from the Lyapunov function

[(ρ̄− β)(A−BK̃j)]T P̃ j [(ρ̄− β)(A−BK̃j)]− P̃ j

= −Q− (K̃j)TRK̃j .
(13)

Viewing (ρ̄− β)A and (ρ̄− β)B as A and B respectively in
Lemma 1, the control gain is given by K̃j+1 = (ρ̄−β)2(R+
(ρ̄− β)2BT P̃ jB)−1BT P̃ jA for j = 0, 1, 2, . . ..

This process ensures that the artificial system x(k + 1) =
(ρ̄−β)(A−BK̃j)x(k) is stabilized, but it does not ensure that
the original system (1) is stabilized. The following Theorem 1
provides a way to obtain stabilizing control gains by gradually
iterating the artificial system (12) to the original closed-loop
system.

Theorem 1: Initialize K̃0 = 0, R > 0, Q > 0 and constants
ρ̄ > β > α0 > 0. Find P̃ j from

[(β̃ +

j∑
m=0

αm)(A−BK̃j)]T P̃ j [(β̃ +

j∑
m=0

αm)(A−BK̃j)]

− P̃ j = −Q− (K̃j)TRK̃j

(14)
where β̃ = ρ̄− β. Update K̃j+1 and αj+1 by

K̃j+1 =(β̃ +

j∑
m=0

αm)2[R+ (β̃ +

j∑
m=0

αm)2BT P̃ jB]−1

×BT P̃ jA,
(15)

0 < αj+1 <
1

ρ(A−BK̃j+1)
− (β̃ +

j∑
m=0

αm), (16)

for j = 0, 1, 2, . . .. Then, there are
1) For j = 1, 2, . . ., ρ(A−BK̃j) < 1/(β̃ +

∑j
m=0 αm).

2) If αj is bounded, then αj+1 is also bounded.
Proof. First, we prove 1) by using induction. For j = 0,

since ρ̄ > β > α0 > 0 and K̃0 = 0, there is ρ[(β̃ + α0)(A−
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BK̃0)] < ρ̄ρ(A) = 1. Viewing (β̃ + α0)A and (β̃ + α0)B as
A and B in Lemma 1, there is ρ[(β̃ + α0)(A − BK̃1)] < 1.
Then, there is 1/ρ(A−BK̃1)−(β̃+α0) > 0. Therefore, there
must exist α1 satisfying (16). From (16), one has ρ[(β̃+α0+
α1)(A−BK̃1)] < 1. The statement 1) holds for j = 1.

Assume that statement 1) holds for j = a. Then, there
are ρ[(β̃ +

∑a
m=0 αm)(A − BK̃a)] < 1 and a matrix P̃ a =

(P̃ a)T > 0 that is solved by

[(β̃ +

a∑
m=0

αm)(A−BK̃a)]T P̃ a[(β̃ +

a∑
m=0

αm)(A−BK̃a)]

− P̃ a = −Q− (K̃a)TRK̃a.
(17)

By using (15) and (17), we can obtain the gain matrix as

K̃a+1

= (β̃ +

a∑
m=0

αm)2[R+ (β̃ +

a∑
m=0

αm)2BT P̃ aB]−1BT P̃ aA.

Clearly, K̃a is a stabilizing control of the system (β̃ +∑a
m=0 αm)(A − BK̃a), and if (β̃ +

∑a
m=0 αm)A and (β̃ +∑a

m=0 αm)B are taken as A and B in Lemma 1, one obtains

ρ[(β̃ +

a∑
m=0

αm)(A−BK̃a+1)] < 1. (18)

From (18), it follows that 1/(ρ(A − BK̃a+1)) − (β̃ +∑a
m=0 αm) > 0. Then, there exists at least one positive

constant αa+1 satisfying

0 < αa+1 <
1

ρ(A−BK̃a+1)
− (β̃ +

a∑
m=0

αm) (19)

such that ρ[(β̃ +
∑a+1

m=0 αm)(A − BK̃a+1)] < 1. This also
shows that there exists a positive definite solution to (14) for
k = a + 1. Therefore, statement 1) holds for k = a + 1. In
summary, statement 1) is established.

Proof of statement 2). Since A, B, R and Q are constant
matrices and α0 is bounded, P̃ 0 is also bounded by (14).
Further according to (15) one can get that K̃1 is bounded.
Recursively, if αj is bounded, one obtains that K̃j+1 is
bounded. Then, 1/(ρ(A−BK̃a+1))−(β̃+

∑a+1
m=0 αm) > 0 is

bounded. Finally, it can be obtained that αj+1 is bounded.□
Remark 2: It is worth noting that Theorem 1 degenerates

to Lemma 1 if setting β̃ = 1, αj = 0 and K̃0 satisfies ρ(A−
BK̃0) < 1. In the statement 1) of Theorem 1, ρ(A−BK̃j) <
1/(β̃ +

∑j
m=0 αm) is satisfied during the iterations. There

exists a positive integer j such that β̃ +
∑j

m=0 αm ≥ 1 when
j > j. Then, ρ(A−BK̃j) < 1, i.e., K̃j is a stabilizing control
gain if j > j. Obviously, if a larger αj+1 is chosen to satisfy
(16), the iteration will be faster. Moreover, it can be obtained
that 1/(β̃+

∑j
m=0 αm) is a designed bound on the closed-loop

spectral radius ρ(A−BK̃j) from statement 1) of Theorem 1.
Remark 3: Fig. 1 illustrates the significance of the proposed

method and Theorem 1. As the process in Theorem 1 is
iterated, the open-loop artificial system (β̃ +

∑j
m=0 αm)A

gradually approaches the open-loop original system A and
equals the original system when β̃ +

∑j
m=0 αm = 1, and the

Fig. 1. The spectral radius of the open-loop artificial system (β̃ +∑j
m=0 αm)A is denoted as ρoj = ρ[(β̃+

∑j
m=0 αm)A]; The spectral radius

of the closed-loop system A−BK̃j is denoted as ρj = ρ(A−BK̃j).

closed-loop spectral radius ρ(A−BK̃j) decreases gradually.
Until β̃ +

∑j
m=0 αm = 1, the spectral radius of the original

closed-loop system A−BK̃j is iterated into the stable range.

IV. MODEL-FREE POLICY ITERATION TO SLOVE
DISCRETE-TIME ARE

For Theorem 1, a prior knowledge of (A,B) is required.
Moreover, choosing the damping coefficients β̃ and αj+1 also
depends on the known A and B. Therefore, in this section,
these model-based restrictions are removed.

A. Collect Data and Determine β̃ Without A Priori Knowledge

To ensure stability, β̃ should satisfy 0 < β̃ < ρ̄, where
β̃ = ρ̄ − β and β > 0 is a small constant. For convenience,
we can directly design the appropriate β̃.

Defining

Ãj = (β̃ +

j∑
m=0

αm)(A−BK̃j), (20)

then system (1) is written as

x(k + 1) = (β̃ +

j∑
m=0

αm)−1Ãjx(k) +B(K̃jx(k) + u(k)).

(21)
By (21), we have

x(k + 1)T P̃ jx(k + 1)− x(k)T P̃ jx(k)

=(β̃ +

j∑
m=0

αm)−2x(k)T ÃjT P̃ jÃjx(k) + 2(β̃ +

j∑
m=0

αm)−1

× x(k)T ÃjT P̃ jB(K̃jx(k) + u(k))− x(k)T P̃ jx(k)

+ (K̃jx(k) + u(k))TBT P̃ jB(K̃jx(k) + u(k)).
(22)

Substituting (14) and (20) into (22) gives

x(k + 1)T P̃ jx(k + 1)− x(k)T P̃ jx(k)

=(β̃ +

j∑
m=0

αm)−2x(k)T (−Q− (K̃j)TRK̃j)x(k)

+ 2x(k)T L̃j
1(K̃

jx(k) + u(k))− x(k)T K̃jT L̃j
2K̃

jx(k)

− [1− (β̃ +

j∑
m=0

αm)−2]x(k)T P̃ jx(k) + u(k)T L̃j
2u(k),

(23)
where

L̃j
1 = AT P̃ jB, L̃j

2 = BT P̃ jB. (24)
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Collecting the data yields the following matrices as

Ξ1 = [vecv(x(k0 + 1))− vecv(x(k0)), . . . ,
vecv(x(ks + 1))− vecv(x(ks))]T ,

Ξ2 = [x(k0)⊗ x(k0), x(k1)⊗ x(k1), . . . , x(ks)⊗ x(ks)]T ,
Ξ3 = [u(k0)⊗ x(k0), u(k1)⊗ x(k1), . . . , u(ks)⊗ x(ks)]T ,
Ξ4 = [vecv(u(k0)), vecv(u(k1)), . . . , vecv(u(ks))]

T ,

Ξ5 = [vecv(x(k0)), vecv(x(k1)), . . . , vecv(x(ks))]
T ,

Ξ6 = [vecv(K̃jx(k0)), . . . , vecv(K̃
jx(ks))]

T ,
(25)

where k0 < k1 < . . . < ks. Using (23)-(25), one has

ψj [vecs(P̃ j)T , vec(L̃j
1)

T , vecs(L̃j
2)

T ]T = ϕj , (26)

where ψj =
[
Ξ1 − ((β̃ +

∑j
m=0 αm)−2 −

1)Ξ5,−2Ξ2(Inx
⊗ K̃jT ) − 2Ξ3,−Ξ4 + Ξ6

]
and

ϕj = (β̃ +
∑j

m=0 αm)−2Ξ5vecs(−Q− (K̃j)TRK̃j).
Lemma 2: Collecting data such that

rank([Ξ2,Ξ3,Ξ4]) =
1

2
(nx + nu)(nx + nu + 1), (27)

then ψj has full column-rank.
Proof. See Appendix A.□
By Lemma 2 and the least squares, if (27) is satisfied, the

unique solution to (26) is obtained as

[vecs(P̃ j)T , vec(L̃j
1)

T , vecs(L̃j
2)

T ]T = (ψjTψj)−1ψjTϕj .
(28)

To determine β̃, consider the case j = 0. Then, we have
K̃0 = 0. When j = 0, the data is collected to satisfy (27). By
using (26), we can find

[vecs(P̃ 0)T , vec(L̃0
1)

T , vecs(L̃0
2)

T ]T = (ψ0Tψ0)−1ψ0Tϕ0,
(29)

where ψ0 =
[
Ξ1 − ((β̃ + α0)

−2 − 1)Ξ5,−2Ξ2(Inx
⊗

K̃0T )− 2Ξ3,−Ξ4 +Ξ6

]
and ϕ0 = (β̃ +α0)

−2Ξ5vecs(−Q−
(K̃0)TRK̃0).

Recalling Section III, the designed β̃ and α0 should satisfy
the model-based condition

β̃ + α0 < ρ̄ =
1

ρ(A)
. (30)

Since ρ̄ depends on a priori knowledge of A, it cannot be de-
rived directly. Therefore, we should design a model-free condi-
tion equivalent to (30). According to the linear systems theory,
if the solution P̃ j to the Lyapunov function (14) of the artificial
system (β̃ +

∑j
m=0 αm)(A − BK̃j) is positive definite, it

follows that the artificial system (β̃ +
∑j

m=0 αm)(A−BK̃j)

is Schur, i.e., ρ[(β̃ +
∑j

m=0 αm)(A−BK̃j)] < 1. Therefore,
when P̃ 0 is positive from (29), it can be deduced that β̃+α0

satisfies ρ[(β̃ + α0)(A)] < 1.
Determine β̃ by the model-free method: Set β̃ ← β̃z and

sufficiently small α0 > 0, where β̃z is a decreasing constant
and satisfies

0 < β̃z+1 < β̃z, lim
z→+∞

β̃z = 0, (31)

for z = 0, 1, 2, . . . .. For step z, if P̃ 0 > 0 from (29), then
β̃z is used as β̃ in (28) and (29), otherwise repeat (31) for

z ← z + 1 until P̃ 0 > 0. The final output β̃ ← β̃z .

Remark 4: Through the above process, β̃ and α0 are
determined such that β̃ + α0 < 1/ρ(A), where α0 is set
directly to a sufficiently small positive constant. β̃ is a damping
coefficient that is usually set β̃ ∈ (0, 1) for open-loop
unstable systems with K̃0 = 0. When the β̃ is set to satisfy
β̃ ∈ (0, ρ̄ − α0), then a larger β̃ accelerates the convergence
of the spectral radius ρ(A − BK̃j). When the β̃ is set to
satisfy β̃ ∈ (ρ̄ − α0, 1), then the above model-free process
(i.e., Phase 1 of Algorithms 1 and 2) quickly adjusts the β̃ to
the interval (0, ρ̄−α0). Moreover, choosing αj+1 according to
(16) ensures that K̃j+1 is a stabilizing control gain of system
(β̃ +

∑j+1
m=0 αm)(A − BK̃j+1) for step j + 1, and (16) is

subsequently replaced with the model-free version.

B. Calculate Stabilizing Gain K̃j+1 and Select Damping
Coefficient αj+1

From (16), the choice of αj+1 depends on known (A,B).
Therefore, this subsection proposes an equivalent selection
criterion of αj+1 without a priori knowledge.

Update gain K̃j+1 by the model-free method: According to
(28), Lj

1 and Lj
2 are obtained. Then, from (15), we can update

the control gain matrix by

K̃j+1 = (β̃ +

j∑
m=0

αm)2
(
R+ (β̃ +

j∑
m=0

αm)2L̃j
2

)−1
L̃jT
1 .

(32)

Select αj+1 by the model-free method: The following selec-
tion criterion of αj+1 is designed to replace (16) in Theorem
1 as

0 <αj+1

<(β̃ +

j∑
m=0

αm)

√
σmin[Q+ (K̃j+1)TRK̃j+1]

σmax[P̃ j −Q− (K̃j+1)TRK̃j+1]
+ 1

− (β̃ +

j∑
m=0

αm).

(33)

Unlike (16), the system model matrices (A,B) are not
involved in (33). For step j + 1, P̃ j and K̃j+1 have been
obtained. αj+1 satisfies (33) such that K̃j+1 is a stabilizing
control gain of (β̃ +

∑j+1
m=0 αm)(A− BK̃j+1). The analysis

is given below.

Theorem 2: Using control gain K̃j+1 from (15) and αj+1

from (33), there exists the unique positive solution P̃ j+1 to
(14) for step j+1, and K̃j+1 is also a stabilizing control gain
of closed-loop artificial system (β̃+

∑j+1
m=0 αm)(A−BK̃j+1).

Proof. If (β̃+
∑j

m=0 αm)A and (β̃+
∑j

m=0 αm)B are taken
as A and B in Lemma 1, one obtains ρ[(β̃+

∑j
m=0 αm)(A−

BK̃j+1)] < 1. Then, K̃j+1 is a stabilizing control gain of
(β̃ +

∑j
m=0 αm)(A − BK̃j+1). Further, by Lemma 1, there

must exist a positive-definite matrix ˆ̃P j+1 = ( ˆ̃P j+1)T can be
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found from

[(β̃ +

j∑
m=0

αm)(A−BK̃j+1)]T ˆ̃P j+1[(β̃ +

j∑
m=0

αm)(A

−BK̃j+1)]− ˆ̃P j+1 = −Q− (K̃j+1)TRK̃j+1

(34)
and 0 < ˆ̃P j+1 ≤ P̃ j . This gives

(A−BK̃j+1)T ˆ̃P j+1(A−BK̃j+1)

= (β̃ +

j∑
m=0

αm)−2[ ˆ̃P j+1 −Q− (K̃j+1)TRK̃j+1].
(35)

From (20), one has Ãj+1 = (β̃ +
∑j+1

m=0 αm)(A − BK̃j+1).
Then, it is easy to get

(Ãj+1)T ˆ̃P j+1Ãj+1 − ˆ̃P j+1

(a)
=(

β̃ +
∑j+1

m=0 αm

β̃ +
∑j

m=0 αm

)2[ ˆ̃P j+1 −Q− (K̃j+1)TRK̃j+1]− ˆ̃P j+1

(b)

≤
(
(1 +

αj+1

β̃ +
∑j

m=0 αm

)2 − 1
)
[P̃ j −Q− (K̃j+1)TRK̃j+1]

−Q− (K̃j+1)TRK̃j+1

(c)
<σmin[Q+ (K̃j+1)TRK̃j+1]Inx −Q− (K̃j+1)TRK̃j+1

<0,
(36)

where (a) is obtained by the definition of Ãj+1 and (35), (b)
is obtained by 0 < ˆ̃P j+1 ≤ P̃ j and (c) is obtained by (33).
Therefore, there is ρ(Ãj+1) < 1 and K̃j+1 is a stabilizing
control gain of system Ãj+1. Then, there exists the unique
positive solution P̃ j+1 to (14) for step j+1. Since ρ(Ãj+1) <
1, one has ρ(A − BK̃j+1) < 1/(β̃ +

∑j+1
m=0 αm). This also

yields (16). As can be seen from the above process, (16) can
be easily obtained by using the selection criteria (33) and after
relaxation. Therefore, the range (33) is contained in (16). □

Remark 5: Explicit selection criterion of damping coefficient
αj+1 is established without a priori knowledge. Then, a
stabilizing control gain K̃j+1 of system (1) can be obtained.
Moreover, Theorem 2 and its proof show that choosing the
damping coefficient αj+1 according to (33) is equivalent to
(16). If a larger αj+1 is chosen, a stabilizing control gain
K̃j+1 is obtained faster and ρ(A−BK̃j+1) converges faster.
However, this does not mean that choosing a larger αj+1 will
result in a smaller spectral radius, because the iteration stops
immediately when β̃ +

∑j+1
m=0 αm ≥ 1 is reached.

C. The Overall Stabilizing Off-Policy Iteration Algorithm

Suppose that stabilizing control gain K̃j+1 has been ob-
tained by the previous method. Using K0 = K̃j+1 and Ki,
we write system (1) as

x(k + 1) = Aix(k) +B(Kix(k) + u(k)), (37)

where Ai = (A−BKi). By (37), we have

x(k + 1)TP ix(k + 1)− x(k)TP ix(k)

=x(k)TAiTP iAix(k) + 2x(k)TATPB(Kix(k) + u(k))

+ (Kix(k) + u(k))TBTP iB(Kix(k) + u(k))

− x(k)TP ix(k)
(38)

Substituting (9) and (37) into (38) gives

x(k + 1)TP ix(k + 1)− x(k)TP ix(k)

=x(k)T (−Q− (Ki)TRKi)x(k)

+ 2x(k)TATP iB(Kix(k) + u(k))

− x(k)TKiTBTP iBKix(k) + u(k)TBTP iBu(k)

(39)

Define
Li
1 = ATP iB, Li

2 = BTP iB. (40)

Using the data matrices Ξ1, Ξ2, Ξ3, Ξ4 and Ξ5 collected
in (25) and Ξ6 = [vecv(Kix(k0)), . . . , vecv(K

ix(ks))]
T , the

matrices Ψi =
[
Ξ1,−2Ξ2(Inx

⊗KiT )− 2Ξ3,−Ξ4 +Ξ6

]
and

Φi = Ξ5vecs(−Q − (Ki)TRKi) are obtained. Then, (39) is
rewritten as

Ψi[vecs(P i)T , vec(Li
1)

T , vecs(Li
2)

T ]T = Φi. (41)

Lemma 3: If (27) is satisfied, Ψi has full column-rank.
Proof. It is similar to Lemma 2. □

By Lemma 3, then (41) has a unique solution as

[vecs(P i)T , vec(Li
1)

T , vecs(Li
2)

T ]T = (ΨiTΨi)−1ΨiTΦi.
(42)

According to (10), we have

Ki+1 = (R+ Li
2)

−1LiT
1 . (43)

Finally, the overall Algorithm 1 and its convergence analysis
are given as follows.

Theorem 3: Set K̃0 = 0, update P̃ j and K̃j+1 via (28)
and (32) until β̃ +

∑j+1
m=0 αm ≥ 1, respectively. The obtained

K̃j+1 is a stabilizing control gain of system (1) and the closed-
loop system satisfies ρ(A − BK̃j+1) < 1/(β̃ +

∑j+1
m=0 αm)

for j = 0, 1, 2, . . .. Setting K0 = K̃j+1 and updating P i and
Ki+1 by (42) and (43) for i = 0, 1, . . ., respectively, there
exist limi→∞ P i = P ∗ and limi→∞Ki = K∗.

Proof. If (27) is satisfied, (26) is equivalent to (23). The
unique P̃ j , L̃j

1 and L̃j
2 can be solved from (26) and the unique

K̃j+1 can be obtained according to (32). From (32), it follows
that K̃j+1 satisfies (15). Theorem 2 shows that selecting αj+1

via (33) is equivalent to selecting αj+1 via (16). Then, it is
equivalent to solving P̃ j and K̃j+1 from Theorem 1. Thus,
the closed-loop system satisfies Property 1) in Theorem 1. If
β̃+

∑j+1
m=0 αm ≥ 1, the obtained K̃j+1 is a stabilizing control

gain of system (1).
Set K0 = K̃j+1 as the initial stabilizing gain. Phase 3 of

Algorithm 1 is an off-policy algorithm based on Lemma 1.
If condition (27) is satisfied, (41) is equivalent to (39). Then,
solving P i from (41) is equivalent to solving P i from (9).
According to (43), it is obtained that Ki satisfies (10). This
is equivalent to finding P i and Ki by Lemma 1. Therefore,
there exist limi→∞ P i = P ∗ and limi→∞Ki = K∗. □
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Algorithm 1 Stabilizing Off-Policy Iteration Algorithm

Initialize: Set j ← 0, z ← 0, K̃0 ← 0, two sufficiently
small positive constants ε1 and α0, the monotonically de-
creasing sequence {β̃z}∞z=0 ∈ (0, 1) and bounded probing
noise. Collect data until (27) is satisfied.
repeat

Calculate P̃ 0 from (29).
Select β̃ ← β̃z by (31), z ← z + 1.

until P̃ 0 > 0. (Phase 1 end)
repeat

Solve P̃ j , L̃j
1 and L̃j

2 by (28).
Calculate K̃j+1 by (32).
Choose αj+1 from (33).
j ← j + 1.

until β̃ +
∑j

m=0 αm ≥ 1. (Phase 2 end)
Set Ki ← K̃j+1, i← 0.
repeat

Solve P i, Li
1 and Li

2 from (42).
Calculate Ki+1 by (43).
i← i+ 1.

until ∥P i − P i−1∥ < ε1. (Phase 3 end)
Return: Ki+1 and P i as solutions to ARE (8).

Remark 6: In Algorithm 1, the data need only be collected
once until the rank condition (27) is satisfied. After Phases 1
and 2, the stabilizing gain K̃j+1 is obtained adaptively. The
solutions to ARE (8) are obtained adaptively by Phase 3. The
obtained estimated value Ki (or K̃j) is not applied to the
system to re-collect data.

V. OFF-POLICY Q-LEARNING ALGORITHM DESIGN

To further extend Theorem 1, an efficient off-policy Q-
learning algorithm is developed in this section.

A. Select β̃ and αj+1 and Calculate Stabilizing Gain K̃j+1

by Q-Learning

According to system (1), the following artificial system is
obtained as

x̄(k + 1) = (β̃ +

j∑
m=0

αm)Ax(k) + (β̃ +

j∑
m=0

αm)Bu(k)

(44)
where x̄(k+1) = (β̃+

∑j
m=0 αm)x(k+1). For system (44),

we consider the value functions

Ṽ (x(k)) =x(k)T P̃ x(k),

Ṽ (x̄(k + 1)) =x̄(k + 1)T P̃ x̄(k + 1),
(45)

where P̃ = P̃T > 0. The Bellman equation for system (44) is
obtained as

Ṽ (x(k)) =x(k)TQx(k) + u(k)TRu(k) + Ṽ (x̄(k + 1)).
(46)

Define the discrete-time Q-function as Q̃(x(k), u(k)) =
Ṽ (x(k)). According to (46), one has

Q̃(x(k), u(k)) =x(k)TQx(k) + u(k)TRu(k)

+ Ṽ (x̄(k + 1)).
(47)

For convenience, let γj = β̃ +
∑j

m=0 αm. Substituting (44),
(45) and (46) to (47), there is

Q̃(x(k), u(k)) =x(k)TQx(k) + u(k)TRu(k)

+ γ2j (Ax(k) +Bu(k))T P̃ (Ax(k) +Bu(k))

=X(k)T H̃X(k)

=X(k)T
[
H̃xx H̃xu

H̃ux H̃uu

]
X(k)

(48)
where X(k) = [x(k)T , u(k)T ]T , H̃ = H̃T and

H̃xx = γ2jA
T P̃A+Q, H̃uu = γ2jB

T P̃B +R.

H̃xu = γ2jA
T P̃B, H̃ux = H̃T

xu

(49)

Using (48), (49) and ∂Q̃(x(k), u(k))/∂uk = 0, we have

u(k) = −(H̃uu)
−1H̃uxx(k). (50)

Then, it is obvious to get

K̃ = (H̃uu)
−1H̃ux. (51)

Using (47), one obtains

X(k)T H̃X(k) = X(k)T
[
Q 0
0 R

]
X(k)

+ γ2j

[
x(k + 1)

−K̃x(k + 1)

]T
H̃

[
x(k + 1)

−K̃x(k + 1)

]
.

(52)

Letting M = γj

[
Inx

−K̃

]
[A B] and using x(k + 1) =

Ax(k) + Bu(k), it can be obtained that (52) is equivalent
to the Lyapunov equation

H̃ =

[
Q 0
0 R

]
+MT H̃M (53)

Lemma 4: Lyapunov equation (53) has a unique positive
definite solution H̃ if and only if γj(A−BK̃) is stable.

Proof. See Appendix B. □
According to (51) and (52), the following PI-based Q-

learning process can be designed.
1). Policy evaluation: Given the appropriate β̃ and α0. For

j = 0, 1, 2, . . ., the matrix H̃j of the Q-function can be solved
by

X(k)T H̃jX(k)

=X(k)T
[
Q 0
0 R

]
X(k) + (β̃ +

j∑
m=0

αm)2

×
[

x(k + 1)

−K̃jx(k + 1)

]T
H̃j

[
x(k + 1)

−K̃jx(k + 1)

] (54)

2). Policy improvement: The control gain can be updated by

K̃j+1 = (H̃j
uu)

−1H̃j
ux. (55)

3). Select αj+1: Update αj+1 by (33), where P̃ j is given
by

P̃ j =

[
Inx

−K̃j

]T
H̃j

[
Inx

−K̃j

]
. (56)

Next, use least squares to solve (54). The following matrices
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are obtained by collecting data as

ΓX = [vecv(X(k0)), vecv(X(k1)), . . . , vecv(X(ks))]
T ,

Γx = [vecv(z(k0 + 1)), vecv(z(k1 + 1)), . . . , vecv(z(ks + 1))]T ,

Θ̃j = ΓX − (β̃ +

j∑
m=0

αm)2Γx, ξj = ΓXvecs(Q̄),

Q̄ =

[
Q 0
0 R

]
, z(k + 1) = [x(k + 1)T , (K̃jx(k + 1))T ]T ,

(57)
where k0 < k1 < . . . < ks. From (54), one has

Θ̃jvecs(H̃j) = ξj . (58)

Similar to Lemma 2, it can be deduced from (57) and (58)
that if the collected system data satisfy

rank(ΓX) =
1

2
(nx + nu)(nx + nu + 1), (59)

matrix Θ̃j has full column-rank. The unique solution to (58)
is derived as

vecs(H̃j) = (Θ̃jT Θ̃j)−1Θ̃jT ξj . (60)

Determine β̃: It follows from Lemma 4 that if the derived
H̃0 is positive definite, then (β̃ + α0)(A − BK̃0) is stable.
Updating β̃ still is based on (31). If j = 0, then Θ̃0 = ΓX −
(β̃ + α0)

2Γx and (58) becomes

Θ̃0vecs(H̃0) = ξ0. (61)

If (59) is satisfied at j = 0, then the unique solution to (61)
can be found as

vecs(H̃0) = (Θ̃0T Θ̃0)−1Θ̃0T ξ0. (62)

If H̃0 > 0 is satisfied, then β̃ is determined, otherwise, update
β̃ by (31) until H̃0 > 0.

After β̃ is determined, update H̃j via (60), K̃j+1 via (55)
and αj+1 via (56) and (33) until β̃ +

∑j+1
m=0 αm ≥ 1. It

has been analyzed in Section IV-A that the choice of αj+1

according to (33) ensures convergence. Since iterating the
Lyapunov equation (54) is equivalent to iterating (14) (See
Lemma 7), the selection criteria (33) still guarantees the
convergence of the method in this section.

B. The Overall Stabilizing Off-Policy Q-Learning Algorithm

Suppose that stabilizing control gain K̃j+1 has been ob-
tained by (55). Set K0 = K̃j+1.

Consider the quadratic form value function of system (1) as
V (x(k)) = x(k)TPx(k) and

V (x(k + 1)) = x(k + 1)TPx(k + 1). (63)

Define the discrete-time Q-function as Q(x(k), u(k)) =
V (x(k)). Then, we have

Q(x(k), u(k)) =x(k)TQx(k) + u(k)TRu(k)

+ V (x(k + 1)).
(64)

By using (1), (63) and (64), it is easy to get

Q(x(k), u(k)) =x(k)TQx(k) + u(k)TRu(k)

+ (Ax(k) +Bu(k))TP (Ax(k) +Bu(k))

=X(k)THX(k)

=X(k)T
[
Hxx Hxu

Hux Huu

]
X(k)

(65)
where X(k) = [x(k)T , u(k)T ]T , H = HT and

Hxx = ATPA+Q, Hxu = ATPB,

Hux = HT
xu, Huu = BTPB +R.

(66)

Let ∂Q(x(k), u(k))/∂u(k) = 0 and u(k) = −Kx(k), there
is

K = (Huu)
−1Hux. (67)

Similar to (53)-(55), the following PI-based Q-learning pro-
cess is designed.

1). Policy evaluation: Set K0 = K̃j+1. For i = 0, 1, 2, . . .,
the matrix Hi of the Q-function is updated by

X(k)THiX(k)

=X(k)T
[
Q 0
0 R

]
X(k)

+

[
x(k + 1)

−Kix(k + 1)

]T
Hi

[
x(k + 1)

−Kix(k + 1)

] (68)

2). Policy improvement: The control policy gain is updated
by

Ki+1 = (Hi
uu)

−1Hi
ux. (69)

Use the data matrices ΓX and Γx collected in (57), where
K̃j is replaced by Ki in Γx. Then, the following matrices can
be obtained as

ξi = ΓXvecs(Q̄), Θi = ΓX − Γx. (70)

According to (68), there is

Θivecs(Hi) = ξi (71)

If condition (59) is satisfied, (71) can be uniquely solved as

vecs(Hi) = (ΘiTΘi)−1ΘiT ξi. (72)

Further, update Ki+1 by (69). Finally, the overall Algorithm
2 is given as follows.

The convergence is analyzed below. First, the following
necessary Lemmas are given.

Lemma 5: Solving (58) is equivalent to solving

H̃j =Q̄+ (β̃ +

j∑
m=0

αm)2

×
[

A B

−K̃jA −K̃jB

]T
H̃j

[
A B

−K̃jA −K̃jB

]
,

(73)
and solving (71) is equivalent to solving

Hi = Q̄+

[
A B

−KiA −KiB

]T
Hi

[
A B

−KiA −KiB

]
.

(74)
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Algorithm 2 Stabilizing Off-Policy Q-Learning Algorithm

1: Initialize: Set j ← 0, z ← 0, K̃0 ← 0, two sufficiently
small positive constants ε1 and α0, the monotonically de-
creasing sequence {β̃z}∞z=0 ∈ (0, 1) and bounded probing
noise. Collect data until (59) is satisfied.

2: repeat
3: Solve H̃0 by (62).
4: Select β̃ = β̃z by (31).
5: until H̃0 > 0. (Phase 1 end)
6: repeat
7: Solve H̃j by (60).
8: Calculate P̃ j from (56).
9: Calculate K̃j+1 from (55).

10: Choose αj+1 from (33).
11: j ← j + 1.
12: until β̃ +

∑j
m=0 αm ≥ 1. (Phase 2 end)

13: Set Ki ← K̃j+1, i← 0.
14: repeat
15: Solve Hi by (72).
16: Calculate Ki+1 from (69).
17: i← i+ 1.
18: until ∥Hi −Hi−1∥ < ε2. (Phase 3 end)
19: Return: Ki+1 and Hi as the optimal solutions.

Proof. If (59) is satisfied, then Θ̃j has full column-rank.
There is a one-to-one linear mapping relationship between (58)
and (54). Solving (58) is equivalent to solving (54). Then, (58)
is equivalent to

H̃j = Q̄+MT
j,K̃j H̃

jMj,K̃j (75)

where Mj,K̃j = (β̃ +
∑j

m=0 αm)

[
Inx

−K̃j

]
[A B]. Thus,

Solving for H̃j from (54) is equivalent to solving for H̃j

from (73). Similarly, it can be obtained that (71) is equivalent
to (74). □

Lemma 6: Using (54) and (55), the matrices H̃j and K̃j+1

can be written as

H̃j =

[
γ2jA

T P̃ jA+Q γ2jA
T P̃ jB

γ2jB
T P̃ jA γ2jB

T P̃ jB +R

]
(76)

and (15), where P̃ j is given by (56) and β̃ +
∑j

m=0 αm is
denoted as γj for step j. Using (68) and (69), the matrices Hi

and Ki+1 can be written as

Hi =

[
ATP iA+Q ATP iB
BTP iA BTP iB +R

]
(77)

and (10), where P i = [ITnx
,−KiT ]Hi[ITnx

,−KiT ]T .
Proof. By (75), it can be obtained that (76) holds. Similarly,

(77) holds. Using (55) and (69), one gets (15) and (10),
respectively. □

Lemma 7: Solving H̃j by (76) equals solving P̃ j by

P̃ j =ĀjT P̃ jĀj +Q

− ĀjT P̃ jB̄j(R+ B̄jT P̃ jB̄j)−1B̄jT P̃ jĀj ,
(78)

where Āj = (β̃+
∑j

m=0 αm)A and B̄j = (β̃+
∑j

m=0 αm)B,

and iterating Hi by (77) is equivalent to iterating P i as

P i = ATP iA+Q−ATP iB(R+BTP iB)−1BTP iA.
(79)

Proof. There are P̃ j = [ITnx
,−K̃jT ]H̃j [ITnx

,−K̃jT ]T and

P i =

[
Inx

−Ki

]T
H̃j

[
Inx

−Ki

]
. (80)

Substituting (76) into (56) gives

P̃ j = γ2j (A−BK̃j)T P̃ j(A−BK̃j) +Q+ (K̃j)TRK̃j .
(81)

Using (15), one has (78). Similarly, substituting (77) into (80)
gives (9). Then using (10), one obtains (79). □

Theorem 4: Set K̃0 = 0 and update H̃j , K̃j+1 and
αj+1 by (60), (55) and (33) until β̃ +

∑j+1
m=0 αm ≥ 1 for

j = 0, 1, . . ., respectively. The obtained K̃j+1 is a stabilizing
control gain of system (1) and the closed-loop system satisfies
ρ(A − BK̃j+1) < 1/(β̃ +

∑j+1
m=0 αm) for j = 0, 1, 2, . . ..

Setting K0 = K̃j+1 and updating Hi and Ki+1 by (72) and
(69) for i = 0, 1, 2, . . ., respectively, gives limi→∞Hi = H∗,
where H∗ is solution to (65). Then, ARE (8) is solved by
Ki+1 and P i.

Proof. According to Lemmas 5-7, updating H̃j and K̃j+1

by (60) and (55) equals updating P̃ j and K̃j+1 via (14)
and (16). By Theorem 2, choosing αj+1 according to (33)
is equivalent to choosing αj+1 according to (16). Therefore,
the process is equivalent to Theorem 1. According to Theorem
1, the obtained K̃j+1 is a stabilizing control gain of system (1)
and the closed-loop spectral radius satisfies ρ(A−BK̃j+1) <
1/(β̃ +

∑j+1
m=0 αm) for j = 0, 1, 2, . . ..

Let K0 = K̃j+1, Lemma 7 shows that updating Hi and
Ki+1 via (72) and (69) is equivalent to updating P i and Ki+1

via Lemma 1. It is easy to obtain limi→∞Hi = H∗ from (65)
and Lemma 1. Using (69) and (80), the Ki+1 and P i obtained
are solutions to ARE (8). □

Remark 7: Unlike the traditional Q-learning method [9],
[16], [19], [37], the input uj = −K̃jx(k) (or ui = −Kix(k))
is never applied to the system. The proposed off-policy Q-
learning Algorithm 2 requires only collecting system data
once. Then, the data is used to find the stabilizing gain
K̃j+1 and the approximate optimal solution to Q-function (65)
respectively.

Remark 8: The full column-rank conditions (27) and (59)
are the conditions of satisfying persistence of excitation. The
stabilizing control gains and optimal control gain can be online
obtained by collecting data that satisfy the above conditions,
while avoiding the system identification process as in [38]. In
addition, the policy iterations (Phase 3 of Algorithms 1 and
2) have explicit termination conditions ∥P i − P i−1∥ < ε1
and ∥Hi −Hi−1∥ < ε2, and they guarantee the optimality of
the resulting solutions. The damping coefficient-based policy
iteration (Phases 1 and 2) also has an explicit termination con-
dition β̃+

∑j+1
m=0 αm ≥ 1, which guarantees that the obtained

control policy is stabilizing. Moreover, 1/(β̃ +
∑j+1

m=0 αm)
serves as a convergence boundary for finding the stabilizing
control gain, which can be set by the user.

Remark 9: Similar to existing model-free RL methods (See
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References), the proposed algorithms do not require the system
to be known, but are affected by the size of the system, such
as the number of states and inputs. According to conditions
(27) and (59), it can be seen that if the number of states and
inputs is larger, more input-state data need to be collected.
The similar problem also exists in the system identification
methods [38]. Therefore, before using the proposed algorithm,
it is necessary to first determine the number of states and
inputs, which in turn establishes condition (27) (or condition
(59)) and runs Algorithm 1 (or Algorithm 2).

Remark 10: Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2 can be extended
to two data-driven algorithms with specified convergence
speeds. Design the constant δ > 1 as the rate of conver-
gence and change the termination threshold for Phase 2 in
Algorithms 1 and 2 to β̃ +

∑j+1
m=0 αm ≥ δ. By Theorem 1,

the obtained K̃j+1 satisfies ρ(A−BK̃j+1) < δ−1. Then, for
n = j + 1, j + 2, . . ., let β̃ +

∑n+1
m=0 αm = δ and continue

using the process in Phase 2 until ∥P̃n − P̃n−1∥ < ϵ1 or
∥H̃n − H̃n−1∥ < ϵ2. Then, the obtained K̃n+1 and P̃n

(or H̃n) converge to the optimal solutions of the system
(δA, δB) and K̃n+1 is a stabilizing gain of system (A,B)
making ρ(A − BK̃n+1) < δ−1. Finally, the states of the
system converge faster than δ−1. Note that they are not optimal
control algorithms for the original system (A,B). Due to space
constraints, the two algorithms with specified convergence
speeds and their analysis are not discussed in detail in this
paper.

VI. SIMULATION

Consider an open-loop unstable DT linear system as

x(k + 1) =

[
−1 0.5
1.5 1.2

]
x(k) +

[
2
1.6

]
u(k), (82)

where x(k) = [x1(k), x2(k)]
T . Its open-loop poles are −1.3

and 1.5. Set Q = 6I2 and R = 1. Using (A,B,Q,R) directly,
the solution to ARE (8) and optimal gain are calculated as

P ∗ =

[
27.8194 7.5337
7.5337 8.7798

]
, K∗ =

[
−0.1313 0.3759

]
.

(83)
Further, the solution of the Q-function (65) is calculated by
(68) as

H∗ =

 30.9728 −1.4963 −24.0202
−1.4963 34.6382 68.7845
−24.0202 68.7845 182.9699

 . (84)

They can be used to verify the optimality of the results of
Algorithms 1 and 2. The initial states of the system are set as
x1(0) = 5 and x2(0) = −5.

A. Validation of Model-Free PI Algorithm 1

We set β̃ = 0.1, α0 = 0.0001 and choose the initial control
input matrix as K̃0 = [0, 0]. For j = 0, 1, 2, . . ., αj+1 is
chosen as

αj+1 = a× ᾱ (85)

where a ∈ (0, 1) is a coefficient and ᾱ is the upper bound in
(33).

(a) (b)

Fig. 2. (a). The closed-loop spectral radius ρ(A−BK̃j) obtained by using
Algorithm 1; (b). iterations of the matrix K̃j .

TABLE I
COMPARISON RESULTS

optimal-error iteration-steps time (s)
Algorithm 1 2.1842× 10−8 12 + 2 0.008017

PI method [6] 4.9477× 10−7 6 0.048831
VI method [35] 8.1165× 10−6 63 0.194832

To satisfy condition (27), we use random probing noise
distributed between the intervals [−1, 1] (or a probing noise
superimposed by high-frequency sine and cosine functions).
When enough data have been collected, the stabilizing control
gain K̃j is obtained by Phases 1 and 2 of the Algorithm 1,
where αj+1 = 0.4× ᾱ. The iterative update process is shown
in Fig. 2. The iteration stops at step 12, i.e., β̃+

∑j
m=0 αm ≥ 1

is reached. At this time, K̃j = [K̃j
1 , K̃

j
2 ] is iterated as

K̃12 = [−0.1307 0.3761] (86)

and ρ(A−BK̃j) is iterated to 0.1959 at j = 12. As shown in
Fig. 2(a), the closed-loop spectral radius ρ(A−BK̃j) always
converges with an upper bound of 1/(β̃ +

∑j
m=0 αm), i.e.,

ρ(A − BK̃j) < 1/(β̃ +
∑j

m=0 αm). Moreover, Fig.4 (a)
exhibits the value of αj at each step, and we verify Theorems
1 and 2 by using this figure and Fig. 2 (a). Clearly, αj always
satisfies (16) and (33). Let the control gain be K0 = K̃12 and
run Algorithm 1 until ∥P i − P i−1∥ < ε1, where ε1 = 10−5.

After simulation, the results are obtained as in Figs. 3, where
Fig. 3(a) shows the states and the input of the system. The
system is stabilized under the action of Algorithm 1. From
Fig. 3(b), it can be shown that P i and Ki can be converged
to P ∗ and K∗ quickly by PI. The optimal error is obtained as
∥P i − P ∗∥ = 2.1842× 10−8. The final near-optimal solution
to ARE (8) is obtained as

P 2 =

[
27.8194 7.5337
7.5337 8.7798

]
(87)

and the near-optimal feedback control gain is

K3 = [−0.1313 0.3759]. (88)

Comparison of the above results with (83) shows that optimal
control is achieved through Algorithm 1.

To further validate the advantages, the proposed Algorithm 1
is compared with the existing model-free off-policy algorithm
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(a) (b)
Fig. 3. (a). The system states and input obtained by using Algorithm 1; (b).
optimal errors of P i and Ki obtained by using Algorithm 1.

(a) (b)
Fig. 4. (a). The damping coefficient αj obtained by using Algorithm 1; (b).
the damping coefficient αj obtained by using Algorithm 2.

[6] and VI algorithm [35]. It should be emphasized that OOR
problem is considered in [6] and the optimal output-feedback
tracking problem is considered in [35]. The approaches need
to be simplified before simulation, i.e., the state-feedback
optimal state stabilization problem only is considered. The
systems used are all same as (82). Both Algorithm 1 and
VI method use K = 0 as the initial control gain, while the
PI algorithm uses K = [−0.1, 0.2] as the initial stabilizing
control gain. The termination threshold for all three algorithms
is ∥P i−P i−1∥ < 10−5. Define the optimal error as ∥P i−P ∗∥.
The results are obtained as in Table I. Note that although the
PI algorithm only iterates 6 times to reach the termination
threshold, it actually achieves these 6 iterations as the system
evolves to simulation termination, and the VI algorithm is
similar. In contrast, Algorithm 1 only needs to collect data
once to iterate to the termination threshold, where 12+2 steps
indicates that Phase 2 and Phase 3 in Algorithm 1 were iterated
for 12 and 2 steps, respectively. Table I shows that Algorithm
1 is more efficient.

B. Validation of Off-Policy Q-Learning Algorithm 2

Set β̃ = 0.1, α0 = 0.0001 and K̃0 = [0, 0]. Choose αj+1

according to (85) with a = 0.4. A probing noise identical
to Algorithm 1 is used to collect data to satisfy (59), and
subsequently iterates Phases 1 and 2 of Algorithm (2). The
iteration results are shown in Fig. 5, and after 4 steps iterations,
a stabilizing control gain is obtained as

K̃12 = [−0.1307 0.3761] (89)

and ρ(A−BK̃j) is iterated to 0.1959 at j = 12. As shown in
Fig. 5(a), ρ(A−BK̃j) always converges with an upper bound

(a) (b)

Fig. 5. (a). The closed-loop spectral radius ρ(A−BK̃j) obtained by using
Algorithm 2; (b). iterations of the matrix K̃j obtained by using Algorithm 2.

(a) (b)
Fig. 6. (a). The system states and input obtained by using Algorithm 2; (b).
the optimal errors of Ki and Hi obtained by using Algorithm 2.

of 1/(β̃+
∑j

m=0 αm), i.e., it satisfies ρ(A−BK̃j) < 1/(β̃+∑j
m=0 αm). Fig. 4 (b) shows αj at each step in Algorithm

2. By using this figure and Fig. 5 (a), Theorems 1 and 2 are
verified again. Clearly, αj always satisfies (16) and (33) in
Algorithm 2.

Let the control gain be K0 = K̃12 and run Algorithm 2
until ∥Hi − Hi−1∥ < ε2, where ε2 = 10−5. The simulation
results are shown in Fig. 6. After obtaining a stabilizing control
gain, the solution of the Q-function can be quickly converged
by Algorithm 2. The optimal error of the algorithm is finally
∥Hi − H∗∥ = 1.4512 × 10−9. Ultimately, the near-optimal
solution to the Q-function (64) is

H2 =

 30.9728 −1.4963 −24.0202
−1.4963 34.6382 68.7845
−24.0202 68.7845 182.9699

 (90)

and the near-optimal control gain is

K3 = [−0.1313 0.3759]. (91)

Thus, model-free optimal control is realized.
To further validate the advantages of Algorithm 2, it is com-

pared with VI-based Q-learning algorithm [16] and PI-based

TABLE II
COMPARISON RESULTS

optimal-error iteration-steps time (s)
Algorithm 2 1.4512× 10−9 12 + 2 0.007937

PI Q-learning [9] 1.8862× 10−6 9 0.063482
VI Q-learning [16] 7.2281× 10−6 108 0.332169
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(a) (b)

Fig. 7. (a). The closed-loop spectral radius ρ(A−BK̃j) obtained by using
Algorithm 1 (β̃ = 0.1); (b). the closed-loop spectral radius ρ(A − BK̃j)
obtained by using Algorithm 2 (β̃ = 0.1).

Q-learning algorithm [9]. Similarly, both Algorithm 2 and the
VI-based Q-learning use the initial gain as K = 0, while the
PI-based Q-learning uses the initial gain as K = [−0.1, 0.2].
Define the optimal error as ∥Hi − H∗∥ and the termination
threshold as ∥Hi − Hi−1∥ < 10−5. The final results are
shown in Table II. Actually, the 9 iterations of the PI Q-
learning algorithm occupies almost the entire time of the
system evolution. As seen in Table II, Algorithm 2 is more
efficient. All of the above procedures were run on a computer
with CPU model AMD Ryzen 7 5800H with Radeon Graphics
3.20 GHz.

Remark 11: In Sections VI-A and VI-B, Algorithms 1 and
2 are verified to be valid, respectively. Note that in both
simulations, β̃ and a are the same, which leads to the same
results (compare Fig. 2 and Fig. 5, compare Fig. 4(a) and
Fig. 4(b), compare (86) and (89)). Thus, Lemma 7 is verified.
The proposed Q-learning algorithm framework proposed is
equivalent to the proposed PI framework.

C. Testing of different damping coefficients β̃ and αj+1

To verify the effect of choosing αj+1 on Algorithm 1 (i.e.,
the discussion in Remark 5), the result in Fig. 7(a) is obtained
by using different “a” according to (85). The larger coefficient
a is set, the larger the αj+1 is chosen at each step. As shown in
Fig. 7(a), a larger αj+1 is chosen, the stabilizing control gain
is obtained faster and the closed-loop spectral radius converges
faster. Remark 5 is verified.

Similar to Algorithm 1, the result in Fig. 7(b) is obtained by
using Algorithm 2 and different “a” according to (85). From
Fig. 7(b), the conclusion of Remark 5 is verified again. As
shown in Fig. 7(b), it should be noted that a larger αj+1 does
not necessarily yield a smaller closed-loop spectral radius, and
the size of the αj+1 only affects the convergence rate of the
closed-loop spectral radius.

Further, we verify the effect of different β̃ on the two
algorithms. It should be emphasized that the open-loop spectral
radius of system (82) is ρ(A) = 1.5. That is, Phase 1 of
Algorithms 1 and 2 is not iterated when β̃ < 1/1.5−α0. When
β̃ ≥ 1/1.5 − α0 is set, the β̃ is adjusted to β̃ < 1/1.5 − α0

by Phase 1 of Algorithms 1 and 2. The validity of Phase
1 of Algorithms 1 and 2 is verified as shown in the lower
left and lower right figures in Figs. 8 and 9, respectively.
As in Figs. 8 and 9, it is also verified that in the interval

Fig. 8. The ρ(A−BK̃j) at different β̃ obtained by Algorithm 1: upper left
(β̃ = 0.1, a = 0.4), upper right (β̃ = 0.4, a = 0.4), lower left (β̃ = 0.7,
a = 0.4) and lower right (β̃ = 0.9, a = 0.4).

Fig. 9. The ρ(A−BK̃j) at different β̃ obtained by Algorithm 2: upper left
(β̃ = 0.2, a = 0.3), upper right (β̃ = 0.4, a = 0.3), lower left (β̃ = 0.8,
a = 0.3) and lower right (β̃ = 0.95, a = 0.3).

β̃ ∈ (0, 1/ρ(A) − α0), setting the initial β̃ larger makes
ρ(A−BK̃j) converge faster.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose two novel data-based stabilizing
optimal control algorithms for DT systems. A stable artificial
system is constructed through the damping coefficients, and a
stabilizing control policy is obtained by varying the damping
coefficients gradually iterating this system to the original
closed-loop system. The off-policy iteration algorithm and off-
policy Q-learning algorithm are designed to realize model-free
optimal control. The convergence of these two algorithms is
analyzed. By simulation of an open-loop unstable system, it is
verified that the proposed algorithms can not only compute the
stabilizing gain and optimal solution, but also more efficient.
Notably, model-free PI for DT nonlinear systems has a broader
application scenario and is also limited by the initial stabilizing
policy, which is the focus of our future work. Moreover, we
will endeavor to apply the methods proposed in this paper to
real scenarios.

APPENDIX A
PROOF OF LEMMA 2

Suppose there exists a nonzero solution Y =
[Y T

p , Y
T
1 , Y

T
2 ]T such that ψjY = 0, where Yp = vecs(Ỹp),

Y1 = vec(Ỹ1) and Y2 = vecs(Ỹ2) with Ỹp = Ỹ T
p and
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Ỹ2 = Ỹ T
2 . According to ψjY = 0 and (23), it is easy to

obtain

0 =Ξ2vecs(χp) + Ξ3vec(χ1) + Ξ4vecs(χ2) (92)

where χp = ÃjT ỸpÃ
j − Ỹp + 2K̃jT (AT ỸpB − Ỹ1) −

K̃jT (BT ỸpB − Ỹ2)K̃
j , χ1 = 2(AT ỸpB − Ỹ1) and χ2 =

BT ỸpB − Ỹ2 with Ãj defined in (20).
Clearly, the matrix [Ξ2,Ξ3,Ξ4] is full-column rank if

(27) is satisfied. Then (92) has the unique solution as
[vecs(χp)

T , vec(χ1)
T , vecs(χ2)

T ]T = 0. Further, one can get
ÃjT ỸpÃ

j − Ỹp = 0, where Ãj is Schur. Therefore, Ỹp must
be zero, and then Yp must be zero. Moreover, there exist
Ỹ1 = AT ỸpB = 0 and Ỹ2 = BT ỸpB = 0. Finally, we can
get Y = 0. This clearly contradicts the non-zero assumption.
Therefore, ψj is full-column rank .

APPENDIX B
PROOF OF LEMMA 4

Since M = γj

[
Inx

−K̃

]
[A B], there exists an invertible

matrix Λ such that

Λ−1MΛ = γj

[
A−BK̃ B

0 0

]
(93)

It is easy to obtain

Λ = γj

[
Inx

Inu

−K̃ 0

]
. (94)

From (93), M is stable if and only if γ(A − BK̃) is stable.
Then, the Lyapunov equation (53) has a unique positive
definite solution H̃ .
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