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Cooperative Optimal Output Tracking for
Discrete-Time Multiagent Systems: Stabilizing

Policy Iteration Frameworks and Analysis
Dongdong Li, Jiuxiang Dong

Abstract—In this paper, two model-free optimal output track-
ing frameworks based on policy iteration for discrete-time multi-
agent systems are proposed. First, we establish a framework of
stabilizing policy iteration that can start from any initial feedback
control policy, relaxing the dependence of traditional policy
iteration on the initial stabilizing control policy. Then, another
efficient and equivalent Q-learning policy iteration framework
is developed, which is shown to require only less system data
to get the same results as the stabilizing policy iteration. Both
frameworks obtain stabilizing control policy by iterating the
stabilizing virtual closed-loop system step-by-step to the actual
closed-loop system. Multiple explicit schemes for the iteration
step-size/coefficient are designed and their stability during the
above iterations is analyzed. By using the generated closed-
loop stabilizing control policy and two frameworks, the optimal
feedback control gain is obtained. The approximate solution of
the regulator equations is found by model-free iteration, which
leads to the optimal feedforward gain. Finally, the cooperative
optimal output tracking is realized by a distributed feedforward-
feedback controller. The proposed algorithms are validated by
simulation.

Index Terms—optimal output tracking, multi-agent systems,
policy iteration, Q-learning, stabilizing control policy, reinforce-
ment learning.

I. INTRODUCTION

The cooperative control of multi-agent systems (MASs)
has been widely studied in the past two decades [1]–[4]
and applied to mechanical and electrical. The cooperative
output tracking problem is one of the most important problems
for MASs and is usually solved by designing a distributed
output controller for each follower to track the leader’s output.
In recent years, many classical cooperative output tracking
methods such as [5]–[7] have been proposed for the problems.
However, in these works, it is assumed that the dynamics of
each follower is known and optimal control is not considered.
The cooperative optimal output tracking (COOT) problem is
the introduction of optimal control in such problems to opti-
mize certain predefined performance metrics while achieving
cooperative tracking.

Reinforcement learning (RL) [8], [9] or adaptive dynamic
programming [10], [11], which makes decisions through the
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interaction of the agent with the environment, can com-
bine features of optimal control and intelligent computation.
Different from model-based approaches [12], it can achieve
optimal control when the model is unknown or inaccurate.
By stepwise learning and feedback, RL can obtain the near-
optimal solutions for optimal control instead of giving an
analytical solution directly. Most RL results for discrete-time
(DT) systems or continuous-time (CT) systems are designed
based on two main frameworks: policy iteration (PI) [10],
[13]–[19] and value iteration (VI) [10], [16]. PI starts with
the stabilizing/admissible control policy that gradually nears
the optimal control policy by solving a series of Lyapunnov
functions, and it has a fast convergence rate [16], [19], [20].
In contrast, VI can start with an arbitrary control policy and
update the control policy in each iteration only after the
value function has converged, so the approximate solution
converges more slowly [19], [20]. In [13], the model-based
PI for DT linear systems is presented, which is the basis
for the subsequent PI results. In [17], [18], PI-based model-
free output regulation methods are developed for CT and
DT linear systems, respectively. For the state-unmeasurable
case, in both [10], [16], the output feedback PI and VI
methods are proposed for the DT system. In [14], the optimal
output tracking problem for DT linear systems with unknown
dynamics is investigated and the effect of reconstruction errors
is considered.

The limitations of the initial stabilizing/admissible con-
trol policy remain in the above PI methods [10], [13]–[19].
Recently, many effective methods have been investigated to
address the limitations of initial stabilizing control policy
for DT [20]–[22] and CT [23]–[26] linear systems. In [21],
[25], [26], the advantages of VI are utilized to address the
initial stabilizing control limitations of the PI. In [21], the
coefficients are used to balance VI and PI, while in [25], [26],
the stabilizing control gain is computed from VI and then used
for PI to get the optimal control quickly, which is called hybrid
iteration. However, in these methods, the computing stabilizing
control policy phase still contains the main characteristics
of VI, such as slower convergence. Recently, some methods
for calculating stabilizing control policy obtained by directly
improving the PI have been proposed for DT [20], [22] and
CT [23], [24] linear systems. In [22], the iteration step size
is not explicit, whereas in [20], the algorithm must start with
the zero-initial policy. Therefore, it is important to develop a
more comprehensive algorithm for solving initial stabilizing
policy with faster convergence.
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The Q-learning algorithm is one of the classical techniques
in RL and is usually designed by means of an action-valued
function, which is defined by the Bellman equation and is often
referred to as the Q-function [19], [20]. Q-learning algorithms,
same as other RL algorithms, are mainly categorized into
two types: PI-based [15], [19], [27], [28] and VI-based [29],
[30]. In [19], [30], PI-based and VI-based Q-learning methods
are proposed for the zero-sum game optimal control problem
for DT linear systems, respectively. In [15], a PI-based Q-
learning optimal tracking method is proposed, which is directly
handled by considering a reference trajectory and designing
an augmented system. In [28], the similar approach is used
to propose a PI-based Q-learning method to deal with the
optimal tracking problem of networked systems with dropouts.
In [29], different optimal tracking method is proposed, where
the optimal feed-forward and feedback matrices are obtained
by direct training through VI-based Q-learning. However, the
method is difficult to extend to the PI framework and to COOT
problem for complex MASs. Moreover, in the PI-based Q-
learning algorithm, there is still a limitation of the initial
stabilizing control policy.

Recently, model-free PI and VI algorithms have been ap-
plied to the COOT or cooperative optimal output regulation
problem for MASs and many classical results have been
obtained such as [2], [3], [31]–[34]. Among these methods,
COOT or cooperative optimal output regulation is mainly re-
alized via the combination of output regulation theory [35] and
RL. Considering the communication topology, the output reg-
ulation/tracking part is mainly solved by solving the regulator
equations [32], [33] and internal model methods [2], [3], [31],
[34], while the optimal control is mainly realized by PI [2], [3],
[31], [33] and VI [32], [34]. In the above PI-based methods,
the computational problem of stabilizing control policy with
unknown model needs to be addressed urgently, and it is also
meaningful to develop a method to implement COOT based
on Q-learning and solving the regulator equations to obtain
the optimal feed-forward feedback control.

Inspired by existing results, the model-free distributed feed-
forward feedback optimal control algorithms for DT MASs
are proposed to realize COOT. The main contributions are as
follows:

1) A model-free iteration method for solving the optimal
feedforward and feedback gains is proposed, and the
effect of observation error is analyzed. Two model-
free stabilizing PI frameworks (including PI-based Q-
learning) for solving the optimal feedback gain are
proposed, and they are mainly divided into two phases,
which yield the closed-loop stabilizing feedback control
policy and the optimal feedback control policy, respec-
tively.

2) Compared with the method [20] that starts with a zero-
initial policy and the traditional PI [13]–[16], [18], we
develop a novel PI that can start with an arbitrary initial
control policy, and obtain the closed-loop stabilizing
control policy by building the stabilizing virtual closed-
loop system and iterating it to the actual closed-loop
system, where the upper bound on the spectral radius
of the actual closed-loop system can be set by the user.

Two schemes are designed to solve the sufficient and
necessary problem corresponding to iteration stability,
thus giving explicit iteration step-size/coefficient. The
stability of the framework and the advantages of differ-
ent schemes are analyzed.

3) An equivalent and efficient stabilizing PI-based Q-
learning framework is designed, and three schemes
are proposed to solve sufficient and necessary problem
corresponding to stability, thus explicit iteration step-
size/coefficient is obtained. The method relaxes the
stabilizing initial control policy restriction in existing
PI-based Q-learning methods [15], [19], [27], [28]. In
its model-free version, the process of solving the Q-
function and regulator equations is separated, and the
obtained overall algorithm requires less system data and
is more efficient compared to the first framework.

4) The stability, optimality and equivalence of the two
frameworks are analyzed and verified. We also analyze
and validate the equivalence between all schemes, the
inclusion relationship and the impact of the selection of
the iteration step-size/coefficient on the two algorithms.

Notations: ρ(∗) denotes the spectral radius of
the matrix “∗”. ⊗ denotes the Kronecker product.
For any matrix Y ∈ Ra×b and constants a, b,
we define vec(Y ) = [Y T

1 , Y
T
2 , . . . , Y

T
b ]T ∈ Rab,

where Yj ∈ Ra is ith column of matrix Y for
j = 1, . . . , b. If matrix Y = Y T ∈ Ra×a, vecs(Y ) =
[Y1,1, 2Y1,2, . . . , 2Y1,a, Y2,2, 2Y2,3, . . . , 2Ya−1,a, Ya,a]

T ∈
R

a(a+1)
2 , where Yi,j is the ith row and jth column

element of matrix Y . For vector v ∈ Ra, vecv(v) =

[v21 , v1v2, . . . , v1vn, v
2
2 , v2v3, . . . , va−1va, v

2
a]

T ∈ R
a(a+1)

2 .
σmax(∗) and σmin(∗) denote the maximum and minimum
singular values of the matrix “∗”.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION AND PRELIMINARIES

A. Problem formulation

A class of linear heterogeneous DT MASs is as follows

xi(t+ 1) = Aixi(t) +Biui(t), (1a)
yi(t) = Cixi(t) + Siui(t), (1b)
ei(t) = Cixi(t) + Siui(t) + Fv(t), (1c)

where xi(t) ∈ Rni , ui(t) ∈ Rmi and yi(t) ∈ Rny are the
state, input and output of agent i, and ei(t) ∈ Rny is the
output tracking error between agent i and the leader with i =
1, 2, . . . , N , and v(t) ∈ Rnv is the state of the leader as

v(t+ 1) = Ev(t), (2a)
yd(t) = −Fv(t), (2b)

where ydi ∈ Ry is its output. Ai ∈ Rni×ni , Bi ∈ Rni×mi ,
Ci ∈ Rny×ni , Si ∈ Rny×mi , E ∈ Rnv×nv and F ∈ Rny×nv

are constant matrices with appropriate dimensions.
A directed graph topology is defined as Ḡ = (V̄, Ē) with

Ē ⊆ V̄ × V̄ and V̄ = {0, 1, 2, . . . , N}. Node 0 denotes the
leader system (2), i = 1, 2, . . . , N nodes denote followers (1),
and Ni denotes the set of neighbors connected to agent i.
Define di =

∑Ni

j=1 aij and aij > 0 if (j, i) ∈ Ē , otherwise
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aij = 0. Define matrix H = [hij ]
N
i,j=1 ∈ RN×N , where hii =∑N

j=0 aij and hij = −aij with aij > 0 if (j, i) ∈ Ē , otherwise
aij = 0.

Assumption 1: [5] The (Ai, Bi) is stabilizable for i =
1, . . . , N .

Assumption 2: [5] rank(
[
Ai − λI Bi

Ci Si

]
) = ni + ny for

i = 1, . . . , N , where ∀λ ∈ σ(E).
Assumption 3: [5] The graph Ḡ contains a directed spanning

tree.
Assumption 4: [5] All eigenvalue modulus of matrix E are

less than or equal to 1.
The COOT is to design the distributed controllers for all

agents such that the output tracking error ei(t) converges
asymptotically to 0 and the predefined performances are opti-
mized. Inspired by [6], [7], we design the following distributed
observer to estimate matrices E, F and the leader state v(t)
and as

Ei(t+ 1) = Ei(t) + µi

N∑
j=0

aij(Ej(t)− Ei(t)), (3a)

Fi(t+ 1) = Fi(t) + µi

N∑
j=0

aij(Fj(t)− Fi(t)), (3b)

ζi(t+ 1) = Ei(t)ζi(t) + µiEi(t)

N∑
j=0

aij(ζj(t)− ζi(t)),

(3c)

where Ei ∈ Rnv×nv and ζi ∈ Rnv are the estimated values
of E, F and v(t) with E0 = E, F0 = F and ζ0 = v, µi =
(1+di+ai0)

−1. Define the estimated errors as Ẽi = Ei−E,
F̃i = Fi − F and ζ̃i = ζi − v. The stability analysis of the
observer is given by the following lemma.

Lemma 1: [7] Given the system (1), (2) and observer
(3), under Assumption 1, for any initial Ei(0), Fi(0) and
ζi(0) with i = 1, 2, . . . , N , there are limt→∞ Ẽi(t) = 0,
limt→∞ F̃i(t) = 0 and limt→∞ ζ̃i(t) = 0 exponentially.

To achieve the control objective, we design the following
feedforward-feedback controller as

ui(t) = −Kixi(t) + Tiζi(t), (4)

where Ki ∈ Rmi×ni is the feedback control gain and Ti ∈
Rmi×nv is the feedforward control gain. According to output
regulation theory [5], [35], Ti can be obtained by

Ti = Ui +KiXi, (5)

where pair (Xi ∈ Rni×nv , Ui ∈ Rmi×nv ) is the solution to
the following regulator equations

0 = AiX +BiUi −XiE, (6a)
0 = CiXi + SiUi + F. (6b)

The equations are guaranteed to be solvable by Assumption
2. Before analyzing the stability of the observer-based output
tracking framework, the following lemma is given.

Lemma 2: Consider system x(t+1) = f1x(t)+f2(t), where
x ∈ Rn, f1 ∈ Rn×n is Schur, f2 ∈ Rn is bounded for t > 0.
Then, for any x(0), limt→∞ x(t) = 0 if limt→∞ f2(t) = 0.

Proof. The proof is similar to [5, Lemma 1] and can be
obtained by input-to-state stability [36, Lemma 3.8].□

Theorem 1: Consider the system (1) and (2). Under Assump-
tions 1-4, Ti is designed by (5)-(6) and Ki is designed such
that Ai − BiKi is Schur for i = 1, . . . , N . The cooperative
output tracking is realized by the controller (4).

Proof. Define x̄i(t) = xi(t)−Xiv(t). By using (1),(2), (4)-
(6) and ζ̃i(t) = ζi(t)− v(t), we have

x̄i(t+ 1) =Aixi(t) +Biui(t)−XiEv(t)

=(Ai −BiKi)x̄i(t) +BiTiζ̃i(t),
(7)

where limt→∞ ζ̃i(t) = 0 exponentially by Lemma 1. Accord-
ing to Lemma 2, there is limt→∞ x̄i(t) = 0 due to Ai−BiKi

is Schur. Since ei(t) = (Ci−SiKi)x̄i(t)+SiTiζ̃i(t), one has
limt→∞ ei(t) = 0. □

Letting ūi(t) = ui−Uiv(t) and considering system (1), we
can obtain the error system as

x̄i(t+ 1) = Aix̄i(t) +Biūi(t), (8a)
ei(t) = Cix̄i(t) + Siūi(t). (8b)

For i = 1, . . . , N , the optimal feedback controller is designed
as

ūi(t) = −K∗
i x̄i(t), (9)

where K∗
i is the optimal feedback gain such that the following

optimization problem is solved,

min
ūi

{Vi(t) =
∞∑
τ=t

(x̄Ti (τ)Qix̄i(τ) + ūTi (τ)Riūi(τ))},

s.t. (8a) & (9)

(10)

with Qi = QT
i > 0 and Ri = RT

i > 0. In the subsequent de-
sign, we solve problem (10) to obtain K∗

i and solve the output
regulator equations (6a)-(6b) to obtain (Xi, Ui), respectively,
then the COOT problem is solved.

B. Preliminaries

The optimization problem in (10) can be solved by design-
ing the optimal feedback gain as

K∗
i = (Ri +BT

i PiBi)
−1BT

i PiAi (11)

where Pi = PT
i ∈ Rni×ni is the unique positive definite

solution to the algebraic Riccati equation (ARE),

Pi = AT
i PiAi −AT

i PiBi(Ri +BT
i PiBi)

−1BT
i PiAi +Qi.

(12)
Lemma 3: [13], [14], [20] Given initial stabilizing control

gain K0
i such that ρ(Ai − BiK

0
i ) < 1. Find P j

i = (P j
i )

T by
the Lyapunov equation as

P j
i = (Ai −BiK

j
i )

TP j
i (Ai −BiK

j
i ) +Qi + (Kj

i )
TRiK

j
i

(13)
and update the policy by

Kj+1
i = (Ri +BT

i PiBi)
−1BT

i P
j
i Ai (14)

for j = 0, 1, 2, . . . and i = 1, . . . , N . Then, there are:
1). ρ(Ai − BiK

j+1
i ) < 1; 2). P ∗

i ≤ P j+1
i ≤ P j

i ; 3).
limj→∞ P j

i = P ∗
i and limj→∞Kj

i = K∗
i .
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Remark 1: Lemma 3 is the classical model-based PI algo-
rithm, which can be designed as some model-free versions
[14], [16], [18] to obtain the optimal solution of ARE when
Ai and Bi are unknown. Lemma 3 requires that the initial
stabilizing policy be known, however, it is not effectively
addressed in these results.

III. MODEL-BASED SOLUTION TO THE COOT PROBLEM

In this section, we assume that the system dynamics are all
known, establish a model-based approach to solve the above
problems, and compute closed-loop stabilizing control policy
of MASs in Lemma 3.

A. Model-based solution to regulator equations
Inspired by [17], [32], [33], [37], we define two Sylvester

maps Υi : Rni×nv → Rni×nv and Ῡi : Rni×nv ×Rmi×nv →
Rni×nv as

Υi(Xi) := XiE −AiXi, (15a)
Ῡi(Xi, Ui) := XiE −AiXi −BiUi. (15b)

Then, the solutions to (6) can be established by the Sylvester
maps. Set sequences Xil ∈ Rni×nv and Uil ∈ Rmi×nv for l =
0, 1, . . . , hi and i = 1, . . . , N , where (hi−1) is the dimension
of the null space of Inv

⊗ C̄i with C̄i = [Ci, Si]. We select
Xi0 = 0ni×nv , Ui0 = 0mi×nv , all the vectors vec([XT

il , U
T
il ])

to form a basis for ker(Inv ⊗ C̄i) for l = 2, . . . , hi, and
CiXi1 + SiUi1 = −F . Note that F is not available for all
agents. Therefore, we design

[X̂T
i1, Û

T
i1]

T = −C̄T
i (C̄iC̄

T
i )

−1Fi(t0), (16)

where t0 > 0 is a sufficiently large constant, X̂i1 and Ûi1

are the estimations of Xi1 and Ui1 with X̃i1 = X̂i1 − Xi1

and Ũi1 = Ûi1 − Ui1 being the estimated errors. Assumption
2 guarantees that C̄i is row-full rank and hence C̄iC̄

T
i is

invertible. Since [X̃T
i1, Ũ

T
i1]

T = −C̄T
i (C̄iC̄

T
i )

−1F̃i(t0) and t0
is sufficiently large, there is limt0→∞(X̃i1, Ũi1) = 0.

Clearly, the solution to (6) can be approximated as

(Xi, Ui) = (X̂i1, Ûi1) +

hi∑
l=2

δil(Xil, Uil), (17)

where δil is the unknown coefficients. Unlike the CT systems
[17], [32], [33], introducing an arbitrary bounded matrix Mi ∈
Rni×ni , we have

MiῩi(Xi, Ui) =MiῩi(X̂i1, Ûi1) +

hi∑
l=2

δilMiῩi(Xil, Uil).

(18)
Then, the regulator equations (6) and its approximate version
can be expressed as

Ωiχi = ηi, (19a)
Ωiχi = η̂i, i = 1, . . . , N, (19b)

where

Ωi =[
vec(MiῩi(Xi2, Ui2)) . . . vec(MiῩi(Xihi , Uihi)) 0
vec([XT

i2, U
T
i2]

T ) . . . vec([XT
ihi
, UT

ihi
]T ) −I

]
,

χi =
[
δi2 . . . δihi vec([XT

i , U
T
i )]T

]T
,

η̂i =

[
vec(−MiῩi(X̂i1, Ûi1))

−vec([X̂T
i1, Û

T
i1]

T )

]
,

ηi =

[
vec(−MiῩi(Xi1, Ui1))
−vec([XT

i1, U
T
i1]

T )

]
with η̂i being the approximation of ηi.

Inspired by [5], [37], we design the following iteration
method to update the approximate solution to the regulator
equations (6) as

χn+1
i = χn

i − κiΩT
i (Ωiχ

n
i − η̂i), (20)

where n = 0, 1, 2, . . .. Give the following theorem to deter-
mine the parameter κi and analyze the optimality of the final
iteration solution of (20).

Theorem 2: Consider the distributed observer (6) and iter-
ation equation (20). Under Assumption 2, i = 1, . . . , N and
n = 0, 1, 2, . . . → ∞, setting 0 < κi < 2/ρ(ΩT

i Ωi) and t0
sufficiently large, the solution χn

i from (20) can be viewed as
the approximate solution of (19a) and the solution error being
sufficiently small.

Proof. Under Assumption 2, there is a vector χ∗
i satisfying

Ωiχ
∗
i = ηi, where Ωi ∈ Rni

1×ni
2 with ni1 = (2ni+mi)nv and

ni2 = (2ni+2mi−ny)nv . It can be inferred from Assumption
2 that mi ≥ ny , thus ni2 ≥ ni1. From Assumption 2, we have
0 < rank(Ωi) := ni3 ≤ ni1. By singular value decomposition,
there is an orthogonal matrix Wi ∈ Rni

2×ni
2 and a full-column

rank matrix Ω̄i ∈ Rni
1×ni

3 with WT
i Wi =WiW

T
i = I so that

ΩiWi = [Ω̄i, 0],

WT
i ΩT

i ΩiWi =

[
Ω̄T

i Ω̄i 0
0 0

]
,WT

i ΩT
i ηi =

[
Ω̄T

i ηi
0

]
.

Define χ̄∗
i = WT

i χ
∗
i = [χ̄∗T

i1 , χ̄
∗T
i2 ]T and χ̄i = [χ̄T

i1, χ̄
T
i2]

T ,
where χ̄∗

i1 ∈ Rni
3 and χ̄∗

i2 ∈ Rni
2−ni

3 . Then, Ω̄T
i χ̄

∗
i1 = ηi has

unique solution. Defining η̃i = η̂i − ηi, χ̃n
i1 = χ̄n

i1 − χ̄∗
i1 and

χ̃n
i2 = χ̄n

i2 − χ̄∗
i2, we have

χ̃n+1
i1 = (I − κΩ̄T

i Ω̄i)χ̃
n
i1 + κΩ̄T

i η̃i, (21a)

χ̃n+1
i2 = χ̃n

i2, (21b)

where η̃i = [vec(−MiῩi(X̃i1, Ũi1))
T ,−vec([X̃T

i1, Ũ
T
i1]

T )T ]T .
Let ϑi,0 and ϑi,1 be certain positive constants. Since Hµ :=
IN − diag{µi}H of graph Ḡ is Schur, there is 0 <|
λmax(Hµ) |< 1. From (3b) and F̃i(t+1) = (Hµ ⊗ Inv

)F̃i(t)
in [7], we have

∥κΩ̄T
i η̃i∥ ≤ ϑi,1 | λmax(Hµ) |t0 . (22)

Then, according to (21a), one has

∥χ̃n
i1∥ ≤(ϑi,0)n∥χ̃0

i1∥+
(
(ϑi,0)

n−1 + 1
)
ϑi,1 | λmax(Hµ) |t0 ,

(23)
where ϑi,0 = ρ(I−κΩ̄T

i Ω̄i) with 0 < κi < 2/ρ(ΩT
i Ωi). Then,

according to (21) and (23), we have

lim
n→∞

∥χ̃n
i ∥ ≤ ϑi,1 | λmax(Hµ) |t0 . (24)

Since ϑi,1 is positive constant and ϑi,1 | λmax(Hµ) |t0
is sufficiently small if t0 is sufficiently large, the solution
χ̃n
i converges to the solution of (19a), where the error is
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sufficiently small by increasing t0. The proof is completed.
□

Remark 2: Theorem 2 proves that if t0 is large enough, a
model-based approximate solution to the regulator equations
(6) can be obtained by iteration equation (20). Different from
CT systems [17], [32], [33], the Sylvester maps for complex
DT system (1) are more difficult to be re-represented as model-
free versions. Note that we introduce the matrix Mi, which
is replaced with AT

i Pi in the model-free design phase to
reconstruct the model-free Ωi and η̂i.

B. Model-based solution to the optimization problem by a
stabilizing PI

Currently, the model-free PI method developed based on
Lemma 3 can well solve the optimization problem in (10)
if the stabilizing control policy of system (8a) is known.
However, designing stabilizing control policies usually relies
on known system models. In this section, we present a method
for computing the stabilizing control policy for system (8a),
which is subsequently replaced with a model-free version.

First, for any system (8a), there must exist a positive definite
unknown constant βi satisfying

0 < βi < ρ̃i :=
1

ρ(Ai −BiK̃0
i )

(25)

such that ρ((ρ̃i − βi)(Ai − BiK̃
0
i )) < 1, where K̃0

i is the
arbitrarily bounded feedback control gain. The stabilizing PI
is given by the following lemma.

Lemma 4: For i = 1, . . . , N , given arbitrarily bounded
policy K̃0

i , constants β̃i and α0
i satisfying β̃i = ρ̃i − βi and

ρ̃i > βi > α0
i > 0. For k = 0, 1, 2 . . ., solve P̃ k

i by

[(β̃i +

k∑
m=0

αm
i )(Ai −BiK̃

k
i )]

T P̃ k
i [(β̃i +

k∑
m=0

αm
i )(Ai

−BiK̃
k
i )]− P̃ k

i = −Qi − (K̃k
i )

TRiK̃
k
i ,

(26)

update control policy K̃k+1
i and iteration step-size αk+1

i by

K̃k+1
i =(β̃i +

k∑
m=0

αm
i )2

(
Ri + (β̃i +

k∑
m=0

αm
i )2BT

i P̃
k
i Bi

)−1

×BT
i P̃

k
i Ai,

(27)

0 < αk+1
i <

1

ρ(Ai −BiK̃
k+1
i )

− (β̃i +

k∑
m=0

αm
i ). (28)

Then, there are: 1). ρ(Ai −BiK̃
k+1
i ) < 1/(β̃i +

∑k+1
m=0 α

m
i );

2). if αk
i is bounded, αk+1

i also is bounded.
Proof. Prove 1) by induction and Lemma 3. For i =

1, . . . , N and k = 0, one has ρ((β̃i + α0
i )(Ai − BiK̃

0
i )) <

ρ̃iρ(Ai − BiK̃
0
i ) = 1. Clearly, K̃0

i is the stabilizing control
gain of system ((β̃i + α0

i )Ai, (β̃i + α0
i )Bi). It follows from

Lemma 3 that ρ((β̃i+α0
i )(Ai−BiK̃

1
i )) < 1. Then, there exists

α1
i satisfying (28) due to 1/ρ(Ai − BiK̃

1
i ) − (β̃i + α0

i ) > 0.
Hence, one has ρ(Ai − BiK̃

1
i ) < 1/(β̃i +

∑1
m=0 α

m
i ). For

i = 1, . . . , N and k = 0, 1, conclusion 1) holds.
Suppose that conclusion 1) holds for k = z and i =

1, . . . , N , where z ∈ N. There is ρ((β̃i +
∑z

m=0 α
m
i )(Ai −

BiK̃
z
i )) < 1. This implies K̃z

i is a stabilizing gain of system
((β̃i+

∑z
m=0 α

m
i )Ai, (β̃i+

∑z
m=0 α

m
i )Bi). By Lemma 3, one

has ρ((β̃i +
∑z

m=0 α
m
i )(Ai−BiK̃

z+1
i )) < 1. Similarly, there

must exist αz+1
i satisfying 0 < αz+1

i < 1/ρ(Ai−BiK̃
z+1
i )−

(β̃i +
∑z+1

m=0 α
m
i ). Thus, we have ρ((β̃i +

∑z+1
m=0 α

m
i )(Ai −

BiK̃
z+1
i )) < 1. Conclusion 1) holds for k = z + 1 and

i = 1, . . . , N . Therefore, conclusion 1) is true.
Proof of conclusion 2). For i = 1, . . . , N , since α0

i and
K̃0

i are bounded, P̃ 0
i is bounded from (26). Hence, K̃1

i also
is bounded from (27). Recursively, we have that K̃k+1

i is
bounded if αk

i is bounded. Therefore, there is 0 < 1/ρ(Ai −
BiK̃

k+1
i )−(β̃i+

∑k+1
m=0 α

m
i ) <∞. Obviously, it follows from

(28) that αk+1
i is bounded. □

Remark 3: If αk
i satisfies (28), βi +

∑k+1
m=0 α

m
i is mono-

tonically increasing. Setting the termination criterion of the
algorithm in Lemma 4 to βi +

∑k+1
m=0 α

m
i ≥ 1, a stabilizing

control gain K̃k
i of system (8a) can be obtained by conclusion

1) in Lemma 4. Let K0
i = K̃k+1

i in Lemma 3, the near-
optimal control gain can be obtained by iterations. Different
from Lemma 3 or [20], Lemma 4 can start with arbitrary
initial control policy and is not limited to stabilizing gain or
K̃0

i = 0. The algorithm is equivalent to iterating the stabilizing
virtual closed-loop system (βi + α0

i )(Ai − BiK̃
0
i ) step-by-

step to the actual closed-loop system (Ai − BiK̃
k+1
i ) until

βi +
∑k+1

m=0 α
m
i ≥ 1. In the next section, we will design a

model-free version of Lemma 4.

IV. DATA-DRIVEN SOLUTION TO THE COOT BY
OFF-POLICY

In this section, the online RL algorithm is proposed by
off-policy approach to learn the optimal control gain and the
solution of the regulator equations.

A. Data collection and stabilizing policy computation

For i = 1, . . . , N , by defining x̃i1(t) = xi(t) − X̂i1ζi(t)
and x̃il(t) = xi(t)−Xilζi(t) for l = 0, 2, 3, . . . , hi and using
(1), (6) and (15), we have

x̃il(t+ 1) = Aix̃il(t) +Biui(t) + πilζi(t) + ϱil(t), (29)

where πil = −Υi(Xil), ϱil(t) = −XilẼiζi(t) −
µiXilEi

∑N
j=0 aij(ζj(t)− ζi(t)), πi1 and ϱi1(t) are obtained

by replacing Xi1 as X̂i1, respectively. By defining

Ãk
i = (β̃i +

k∑
m=0

αm
i )(Ai −BiK̃

k
i ), (30)

we rewrite system (29) as

x̃il(t+ 1) =(β̃i +

k∑
m=0

αm
i )−1Ãk

i x̃il(t)

+Bi(K̃
k
i x̃il(t) + ui(t)) + πilζi(t) + ϱil(t).

(31)
Using (26), (27) and (31), there is

x̃Til(t+ 1)P̃ k
i x̃il(t+ 1)− x̃Til(t)P̃ k

i x̃il(t)

=(β̃i +

k∑
m=0

αm
i )−2x̃Til(t)(−Qi − (K̃k

i )
TRiK̃

k
i )x̃il(t)
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+
(
(β̃i +

k∑
m=0

αm
i )−2 − 1

)
x̃Til(t)P̃

k
i x̃il(t)

+ uTi (t)B
T
i P̃

k
i Biui(t)− x̃Til(t)K̃kT

i BT
i P̃

k
i BiK̃

k
i x̃il(t)

+ 2x̃Til(t)A
T
i P̃

k
i Bi(ui(t) + K̃k

i x̃il(t)) + ζTi (t)π
T
il P̃

k
i πilζi(t)

+ 2uTi (t)BiP̃
k
i πilζi(t) + 2x̃Til(t)A

T
i P̃

k
i πilζi(t) + ωil(t),

(32)
where ωil(t) is caused by ϱil(t) as

ωil(t)

=2x̃Til(t)(Ai −BiK̃
k
i )

T P̃ k
i ϱil(t) + 2ζTi (k)π

T
il P̃

k
i ϱil(t)

+ 2(ui(t) + K̃k
i x̃il(t))

TBT
i P̃

k
i ϱil(t) + ϱTil(t)P̃

k
i ϱil(t).

(33)
The error ωil(t) arises from the combination of the observer
errors and the constant matrices. We can obtain the following
matrices by collecting data at time interval [t0, tf ]:

θx̃il
=[vecv(x̃il(t1))− vecv(x̃il(t0)), . . . ,
vecv(x̃il(tf+1))− vecv(x̃il(tf ))]T ,

Γx̃il
=[vecv(x̃il(t0)), . . . , vecv(x̃il(tf ))]

T ,

Γζi =[vecv(ζi(t0)), . . . , vecv(ζi(tf ))]
T ,

Γui
=[vecv(ui(t0)), . . . , vecv(ui(tf ))]

T ,

Γkx̃il
=[vecv(K̃k

i x̃il(t0)), . . . , vecv(K̃
k
i x̃il(tf ))]

T ,

Γx̃x̃il
=[x̃il(t0)⊗ x̃il(t0), . . . , x̃il(tf )⊗ x̃il(tf )]T ,

Γuix̃il
=[ui(t0)⊗ x̃il(t0), . . . , ui(tf )⊗ x̃il(tf )]T ,

Γζix̃il
=[ζi(t0)⊗ x̃il(t0), . . . , ζi(tf )⊗ x̃il(tf )]T ,

Γζiui
=[ζi(t0)⊗ ui(t0), . . . , ζi(tf )⊗ ui(tf )]T ,

Γωil
=[ωil(t0), . . . , ωil(tf )]

T .

By using these data matrices, (32) is written as

ϕ̃kil[vecs(P̃
k
i )

T , vec(L̃k
1,i)

T , vecs(L̃k
2,i)

T , vec(L̃k
3,il)

T ,

vec(L̃k
4,il)

T , vecs(L̃k
5,il)

T ]T = ψ̃k
il + Γωil

,
(34)

where

ϕ̃kil =[θx̃il
− ((β̃i +

k∑
m=0

αm
i )−2 − 1)Γx̃il

,

− 2Γx̃x̃il
(Ini
⊗ K̃kT

i )− 2Γuix̃il
,Γkx̃il

− Γui
,

− 2Γζix̃il
,−2Γζiui

,−Γζi ]

L̃k
1,i =A

T
i P̃

k
i Bi, L̃k

2,i = BT
i P̃

k
i Bi, L̃k

3,il = AT
i P̃

k
i πil,

L̃k
4,il =B

T
i P̃

k
i πil, L̃k

5,il = πT
il P̃

k
i πil,

ψ̃k
il =(β̃i +

k∑
m=0

αm
i )−2Γx̃il

vecs(−Q̄k
i ),

Q̄k
i =Qi + (K̃k

i )
TRiK̃

k
i .

(35)
Similar to Theorem 2, the data error Γωil

is also affected
by the observation errors and the time t0. Let ϑi,b be cer-
tain positive constants, where b = 2, 3, 4. From Lemma
1, one has that ∥

∑N
j=0 aij(ζj(t0) − ζi(t0))∥ < ϑi,2 and

∥
∑N

j=0 aij(Ej(t0) − Ei(t0))∥ < ϑi,3, hence, there exists a
small constant ϑi,4 satisfying ∥ϱil(t0)∥ < ϑi,4. For ∀t > t0,
ϑi,2, ϑi,3 and ϑi,4 will be sufficiently small as t0 is chosen
to be sufficiently large. Similar to [14, Theorem 2], [32], if

the starting time for the data collection t0 is sufficiently large,
(34) can be approximately replaced by

ϕ̃kil[vecs(P̃
k
i )

T , vec(L̃k
1,i)

T , vecs(L̃k
2,i)

T , vec(L̃k
3,il)

T ,

vec(L̃k
4,il)

T , vecs(L̃k
5,il)

T ]T = ψ̃k
il,

(36)

for k = 0, 1, . . ., l = 0, 1, . . . , hi and i = 1, . . . , N .
Lemma 5: For i = 1, . . . , N , if the condition

rank([Γx̃x̃il
,Γui ,Γζi ,Γuix̃il

,Γζix̃il
,Γζiui ])

= (ni +mi + nv)(ni +mi + nv + 1)/2
(37)

is satisfied, ϕ̃kil has full column-rank.
The full column-rank condition similar to Lemma 5 is

commonly found in data-driven RL methods such as [14], [17],
[20], [33], [37], which contain the detailed analysis process.
By Lemma 5, (36) can be solved as

[vecs(P̃ k
i )

T , vec(L̃k
1,i)

T , vecs(L̃k
2,i)

T , vec(L̃k
3,il)

T ,

vec(L̃k
4,il)

T , vecs(L̃k
5,il)

T ]T = (ϕ̃kTil ϕ̃
k
il)

−1ϕ̃kTil ψ̃
k
il,

(38)

for k = 0, 1, 2, . . .. According to (27), update the control gain
by

K̃k+1
i =(β̃i +

k∑
m=0

αm
i )2

(
Ri + (β̃i +

k∑
m=0

αm
i )2L̃k

2,i

)−1
L̃k
1,i.

(39)

B. Determine initial coefficient β̃i + α0
i

Initialize a sufficiently small constant α0
i > 0 and a

monotonic sequence {β̃z
i } satisfying 0 < β̃z+1

i < β̃z
i and

limz→∞ β̃z
i = 0 for ∀z ∈ N. Set z ← 0 and β̃i ← β̃0

i , repeat:
1). if P̃ 0

i ≤ 0 from (38), then z ← z + 1, β̃i ← β̃z
i and

calculate P̃ 0
i by (38); else end; 2). output β̃i ← β̃z

i and α0
i .

Remark 4: If t0 is sufficiently large and (37) is satisfied,
solving P̃ k

i by (38) is equivalent to solving P̃ k
i by (26). For

k = 0, if P̃ 0
i > 0, it can be deduced from Lyapunnov theory

that (β̃i+α0
i )(Ai−BiK̃

0
i ) is Schur. Therefore, we can use the

above iterations to find the coefficient β̃i + α0
i such that the

system ((β̃i+α
0
i )Ai, (β̃i+α

0
i )Bi) is stabilized by any bounded

initial control gain K̃0
i . It is clear that neither (38)-(39) nor

the above iterations use a priori knowledge.

C. Choose iteration step-size αk+1
i by model-free methods

Updating αk+1
i by (28) is equivalent to solving the following

problem:

solve αk+1
i , i = 1, . . . , N,

s.t.

{
αk+1
i > 0

(Ãk+1
i )TΘk+1

i Ãk+1
i −Θk+1

i < 0,

(40)

where Ãk+1
i is defined in (30), Θk+1

i is an unknown positive
definite matrix and exists. We provide two schemes for solving
the problem in (40) to obtain the model-free version of (28).

Scheme 1. (Pseudo-solution based method.) Solve ˆ̃P k+1
i by

[(β̃i +

k∑
m=0

αm
i )(Ai −BiK̃

k+1
i )]T ˆ̃P k+1

i [(β̃i +

k∑
m=0

αm
i )(Ai
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−BiK̃
k+1
i )]− ˆ̃P k+1

i = −Qi − (K̃k+1
i )TRiK̃

k+1
i . (41)

Then, (41) can be solved by the model-free form as

[vecs( ˆ̃P k+1
i )T , ∗, ∗, ∗, ∗, ∗]T = (ϕ̂k+1T

il ϕ̂k+1
il )−1ϕ̂k+1T

il ψ̂k+1
il ,

(42)
where “∗” denotes the other vectors that are not used, ϕ̂k+1

il

and ψ̂k+1
il are obtained by replacing K̃k

i with K̃k+1
i in ϕkil

and ψk
il, respectively. We name ˆ̃P k+1

i as pseudo-solution, thus
distinguishing it from the positive definite unique solution
P̃ k+1
i to (26). Finally, (28) is replaced by

0 < αk+1
i < (β̃i +

k∑
m=0

αm
i )(

√√√√ σmin(Q̄
k+1
i )

σmax(
ˆ̃P k+1
i − Q̄k+1

i )
+ 1− 1).

(43)
Scheme 2. (Monotonicity-based method.) By using the

monotonicity 0 < ˆ̃P k+1
i ≤ P̃ k

i , we obtain the following
selection criteria for αk+1

i as

0 < αk+1
i < (β̃i +

k∑
m=0

αm
i )(

√
σmin(Q̄

k+1
i )

σmax(P̃ k
i − Q̄

k+1
i )

+ 1− 1),

(44)
where P̃ k

i and Q̄k+1
i are obtained by (38)-(39).

Theorem 3: For i = 1, . . . , N and a sufficiently large t0,
given the control gain K̃k+1

i by (27). Then, one has that: 1).
updating αk+1

i by (28) is equivalent to solving the problem
in (40); 2). if the αk+1

i is updated by scheme 1, the αk+1
i

satisfies (40); 3). if the αk+1
i is updated by scheme 2, the

αk+1
i satisfies (40).
Proof. Proof of conclusion 1). (Sufficiency:) Satisfying

(28) implies that ρ(Ãk+1
i ) < 1 and αk+1

i > 0. Then,
there must exist a positive definite matrix Θk+1

i such that
(Ãk+1

i )TΘk+1
i Ãk+1

i −Θk+1
i < 0.

(Necessity:) The αk+1
i obtained by solving the problem in

(40) satisfies its constraints. This implies that αk+1
i > 0 and

ρ((β̃i +
∑k+1

m=0 α
m
i )(Ai − BiK̃

k+1
i )) < 1. Then, (28) can be

obtained. Conclusion 1) is proved.
Proof of conclusion 2). For i = 1, . . . , N , since K̃k+1

i from
(27) is the stabilizing control gain of (β̃i +

∑k
m=0 α

m
i )(Ai −

BiK̃
k+1
i ). This implies that there exists a unique positive

definite solution ˆ̃P k+1
i to (41). If t0 is sufficiently large,

solving (42) is equivalent to solving (41). One has

(Ãk+1
i )T ˆ̃P k+1

i Ãk+1
i − ˆ̃P k+1

i

(a)
=((

β̃i +
∑k+1

m=0 α
m
i

β̃i +
∑k

m=0 α
m
i

)2 − 1)( ˆ̃P k+1
i − Q̄k+1

i )− Q̄k+1
i

(b0)
< σmin(Q̄

k+1
i )Ini

− Q̄k+1
i < 0,

(45)

where (a) is obtained by (41) and the definition of Ãk+1
i , (b0)

is obtained by (43). Since the right hand side of Eq. (a) in
(45) is a monotonically increasing function on the interval (43)
with respect to αk+1

i , we have (Ãk+1
i )T ˆ̃P k+1

i Ãk+1
i − ˆ̃P k+1

i <
0 when αk+1

i satisfies (43). Clearly, (40) is satisfied, where
Θk+1

i = ˆ̃P k+1
i .

Proof of conclusion 3). For sufficiently large t0 and i =
1, . . . , N , since K̃k+1

i from (27) is the stabilizing control

gain of (β̃i +
∑k

m=0 α
m
i )(Ai − BiK̃

k+1
i ). Viewing (β̃i +∑k

m=0 α
m
i )Ai and (β̃i +

∑k
m=0 α

m
i )Bi as Ai and Bi respec-

tively in Lemma 3, we get 0 < ˆ̃P k+1
i ≤ P̃ k

i by conclusion 2)
in Lemma 3. Then, one has

(Ãk+1
i )T ˆ̃P k+1

i Ãk+1
i − ˆ̃P k+1

i

(a)
=((

β̃i +
∑k+1

m=0 α
m
i

β̃i +
∑k

m=0 α
m
i

)2 − 1)( ˆ̃P k+1
i − Q̄k+1

i )− Q̄k+1
i

(b1)

≤ ((1 +
αk+1
i

β̃i +
∑k

m=0 α
m
i

)2 − 1)(P̃ k
i − Q̄k+1

i )− Q̄k+1
i

(c)
<σmin(Q̄

k+1
i )Ini

− Q̄k+1
i < 0,

(46)
where (b1) is obtained by 0 < ˆ̃P k+1

i ≤ P̃ k
i and (c) is obtained

by (44). Similarly, any choice of αk+1
i on interval (44) ensures

the stability of system Ãk+1
i for step k + 1. Clearly, (40) is

satisfied. □
Remark 5: Theorem 3 guarantees the stability of the sta-

bilizing PI from the kth step iteration to the (k + 1)st step
iteration. Both Schemes 1 and 2 are feasible. In Scheme 1,
the selection interval (43) for αk+1

i is obtained by solving the
pseudo-solution ˆ̃P k+1

i , which is the solution of the Lyapunnov
equation (41) for the system (β̃i+

∑k
m=0 α

m
i )(Ai−BiK̃

k+1
i ),

not the solution P̃ k+1
i of the system Ãk+1

i in step k + 1. In
Scheme 2, iteration (42) is avoided by using the monotonicity
0 < ˆ̃P k+1

i ≤ P̃ k
i and the selection interval (44) for αk+1

i is
computed directly.

Remark 6: Although Scheme 2 has less computation in
each iteration, the resulting interval (44) is contained in the
interval (43), noting that solving (42) in Scheme 1 does not
require the data to be re-collected. Since the right-hand side
of (a) is a monotonically increasing function on the interval
αk+1
i > 0 with respect to αk+1

i and (b1) is obtained by further
relaxation of (a), it follows from (45) and (46) that (44)⊆(43).
According to Lemma 4, the actual closed-loop system satisfies
ρ(Ai −BiK̃

k
i ) < 1/(βi +

∑k
m=0 α

k
i ) for ∀k ∈ N. Obviously,

a larger αk+1
i can either find the stabilizing control gain faster

or make the closed-loop system spectral radius smaller. Since
(44)⊆(43), the αk+1

i obtained by using Scheme 1 in each
iteration is greater.

D. Stabilizing PI-based data-driven COOT Algorithm 1
After closed-loop stabilizing control gain K̃k+1

i is obtained
by model-free modified PI and βi +

∑k+1
m=0 α

m
i ≥ 1, if let

Kj
i = K̃k+1

i be the stabilizing control gain with j = 0 and
always set βi +

∑k+1
m=0 α

m
i = 1, then Lemma 4 degenerates

into Lemma 3. According to (36), for sufficiently large t0,
i = 1, . . . , N and j = 0, 1, 2, . . ., we have

ϕjil[vecs(P
j
i )

T , vec(Lj
1,i)

T , vecs(Lj
2,i)

T , vec(Lj
3,il)

T ,

vec(Lj
4,il)

T , vecs(Lj
5,il)

T ]T = ψj
il,

(47)

where

ϕjil =[θx̃il
,−2Γx̃x̃il

(Ini
⊗KjT

i )− 2Γuix̃il
,Γjx̃il

− Γui
,−2Γζix̃il

,−2Γζiui
,−Γζi ]

Lj
1,i =A

T
i P

j
i Bi, Lj

2,i = BT
i P

j
i Bi, Lj

3,il = AT
i P

j
i πil,
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Lj
4,il =B

T
i P

j
i πil, Lj

5,il = πT
ilP

j
i πil,

ψj
il =Γx̃x̃il

vecs(−Qi −KjT
i RiK

j
i ),

Γjx̃il
=[vecv(Kj

i x̃il(t0)), . . . , vecv(K
j
i x̃il(tf ))]

T .

(48)

If (37) is satisfied, (48) can be uniquely solved by

[vecs(P j
i )

T , vec(Lj
1,i)

T , vecs(Lj
2,i)

T , vec(Lj
3,il)

T ,

vec(Lj
4,il)

T , vecs(Lj
5,il)

T ]T = (ϕjTil ϕ
j
il)

−1ϕjTil ψ
j
il,

(49)

Then, the control gain can be updated by

Kj+1
i = (Ri + Lj

2,i)
−1Lj

1,i. (50)

Based on (49), let Mi = AT
i P

j
i in (18). Note that

πil = −Υi(Xil). Since Υi(Xil) = XilE − AiXil = −πil,
there is Ῡi(Xil, Uil) = −πil − BiUil. Therefore, we have
MiῩi(Xil, Uil) = −AT

i P
j
i πil − AT

i P
j
i BiUil = −Lj

3,il −
Lj
1,iUil. The Ωi and η̂i in (19b) can be rewritten as

Ωi =[
vec(−Lj

3,i2 − L
j
1,iUi2) . . . vec(−Lj

3,ihi
− Lj

1,iUihi
) 0

vec([XT
i2, U

T
i2]

T ) . . . vec([XT
ihi
, UT

ihi
]T ) −I

]
,

η̂i =

[
vec(Lj

3,i1 + Lj
1,iÛi1)

−vec([X̂T
i1, Û

T
i1]

T )

]
.

(51)
Finally, the overall stabilizing off-policy data-driven online
COOT algorithm can be summarized as in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Stabilizing Off-Policy Iteration Algorithm

1: Initialize: Select arbitrary control policy K̃0
i , sufficiently

small positive constants εi,1, εi,2 and α0
i , a monotonic

sequence {β̃z
i } satisfying β̃z

i < β̃z+1
i and limz→∞ β̃z

i = 0
for ∀z ∈ N. Design ui(t) = −K̃0

i xi(t)+ni(t) as the input
signal on [0, tf ], where ni(t) is the exploration noise. Set
k ← 0, z ← 0, l← 0, j ← 0, β̃i ← β̃0

i .
2: Pre-collection: Set a larger t0. By using (3), (16) and
Fi(t0), X̂i1 and Ûi1 are obtained.

3: Data-collection: Collect data on the time interval [t0, tf ]
until (37) is satisfied.

4: Online iteration: (Steps 5-12)
5: If P̃ 0

i ≤ 0 from (38), then z ← z + 1, β̃i ← β̃z
i and

calculate P̃ 0
i by (38), otherwise output β̃i ← β̃z

i and go
to the next step;

6: Solve P̃ k
i , L̃k

1,i and L̃k
2,i by (38), update K̃k+1

i by (39);
7: Choose αk+1

i by Scheme 1 or Scheme 2. If β̃i +∑k+1
m=0 α

m
i ≥ 1, let K0

i ← K̃k+1
i and go to the next

step; Otherwise k ← k + 1 and go to step 6;
8: Solve P j

i , Lj
1,i and Lj

2,i by (47), then update control policy
Kj+1

i by (49);
9: If ∥P j

i − P
j−1
i ∥ ≤ εi,1, go to the next step; Otherwise

j ← j + 1 and go to step 8;
10: Solve (47) to obtain Ωi and η̂i by (51);
11: Determine parameter 0 < κi < 2/ρ(ΩT

i Ωi);
12: Calculate χn

i by (20) until ∥χn+1
i − χn

i ∥ ≤ εi,2.
13: Optimal control phase: The learned optimal feedback

gain K̂∗
i and feedforward gain T̂ ∗

i are given as K̂∗
i =

Kj+1
i and T̂ ∗

i = Ui + K̂∗
iXi, respectively.

Theorem 4: Under Assumptions 1-4, consider the distributed
observer (3) and DT system (1)-(2). For i = 1, . . . , N ,
let the adaptive feedforward-feedback controller as ui(t) =
−K̂∗

i xi(t)+T̂
∗
i ζi(t), where K̂∗

i and T̂ ∗
i are the learned optimal

gains by Algorithm 1. Then, the COOT problem is solved.
Proof. We first show that Kj+1

i and χn
i converge to ideal

values. Based on Lemma 1 and Theorem 2, if t0 in Algorithm
1 is sufficiently large, χn

i converges to the solution of (19a),
thus the solution (Xi, Ui) to (6) is obtained. Similar to [14,
Theorem 2], [32], if t0 in Algorithm 1 is sufficiently large, the
solution of (36) converges to the solution of (34). If (37) is
satisfied, then (36) can be uniquely solved by (38). Then, (38)
is equivalent to (26). This implies that (39) is equivalent to
(27). By Theorem 3, updating αk+1

i by using Scheme 1 and
Scheme 2 must satisfy (28). Thus, steps 5-7 of Algorithm 1
are equivalent to Lemma 4 and K̃k+1

i is a stabilizing control
gain. Letting K0

i = K̃k+1
i clearly satisfies the initial condition

of Lemma 3. If t0 in Algorithm 1 is sufficiently large and (37)
is satisfied, (49) is equivalent to (13), then Kj+1

i from (50)
converges to the optimal control gain K∗

i and P j
i converges

to the optimal solution P ∗
i . Therefore, the learned optimal

gains K̂∗
i and T̂ ∗

i by Algorithm 1 converge to the optimum,
respectively. Since Ai−BiK̂

∗
i is Schur and T̂ ∗

i satisfies (5)-(6),
by Theorem 1 one gets limt→∞ ei(t) = 0. Thus, the COOT
problem is solved. The proof is completed. □

V. Q-LEARNING ALGORITHM BASED ON STABILIZING PI
In this section, we extend Lemma 3 and Lemma 4 to design

another model-free algorithm based on Q-learning.

A. Q-learning establishment and stabilizing policy computa-
tion

For i = 1, . . . , N and l = 0, 2, 3, . . . , hi, define ũil(t) =
ui(t) − Uilζi(t) and ũi1(t) = ui(t) − Ûi1ζi(t). We construct
a virtual system as

ξ̃il(t+ 1) =(β̃i +

k∑
m=0

αm
i )x̃il(t+ 1), (52)

where β̃i +
∑k

m=0 α
m
i is defined as γki . The value functions

associated with system (52) are

Ṽil(x̃il(t)) = x̃Til(t)P̃ix̃il(t), (53a)

Ṽil(ξ̃il(t+ 1)) = ξ̃Til (t+ 1)P̃iξ̃il(t+ 1), (53b)

where P̃i = P̃T
i > 0. Then, the following Bellman equation

can be obtained as

Ṽil(x̃il(t)) = x̃Til(t)Qix̃il(t) + ũTil(t)Riũil(t) + Ṽil(ξ̃il(t+ 1)).
(54)

Define the DT Q-function as Q̃il(x̃il(t), ũil(t)) = Ṽil(x̃il(t)).
According to (54), one has

Q̃il(x̃il(t), ũil(t)) =x̃
T
il(t)Qix̃il(t) + ũTil(t)Riũil(t)

+ Ṽil(ξ̃il(t+ 1)).
(55)

By defining Zil(t) = [x̃Til(t), ũ
T
il(t)]

T and using (52)-(55), one
has

Q̃il(x̃il(t), ũil(t)) =x̃
T
il(t)Qix̃il(t) + ũTil(t)Riũil(t)
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+ (γki )
2x̃Til(t+ 1)P̃ix̃il(t+ 1)

=ZT
il (t)

[
H̃i,11 H̃i,12

H̃i,21 H̃i,22

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=H̃i

Zil(t), (56)

where H̃T
i = H̃i, H̃i,11 = (γki )

2AT
i P̃iAi + Qi, H̃i,12 =

(γki )
2AT

i P̃iBi, H̃i,22 = (γki )
2BT

i P̃iBi + Ri. The Bellman
equation (54) is rewritten as

ZT
il (t)H̃iZil(t) =x̃

T
il(t)Qix̃il(t) + ũTil(t)Riũil(t)

+ ZT
il (t+ 1)H̃iZil(t+ 1).

(57)

According to [20], [27], the optimal control under (Xil, Uil)
is derived by ∂Q̃il(x̃il(t), ũil(t))/∂ũil = 0. Then, there is

ũil(t) = −(H̃i,22)
−1H̃i,21x̃il(t) = −K̃ix̃il(t), (58)

where H̃i,21 = H̃T
i,12. Clearly, solving K̃i and P̃i is indepen-

dent of the l. That is, we can obtain K̃i and P̃i by being in the
case (Xi0, Ui0). For l = 0, using ũi0(t+1) = −K̃ix̃i0(t+1) in
(58), we establish the following simplified Lyapunov equation
for Q-learning as

ZT
i0(t)H̃iZi0(t) = ZT

i0(t)QRiZi0(t)

+ (γki )
2

[
x̃i0(t+ 1)

K̃ix̃i0(t+ 1)

]T
H̃i

[
x̃i0(t+ 1)

K̃ix̃i0(t+ 1)

]
,

(59)

where QRi =

[
Qi 0
0 Ri

]
. By defining Πi =

γki

[
Ini

−K̃i

]
[Ai Bi] and using x̃i0(t + 1) = Aix̃i0(t) +

Biũi0(t), one has that (59) is equivalent to the Lyapunov
equation as

H̃i = QRi +ΠT
i H̃iΠi, (60)

and P̃i = [Ini
,−K̃T

i ]H̃i[Ini
,−K̃T

i ]
T .

Lemma 6: For i = 1, . . . , N , system γki (Ai−BiK̃i) is stable
if and only if there exists a unique positive definite solution
H̃i to Lyapunov equation (60).

Proof. This proof can be obtained by expanding [20, Lemma
4] to system γki (Ai −BiK̃i) for i = 1, . . . , N . □

According to (58), (59) and Lemma 6, the following stabi-
lizing Q-learning iteration is established.

Iteration 1. Stabilizing PI-based Q-learning

1. Policy evaluation: Given arbitrary K̃0
i , the appropriate

positive constants α0
i and β̃i. For k = 0, 1, . . . and i =

1, . . . , N , solve H̃k
i by

ZT
i0(t)H̃

k
i Zi0(t) = ZT

i0(t)QRiZi0(t) + (β̃i +

k∑
m=0

αm
i )2

×
[

x̃i0(t+ 1)

−K̃k
i x̃i0(t+ 1)

]T
H̃k

i

[
x̃i0(t+ 1)

−K̃k
i x̃i0(t+ 1)

]
.

(61)
2. Policy improvement: Update control policy by

K̃k+1
i = (H̃k

i,22)
−1H̃k

i,21. (62)

3. Update αk+1
i and P̃ k

i : Update αk+1
i by (28) and update

P̃ k
i by

P̃ k
i = [Ini , (−K̃k

i )
T ]H̃k

i [Ini , (−K̃k
i )

T ]T . (63)

Then, there are: 1). ρ(Ai −BiK̃
k+1
i ) < 1/(βi +

∑k+1
m=0 α

m
i );

2). if αk
i is bounded, αk+1

i is also bounded.

Define zki0(t + 1) = [x̃i0(t + 1)T , (K̃k
i x̃i0(t + 1))T ]T and

collect data on [t0, tf ] to obtain the following matrices as

ΓZi0
= [vecv(Zi0(t0)), vecv(Zi0(t1)), . . . , vecv(Zi0(tf ))]

T ,

Γzk
i0
= [vecv(zki0(t0 + 1)), . . . , vecv(zki0(tf + 1))]T .

According to (61), we have

Ξ̃k
i vecs(H̃

k
i ) = φ̃k

i , (64)

where Ξ̃k
i = ΓZi0

− (β̃i +
∑k

m=0 α
m
i )2Γzk

i0
and φ̃k

i =
ΓZi0

vecs(QRi). Similar to Lemma 5, if the collected data
satisfy

rank(ΓZi0) = (ni +mi)(ni +mi + 1)/2, (65)

the matrix Ξ̃k
i has full column-rank. Then, for k = 0, 1, . . .,

(64) can be solved by

vecs(H̃k
i ) = (Ξ̃kT

i Ξ̃k
i )

−1Ξ̃kT
i φ̃k

i . (66)

B. Determine β̃i and αk+1
i by Q-learning.

It follows from Lemma 6 that if the solution H̃k
i to (61)

is positive definite, then the system (β̃i +
∑k

m=0 α
m
i )(Ai −

BiK̃
k
i ) is stable. Based on this conclusion, the coefficient β̃i+

α0
i can be determined by the following iteration.
Initialize a sufficiently small constant α0

i > 0 and a
monotonic sequence {β̃z

i } satisfying 0 < β̃z+1
i < β̃z

i and
limz→∞ β̃z

i = 0 for ∀z ∈ N. Set z ← 0 and β̃i ← β̃0
i , repeat:

1). if H̃0
i ≤ 0 from (66), then z ← z + 1, β̃i ← β̃z

i and
calculate H̃0

i by (66); else end; 2). output β̃i ← β̃z
i and α0

i .
We design three schemes for choosing αk+1

i , all of which
ensure stability at each iteration step. It is first necessary to
prove the equivalence of Stabilizing PI-based Q-learning and
Lemma 4. Similar to Iteration 1, the following PI-based Q-
learning iteration 2 is designed.

Iteration 2. PI-based Q-learning
1. Policy evaluation: Given a initial stabilizing policy

K0
i such that ρ(Ai − BiK

0
i ) < 1. For j = 0, 1, . . . and

i = 1, . . . , N , solve Hj
i by

ZT
i0(t)H

j
i Zi0(t) = ZT

i0(t)QRiZi0(t)+[
x̃i0(t+ 1)

−Kj
i x̃i0(t+ 1)

]T
Hj

i

[
x̃i0(t+ 1)

−Kj
i x̃i0(t+ 1)

]
.

(67)
2. Policy improvement: Update control policy by

Kj+1
i = (Hj

i,22)
−1Hj

i,21. (68)

Then, there are: 1). P j
i = [Ini , (−K

j
i )

T ]Hj
i [Ini , (−K

j
i )

T ]T ;
2). ρ(Ai − BiK

j+1
i ) < 1; 3). H∗

i ≤ Hj
i ≤ Hj+1

i ,
limj→∞Hj

i = H∗
i and limj→∞Kj

i = K∗
i .

Lemma 7: Stabilizing PI-based Q-learning iteration 1 is
equivalent to the stabilizing PI algorithm in Lemma 4, and
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PI-based Q-learning iteration 2 is equivalent to the traditional
PI algorithm in Lemma 3.

Proof. Solving (61) is equivalent to solving H̃k
i = QRi +

ΠkT
i H̃k

i Π
k
i , where Πk

i = γki [Ini , (−K̃k
i )

T ]T [Ai, Bi]. They are
further equivalent to

H̃k
i = QRi+

(γki )
2

[
Ai Bi

−K̃k
i Ai −K̃k

i Bi

]T
H̃k

i

[
Ai Bi

−K̃k
i Ai −K̃k

i Bi

]
.

(69)
Recalling the form of H̃k

i and substituting (62) and (69) into
(63) yields

P̃ k
i =(γki )

2(Ai −BiK̃
k
i )

T P̃ k
i (Ai −BiK̃

k
i )

+Qi + (K̃k
i )

TRiK̃
k
i

(70)

which is (26). Since (62) is equivalent to (27), Iteration 1
is equivalent to the algorithm in Lemma 4. The proof that
Iteration 2 is equivalent to Lemma 3 is analogous and therefore
is omitted here. Then, we have ρ(Ai − BiK

j+1
i ) < 1 and

limj→∞Kj
i = K∗

i . Moreover, by using Lemma 6 under
γki = 1, (67) and (68), we have H∗

i ≤ Hj
i ≤ Hj+1

i and
limj→∞Hj

i = H∗
i . □

Based on Lemma 7 and Section IV-C, we propose the
following three schemes for choosing αk+1

i .
Scheme A. (Solution P̃ k

i -based method.) Since Iteration 1
is equivalent to Lemma 4 and the solution P̃ k

i can be obtained
by Iteration 1, we can update αk+1

i by (44).
According to Lemma 6, updating αk+1

i by (28) and the
problem in (40) is equivalent to solving the problem as

solve αk+1
i , i = 1, . . . , N,

s.t.

{
αk+1
i > 0

(Πk+1
i )T Θ̃k+1

i Πk+1
i − Θ̃k+1

i < 0,

(71)

where Πk+1
i is defined in Lemma 7, Θ̃k+1

i is an unknown
positive definite matrix and exists. The problem in (71) can
be solved by the following two schemes.

Scheme B. (Pseudo-solution based method.) Solve ˆ̃Hk+1
i

by
ˆ̃Hk+1
i = QRi + (Πk

K̃k+1
i

)T ˆ̃Hk+1
i Πk

K̃k+1
i

, (72)

where ˆ̃Hk+1
i is named as the pseudo-solution and Πk

K̃k+1
i

=

γki [Ini , (−K̃k+1
i )T ]T [Ai, Bi]. If (65) is satisfied, (72) can be

uniquely solved by

vecs( ˆ̃Hk+1
i ) = (Ξ̂kT

i Ξ̂k
i )

−1Ξ̂kT
i φ̂k

i , (73)

where Ξ̂k
i = ΓZi0 − (β̃i +

∑k
m=0 α

m
i )2Γzk+1

i0
and φ̂k

i =

ΓZi0
vecs(QRi). Finally, we update αk+1

i by

0 < αk+1
i < γki (

√
σmin(QRi)

σmax(
ˆ̃Hk+1
i −QRi)

+ 1− 1). (74)

Scheme C. (Monotonicity-based method.) By using the
monotonicity 0 < ˆ̃Hk+1

i ≤ H̃k
i , we update αk+1

i by

0 < αk+1
i < γki (

√
σmin(QRi)

σmax(H̃k
i −QRi)

+ 1− 1). (75)

Theorem 5: For i = 1, . . . , N , given the control gain K̃k+1
i

by (27). Then, one has that: 1). updating αk+1
i by (28) is

equivalent to solving the problem in (71); 2). the αk+1
i satisfies

(40) if update αk+1
i by Scheme A, Scheme B and Scheme C.

Proof. Proof of conclusion 1). (Sufficiency:) According to
Lemma 6, satisfying (71) implies that ρ(Ãk+1

i ) < 1 and
αk+1
i > 0. Thus, there must exist the positive definite unique

matrix Θ̃k+1
i satisfying (Πk+1

i )T Θ̃k+1
i Πk+1

i − Θ̃k+1
i < 0.

(Necessity:) The αk+1
i obtained by solving the problem in

(71) satisfies its constraints. It follows from (71) and Lemma
6 that αk+1

i > 0 and ρ((β̃i+
∑k+1

m=0 α
m
i )(Ai−BiK̃

k+1
i )) < 1.

Then, (28) can be derived.
2). Proof of Scheme A. It follows from Lemma 7 that Iter-

ation 1 is equivalent to Lemma 4. It follows from conclusion
1) in Theorem 3 and Theorem 5 that the problem in (71) is
equivalent to the problem in (40). Therefore, Scheme A is
equivalent to Scheme 1.

Proof of Scheme B. According to Lemmas 3, 6 and 7,
the K̃k+1

i obtained from (27) is the stabilizing control gain
of system γki (Ai − BiK̃

k+1
i ). There must exist the positive

definite unique solution ˆ̃Hk+1
i to (72). Then, one has

(Πk+1
i )T ˆ̃Hk+1

i Πk+1
i − ˆ̃Hk+1

i

(B1)
= ((γk+1

i /γki )
2 − 1)( ˆ̃Hk+1

i −QRi)−QRi

(B2)
< σmin(QRi)Ini

−QRi < 0,

(76)

where (B1) is obtained by (72) and (B2) is obtained by
(74). Since the right-hand side of Eq. (B1) is a monotonically
increasing function on the interval (74) with respect to αk+1

i ,
the choice of αk+1

i within the interval (74) ensures that
(Πk+1

i )T ˆ̃Hk+1
i Πk+1

i − ˆ̃Hk+1
i < 0 holds. Clearly, (71) is

satisfied, where Θ̃k+1
i = ˆ̃Hk+1

i .
Proof of Scheme C. According to Lemmas 3 and 7, by

viewing γki [Ai, Bi] as [Ai, Bi] in Iteration 2 and Lemma 3,
we have 0 < ˆ̃Hk+1

i ≤ H̃k
i . Then, there is

(Πk+1
i )T ˆ̃Hk+1

i Πk+1
i − ˆ̃Hk+1

i

(B1)
= ((γk+1

i /γki )
2 − 1)( ˆ̃Hk+1

i −QRi)−QRi

(C1)

≤ ((γk+1
i /γki )

2 − 1)(H̃k
i −QRi)−QRi

(C2)
< σmin(QRi)Ini

−QRi < 0,

(77)

where (C1) is obtained by 0 < ˆ̃Hk+1
i ≤ H̃k

i and (C2) is
obtained by (75). Similarly, any choice of αk+1

i on interval
(75) ensures the stability of system Ãk+1

i for step k+1. Thus,
(71) is satisfied. □

Remark 7: Lemma 6 is the basis for the design of Iteration 1
and Iteration 2, and a fundamental stability condition for the
choice of αk+1

i . According to Lemma 6, the Lemma 7 can
also be further obtained. Thus, a novel Q-learning framework
(Iteration 1 and Iteration 2) different from [15], [16], [28],
[30] is composed. Moreover, instead of re-collecting data and
calculating ũi0(t) = −K̃k

i x̃i0(t) using the estimated K̃k
i (or

Kj
i ), the collected data are directly utilized in Iteration 1 (or

2) to quickly iterate H̃k
i (or Hj

i ) and update K̃k+1
i (or Kj+1

i ).
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Remark 8: Note that since stabilizing PI-based Q-learning
is equivalent to Lemma 4, the process of obtaining stabilizing
control gains by using Iteration 1 with Scheme A should be
the same as the results by using Algorithm 1 with Scheme 2.
If the results are the same, it also verifies their equivalence.
Similarly, Scheme C is obtained by further contracting from
Scheme B. Thus, it is easy to obtain (75) ⊆ (74). However,
it is unable to compare the relationship between Scheme A
and Schemes B (or C), as the relationship is influenced by
[Ini

, (−K̃k
i )

T ], see (44), (63), (74) and (75).

C. Stabilizing PI-based Q-learning COOT Algorithm 2
By using (64), (66) and Scheme A (or Scheme B or Scheme

C), we obtain the stabilizing control gain K̃k+1
i . Let K0

i =
K̃k+1

i be the initial stabilizing gain for i = 1, . . . , N . If (65)
is satisfied, for j = 0, 1, . . ., (67) can be solved by

vecs(Hj
i ) = (ΞjT

i Ξj
i )

−1ΞjT
i φj

i , (78)

where Ξj
i = ΓZi0

−Γzj
i0

and φj
i = ΓZi0

vecs(QRi) with zji0(t+
1) = [x̃i0(t+ 1)T , (Kj

i x̃i0(t+ 1))T ]T .
Based on Hj

i and Kj+1
i obtained from (78) and (68), we

further solve (19b) for l = 1, . . . , hi. According to Iteration 2
and P j

i = [Ini
, (−Kj

i )
T ]Hj

i [Ini
, (−Kj

i )
T ]T , we can get[

x̃il(t+ 1)

−Kj
i x̃il(t+ 1)

]T
Hj

i

[
x̃il(t+ 1)

−Kj
i x̃il(t+ 1)

]
−
[

x̃il(t)

−Kj
i x̃il(t)

]T
Hj

i

[
x̃il(t)

−Kj
i x̃il(t)

]
=x̃Til(t+ 1)P j

i x̃il(t+ 1)− x̃Til(t)P
j
i x̃il(t).

(79)

And (29) can be rewritten as

x̃il(t+ 1) =Aj
i x̃il(t) +Bi(K

j
i x̃il(t) + ui(t)) + πilζi(t) + ϱil(t),

(80)
where Aj

i = Ai−BiK
j
i and limt→∞ ϱil(t) = 0. Then, if t0 is

sufficiently large, by substituting (80) to x̃Til(t+ 1)P j
i x̃il(t+

1) − x̃Til(t)P
j
i x̃il(t) and using the data matrices in Section

IV-A, we have

Φil[vec
T (Lj

3,il), vec
T (Lj

4,il), vecs
T (Lj

5,il)]
T = ℏil, (81)

where ℏil = θx̃il
vecs(P j

i ) − (2Γx̃il
(Ini

⊗ KjT
i ) +

2Γuix̃il
)vec(Hj

i,12) + (Γx̃x̃il
− Γui)vecs(H

j
i,22 − Ri) +

Γx̃x̃il
vecs(Qi + KjT

i RiK
j
i ) and Φil = [2Γζix̃il

, 2Γζiui ,Γζi ].
If the condition

rank([Γζix̃il
,Γζiui

,Γζi ]) = (ni +mi)nv + nv(nv + 1)/2
(82)

is satisfied for l = 1, 2, . . . , hi, then (81) can be solved by

[vecT (Lj
3,il), vec

T (Lj
4,il), vecs

T (Lj
5,il)]

T = (ΦT
ilΦil)

−1ΦT
ilℏil.
(83)

Based on (83), let Mi = AT
i P

j
i in (18). We have

MiῩi(Xil, Uil) = −AT
i P

j
i πil − AT

i P
j
i BiUil = −Lj

3,il −
Hj

i,12Uil. The Ωi and η̂i in (19b) can be rewritten as (51),
where Lj

1,i is replaced by Hj
i,12.

Finally, the overall Algorithm 2 is given as follows.
Theorem 6: Under Assumptions 1-4, consider the distributed

observer (3) and DT system (1)-(2). For i = 1, . . . , N ,

Algorithm 2 Stabilizing Q-learning COOT Algorithm 2

1: Initiation: Select arbitrary control policy K̃0
i , sufficiently

small positive constants εi,1, εi,2 and α0
i , a monotonic

sequence {β̃z
i } satisfying β̃z

i < β̃z+1
i and limz→∞ β̃z

i = 0
for ∀z ∈ N. Design ui(t) = −K̃0

i xi(t)+ni(t) as the input
signal on [0, tf ], where ni(t) is the exploration noise. Set
k ← 0, z ← 0, l← 0, j ← 0, β̃i ← β̃0

i .
2: Pre-collection: Set a larger t0. By using (3), (16) and
Fi(t0), X̂i1 and Ûi1 are obtained.

3: Data-collection: Collect data on the time interval [t0, tf ]
until (65) and (82) are satisfied.

4: Online iteration: (Steps 5-12)
5: If H̃0

i ≤ 0 from (66), then z ← z + 1, β̃i ← β̃z
i and

calculate H̃0
i ≤ 0 by (66), otherwise output β̃i ← β̃z

i and
go to the next step;

6: Solve H̃k
i by (66), update K̃k+1

i by (62);
7: Choose αk+1

i by Scheme A (or Scheme B or Scheme C).
If β̃i +

∑k+1
m=0 α

m
i ≥ 1, let K0

i ← K̃k+1
i and go to the

next step; Otherwise k ← k + 1 and go to step 6;
8: Solve Hj

i by (78), update control policy Kj+1
i by (68);

9: If ∥Hj
i − H

j−1
i ∥ ≤ εi,1, go to the next step; Otherwise

j ← j + 1 and go to step 8;
10: Solve (83) for l = 1, 2, . . . , hi to obtain Ωi and η̂i;
11: Determine parameter 0 < κi < 2/ρ(ΩT

i Ωi);
12: Calculate χn

i by (20) until ∥χn+1
i − χn

i ∥ ≤ εi,2.
13: Optimal control phase: The learned optimal feedback

gain K̂∗
i and feedforward gain T̂ ∗

i are given as K̂∗
i =

Kj+1
i and T̂ ∗

i = Ui + K̂∗
iXi, respectively.

let the adaptive feedforward-feedback controller as ui(t) =
−K̂∗

i xi(t)+T̂
∗
i ζi(t), where K̂∗

i and T̂ ∗
i are the learned optimal

gains by Algorithm 2. Then, the COOT problem is solved.
Proof. For i = 1, . . . , N and k = 0, 1, 2, . . ., if (65) is satis-

fied, (64) can be solved by (66). It follows from Lemma 7 that
the stabilizing Q-learning Iteration 1 is equivalent to Lemma
4. Therefore, choosing αk+1

i by Scheme A satisfies (28). It
follows from Theorem 5 that (28) is satisfied if and only if
αk+1
i satisfies (71). The αk+1

i obtained from Schemes B and
C are both satisfying (71), so they satisfy (28). Since (64)
is equivalent to (61), the steps 5-7 in Algorithm 2 satisfy the
stabilizing Q-learning Iteration 1. Then K̃k+1

i is the stabilizing
control gain of the system Ai−BiK̃

k+1
i . Let K0

i = K̃k+1
i be

the stabilizing control gain, which satisfies the initial condition
of Iteration 2. For j = 0, 1, . . ., if (65) is satisfied, (67) can
be solved by (78). Then, the steps 8-9 in Algorithm 2 are
equivalent to Q-learning Iteration 2. Therefore, we can obtain
limj→∞Hj

i = H∗
i and limj→∞Kj

i = K∗
i by Algorithm 2. If

t0 is large enough and (82) is satisfied, (81) can be solved by
(83). The Ωi and η̂i in (19b) can be obtained. By Theorem
2, χn

i can converge to the solution of (19a) and thus (Xi, Ui)
is obtained. Since K̂∗

i converges to K∗
i and T̂ ∗

i satisfies (5)-
(6), by Theorem 1 then we have limt→∞ ei(t) = 0. Thus, the
COOT problem is solved. The proof is completed. □

Theorem 7: For the same system, the initial collection time
t0 and exploration noise ni(t), the Algorithm 2 has less data
that must be collected to satisfy the full column-rank condition
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compared to the Algorithm 1.
Proof. Collecting data such that (37) is satisfied is the

full column-rank condition for solving the COOT problem
by Algorithm 1, and for convenience we define Ri,1 =
rank([Γx̃x̃il

,Γui ,Γζi ,Γuix̃il
,Γζix̃il

,Γζiui ]) = (ni + mi +
nv)(ni + mi + nv + 1)/2. Collecting data such that (65)
and (82) are satisfied is the full column-rank condition for
solving the COOT problem by Algorithm 2. We define
ri,1 = rank(ΓZi0

) = (ni +mi)(ni +mi + 1)/2 and ri,2 =
rank([Γζix̃il

,Γζiui ,Γζi ]) = (ni+mi)nv+nv(nv+1)/2. Then,
the rank that satisfies Algorithm 2 is Ri,2 = max{ri,1, ri,2}.
Since Ri,1 = ri,1 + ri,2, it follows that Ri,1 > Ri,2. If tf1
is defined as the time when condition (37) is satisfied and
tf2 as the time when (65) and (82) are satisfied, then there is
tf1 > tf2. □

Remark 9: Theorem 7 shows that the Q-learning algorithm
2 requires less system data and has higher efficiency for the
COOT problem of the same MASs. In addition, since Ri,1 =
ri,1 + ri,2, this advantage becomes more significant as the
system size becomes larger. However, it is clear from Lemma
7 that Algorithm 1 is important for the building process of
Algorithm 2, and together they form two novel frameworks
for model-free stabilizing PI.

Remark 10: Note that Iterations 1 and 2 are different from
the forms of traditional methods [15], [19], [28]. This novel
form of policy evaluation corresponds to Lemma 6, which is
the basis for establishing the equivalence relations in Lemma
7 and calculating P̃ k

i (or P j
i ). Moreover, Iterations 1 and

2 and COOT Algorithm 2 are established by separating the
process of solving the feedback solution from the solution to
the regulator equations. By the above method, not only the
Q-learning Algorithm 2 can be built, which is equivalent to
Algorithm 1, but also the amount of necessary data is reduced.

Remark 11: It should be emphasized that Algorithms 1 and
2 can be further simplified if optimality is not pursued, i.e.,
steps 8-9 in Algorithms 1 and 2 can be omitted. Moreover,
since ρ(Ai − BiK̃

k+1
i ) < 1/(β̃i +

∑k+1
m=0 α

m
i ), the spectral

radius of the closed-loop system (8a) can be guaranteed to be
less than 1/λ̄ if β̃i +

∑k+1
m=0 α

m
i ≥ λ̄, where λ̄ ≥ 1. This

ensures that the system is stabilized and the error converges
at a specified rate. Based on Lemma 4, some stabilizing data-
driven algorithms with prescribed convergence rate for systems
of the form x(k + 1) = Ax(k) + Bu(k) can be designed
without requiring the initial stabilizing control policy. Due to
space constraints, this is not analyzed further here.

VI. SIMULATION

In this section, the proposed Algorithms 1 and 2 will be
verified and analyzed. Consider the following DT MASs,
where the leader system is

v(t+ 1) =

[
cos(0.3) sin(0.3)
− sin(0.3) cos(0.3)

]
v(t), yd(t) = [1 0]v(t),

(84)
and the follower systems are represented as (1a) and (1b)

with Ai =

[
0 1
−1 −0.2i

]
, Ci = [1, 0] and Si = Imi for

i = 1, 2, 3, 4, B1,2 = [0, 1]T and B3,4 = [1, 0]T . Since

ρ(Ai) ≥ 1, all 4 followers are open-loop unstable. The MASs
are 4 followers and 1 leader connected by the communication
graph in Fig. 1. Set Qi = I2 and Ri = 1. The initial states

Fig. 1. The communication graph.

are set to v(0) = [3, 3]T , xi(0) = [5,−5]T , ζi(0) = [0, 0]T ,
Ei(0) = 02×2 and Fi(0) = [0, 0]. For convenience, define
ᾱk+1
i1 , ᾱk+1

i2 , ᾱk+1
iA , ᾱk+1

iB and ᾱk+1
iC to be the upper bounds of

αk+1
i in Schemes 1, 2, A, B and C, respectively. Then, these

selection schemes of αk+1
i can be denoted as αk+1

i = aiᾱ
k+1
i1 ,

αk+1
i = aiᾱ

k+1
i2 , αk+1

i = aiᾱ
k+1
iA , αk+1

i = aiᾱ
k+1
iB and

αk+1
i = aiᾱ

k+1
iC , where ai ∈ (0, 1) is the user-defined

coefficient. In this section, we adjust αk+1
i by setting ai. When

Ai and Bi are unknown, set α0
i = 10−4 and the monotonically

decreasing sequence β̃z
i as {0.5, 0.49, 0.48, . . . , 0.01}. For

both algorithms, the high-frequency exploration noises are set
to ni(t) = 0.1 sin(16t)+0.1 cos(11t), and the initial times for
collecting data is set to t0 = 85. We select κi = 1/ρ(ΩT

i Ωi),
εi,1 = 10−4 and εi,2 = 10−4 in Algorithms 1 and 2.

A. Verification and analysis of Algorithm 1

System data is collected from time t0 until condition (37)
is satisfied. Based on the system dimensions, it is known that
tf = 100. Then, the iterative results of steps 5-7 in Algorithm
1 with Scheme 2 and ai = 0.5 are shown in Fig. 3(a),
and when β̃i +

∑k+1
m=0 α

m
i ≥ 1 is satisfied, the stabilizing

control gains are obtained as K̃5
1 = [−0.8246,−0.1326],

K̃5
2 = [−0.8186,−0.2630], K̃5

3 = [−0.2456, 0.6164], K̃5
4 =

[−0.3115, 0.4778], and the spectral radius are ρ(Ai−BiK̃
5
i ) =

0.4188, 0.4260, 0.4861, 0.5225 for i = 1, 2, 3, 4. Lemma 4
is verified. Taking K̃5

i as the stabilizing control gain K0
i ,

the optimal control gain K3
i and the optimal solution P 2

i

are obtained by steps 8-9 of Algorithm 1, and the optimal
error is shown in Fig. 4, where the average optimality error∑4

i=1 ∥P 2
i − P ∗

i ∥/4 = 1.9642 × 10−6. The two phases of
Algorithm 1 undergo 5 + 2 step iterations. The convergence
process of the approximate solution to the regulator equation
(6) obtained by steps 10-12 of Algorithm 1 is shown in Fig.
5(a). Theorem 2 is verified. It is clear that both the feedforward
gain T̂ ∗

i and the feedback gain K̂∗
i of the distributed controller

ui converge to the optimum. Finally, the controller is updated
and we get the result as in Fig. 2(a). Algorithm 1 is verified.

B. Verification and analysis of Algorithm 2

System data is collected from time t0 until conditions (65)
and (82) are satisfied. It follows that tf = 94. By using 5-
7 steps of Algorithm 2 with Scheme A and ai = 0.5 until
β̃i +

∑k+1
m=0 α

m
i ≥ 1, the iterative result can be obtained

as in Fig. 3(b). The stabilizing control gains are obtained as
K̃5

1 = [−0.8246,−0.1326], K̃5
2 = [−0.8186,−0.2630], K̃5

3 =
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(a) (b)
Fig. 2. (a). The outputs of MASs obtained by using Algorithm 1; (b). The
outputs of MASs obtained by using Algorithm 2.

(a) (b)
Fig. 3. Verification of Lemmas 4 and 7: (a). The closed-loop system spectral
radius ρ(Ai −BiK̃

k
i ) obtained by using Algorithm 1 with Scheme 2, where

ai = 0.5; (b). ρ(Ai − BiK̃
k
i ) obtained by using Algorithm 2 with Scheme

A, where ai = 0.5.

(a) (b)

Fig. 4. (a). Optimality error ∥P j
i −P ∗

i ∥ obtained by using Algorithm 1; (b).
optimal feedback policy error ∥Kj

i −K∗
i ∥ obtained by using Algorithm 1.

(a) (b)

Fig. 5. (a). The error ∥χ̌n
i − χ̌∗

i ∥ obtained by using Algorithm 1; (b).
The error ∥χ̌n

i − χ̌∗
i ∥ obtained by using Algorithm 2, where χ̌n

i =
vec([(Xn

i )
T , (Un

i )T ]T ) and χ̌∗
i = vec([(X∗

i )
T , (U∗

i )
T ]T ).

(a) (b)

Fig. 6. (a). Optimality error ∥Hj
i − H∗

i ∥ obtained by using Algorithm 2;
(b). optimal feedback policy error ∥Kj

i −K∗
i ∥ obtained by using Algorithm

2.

(a) (b)

Fig. 7. (a). ρ(Ai − BiK̃
k
i ) by Algorithm 1 with Scheme 1, where ai =

0.9999; (b). the upper bound difference ᾱk+1
i1 − ᾱk+1

i2 between Scheme 2
and Scheme 1 under ai = 0.5.

[−0.2456, 0.6164], K̃5
4 = [−0.3115, 0.4778], and the spectral

radius are ρ(Ai − BiK̃
5
i ) = 0.4188, 0.4260, 0.4861, 0.5225

for i = 1, 2, 3, 4. Note that the result is exactly the same as
the result of Algorithm 1, see previous subsection. This also
verifies the equivalence of Q-learning iteration 1 and Lemma
4, i.e., Lemma 7 is verified. Similarly, the optimal control
gain K3

i and the optimal solution H2
i are obtained by steps

8-9 of Algorithm 2, and the optimal error is shown in Fig.
6, where the average optimality error

∑4
i=1 ∥H2

i −H∗
i ∥/4 =

6.0560 × 10−8. Note that the iterations of Hj
i and P j

i have
the same trend but different results. The approximate solution
to the regulator equation (6) obtained by steps 10-12 of
Algorithm 2 is shown in Fig. 5(b). This is the same result
as Algorithm 1. Finally, the output tracking result is obtained
as in Fig. 2 (b). Comparing Fig. 2(b) and Fig. 2(a), it can be
seen that Algorithm 2 collects data in less time and requires
less data. Theorem 7 is verified.

C. Verification of other schemes

Use other schemes in steps 5-7 of Algorithms 1 and 2 for
validation. By using Algorithm 1 with Scheme 1 and ai =
0.9999, the results were obtained as in Fig. 7(a). As can be
seen in Fig. 7(a), Scheme 1 is also feasible. Note that Fig. 7(b),
the relationship of Schemes 1 and 2 depicted in Remark 6 is
determined by ᾱk+1

i1 − ᾱk+1
i2 for i = 1, 2, 3, 4 under ai = 0.5.

Since ᾱk+1
i1 −ᾱ

k+1
i2 is always positive, it verifies that (44)⊆(43)

(See Remark 6).
Similarly, by using Algorithm 2 with Scheme B and ai =

0.9999, the results were obtained as in Fig. 8(a). As shown in
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(a) (b)

Fig. 8. (a). ρ(Ai − BiK̃
k
i ) by Algorithm 2 with Scheme B, where ai =

0.9999; (b). the upper bound difference ᾱk+1
iB − ᾱk+1

iC between Scheme B
and Scheme C under ai = 0.5.

the figure, Scheme B is also feasible. And in Fig. 8(b), ᾱk+1
iB −

ᾱk+1
iC is always positive under ai, which implies that (44)⊆(43)

(See Remark 8). Therefore, Scheme C must be feasible and is
not further verified due to space constraints.

Remark 12: In Sections VI-A and VI-B , the equivalence of
Algorithm 1 with Scheme 2 and Algorithm 2 with Scheme A is
verified. In Section VI-C , the other schemes and the inclusion
relationships between them are verified. Note that because of
the monotonicity of Eq.(a) in (45) and Eq.(B1) in (76) with
respect to αk+1

i , (44)⊆(43) and (75) ⊆ (74), if Scheme 1
is feasible then Scheme 2 must be feasible, and if Scheme
B is feasible then Scheme C must be feasible. Setting ai =
0.9999 is to verify that αk+1

i is feasible in the entire intervals
(43) and (74). Since a smaller αk+1

i results in more iterations,
when verifying the inclusion relationship (the positivity and
negativity of ᾱk+1

i1 − ᾱ
k+1
i2 and ᾱk+1

iB − ᾱ
k+1
iC ), setting ai = 0.5

is to show more iteration results.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose two model-free stabilizing COOT
algorithms. First, a model-based modified PI algorithm was
proposed for solving the stabilizing control gain of the closed-
loop system with a prescribed spectral radius upper bound.
Then, the model-based approach was expanded into two
model-free versions, i.e., the off-policy iteration and the off-
policy Q-learning. Moreover, we give a variety of iteration
step size selection schemes that can guarantee iteration stabil-
ity. Finally, the proposed algorithms and their corresponding
theories are validated by simulation.
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