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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 ()-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, ()-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.



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: Pl-based [15], [19], [27]], [28]] and VI-based [29],
[30]. In [19], [30]], PI-based and VI-based @)-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 Pl-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 -learning. However, the
method is difficult to extend to the PI framework and to COOT
problem for complex MASs. Moreover, in the Pl-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,
COQOT 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]l, [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 -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 Pl-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 (-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:  p(x) denotes the spectral radius of
the matrix “x”. ® denotes the Kronecker product.
For any matrix Y € R%*% and constants a, b,
we define vec(Y) = [V, YI,... .V ]T € R,

where Y; € R? is ith column of matrix Y for
j = 1,...,b. If matrix Y = YT € R%*%, vecs(Y) =
[lel, 2)Y1,2, oy 2Y10,Y20,2Ya3, ..., 2Y0 14, Yool €
a(a+1 . . .
>, where Y;; is the 4th row and jth column
element of matrix Y. For vector v € R% wvecv(v) =
2 2 2T alatl)
[V, V102, ..., V1V, V3, Va3, . . ., Vg—1Uq, U5) e R =2 .
Omax(*) and omin(*) denote the maximum and minimum

T3]

singular values of the matrix “x”.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION AND PRELIMINARIES
A. Problem formulation

A class of linear heterogeneous DT MASs is as follows

ei(t) = OL.’L‘l(t) + Stul(t) + F’U(t), (1c)

where z;(t) € R™, wu;(t) € R™ and y;(t) € R" are the
state, input and output of agent i, and e;(t) € R™ is the
output tracking error between agent ¢ and the leader with ¢ =
1,2,...,N, and v(t) € R™ is the state of the leader as

v(t+1) = Eo(t),
ya(t) = —Fu(t),

where y4; € RY is its output. A; € R™*™ B, € R"*Xmi,
C; € Rwxmi G € RMw>mi [} € RM*™ and F' € RM>™
are constant matrices with appropriate dimensions.

A directed graph topology is defined as G = (V, &) with
ECVxVandV = {0,1,2,...,N}. Node 0 denotes the
leader system (2), ¢ = 1,2, ..., N nodes denote followers (T,
and N; denotes the set of neighbors connected to agent 3.

Define d; = Z;VZI a;; and a;; > 0 if (j,i) € &, otherwise

(2a)
(2b)



a;; = 0. Define matrix H = [hij]i\fj:l e RVXN  where hi; =

Z;V:O ai; and h;j = —a;; with a;; > 01if (j,4) € &, otherwise
aij =0.
Assumption 1: [5] The (A;, B;) is stabilizable for i =

yeeey

1

A;— )X B
C. g ) = n; +n, for

Assumption 2: 5] rank([
i=1,...,N, where VA € o(E).

Assumption 3: 5] The graph G 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 e;(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

N
Ei(t+1) = Ei(t) + i »_ ai;(E;(t) — Ei(t)), (3a)
j=0

N
Fi(t+1) = Fi(t) + p; Y _ ai;(F;(t) — Fi(t)), (3b)
=0

N
Gt +1) = Ei()G(t) + mEi(t) Y aij (G(t) — G(t),
=0
(o)

where E; € R™*™ and (; € R™ are the estimated values
of E, F and v(t) with Ey = E, Fy = F and {y = v, pu; =
(1+d; +a;o)~!. Define the estimated errors as E,=FE;—F,
Fl- = F, — F and (NZ = (; — v. The stability analysis of the
observer is given by the following lemma.

Lemma 1: [7] Given the system (1), (Z) and observer
(), under Assumption [} for any initial E;(0), F;(0) and
¢;(0) with i = 1,2,..., N, there are lim; o E;(t) = 0,
limy_s oo E(t) = 0 and lim;_, o ;(t) = 0 exponentially.

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

wi(t) = —K;xi(t) + T:¢i(t), €]

where K; € R™i*™ js the feedback control gain and T; €
R™i*"v ig the feedforward control gain. According to output
regulation theory [S[], [35[], 7; can be obtained by

T =U; + K; X;, )

where pair (X; € R™*"™ U; € R™*") is the solution to

the following regulator equations
0=A4;,X+ B;U; — X;F,
0=0CX; +S;U; + F.

(6a)
(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 z(¢t+1) = frz(t)+ f2(t), where
x € R™, fi € R"™™ is Schur, fo € R™ is bounded for ¢ > 0.
Then, for any z(0), lim;—, o 2(t) = 0 if lim;—, oo 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].L]

Theorem I: Consider the system (T and (2). Under Assump-
tions [I}4] T; is designed by @)-(6) and K is designed such
that A; — B;K; is Schur for ¢ = 1,..., N. The cooperative
output tracking is realized by the controller (@).

Proof. Define z;(t) = x;(t) — X;v(t). By using (1)), @)-
(@) and (;(t) = ¢i(t) — v(t), we have

i‘i(t + 1) :Aixi(t) + Biui(t) — XiE’U(t)

_ - @)
=(A; — BiK;)7i(t) + BTi(i(t),

where lim;_, ;(t) = 0 exponentially by Lemma |1} Accord-
ing to Lemma there is lim; o Z;(t) = 0 due to A; — B; K;
is Schur. Since e;(t) = (C; — S;K;)Z;(t) + S;T;(;(t), one has
lim; 00 €;(t) = 0. O

Letting ;(t) = u; — U;v(t) and considering system (T), we
can obtain the error system as

Fori=1,..., N, the optimal feedback controller is designed
as
ui(t) = —K;Zi(t), ©))

where K is the optimal feedback gain such that the following
optimization problem is solved,

o0

U%iin{‘/%(t) = Z(@T(T)Qifi(ﬂ +a; (1) Riwi(7))}
s.t. 7& ©

with Q; = QT > 0 and R; = RY > 0. In the subsequent de-
sign, we solve problem (T0) to obtain K and solve the output
regulator equations (6a)-(6b) to obtain (X;, U;), respectively,
then the COOT problem is solved.

(10)

B. Preliminaries

The optimization problem in (T0) can be solved by design-
ing the optimal feedback gain as

K = (R;+ BT P,B;) 'BI P, A, (11

where P, = PI € R™*"i is the unique positive definite
solution to the algebraic Riccati equation (ARE),

P, = AT P,A; — ATP,B;(R; + B P,B;) " 'BI P, A; + Q..
12)
Lemma 3: [13], [14]], [20] Given initial stabilizing control
gain K? such that p(4; — B;K?) < 1. Find P! = (P/)” by
the Lyapunov equation as

P! = (A; = B;K])TP!(A; - BiK]) + Q; + (K!)"R;K!
(13)
and update the policy by

K/*' = (R, + BI'P,B;)"*BI P/ 4;
for 7 = 0,1,2,... and ¢ = 1,...,N. Then, there are:

lim; o P/ = P and lim; ., K/ = K7.

(14)



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
A; and B; are unknown. Lemma E] 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]1 we define two Sylvester

maps T; : R"iX"v — R™ XM apnd T, : R™XMe x RMiX"e —
R™ X7 ag
Tz(Xz; Ul) = XZE - Ale - BZUYZ (15b)

Then, the solutions to (6] can be established by the Sylvester
maps. Set sequences X;; € R™"*™ and U;; € R™*™ for [ =
0,1,...,h;andi =1,..., N, where (h; —1) is the dimension
of the null space of I,,, ® C; with C; = [C;, S;]. We select
Xi0 = On,xcnys Uio = O, xn,» all the vectors vec([X], UTL])
to form a basis for ker(I,, ® C;) for | = ,h;, and
C; X1 + S;U;1 = —F. Note that I is not available for all

agents. Therefore, we design

(XA = ~CH(GiCT) T Fito), (16)
where o > 0 is a sufficiently large constant, Xﬂ and Uﬂ
are the estimations of X;; and U;; with X;; = Xil - Xn
and f]ﬂ = Uﬂ — U;1 being the estimated errors. Assumption
I guarantees that C; is row-full rank and hence C;CY i
invertible. Since [X7,UL]T = —CT(C; ch)™ 1F(to) and to
is sufficiently large, there is llmto%oo(Xil, Ull) =0.
Clearly, the solution to (6) can be approximated as

hi
(Xin, Un) + Y 0u( X, Ua),
1=2

(Xs,Us) = (17)
where §;; is the unknown coefficients. Unlike the CT systems
[17], [32]], [33]], introducing an arbitrary bounded matrix M; €
R™*"i we have

h;
MYi(X,Us) =M T5(Xin, Uin) + Y 6 MY i(Xig, Ui).
1=2
(18)

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

(19a)
(19b)

Qixi = i,
Qixi =1, i=1,...,N,
where
Qi ==
vee(M; Y (X4, Uin))
vec([X 5, UST)

vee(M; Y (X th,Uzh ) 0
vee([ X}, UL 1T) -1

Xi = [ 6i2 6ihi ’U@C([X;—T,UiT)lT ]T,
fi = [ vee(—M;Yi(Xi1,Uin)) ]

' —vece([X, UAT) ]

i = [

UGC(*MiTi(Xii,Uii))
—vec([X}, U i
with 7); being the approximation of 7).
Inspired by [5]I, [37], we design the following iteration
method to update the approximate solution to the regulator
equations (6) as

n+1 __

X = — QT (X — i), (20)

where n = 0,1,2,.... Give the following theorem to deter-
mine the parameter «; 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,... = oo, setting 0 < r; < 2/p(2FQ;) and t,
sufficiently large, the solution x?* from (20) can be viewed as
the approximate solution of (I9a) and the solution error being
sufficiently small.

Proof. Under Assumption 2, there is a vector x; satisfying
lel = 1, where ; € R™%": with n{ = (2n; +m;)n, and

= (2n;+2m; —ny)n,. It can be inferred from Assumption
2 that m; > ny, thus n$ > n}. From Assumption 2, we have
0 < rank(Q;) :=n} <n'. By singular value decomposition,
there is an orthogonal matrix W; € R"2X"5 and a full-column
rank matrix €); € R™ %" with WZW, = W;WT = I so that

QW = [Q,0],
0T 0. 0T .
W W, = A W = |
0 0 0

Define x; = W'x; = [ x7 )" and xi = [xh.x%]"
where Y € R" and Y%, € R"27"3. Then, Q7 x}, = n; has
unique solution. Defining 7; = 7; — i, X1 = 5(?1 — X5, and
Xia = Xi = Xiz» We have

N = (I — 6 Q)XY + 5O 7, (21a)

Xio' = Xia» (21b)

where 772 = [’UGC(—quTi(Xﬂ, Uil))T7 —’UEC([XZ?;, Ui’]ll]T)T]T.
Let ;0 and ¥; 1 be certain positive constants. Since H* :=
Iy — diag{p;}H of graph G is Schur, there is 0 <]
Amax(H*) |< 1. From @) and Fj(t +1) = (H* ® I,,)Ei(t)
in [7]], we have

IRl < Dt | A () [0
Then, according to (21ad)), one has

IXF N < @i0)" RGN + ((92,0)" 7" + 1) i1 | Amax(HH) [,

o (23)
where ¥; o = p(I—rQF Q) with 0 < r; < 2/p(Q7 ;). Then,
according to and (23), we have

i (7] < P | A () [

(22)

(24)

Since ;1 is positive constant and ;1 | Amax(H?) |%
is sufficiently small if ¢ is sufficiently large, the solution
X* converges to the solution of (I9a), where the error is



sufficiently small by increasing ty. The proof is completed.
O

Remark 2: Theorem [2] proves that if ¢ 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 M;, which
is replaced with AT P; in the model-free design phase to
reconstruct the model-free €2; and 7);.

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 (I0]
if the stabilizing control policy of system 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 (3; satisfying

1
p(A; — BiK?)
such that p((p; — B:)(A; — B;iK?)) < 1, where K? is the
arbitrarily bounded feedback control gain. The stabilizing PI

is given by the following lemma.
Lemma 4: For 1 = 1,. N given arbitrarily bounded

0<Bi <pi= (25)

policy K 9. constants ﬂz and al satlsfylng Bi = p; — B; and
pi > Bi >a? > 0. Forka,l,Q , solve P’C by
k
+ )(A; — BiKI) T PFI(B: + A;
[(B; Z N PFI(B: ;; 06)
- Bin)] - P = —Qi — (K" RiK},

update control policy K**! and iteration step-size a**! by

KR —(3 +Za (R; + ﬁz—l-Za 22BIPFB;) ™
X BiTPi’“AZ-,
(27)
k
1 ~
0<aft! < — (B + Z o). (28)

p(A; = BiK; )

Then, there are: 1). p(A; — BiKF™) < 1/(B; —|—Zk+1 a™);
2). if ¥ is bounded, o™ also is bounded.

Proof Prove 1) by induction and Lemma [3] For i =
1,...,N and k = 0, one has p((Bi + a?)(4; — B; KO))

(A - B,K?) = 1. Clearly, K? is the stabilizing control
gain of system ((ﬁl + o)Ay, (Bi + ) By). Tt follows from
Lemmahat p((Bi+a? )(A —B;K})) < 1. Then, there exists
a} satisfying 28) due to 1/p(A; — B;K}) — (ﬁl +a?) > 0.
Hence, one has p(4; — B;K}) < 1/(52 + 3! _,am). For
i=1,...,N and k = 0, 1, conclusion 1) holds.

Suppose that conclusion 1) holds for ¥ = z and ¢ =

, N, where z € N. There is p((3; + Z )(A -

m= 0

Blfff)) < 1. This implies K7 is a stabilizing gain of system
((ﬂz‘i'zz Zn) iy (ﬁz'i'zm Qa Bz) By Lemma one
has p (,61+Zm 0 M) (A; — B;K7™")) < 1. Similarly, there
must exist o T satisfying 0<ait™ <1/p(A;— B KZ“)
(B + 5 ). Thus, we have p((B; + -5 a2 (A; —
BKZ+1)) < l Conclusion 1) holds for £ = =z + 1 and
i =1,..., N. Therefore, conclusion 1) is true.

Proof of conclusion 2). For i = 1,..., N, since o and
K9 are bounded, ]51»0 is bounded from (26). Hence, K} also
is bounded from ). Recursively, we have that K**! i
bounded if of is bounded Therefore there is 0 < 1/ p(A —
BiK[t!)— (&4_2/;?10 al™) < oo. Obviously, it follows from
[@8) that o is bounded O

Remark 3: If of satisfies @28), 3; + anﬂo 7 is mono-
tonically increasing. Setting the termination criterion of the
algorithm in Lemma |4 to 3; + Zm o i > 1, a stabilizing
control gain KF of system can be obtained by conclusion
1) in Lemma W} Let K? = f(ik'l'l in Lemma the near-
optimal control gain can be obtained by iterations. Different
from Lemma E] or [20]], Lemma E] can start with arbitrary
initial control policy and is not limited to stabilizing gain or
f(? = 0. The algorithm is equivalent to iterating the stabilizing
virtual closed-loop system (8; + a?)(A; — B;K, 7) step-by-
step to the actual closed-loop system (A; — B; K/ *) until
Bi + E’:nﬂo ;" > 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 & (t) = z;(t) — Xi1Ci(t)
and Z;(t) = x;(t) — X3¢ (t) for 1 =0,2,3,...,h; and using
(@, (@) and (15), we have

Tyt +1) = AiZa(t) + Byui(t) + mali(t) + oa(t), (29)

where T N = _Ti(Xil)’ Qu(t) = zlEzCz(t) —
wi X B ijo Clz'j(Cj (At) — Cz(t)), ;1 and 041 (t) are obtained
by replacing X;; as X1, respectively. By defining

k
Af = (B + Z o")(
m=0

we rewrite system @I) as

Bﬁz

+ Bi(Ki xil( ) 4 ui(t)) + mudi(t) + ou(t).

A; — B;K}), (30)

jvl( 1Ak$1l )

(3D
Using (26), and (31), there is
Fh(t+ 1)15kg~cil(t +1) — 25 () PFaa(t)
=(Bi + Z ;" (—Qi — (K" RiKF)Za(t)



ﬂlJFZ ()P Izl()

+ul (t )BZ-TPfBiui() L () KF B PE B KFay (1)
+ 285 (AT P Bi(ui(t) + KT (1) + ¢ () PFmadi(t)
+ 20 (8) B PFmaGi(t) + 225 (1) AT PFmuGi(t) + walt),
(32
where wj;(t) is caused by ;(t) as
wil(t)
=2}, (t)(A; — BiK})T PFoa(t) + 2¢7 (k)mjy Pl ou(t)
+2(ui(t) + KFza ()" Bf Pfoa(t) + Qﬁ(t)lj“’fgu(tz-%
The error w;;(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 [to,¢y]:

0z,, =[vecv(Z;(t1)) — vecv(Zy(tg)), .- -,

vecv(Tq(tpy1)) — veco(Ty (tf))]T,
=[vecv(Fi(to)), - ., vecv(Fu(ts)]”,
[vecv(Gi(to)), - - -, veev(Gi(tp))] T
Ty, =[vecv(ui(to)), . .., vecv(u;(t;)]”,
[ ( .,vecv(foil(tf N,
[ LEa(ty) @ Zu(ty)]”,
Guty) ® Ea(te)]"
S Gilty) ® Zalt)]",
Gi(to) @ uilto), -+, Gi(ty) ©@uilty)]",
wil(to), - - -, wa(ty)]".
By using these data matrices, (32) is written as
éﬁ[vecs(lsik)T vec(fffl)T vecs(ig,i)

Uec(i’iil)T U€C$(L5 zl) ] = 7;5 + FWil’

)

[ui

FCiiiz [Cl(tO) ® Ty (tO)
=
=|

weelIE)”,

where

k
fl =[0z,, — ((Bi + Z agn)_Z - DIls,,
m=0

- 2F5?iiz (Im ® szT) - 2Fu156
- QFCiiuv *QFCz‘um 7FC1‘]
Ly, =ATP!B;, L5, =BlP'B;,

T
7k _ T pk
L4,il =B; P,

k
=B+ ) o)
=0

QF =Qi + (K}) RiKY.

Fki’“ - Fum

il

Szl_A P Tl

7k _ _Tpk
Ls,iz =7, By mi,

_2]?57“1}608(—@?)7

(35)
Similar to Theorem [2} the data error Iy, is also affected
by the observation errors and the time t,. Let ¥;; be cer-
tam positive constants, where b = 2,3,4. From Lemma
one has that | 327 ai;(¢(to) — Gito))| < Vs and
H Zj 0@ij(Ej(to) — Ei(to))|| < ¥i3, hence, there exists a
small constant 9, 4 satisfying ||gi;(¢o)|| < ¥;.4. For ¥Vt > to,
Y52, ¥;3 and ¥; 4 will be sufficiently small as #; is chosen
to be sufficiently large. Similar to [14, Theorem 2], [32], if

the starting time for the data collection % is sufficiently large,
(34) can be approximately replaced by
fl[vecs(Pk)T vec(ilfz)T,vecs(ji’;,i)T,

™T _ Jk
]_ il

vee(LE . T,

( S,zl) (36)
svees(LE ;)
l=0,1,...,h;andi=1,... N.
N, if the condition

UeC(L4,z‘l)

for k=0,1,...,
Lemma 5: Fori1=1,...,

’rank([rfviiz ) Fuw FCz‘ ) Fuiiiz ) FCiiiz ) FClul])

37
= (n; + m; +ny)(n; + m; +n, +1)/2 G

is satisfied, ¢% has full column-rank.

The full column-rank condition similar to Lemma 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(PM)T, vec(f/fi)T vecs(zgz)T vec(L3 L
Pk TET Tk \—1 kT, Tk (38)
UeC(Lzl,il) ”605(L5 1l) ] = (o3 Pi)” ¢ il>
for k =0,1,2,.... According to (Z7), update the control gain
by
~ ~ k ~
K =B+ ) o) (R + BZ—FZa L5)7'Ek,
m=0 m=0
(39)

B. Determine initial coefficient f3; + o2

Initialize a sufficiently small constant o > 0 and a
monotonic sequence {B7} satisfying 0 < @ZH < f7 and
lim,_ o 87 = 0 for Vz € N. Set 2z < 0 and 3; < 6 repeat:
1). if P? < 0 from (38), then 2 « 2 + 1, §; « 57 and
calculate P? by (38); else end; 2). output j3; < 37 and a?

Remark 4: If ty is sufficiently large and @Z[) is satlsﬁed
solving P¥ by (B8) is equivalent to solving PF by (26). For
k=0,if P0 > 0, it can be deduced from Lyapunnov theory
that (B3; +a?)(A; — B;K?) is Schur. Therefore, We can use the
above iterations to find the coefficient 3; + o such that the
system ((B;+a?) A;, (B;+a?) B;) is stabilized by any bounded
initial control gain K?9. It is clear that neither (38)-(39) nor
the above iterations use a priori knowledge.

k+1

C. Choose iteration step-size a;; "~ by model-free methods

Updating af by (28) is equivalent to solving the following
problem:

solve aftt

i=1,...,N,
>0 (40)

st (AMH) T+t Jht1 _

where A¥ is defined in (30), ©F* is an unknown positive

definite matrix and exists. We provide two schemes for solving

the problem in ([@0) to obtain the model-free version of (28).

Scheme 1. (Pseudo-solution based method.) Solve f’f“ by

k
[(Bi + Y af")(
m=0

e <o,

A ) k
A = BIKFIOTPE (B + Z o) (A
m=0



~ BRI — PEU = @, — (RM)TREFTY. (@A)
Then, (@I) can be solved by the model-free form as
[vecs(PkH) Jx k0, 4T = (BTG ¢k+1T¢k+(12)

where “x” denotes the other vectors that are not used, d)kH

and wk-&-l are obtained by replacmg K f with szH in ¢f

and z/z .7, respectively. We name P]“Jr1 as pseudo-solution, thus

distinguishing it from the positive definite unique solution
P"1 to (286). Finally, (28) is replaced by

Umm(Q +1)

k
< (Bt Y al( S 41-1).
m=0

Umax(PkJrl

Q:;CJrl)
(43)
Scheme 2. (Monotonicity-based method.) By using the
monotonicity 0 < ]52-’”1 < 151»’“, we obtain the following

selection criteria for o *1 as

k ~Nk+1
1 -3 m Umin(Qi )
< (Bz ‘i‘ n;)ai )(\/Umax(pik o Qf—i—l)

where P} and Q"' are obtained by (@8)-(39).

Theorem 3: For + = 1,..., N and a sufficiently large t,
given the control gain K f“ by (7). Then, one has that: 1).
updating af“ by (]%_8[) is equivalent to solving the problem
in @0); 2). if the o' is updated by scheme 1, the o'
satisfies (@0); 3). if the ozi” is updated by scheme 2, the
o satisfies (@0).

Proof. Proof of conclusion 1). (Sufficiency:) Satisfying
[@8) implies that p(A*™) < 1 and o™ > 0. Then,
there must exist a positive definite matrix G)kH such that
(Ak+1)T®k+1Ak+1 o+ <0,

(Necessity:) The akH obtained by solving the problem in
(40) satisfies its constraints. This implies that o > 0 and

p((B; + ZkH o) (A; — B;KF'1)) < 1. Then, 28) can be
obtained. Conclusion 1) is proved.

Proof of conclusion 2). For ¢ =1,..., N, since K k41 from
(27) is the stabilizing control gain of ﬁl + Zm o) (A; —
B; Kf“) This implies that there exists a unique positive

definite solution PF*' to (@I). If t, is sufficiently large,
solving ([@2) is equivalent to solving @T). One has

+1-1),
(44)

(Ak+1)Tf;k+1Ak+l _ ]éik+1
k41 m
(@), Bi + 5 . _
((/H§> DB =P - Qi @)
T m=0
bo —
(<)(7m1n(Q +1) n; Qi‘c+1 <0,

where (a) is obtained by (@T)) and the definition of A* T, (b))
is obtained by (@3). Since the right hand side of Eq. (a) in
(@3) is a monotonically increasing function on the interval @3)
with respect to aF !, we have (AkJrl)TPkJrlAkJr1 P’“Jr1 <
0 when o™ satisfies (@3). Clearly, (@0) is satisfied, where
@i+l = phtt
Proof of conclusion 3). For sufficiently large ¢y and ¢ =
., N, since f{ikH from (]7_7[) is the stabilizing control

gain of (ﬂz + 3k el )(A — B;KF). Viewing (6; +
K ™) A; and 51—|— ™)B; as A; and B; respec-
Zm o0& m=0% p

tively in Lemma 3, we get 0 < Pf“ < PF by conclusion 2)
in Lemma 3. Then, one has

(AkJrl)TﬁkJrlAkJrl _ pk+1
@, Bi + S 2 ~ ~
= ((—) (P Qi) - Q!
Bi+ Yol
(b1) aftl ~ - -
< ((1 4+ —=——)2 = 1)(PF - @F1y - QF™
(( ﬂﬁan:Oai") (P )
(<C)O—min((25+1)]ni - Qi’ﬁLl < Ou
(46)

where (b;) is obtained by 0 < P! < PF and (c) is obtained
by @4). Similarly, any choice of af“ on interval (#4) ensures
the stability of system fif“ for step k + 1. Clearly, {0) is
satisfied. O

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 o/ng is obtained by solving the

pseudo-solution PkJrl which is the solution of the Lyapunnov
equation (@) for the system (3;+ 3" _. a™)(A; — B;KF 1),
not the solution PkJrl of the system A Uin step k + 1. In
Scheme 2, iteration (@2) is avoided by using the monotonicity

0< P’“+1 < PF and the selection interval @4) for o™ is
computed directly.

Remark 6: Although Scheme 2 has less computation in
each iteration, the resulting interval @[) is contained in the
interval (@3)), noting that solving @2)) 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

k+1 > 0 with respect to akH and (by) is obtained by further
relaxation of (a), it follows from (@3) and (46)) that @4)Z@E3).
According to Lemmaf] the actual closed-loop system satisfies

p(A; — BiKF) < 1/(B; + X8 _, aF) for Vk € N. Obviously,
a larger ozf'H can either find the stabilizing control gain faster
or make the closed-loop system spectral radius smaller. Since
@HC@I), the o obtained by using Scheme 1 in each
iteration is greater.

D. Stabilizing Pl-based data-driven COOT Algorithm 1

After closed-loop stabilizing control gain f( k+1 js obtained
by model-free modified PI and §; + mHo ot > 1, if let
Kj = f( *+1 pe the stabilizing control gain with j = 0 and
always set 3; + ZkH M =1, then Lemma [4| degenerates

into Lemma [3] Accordlng to (36), for sufficiently large to,

i=1,...,Nand 7 =0,1,2,..., we have
Zl[vecs(PJ) vec(L{’i)T, vecs(Lg B Uec(L;il)T,
vec(L4 l)T, vecs(Lgil)T]T fl, 47
where
I =102, —2Ta5, (In, @ KI7) = 2T0.50, Tjay

- Fui ) _2FC1:5CH )
W, =ATPB,

=20 ¢ _FCii
Lg,i = BiTPijBi? Lg,il = A?Pijml,



Li,iz =B P/, Lg,u = my P mi,
J =Ta,vees(—Q; — KIT R KY),
=[vecv(K] zy(to)), . . - ,vecv(Kgiu(tf))]T.

(48)
Ljz.

If is
[vees(P7)T,

vec(L4 Zl)

satisfied, (@8] can be uniquely solved by
UeC(L{,i>T UeCS(L%i) UeC(Ls zz)T7
vecs(Lg’“) ] (¢’ ) ¢ ie
Then, the control gain can be updated by

KJ+1 (R; +L P 1L{,¢~
ATP? in (18). Note that

K2

(49)

(50)
Based on (@9), let M, =

mi = —Yi(Xqy). Since ¥;(Xy) = XayF — A Xy = —ma,
there is Y:(Xu,Uy) = —my — B;U;;. Therefore, we have
Msz(le,Uzl) = —ATPJ’/TZZ - ATP BUzl = _L3,zl -
L} ;Uy. The Q; and 7; in (I9b) can be rewritten as
Q; =
veel—L i~ 4 Ua) . vec(—Dhy, — L Un) 0
vee([ X5, U; ] ) vee([Xh UL ") -1
. Uec(L3 11+L11U11)
n = . XT UT
vec([ Xy, 11} )
(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 K. 9. sufficiently
small positive constants €; 1, ;2 and a?, a monotonic
sequence {37} satisfying 37 < 57 and lim, o, 87 = 0
for Vz € N. Design u;(t) = —K%2;(t)+n;(t) as the input
signal on [0,%], where n;(t) is the exploration noise. Set
k0,24 0,1<0,5 0,3« 3

2: Pre-collection: Set a larger to. By using (3), (I6) and
F;(to), X1 and U;; are obtained.

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

4: Online iteration: (Steps 5-12)

s If PO < 0 from (38), then z + z + 1, B; <—ﬂz and
calculate P0 by (B8), otherwise output B; + BZ and go
to the next step;

6: Solve PF, Lk . and L% ; by (38), update K" by (EIF

7: Choose o/“'l by Scheme 1 or Scheme 2. If ﬁl
SR am > 1, let KY « KF'! and go to the next
step; Otherwlse k < k+1 and go to step 6;

8: Solve P/, L1 ; and L ; by (@7), then update control policy
K1 by @);

9: If |[P/ — P’™"|| < &1, go to the next step; Otherwise
j < j+ 1 and go to step 8;

10: Solve (#7) to obtain ; and 7; by (B1);

11: Determine parameter 0 < r; < 2/p(Q7€2;);

12: Calculate X7 by @0) until ||x?t — x7|| < ;0.

13: Optimal control phase: The learned optimal feedback
gain K ; and feedforward gain T* are given as K r =
K7t and Ty = U; + K} X, respectively.

Theorem 4: Under Assumptions [T}f4] consider the distributed
observer (3) and DT system (I)-(Z). For ¢ = 1,...,N,
let the adaptive feedforward-feedback controller as u;(t) =
—K7a;(t)+T7¢i(t), where K* and T are the learned optimal
gains by Algorithm [T} Then, the COOT problem is solved.

Proof. We first show that K7/ 1 and X3 converge to ideal
values. Based on Lemma [I| and Theorem Pl if o in Algorithm
[T is sufficiently large, x converges to the solution of (I9a),
thus the solution (X;,U;) to (6) is obtained. Similar to [14]
Theorem 2], [32], if ¢¢ in Algorithmmis 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
7). By Theore updating ozk'H by using Scheme 1 and
Scheme 2 must satisfy (28). Thus steps 5-7 of Algorithm []
are equivalent to Lemm and K F+1 s a stabilizing control
gain. Letting K? = f( K1 Clearly satlsﬁes the initial condition
of Lemma 3] If ¢ in Algorlthmmls sufficiently large and (37)
is satisfied, @9) is equivalent to (T3), then K7™ from (30)
converges to the optimal control gain K and Pf converges
to the optimal solution P;". Therefore, the learned optimal
gains K ; and TZ* by Algorithm |1 converge to the optimum,
respectively. Since A;—B; K is Schur and T} satisfies (3)-(G),
by Theorem 1 one gets lim;_,, e;(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 [ to design
another model-free algorithm based on ()-learning.

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

Fort=1,...,N and | =
ul(t) — UilCi(t) and ’l]il(t) =
a virtual system as

0, 2, 37 R hi, define ’llil (t) =
u; (t) — Ui ¢i(t). We construct

k
=(B; + Z )@ (t+ 1),

m=0

Eu(t+1) (52)

where Bz + anzo o™ is defined as v¥. The value functions
associated with system (52)) are

Via(Za (1) = lt )Pia(t),
Via(Ga(t + 1)) = E1(t + 1) P& (t + 1),

where P; = IBiT > 0. Then, the following Bellman equation
can be obtained as

(53a)
(53b)

).
)

Via(&a(t) = T (0Qia(t) + afy (t) Rettan(t) + Via(Ga(t + 1)

54

Define the DT Q-function as Qy(Zi(t), % (t)) = Vii(Zu(t)).
According to (34), one has

Qu(Faa (), W (1)) =& (6)Qiar (£) + gy (¢) Rituaa(t) 55)

+ V(€ (t +1)).

By defining Zi(t) = [, (t), @ ()] and using (2)-(53), one

has

Qu(Fa(t), wir(t)) =&} (£)QiZa(t) + Gl (£) Ritia(t)



+ (v)2E (t+ 1) PEa(t + 1)
:ZT t ~2,11 ~Z,12:| Z'L t, 56
so| g e za 56
—_———
=1,
where ﬁT = Hl, H“ 12 =

= (V)2ATP A + Qi H
(% )QATPB“ H; 22 = (v 5)2BTPB + R;. The Bellman

equation (54) is rewritten as
Z3 () H; Zyg(t) =5 () Qi (t) + 1y (£) Ryt (1)
+ ZY(t+ 1) H Zy(t +1).
According to [20], [27], the optimal control under (X;;, Us;)
is derived by 0Q;;(Z;;(¢), @y(t))/Ot; = 0. Then, there is
i (t) = —(H;90) " H; o1 T (t) = — KEq(t), (58)
where f{i_ﬂ = ffgm. Clearly, solving fQ and Pi is indepen-
dent of the /. That is, we can obtain K; and P; by being in the
case (X0, Uip). For I = 0, using @;0(t+1) = —K;Z;0(t+1) in
(58], we establish the following simplified Lyapunov equation
for -learning as

ZHOH; Zio(t) =

(57)

ZH(t)QriZio(t)

572' (t+1) T~ X; (t+1)
+ (’sz)Q [f(ﬁio(t 4 1)} [K xozo(t + 2]9)’

where Qgr; = [%Z jg} By defining II; =
i —K [A B] and using i‘io(t + 1) = Az.ilo(t) +

Bjui;o(t), one has that (59) is equivalent to the Lyapunov
equation as . }
H; = Qr; + 1] H;11;,
and P; = [I,,,, —K]'H;[I,,,,—K]".
Lemma 6: Fori =1,..., N, system fyf(AifBiK}) is stable

if and only if there exists a unique positive definite solution
H; to Lyapunov equation (60).

(60)

Proof. This proof can be obtained by expanding [20, Lemma
4] to system v¥(A; — B;K;) fori=1,...,N. O

According to (38), (59) and Lemma [6] the following stabi-
lizing (-learning iteration is established.

Iteration 1. Stabilizing PI-based (Q)-learning

1. Policy evaluation: Given arbitrary f{?, the appropriate

positive constants a? and Bi. For k¥ = 0,1,... and i =
., N, solve HF by
} . k
Zi(OH] Zio(t) = Z5()QriZio(t) + (B; + Z al™)?
m=0
- T -
o Tio(t +1) Ak | Tao(t+1)
—KFzo(t+1) =

KFE(t+1)
(61)
2. Policy improvement: Update control policy by
Kk+1 (Hk ) 11{:]—521.
3. Update o/ ™' and P}: Update "' by (@8) and update

(62)

pz‘k by
P =I,,,

! (—KNTH} (L, (-KF)T]" (63)

Then, there are: 1). p(A — BK!) < 1/(B; + Xm )
2). if a is bounded, o; k41 is also bounded.
Define 25 (t + 1) = [Z0(t + 1)7, (KFzio(t + 1))T]7 and
collect data on [tg,ty] to obtain the following matrices as
Tz, = [vecv(Zio(to)), veev(Zio(t)), . . . ,vecv(Zi(t)]”,
L = [vecv(zk (to + 1)), ..., vecv(zk (t; + 1)]T.

According to (61I), we have

ékvecs(ﬁ{‘) or, (64)
where =F = - B+ XF _ amer, ,oand @F =
Tz, vecs(Qri)- Slmllar to Lemma [5] l 1f the ‘collected data
satisfy

rank(Tz,,) = (n; + m;)(n; + m; +1)/2, (65)

the matrix éf has full column-rank. Then, for £ = 0,1,...,
(64) can be solved by

vecs(HF) = (EFTER) 12k ok, (66)

B. Determine 3; and o/“l by Q-learning.

It follows from Lemma EI that if the solutlon H k to (61)
is positive definite, then the system (B + Z ") (A; —
B;K ) is stable. Based on this conclusion, the coefﬁc1ent Bi+
a? can be determined by the following iteration.

Initialize a sufficiently small constant o > 0 and a
monotonic sequence {j37} satisfying 0 < BZH < f7 and
lim, o B =0 forVz € N. Set z < 0 and 3; + ﬂ repeat:
1). 1fH0 < 0 from (66), then z « z + 1, B; <—6z and
calculate H 9 by (66); else end; 2). output 52 — BZ and o

We design three schemes for choosing ozk“ all of Wthh
ensure stability at each iteration step. It is ﬁrst necessary to
prove the equivalence of Stabilizing PI-based ()-learning and
Lemma [ Similar to Iteration 1, the following Pl-based Q-

learning iteration 2 is designed.

Iteration 2. PI-based (Q-learning

1. Policy evaluation: Given a initial stabilizing policy

K such that p(A; — B;K?) < 1. For j = 0,1,... and
i=1,...,N, solve H] by
Zio () H] Zio(t) = Zio () Qs Zio(t)+
Zolt+1) 1" 5[ Zolt+1)
—Kizot+1)] |-

K]io(t +1)
(67
2. Policy improvement: Update control policy by

KJH (szm) 1Hij,21' (68)

Then, there are: 1). P/ = [I,,,, (—-K)T|H![L,,,, (—K])"]";
2. p(Ai — BKITY < 15 3). Hf < Hf < HJ+1
lim; oo H = H} and lim;_, o K] = K.

Lemma 7: Stabilizing Pl-based Q-learning iteration 1 is
equivalent to the stabilizing PI algorithm in Lemma 4] and




PI-based ()-learning iteration 2 is equivalent to the traditional
PI algorithm in Lemma [3]

Proof. Solving (61)) is equivalent to solving flf = Qri +
5T AFITE, where T1F = ~F[1,,,, (— KF)T)T[A;, B;]. They are
further equivalent to

E[;C = Qri+

T
(+4)? Ay B; ] FI.’“[ A; B; }

—KFA; —KFB; i |-KFA; —KFB;
(69)

Recalling the form of HY and substituting (62) and (69) into
(63) yields

Bl =(v/)* (A — BIK})T P (Ai — B;K})

+Qi+ (K RKf

which is (26). Since (62) is equivalent to (7)), 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 p(A; — B;KJ*") < 1 and
limj_,o K] = K. Moreover, by using Lemma [6| under
vk =1, ©7) and (@8), we have H < H} < H}™ and
lim; oo H] = Hf. O

Based on Lemma [7] and Section we propose the
following three schemes for choosing o *.

Scheme A. (Solution PF-based method.) Since Iteration 1
is equivalent to Lemma 4 and the solution l—:’i"C can be obtained
by Iteration 1, we can update ozf“ by (@4).

According to Lemma 6, updating af“ by @8) and the
problem in (@0) is equivalent to solving the problem as

k+1 . _
solve o7, i=1,...,N,

{af“ >0
s.t.

(70)

(71)
(M) TR+ _ @+ <

where Hf“ is defined in Lemma éf“ is an unknown
positive definite matrix and exists. The problem in (7I) can

be solved by the following two schemes. R
Scheme B. (Pseudo-solution based method.) Solve I:Iik"'l
by . .
Hik+1 =Qni + (H%§+1)THf+1H%f+1v (72)

where f[ik"’l is named as the pseudo-solution and H];'(F“ =
YL, (~KFTIT[A;, By]. Tf (&3) is satisfied, can be
uniquely solved by

vees( ) = GTENIETE, ()

= Tz, = (Bi + Xhmo @) e and oF =
[z, vecs(Qr;). Finally, we update o by
0<aft! < %‘“(\/ Unf:(?m)
O—max(Hj, i QR’L)
Scheme C. (Monotonicity-based method.) By using the

monotonicity 0 < ﬁf“ < ﬁf, we update af“ by

& Omin(QRi)
; - +1-1).
k <\/O'max(HZk - QRz) )

where =X

+1-1). (74

0<alft! <

2

(75)

Theorem 5: For ¢ = 1,..., N, given the control gain f(ik“
by (7). Then, one has that: 1). updating o' by @28) is
equivalent to solving the problem in (71)); 2). the af“ satisfies
(@0) if update af“ by Scheme A, Scheme B and Scheme C.

Proof. Proof of conclusion 1). (Sufficiency:) According to
Lemma EI, satisfying implies that p(A¥*) < 1 and
af“ > 0. Thus, there must exist the positive definite unique
matrix ©F ! satisfying (ITFTH)TQFM M — @k +1 <,
(Necessity:) The af“ obtained by solving the problem in
satisfies its constraints. It follows from and Lemma
6 that o1 > 0 and p((3;+ 5 o) (A — B;KFHY)) < 1.
Then, (28) can be derived.

2). Proof of Scheme A. It follows from Lemma [/| that Iter-
ation 1 is equivalent to Lemma [d It follows from conclusion
1) in Theorem [3] and Theorem [3] that the problem in (7I) is
equivalent to the problem in (@0). Therefore, Scheme A is
equivalent to Scheme 1.

Proof of Scheme B. According to Lemmas [3] [6] and
the f(f“ obtained from (27) is the stabilizing control gain
of system vF(A; — BlK’fH). There must exist the positive

definite unique solution H*™! to (72). Then, one has

(Hls+1)Tﬁ{c+1Hl§+l _ gk
(B1) %
= (P = DHT - Qri) — Qs
(B2)
< Omin(Qri)In;, — Qri <0,
where (B1) is obtained by 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 s

7 ’
the choice of af*! within the interval (74) ensures that

(IFFHTHFIIY — HEY'Y < 0 holds. Clearly, (71) is
satisfied, where ©FF! = FF+1,

Proof of Scheme C. According to Lemmas [3] and [7} by
viewing ¥ [Ai, Bi] as [A;, By] in Iteration 2 and Lemma
we have 0 < H*™! < HF. Then, there is

(76)

(Hl_cﬂ)TIfﬂcHHl_cﬂ _ gkt

(A - D)@EE - Qri) — Qri

(C1) -

< (v AE)? = V(A - Qri) — Qr
(C2)

< Umin(QRi)Ini - QRi < 07

where (C1) is obtained by 0 < HF'™ < HF and (C2) is
obtained by (73). Similarly, any choice of af“ on interval
ensures the stability of system A¥™! for step k4 1. Thus,
is satisfied. O

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 ¥t According to Lemma @ the Lemma (7| can

(77)

also be further obtained. Thus, a novel @-learning framework
(Iteration 1 and Iteration 2) different from [|15]], [[16], [28]],
[30] is composed. Moreover, instead of re-collecting data and
calculating ;o(t) = —KFio(t) using the estimated K (or
K7), the collected data are directly utilized in Iteration 1 (or
2) to quickly iterate HY (or H7) and update K" (or K71,



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 [T] 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 C (74). However,
it is unable to compare the relationship between Scheme A
and Schemes B (or C), as the relationship is influenced by

[Ln,, (—K5)T], see @), ©3), () and (73)

C. Stabilizing Pl-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 K AL Let K =
K[! be the initial stabilizing gain for i = 1,..., N. If (63)
is satisfied, for j = 0,1,..., (67) can be solved by

1~JT J

—§T—j
(EE)TE ¢,

vecs(Hf)z == (78)

where 2/ =Ty, —T 2, and ¢! = Tz, ,vecs(Qry) with 2 (t+
1) = ot + 1)7, (Kt + 1)

Based on H/ and K7™ obtained from and (68), we
further solve @) for [ = 1,...,h;. According to Iteration 2
and P! = [I,,,, (—K))T|H![I,,,, (—K])T]T, we can get

Fat+1) 17 5[ Falt+1)
—K]Z(t+1) i —Kl7(t+1)

za) 17 [ @
| steul |- Kﬁfl()l

=iy (t+ )P/ Falt +1) - & () P&
And (29) can be rewritten as

(79)

it (t)-

Fa(t+1) =AlE,(t) + Bi(K] & (t) + wi(t) + maG(t) + 0a(t),
. | (30)
where A7 = A; — B, K and lim;_,, 0;1(t) = 0. Then, if ¢ is

sufﬁcnently large, by substituting @0) to ZL(t + 1) Py (t +
1) — #1(t)P?#;(t) and using the data matrices in Section

[[V=A] we have

P, [vecT(L?);ﬂ)7 vecT(Livil), vecsT(Lgil)lT = hy, (81)
where h; = Hjilvecs(Pj) — (2Tz,(In, ® KfT) +
21—‘“@“)’1}60(1‘]]12) + (Fw«’vlz - Ty )vecs<sz22 - RZ) +

Tiz,vees(Q; + KT RKY) and @i = [2T¢,2,0, 20¢ius Ty

If the condition

Tank([PCiiq‘,z ) FCium FCi]) = (nl + mi)nv + Ny (nv + 1)/2
(32)

is satisfied for [ = 1,2,..., h;, then (§I) can be solved by

[vecT(Lé,il),vecT(Liil),vecsT(Lévil)] = (@ ®;) ol hy.

(83)
Based on (83), let M; = ATP/ in (I8). We have
MiTi(Xilinl) = 7ATP]7T11 - ATP B Uzl = 7L3,zl -

'12Ull The ; and 7); in (I9b) can be rewritten as (51,

where L1 i is replaced by H .
Finally, the overall Algorlthm ] is given as follows.
Theorem 6: Under Assumptions|I}f4] consider the distributed
observer (B) and DT system (I)-2). For i = 1,...,N,

Algorithm 2 Stabilizing ()-learning COOT Algorithm 2

1: Initiation: Select arbitrary control policy f( 9, sufficiently
small positive constants €; 1, €2 and a a monotonic
sequence {37} satisfying 37 < BZH and limzﬁOo Bz =0
for Vz € N. Design u;(t) = —K%;(t)4n;(t) as the input
signal on [0,¢f], where n;(t) is the exploration noise. Set
k0, 20,1<0,50, 53+ p0

2: Pre-collection: Set a larger to. By using (3), (I6) and
F;(to), X1 and U;; are obtained.

3: Data-collection: Collect data on the time interval [to, ]
until (63) and [82) are satisfied.

4: Online iteration: (Steps 5-12)

s: If HY < 0 from (66), then z «+ z + 1, 51 eﬁz and
calculate HY? < 0 by (66), otherwise output [3; « ﬂz and
go to the next step;

6: Solve HY by (66), update K*** by (62);

7: Choose akH by Scheme A (or Scheme B or Scheme C).
If 3 —l—ZkH m > 1, let K9 + K and go to the
next step; Otherw1se k <+ k+1 and go to step 6;

8: Solve H/ by @ update control policy K7™ by (68);

o If ||H/ — || < &1, go to the next step; Otherwise
j—g+1 andgotostepS

10: Solve (83) for I =1,2,...,h; to obtain ; and 7;;

11: Determine parameter 0 < r; < 2/p(Q7Q;);

12: Calculate X7 by @0) until ||x?™" — 7| < ;0.

13: Optimal control phase: The learned optimal feedback
gain K * and feedforward gain T* are given as K =
K7t and Ty = U; + K} X, respectively.

let the adaptive feedforward-feedback controller as w;(t) =
—K7a;(t)+T¢i(t), where K and T are the learned optimal
gains by Algorithm 2} Then, the COOT problem is solved.
Proof. Fori=1,...,Nand k =0,1,2,...,if (63) is satis-
fied, (64) can be solved by (66). It follows from Lemma [7] that
the stabilizing ()-learning Iteration 1 is equivalent to Lemma
Therefore, choosing akH by Scheme A satisfies (28). It
follows from Theorem [ 'that (28) is satisfied if and only if
o1 satisfies (7T). The a**! 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 [] satisfy the
stabilizing ()-learning Iteration 1. Then K F+1 s the stabilizing
control gain of the system A; — B; K™ Let K0 = K*! be
the stabilizing control gain, which satisﬁes the m1t1al condition
of Iteration 2. For j = 0,1,..., if (63) 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
lim; oo H = H} and lim;_,, K] = K by Algorithm If
to is large enough and (82) is satisfied, (81) can be solved by
(83). The Q; and 7); in (I9) can be obtained. By Theorem
I X7 can converge to the solution of (I9a) and thus (X, U;)
is obtained. Since K converges to K and T} satisfies (3)-
(@), by Theorem 1] I then we have limt_mo e;(t) = 0. Thus, the
COOT problem is solved. The proof is completed. [
Theorem 7: For the same system, the initial collection time
to and exploration noise n;(t), the Algorithm [2| has less data
that must be collected to satisfy the full column-rank condition



compared to the Algorithm [I]

Proof. Collecting data such that (37) is satisfied is the
full column-rank condition for solving the COOT problem
by Algorithm and for convenience we define R;; =
Tank([riiu7FumFCmFu7‘,inC@wFCiui]) = (nz + m; +
ny)(n; + m; + n, + 1)/2. Collecting data such that (63)
and (82) are satisfied is the full column-rank condition for
solving the COOT problem by Algorithm We define
ri1 =rank(Tz,) = (n; + my)(n; + m; +1)/2 and r; o =
rank([Lez,, Deuis Ley]) = (na4mi)ny+ny,(ny+1)/2. Then,
the rank that satisfies Algorithm [2[is R; o = max{r; 1,7 2}.
Since Ri,l =711+ 75,2 it follows that Ri,l > RZ"Q. If tr1
is defined as the time when condition is satisfied and
tfo as the time when (63) and are satisfied, then there is
t f1> t f2- Il

Remark 9: Theorem [/| shows that the @)-learning algorithm
[2) requires less system data and has higher efficiency for the
COOT problem of the same MASs. In addition, since R; ;1 =
731 + Ti2, this advantage becomes more significant as the
system size becomes larger. However, it is clear from Lemma
7 that Algorithm [I] 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
and calculating Pk (or P?). Moreover, Iterations 1 and
2 and COOT Algorlthm P] 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 [T] but also the amount of necessary data is reduced.

Remark 11: 1t should be emphasized that Algorithms [I] and
[ can be further simplified if optimality is not pursued, i.e.,
steps 8-9 in Algorithms [T] andE] can be omitted. Moreover,
since p(A; — B;K*™) < 1/(B; + Z};H()a "), the spectral
radius of the closed-loop system can be guaranteed to be
less than 1/X if B; + Y% am > X, where A > 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 z(k + 1) = Axz(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 [I] and 2] will be
verified and analyzed. Consider the following DT MASs,
where the leader system is

| cos(0.3)  sin(0.3) B
’U(t + 1) - |:_ Sln(03) COS(O.S) U(t)a yd(t) - [1 O}U(t),
(84)
and the follower systems are represented as (Ia) and
. 0 1
with A; = 1 _02il’ C; = [1,0] and S; = I,, for

i = 1,2,3,4, Bio = [0,1]7 and B34 = [1,0]T. Since

p(A;) > 1, all 4 followers are open-loop unstable. The MASs
are 4 followers and 1 leader connected by the communication
graph in Fig. [T} Set Q; = I and R; = 1. The initial states

The communication graph.

2;(0) = [5,—5]", ¢:(0) = [0,0]",
[0,0]. For convenience, define

Fig. 1.

are set to v(0) = [3,3]7,
z( ) = 02><2 and F(O)

akrt akrt akrt @Ml and k! to be the upper bounds of
o/‘“'+1 in Schemes 1, 2, A, B and C, respectively. Then, these
selection schemes of ak“ can be denoted as o ! = a;al,
aktl = azo’zf"’l ozk‘H = a,df}l, af“ = aidfgl and

}”1 = a;& ?gl, where a; € (0,1) is the user-defined

coefﬁ01ent In this section, we adjust akH by setting a;. When

A; and B; are unknown, set a = 10~* and the monotonically
decreasing sequence S37 as {0.5,0.49,0.48,...,0.01}. For
both algorithms, the high-frequency exploration noises are set
to n;(t) = 0.1sin(16¢)+0.1 cos(11¢), and the initial times for
collecting data is set to to = 85. We select k; = 1/p(Q7€);),
ei1 =107% and £;, = 10~* in Algorithms [I] and [2]

A. Verification and analysis of Algorithm [I]

System data is collected from time ¢ until condition
is satisfied. Based on the system dimensions, it is known that
ty = 100. Then, the iterative results of steps 5-7 in Algorithm
[[] with Scheme 2 and a; = 0.5 are shown in Fig. [3{a),
and when f; + Zf:lo m > 1 is satisfied, the stabilizing
control gains are obtalned as K = [—0.8246,—0.1326],
K3 = [-0.8186, —0.2630], K5 = [—0.2456,0.6164], K} =
[—0.3115, 0.4778}, and the spectral radius are p(A; — B;K?) =
0.4188,0.4260,0.4861,0.5225 for ¢ = 1,2,3,4. Lemma [
is verified. Taking IE';’ as the stabilizing control gain K7,
the optimal control gain K} and the optimal solution P?
are obtained by steps 8-9 of Algorithm [T} and the optimal
error is shown in Fig. i} where the average optimality error
S IIP? — Pr|l/4 = 1.9642 x 107, The two phases of
Algorithm [T undergo 5 + 2 step iterations. The convergence
process of the approximate solution to the regulator equation
(@) obtained by steps 10-12 of Algorithm [I] is shown in Fig.
[Bla). Theorem[2]is verified. It is clear that both the feedforward
gain T} and the feedback gain K of the distributed controller
u; converge to the optimum. Finally, the controller is updated
and we get the result as in Fig. [J(a). Algorithm [I]is verified.

B. Verification and analysis of Algorithm [2]

System data is collected from time ¢y until conditions (63)
and are satisfied. It follows that ¢y = 94. By using 5-
7 steps of Algorithm 2 with Scheme A and a; = 0.5 until
Bi + ZkH o™ > 1, the iterative result can be obtained
as in Fig. [3[b). The stabilizing control gains are obtained as
K? = [-0.8246, —0.1326], K5 = [~0.8186, —0.2630], K3 =
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Fig. 3. Verification of Lemmasﬂandm (a). The closed-loop system spectral
radius p(A; — B; KF) obtained by using Algorithmwith Scheme 2, where
a; = 0.5; (b). p(4; — Bin) obtained by using Algorithm [2| with Scheme
A, where a; = 0.5.
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Fig. 5. (a). The error [|[X] — X | obtained by using Algorithm |1} (b).
The error ||X}' — )V(Z*TH obtained by using Algorithm where X7 =
vec([(XP)T, (U)T]T) and X} = vec([(X7)T, (UF)T]T).
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Fig. 7. (a). p(A; — Bzf(f) by Algorithm |1| with Scheme 1, where a; =
0.9999; (b). the upper bound difference dfl - ’f; ! between Scheme 2
and Scheme 1 under a; = 0.5.

[—0.2456,0.6164], K7 = [~0.3115,0.4778], and the spectral
radius are p(4; — BZ-I?E) = 0.4188,0.4260,0.4861,0.5225
for ¢+ = 1,2,3,4. Note that the result is exactly the same as
the result of Algorithm [T} see previous subsection. This also
verifies the equivalence of (-learning iteration 1 and Lemma
[ ie., Lemma [7] is verified. Similarly, the optimal control
gain K7 and the optimal solution H? are obtained by steps
8-9 of Algorithm [2] and the optimal error is shown in Fig.

where the average optimality error Zle |H? — Hf||/4 =
6.0560 x 1078, Note that the iterations of H; and P/ 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 [I] Finally, the output tracking result is obtained
as in Fig. 2] (b). Comparing Fig. 2(b) and Fig. {a), it can be
seen that Algorithm [2] collects data in less time and requires
less data. Theorem [/] is verified.

C. Verification of other schemes

Use other schemes in steps 5-7 of Algorithms [I] and [2] for
validation. By using Algorithm [T] with Scheme 1 and a; =
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 [§] is
determined by ;™ — a%™ for i = 1,2,3,4 under a; = 0.5.
Since af™ —aktt is always positive, it verifies that @) C @3)
(See Remark [6).

Similarly, by using Algorithm 2] with Scheme B and a; =
0.9999, the results were obtained as in Fig. Eka). As shown in
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Fig. 8. (a). p(4A; — Bif(f) by Algorithm [2| with Scheme B, where a; =
0.9999; (b). the upper bound difference de — ’fg ! between Scheme B
and Scheme C under a; = 0.5.

the figure, Scheme B is also feasible. And in Fig. b), dfg 1
dfg Lis always positive under a;, which implies that @4) C@3)
(See Remark |§|) 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[T]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 (3] and Eq.(B1) in (76) with
respect to o', @)C@3) and [73) < (7). if Scheme 1
is feasible then Scheme 2 must be feasible, and if Scheme
B is feasible then Scheme C must be feasible. Setting a; =
0.9999 is to verify that af“ is feasible in the entire intervals
([@3) and (74). Since a smaller ! results in more iterations,
when verifying the inclusion relationship (the positivity and
negativity of @/ —ak™ and a¥F! —akdly, setting a; = 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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