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Optimal Control and Stabilization for Networked
Control Systems with Asymmetric Information

Xiao Liang, Huanshui Zhang and Juanjuan Xu

Abstract—This paper considers the optimal control and sta-
bilization problems for networked control systems (NCSs) with
asymmetric information. In this NCSs model, the remote con-
troller can receive packet-dropout states of the plant, and the
available information for the embedded controller are observa-
tions of states and packet-dropout states sent from the remote
controller. The two controllers operate the plant simultaneously
to make the quadratic performance minimized and stabilize the
linear plant. For the finite-horizon case, since states of the plant
cannot be obtained perfectly, we develop the optimal estimators
for the embedded and remote controllers based on asymmetric
information respectively. Then we give the necessary and suffi-
cient condition for the optimal control based on the solution to the
forward-backward stochastic difference equations (FBSDEs). For
the infinite-horizon case, on one hand, the necessary and sufficient
condition is given for the stabilization in the mean-square sense
of the system without the additive noise. On the other hand, it
is shown that the system with the additive noise is bounded in
the mean-square sense if and only if there exist the solutions to
the two coupled algebraic Riccati equations. Numerical examples
on the unmanned underwater vehicle are presented to show the
effectiveness of the given algorithm.

Index Terms—Optimal control, stabilization, networked con-
trol systems, asymmetric information.

I. INTRODUCTION

Over the course of last few decades, advances in wireless
communication have greatly boosted the development of net-
worked control systems (NCSs). NCSs, containing the system,
sensors, controllers and actuators where the operation is co-
ordinated through a wireless communication, have attracted
research interest due to its broad applications in electronic
system, industrial manufacture and mobile communication [[]],
[2]. Comparing with the classical feedback control systems
with wired point-to-point link, NCSs have been shown to be
more cost-effective, provide higher flexibility and reduce the
maintenance cost [3]], [4].

Recently, optimal control with asymmetric information
(OCAI) has received increasing attention due to the urgent de-
mand in applications, such as deep-sea research, co-ordination
of supply and demand, unmanned aerial vehicles and auto-
mated highway systems [3]-[7]. The so-called OCAI means
that the system contains two or several controllers and the
feedback information for different controllers are different.
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The fundamental difference between traditional optimal con-
trol (TOC) and OCALI is that for TOC the feedback information
for different controllers are the same (same states or same
observations) [8]]. Thus, the method of TOC cannot be applied
directly to deal with the problem of OCAL

The research on TOC can be traced back to 50’s in last
century [9]. The stochastic optimal control (SOC) problem,
pioneered by [10], has gained continuous attention [11]-[13].
considers the general case of SOC when the control
weighing matrix and state weighing matrix of the performance
are postive-definite and semi-positive definite respectively.
shows the solvability of the SOC problem by raising a
generalized Riccati equation.

However, the above references consider the control problem
with one or several control channels, and assume that the
feedback information for different controllers are identical.
This assumption hinders the development of the optimal
control in applications. [14] gives the optimal strategy for
the supplier and shows the impact of asymmetric disruption
information on the performance of the supplier, the retailer
and the supply chain. By solving forward-backward stochastic
differential equations involved with two decoupled Riccati
equations, gives the respective optimal feedback strate-
gies of both deterministic and random controllers for the
linear stochastic system with asymmetric information. For the
stochastic dynamic games with asymmetric information, [16]
introduces the common information based perfect Bayesian
equilibria and provides a sequential decomposition of the
dynamic game.

Nevertheless, seldom work on NCS with asymmetric infor-
mation has been investigated. Recently, studies the NCSs
with multiple local controllers and a remote controller where
the information for local and remote controllers are different.
The optimal control for the finite-horizon case has been solved
in [17]. considers both the optimal control for the finite-
horizon case and the stabilization problem for the infinite-
horizon case of the special model as in [17]. However, both
and [18]] assume that the local controller can observe the
state perfectly, which is not feasible in reality. Generally, the
state is inevitably interfered with noises (multiplicative noise
or additive noise) such that the controller cannot obtain the per-
fect state but the estimation of the state based on the received
observations. Besides, the stabilization problem for NCSs with
asymmetric information has not be solved completely so far.
Since the controller cannot gain the perfect state, the control
problem becomes more difficult and challenging.

In this paper, we consider the NCSs model containing a
local device, a remote device and an unreliable communication
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channel as depicted in Fig. 1. The state transmits via two
channels to the embedded controller and remote controller
respectively. On one hand, the state xj is observed by the
sensor and then sent to the estimator as the observation
y}; . On the other hand, due to the unreliable communication
channel, the state x;, may be lost when transmits to the remote
controller. The remote controller sends the received informa-
tion {yV,....,y8 ul |,...,ul} to the local device. The
embedded controller makes its decision based on its own
observations and observations of the remote controller, and
the remote controller designs its action by using its own ob-
servation which results in the asymmetric information for the
embedded and remote controllers. The embedded controller
and the remote controller perform the plant simultaneously.
The aim of this NCSs model is to minimize the quadratic
performance and stabilize the plant. This NCSs model derives
from increasing applications that request remote control of
objects over wireless communication where the communica-
tion channels are tended to failure. Generally, the embedded
controller may be an integrated chip on the local device with
poor transmission capacity and the remote controller can be a
mission-control center possessing powerful dispatching ability
such that the link from the embedded controller to the remote
controller is prone to failure and the negative link is perfect.
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Fig. 1. Overview of NCSs with asymmetric information.

In this paper, we shall focus on the optimal control and
stabilization problems for NCSs with asymmetric informa-
tion. Firstly, for the finite-horizon case, we show the opti-
mal estimators for the two controllers respectively based on
the asymmetric information. Then by applying the Pontrya-
gin’s maximum principle, a solution to the forward-backward
stochastic difference equations (FBSDEs) is presented. Based
on this solution, the optimal embedded and remote controllers
are given. For the infinite-horizon case, by making use of
the optimal performance of the finite-horizon case to define
the Lyapunov function, we show the stabilization condition

and the boundedness condition in the mean-square sense for
the system with the additive noise and without the additive
noise respectively in terms of two coupled algebraic Riccati
equations. At last, we give numerical examples about the
unmanned underwater vehicle to testify the effectiveness of
the proposed algorithm.

The contributions of this paper are as follows:

(1) It is the first time to investigate and give the complete
solution to the optimal control and stabilization problems for
NCSs with asymmetric information where states of the plant
cannot be obtained perfectly.

(2) For the finite-horizon case, we give the necessary and
sufficient condition for the optimal control problem based on
the solution to the FBSDEs.

(3) For the infinite-horizon case, the necessary and sufficient
condition of the stabilization in the mean-square sense is
presented for the system without the additive noise in terms
of two coupled algebraic Riccati equations.

(4) We show the necessary and sufficient condition of the
boundedness in the mean-square sense for the system with
the additive noise. It should be emphasized that it is the
first time to give the necessary and sufficient condition of
the stabilization problem for linear quadratic gaussian (LQG)
control when the system is involved with the additive noise.

The remainder of the paper is organized below. Section II
presents the optimal estimators and optimal strategies for the
embedded and remote controllers, respectively. The stabiliza-
tion conditions for the system with additive noise and without
the additive noise are given respectively in Section III. Section
IV illustrates numerical examples on the unmanned underwater
vehicle. The conclusion are given in Section V. The proofs of
relevant results are in Appendices.

Notation: Define E as the mathematical expectation opera-
tor. R™ presents the n-dimensional Euclidean space. tr(B)
represents the trace of matrix B. Define {F{Gj}} as the
natural filtration generated by the random variable g, i.e.,
F{Gr} = 0{g0,-..,9x}. B > 0(> 0) denotes that B is
a positive semi-definite (positive definite) matrix. Iy 4y is an
indicator function, i.e., e € A, I{A} = 1, otherwise, I{A} =0.
[Amaz (A)| presents the eigenvalue of matrix A with the largest
absolute value.

II. OPTIMAL CONTROL OF NCSS
A. Problem Formulation
The plant model of the system that is to be controlled takes
the form of the discrete-time stochastic difference equation

Tl = Axg + BWUZV + Bpullj + wg, )

where x;, € R™ is the state, ukp € RFP is the embedded
controller and uZV € R" is the remote controller. A, B BF
are the constant matrices with appropriate dimensions. The
initial value zg € R™ and wyp € R™ are Gaussian and
independent with mean (u, 0) and covariance (o, Q).

The observed models for the two controllers are as follows:

yt = Haxy, + g, 2)
v = Bk, A3)



where y;” € R™ is the observation for the remote controller
and yf € R™ is the observation for the embedded controller.
v € R™ is the Gaussian white noise with zero mean and
@, covariance. H is the constant matrix with appropriate
dimension. (3 is an independent identically distributed (i.i.d.)
Bernoulli random variable presenting the signal transmission
through the communication channel, i.e., 5; = 1 signifies the
successful transmission with probability 1 — p, and 3, = 0
denotes the dropout of the packet with probability p.
The associate performance for the system () is shown as

N
Iy = E{ Z {x%ka + uZV/RWuW + u,I:/RPu,Ic3
k=0

+ $§v+1PN+1$€N+1}, 4)
where R, R Q) and Py, are positive semi-definite. |E
takes the mathematical expectation over the random processes
{Br}, {wk}, {vr} and the random variable x(.

As can be seen from Fig. 1, due to the limiting trans-
mission capacity of the embedded device, the remote con-
troller can merely obtain the observations {yV,...,y/"}
delivered from the local device. On the other hand, the
embedded device has the information of itself observa-
tions {yl,...,yr’} and the observations of the remote
controller, i.e., {y},...,y}V,uy,...,u}¥ ;}. For simplic-
ity, we denote F{Y;Y'} as the o-algebra generated by
{V,...,ylV} and F{YV,V,F'} as the o-algebra generated
by {y6" -yl Y- Uk T

Then the problem to be solved in this section is formulated
as follows:

Problem 1. Find the F{YV}-measurable controller )’
and the F{Y,VY,F'}-measurable controller uf such that the
performance (@) is minimized subject to the system ().

Remark 1. Generally in practice, the state signal xy, is always
disturbed by the noise (multiplicative noise or additive noise)
when obtained by the controller. In other word, the precise
state xj, cannot be acquired by the controller. Different from
[I7], [I8] of receiving the precise state ) by the controller,
this paper considers that the embedded controller ukp cannot
obtain the precise state xj, but receive the observation y,f
which is more practical in application and becomes more
difficult.

Remark 2. Due to the existence of the asymmetric information
for the two controllers, it is not available to augment the two
controllers uZV and ukp as one controller Uy and then use the

traditional optimal control approach [8] to derive Uy.

Remark 3. As can be seen from Fig. 1, the obtain-
able information for the embedded controller ukp are
Vvl oyl ul )Y} and for the remote
controller u)’ are {yy¥,...,yl"}. Obviously, the embedded
controller ukp cannot use the present time decision of the
remote controller u})’. In other word, the leader-follower
approach [[I9] of computing uk firstly and then calculating
ukp based on the result of UZV, is not suitable. Similarly, the

general optimal control strategies for two decision-makers,

such as Nash equilibrium [20|] and Stackelberg strategy [21)],
are not appropriate in this paper.

B. Solution to Problem 1

Before show the optimal strategies of this section, we
shall provide the optimal estimators for the two controllers
respectively.

Lemma 1. With observations {y8",...,y\"} for the system
[, the optimal estimator for the remote controller u)’ is

presented as

Epe = Blog | FIYY = e + (1= )31, )
where i, = Ly, w 4oy with P(ye = 1) =1 — p, T denotes the
indicator function and the initial value :%g“/ = /.

Given observations {yy ...,y ,yt,...,yl'} for the sys-
tem (), the optimal estimator for the embedded controller ul A
is given by

Fe = Elon F{RY, Y0 = meae + (1= w)diy, (6
where
iﬁf = [wklf{YkWkaP}]
= \ 1+Gk|k 1(y II:_Hv%kP\kﬂ)a
with
Giino1 = Zip H'(HS ), H' + Q)7
and the estimation error covariances
szfl = E[(zx — jkp\kﬂ)(xk - jkp\kq)/]
=A%) 1A'+ Qu, (7
kp\k =E[(zx — jkp\k)(x - ilﬁk) = Ek\kv (@)
2k|k =E[(zx — jkp\lkj)(x xkp\k) J

= (I =G H)Sh (I = Gy HY
+ Gk|k—1QvaP\k—lv

with the initial value :%5‘7 = and E 0|1 =0

Proof. The optimal estimator i:kwk can be obtained by similar
procedures as in [22]. Now we shall show how to calculate
the optimal estimator i:kp &

When & = 0, the embedded controller can receive the
observations 3/ and yZ’. If By = 0, the optimal strategy for
the local device to estimate the state x( is to make use of the
observation yég . Thus, following the standard Kalman filtering,
the optimal estimator is given by

P _ ~PP _ ~P P P P
Zojo = Zoj0 = Loj—1 + Go—1 (Yo — Hp)— 1)

Sho = (I=Go_ H)Xg_(I-Gh_ H)'+ 1QuGo| 19

where
Gl =Sh H'(HSL \H' +Q,)!
If By = 1, then the local device selects the observation yV’

to estimate the state zy. Hence, the optimal estimator is as
:E(I)Dlo = x0. Thus, the optimal estimator () holds for k = 0.



When k =1, if 51 = 0, then the embedded controller uses
{yF yE, y¥"} to estimate the state 1. Then using the standard
kalman filtering, the optimal estimator is given by

Ty = fﬁf = iﬁo + Gﬁo(yf - Hiﬁo),
S = (-Gl H)SH (-G H) +G110QuG
where
Gllo = Z1oH'(HE[ o H' +Qu) 7,
S0 = A%g0A" + Qu-
If 81 = 1, the local device applies {y}",yd", ylV'} to estimate
the state x;. Thus the optimal estimator is as i:ﬁl = 1.

Hence, the estimator (@) is valid for k = 1.

Similarly, we can prove that the optimal estimator (&) holds
for k =2,..., N. This ends the proof of Lemma 1. (I

Following the similar discussion of [23]], we apply the
Pontryagin’s maximum principle to the system (I) with the
performance (@) to yield the following costate equations:

i1 = E[A' A + Qi |[F{YYV Y FY, ©)
0 =E[B" M|FYV ]+ RV, (10)

0 =E[B” N |F{YY VI + RPuf, (D)
An = E[Py iz | F{YY, Y, (12)

where )\ is the costate, k =0,..., N.

Remark 4. It can easily verify that by augmenting uZV with
ul as Uy and making use of (Q-(I2), the remote controller
ulV can be readily obtained. Then substituting the result of
u)V into the system () and using @), (1) and (I2), the
embedded controller ukp can be acquired. However, from Fig.
1 and Remark 3, the method of computing ukW firstly and then
calculating u,f based on the results of ukW is not valid in this
paper. Thus, it is necessary to develop a novelty method of

calculating the two controllers simultaneously.

From Fig. 1, it can be observed that the embedded controller
uf’ can receive observations {y}V, ...,y }. Now we make the

following definition:

uf =af +af, (13)

where 4 = E[ul|F{Y,V'}]. Obviously, the following prop-
erties can be readily obtained:
Elay |F{Y,", Vi =y EBlag [F{RY, Y7 = ay
By | F{Y"}] = 0. (14)
By virtue of (13), the system () and the performance @) can
be rewritten as

Try1 = Az + Buy, + BY g, + we, (15)
N
In = E{ > [kuwk + up Ruy + ﬁllflRPa’ﬂ
k=0
+ CC/N+1PN+1£EN+1}, (16)

w w
where uj, = L%’“P}, B=[BY Bf|and R = RO }?P .
Throughout this paper, we shall use the system (I3) and the
performance (I6) instead of (1) and ().

Based on the above transformation, we give the following
lemma.

Lemma 2. Based on (I3) and ([4), we transform the costate
equations (9)-(I2) into the following equations:

A1 = E[A' X + Q| F{Y, V7Y, a7
0 = E[B'\¢| F{Y;)V}] + Ruy, (18)
0 =E[B"” M| F{V, v}
— E[B” M| F{Y"}] + RPal, (19)
Av = E[Pypizn | F{Y,Y, Y, (20)

where M\, is the costate variable.

Proof. Taking mathematical expectation on both sides of (1))
with F{Y;V'} and using (7, we get

0= E [BMIFY Y+ B [RPuf |F{Y ]
= B [BMIFIYY Y]+ RPGL, @1)
Combining (I0) with (2I)), and noting (I3) and (I6), it yields
0 =E [B'X\e| F{Y,V }]+ Ru.
Subtracting 1) from (I, it yields that
0=FE [BP’Ak|f{YkW, vF }—E [BP’Ak|f{YkW}
+ RPu? — R4l
= B [B MmIF(YY VY]

— B [BY MIF(Y Y] + REaf.

The proof has been completed. O

Remark 5. Through the transformation in Lemma 2, the two
controllers uy and ﬁkp can be computed separately. In other
word, we can calculate ﬂkp without using UZV Please see the
details in the following theorem.

Now we are in the position to give the main results of this
section.

Theorem 1. Problem I admits the unique solution if and only
if Ty, and Qy, are positive definite for k =0,..., N.

In this case, the optimal controllers ukW and ukp are pre-

sented by
uy =—[I 0] Miiyly, (22)
uf = [0 1) T Ml — O L@y, — 21), (23)
where Ty, My, Q, Ly and Ay obey

I'y=BPY B+R, 24
My, =B'P} A, (25)
Q, = BY' A1 BY + RP, (26)
Ly = BP' Ay A, 27)
Ap=(1-p)BY +pF, (28)



and PV, PF satisfy the following coupled Riccati equations:
PY = APY A~ M My, +Q, (29)
PP = AN A- L Q. Ly +Q, (30)

with the terminal values Py, ; = P | = Pny1.
The optimal performance is given by

N
Ti = B{w [P 8l + P (aFy el 43 er{
k=0
X [A'Ap1 A+ Q — p(A — GII:+1|1@HA)IPIQ1(A

— G HA+Qul(Akir — p(I= Gy H) Py
x (I - ka+1\kH)] _pQUGkP+1\kPk1:—1GkP+1\k

+ 2§+1|N+1PN+1}. (31

Moreover, the optimal costate \j,—1 and estimators i:}f'/k, i:,f'k
satisfy the following non-homogeneous relationship:

Meo1 = BV a, + PE (37, — 21%)- (32)
Proof. See Appendix A. O

Remark 6. It is noted that the non-homogeneous relationship
B2) is the solution to the FBSDEs (I3) and (I7). The
key of obtaining the optimal strategy is to derive the non-
homogeneous relationship (32) and the maximum principle

(ID)-20D), which are quite different from those of [I8].

III. STABILIZATION OF NCSs

In this section, the infinite horizon optimal control and
stabilization problems will be solved. To make thoroughly
study on the problems of the infinite horizon case, we shall
proceed the research from two aspects, i.e., the system (I3)
without the additive noise wy and with the additive noise wy,
respectively.

Remark 7. In fact, many references have investigated the
stabilization problem for the system without the additive noise
from several areas such as the minimum data rate [24] and
the mean-square small gain [25]]. It is noted that due to the
existence of the additive noise, for the stabilization problem
of the system with additive noise, only the boundedness in
the mean square sense can be obtained [26]]. In other words,
the system cannot be stabilizable in the mean square sense in
the presence of the additive noise. To derive a necessary and
sufficient condition for the stabilization in the mean square
sense, it is essential to study the system ([3) without the
additive noise.

A. Stabilization in the Mean-Square Sense

In this subsection, the system (I3) shall be written as the
following equation:

Tp1 = Awy, + Buy + BYa) . (33)
The associate infinite-horizon performance is given by
J =B [ux'Quy + ujRuy +af R7ag).  (34)

k=0

We make some standard assumptions:

Assumption 1. R >0, R"Y > 0and Q = D'D > 0 for
some matrices D.

Assumption 2. (A,Q%) is observable and (A, H) is de-
tectable.

Before give the main results of this subsection, we present
the following definitions:

Definition 1. The system [33) with u;, = 0 and @f = 0 is
called asymptotically mean-square sense stable if the following
equality

lim E(x)zr) =0

k—o00

holds for any initial values x.

Definition 2. The system (33) is said to be stabilizable in
the mean-square sense if there exist the F{Y,V' }-measurable
up = LW:i:ZTk and F{YV,Y,l'}-measurable i = LP(:EkP‘k—
ikwk) with constant matrices L'V and L' such that for any xo,
the closed-loop system of (33) is asymptotically mean-square
stable.

The problem to be dealt with in this subsection is presented
below.

Problem 2. Find the F{Y,V}-measurable wuy and
F{YW . Y,PY-measurable @l such that the closed-loop
system of (B3 is stabilizable in the mean-square sense and
the infinite-horizon performance (34) is minimized.

Firstly, we show the convergence of the optimal estimators
for the embedded controller and remote controller in the
following lemma.

Lemma 3. Under Assumption 2, the estimation error covari-
ance Ekp‘k is convergent, i.e., limy_, . Ekp‘k = %P, Under
Assumption 2, if \/P|Amaz(A—BYQ7'L)| < 1, then EZ‘(k

is convergent, i.e., limy_, oo ng =W,

Proof. With (8), we have

Ekpﬂc = - ka\k—lH)EkP\k—l(I - ka\k—lH)/\/ﬁ
+ VPG -1 QuGii1 VD

Combining the above equation with (@), it yields

Ekp+l|k = AEkPmA/
= VPA(I - ka\k—lH)EkP\k—l(I - ka\k—lH)/A/\/ﬁ
+ VPAGY 1 QoG A'VD.
Under Assumption 2, following the results of [27], it can be

obtained that limy_, f e = »P. Accordingly, we have
that limy_, Ekplk is convergent, i.e., limg_, oo Ekp‘k =P,



Using ), (33) and #@3), we get
T — :%Z‘l/k
= (1 =) (zk — Buy-1)
= (1 —m)[A(zr-1 — fziiukq) + By
= (1 —y)[A(zg-1 — UACZV 1|k— 1)
- B0~ 1L(xk 1k—1 fZVfluH)]
= (L) [A@r—1 =21 o)+ BTQ L(wk—1 =241 jp—1)
- BPQ_lL(xk—l - jlzvfl\kq)]-

AW
_A‘kal\kfl

Then the estimation error covariance Ek| , can be calculated
as
S = pASY o AHASE ) DO BY —ASY
x L'Q ' BY +BPQ'Lnf ), A-BPQ7L
xS A= BPQT LSl Lo BY
+BPQ LYy, L' BY)
= Vp(A-BPQT LN (A= BPQTIL) b
+pBPQLEY (A BPQTLY
+ A QTIBY
It is noted that limy_, kal E = ¥ under the Assumption
2. Thus it can be derived from the above equation that

limy 00 E%@ = X" when \/p|Amax(A — BPQTIL)| < 1.
This completes the proof of Lemma 2. (|

Theorem 2. Under Assumptions | and 2, if the system (33)
is stabilizable in the mean-square sense, then the following
algebraic Riccati equations (33) and 36) admit the solutions
PY and PT satisfying PV > 0 and A > 0:

PV =APYA-MT'M+Q, (35)
P— ANA-L'Q7'L+Q, (36)
where
I'= B PYB+R, (37)
M = B'PV A, (38)
Q= BP'ABT + RF, (39)
L = BP'AA, (40)
A= (1-pP" +pPF. (41)
Proof. See Appendix B. (|

Theorem 3. Under Assumptions 1 and 2, the system (33)) is
stabilizable in the mean-square sense if and only if there exist
solutions PV and PT to the algebraic Riccati equations (33)
and (36) satisfying PV > 0 and A > 0.

In this case, the stabilizing controllers

= I 'Ma,,
= Q7 L(&, —

(42)

0 (43)

also minimize the performance (34). The optimal performance
is given by

J* =Bz PV gl +20 P (2610 —20/0) —l—tTZ{Em [(AAA

=0
+Q—(A-GL,,HA)PP(A-Gf,,,HA)
— PQuG 1 P Gl i} (44)
Proof. See Appendix C. O

Remark 8. It is noted that the key of deriving the stabilization
condition is to define the Lyapunov function (69) which is more
complicated than [[I8].

Now we shall show the other statement of the stabilization
condition for the system (33). Firstly, we give the following
assumptions:

Assumption 3. (A, [BY'  B”)) is stabilizable.

Assumption 4. (A, BY) is stabilizable and (A, D) is observ-
able where pQ + (1 —p)PV = DD'.

Lemma 4. Under Assumptions 1-4, the coupled algebraic
Riccati equations B3) and B8) admit the unique solutions
PW and PT such that PYV >0 and A > 0.

Proof. Since the algebraic Riccati equation (33) is the standard
Riccati equation, under Assumptions 1 and 2, the proof of the
uniqueness of P can be found in [28]. Here we show the
uniqueness of PP > 0 in (36). Under Assumption 1, applying
@1, it yields that

_ _ w
pr_BA-U-pP7 45)
p
Using (38), @0) and (@3, it yields that
(1 — o\ PW ,
A-(=PPT _ yA4— AABPQ-'BF AA+ Q.
p

Accordingly, we have

A = /pA' QA — /pA'ABTQ ' BY A /pA + [pQ
+(1—-p)P"].

Noting [28], if (A, BT) is stabilizable and (A, D) is observable
where pQ+(1—p)P" = DD/, there exists the unique solution
A > 0. Observing (), it is readily obtained that (38) admits
the unique solution P¥. This completes the proof. O

We now are ready to restate the stabilization condition of
Theorem 3 as follows.

Corollary 1. Under Assumptions 1-4, the system (B3) is
stabilizable in the mean-square sense.

Proof. Under Assumptions 3 and 4, noting Lemma 4, it can
be known that the algebraic Riccati equations (33) and (36)
admit the unique solutions PV and P such that PV > 0
and A > 0. Thus, under Assumptions 1-4 and from Theorem
3, it is readily obtained that the system (33)) is stabilizable in
the mean-square sense. |



B. Boundedness in the Mean-Square Sense

In this subsection, we shall show the stabilization condition
for the system (I3).

Remark 9. It is noted that for the single-control system
with the additive noise, merely the sufficient condition for
the stabilization problem can be derived [29]. The necessary
and sufficient stabilization condition is still unsolved. In the
following subsection, we shall present the complete solution
to the stabilization problem for the system with multiple
controllers and additive noise.

The associate infinite-horizon performance for the system
(13 is given by

N
s 1 P P
J:J\}%N{Ekgo [wk'Q:vk—i—u;cRuk—i—uf: RPukP} } (46)

We give the problem to be solved in this subsection as follows:

Problem 3. Search the F{Y,V'}-measurable controller uy,
and the F{Y,V,Y,F'}-measurable controller il such that the
system ([3) is bounded in the mean-square sense and the
infinite-horizon performance (40) is minimized.

Before give the main results of this subsection, we shall
present the convergence of the estimators for the embedded
controller and remote controller.

Lemma 5. Under Assumption 2, the estimation error covari-
ances kalk is asymptotic bounded, i.e., limy_, o kalk =3P
Under Assumption 2, if \/P|Amas(A—BYQ 'L)| < 1, then
EZ‘(k is asymptotic bounded, i.e., limy_, EZ‘(k =W,

Proof. The proof is similar to that of Lemma 3. Thus is omit
here. [l

Now we shall show the main results of this subsection.

Theorem 4. Under assumption 1 and 2, if \/p|Amaz(A—
BPQ7'L)| < 1, the system ([3) is bounded in the mean-
square sense if and only if there exist solutions PV and PT

to the algebraic Riccati equations ([33) and (36) such that
PY > 0and A > 0.

Accordingly, the stabilizing controllers are as
(47)
(48)

N
up = —1I Mxk‘k,

P _ _-17(4 W
ty, = =7 L(Ey, — Txp);

and the optimal performance is minimized by the above
controllers as

J*=tr{SP[(A'AA+ Q — (A -GPHA)Y PP (A -GPHA)]
+Qu(A = p(I - G"H)PP(I - G"H))
- pQ,GT PPGTY. (49)
Proof. See Appendix D. O

Remark 10. [t should be emphasized that it is the first
time to show the strict proof for the necessary and sufficient
stabilization condition of LOG control for the system involving
with the additive noise.

We now show the other claim of the stabilization condition
for the system (I3).

Corollary 2. Under Assumptions 1-4, if \/D|Amax(A —
BPQ~IL)| < 1, the system (33) is bounded in the mean-
square sense.

Proof. The proof is similar to that of Corollary 1. Thus is
omitted here. O

IV. NUMERICAL EXAMPLES

Recently, the control of autonomous unmanned underwater
vehicle (AUUV) has gain increasing interests due to its exten-
sive applications, such as deep-sea exploration, target tracking
and precise striking [1], [2]. In this section, we shall investigate
a simple AUUV system to illustrate the effectiveness of the
proposed algorithm.

Consider a simple AUUV system including an unmanned
underwater vehicle (UUV) and a mission-control center
(MCC). Let &; and v, be the location and velocity of the UUV
at time ¢ (it is assumed that the UUV sails in the straight line
and the variables are one-dimensional for simplicity). Then, at
time ¢ + 1, the location &4 has the form as

Sip1 = & v + 0, (50)

where 0, stands for the disturbance during the navigation,
e.g., undercurrent, and vy = v + v}V with v}V being the
imposed-velocity by the MCC and v} being the imposed-
velocity of the UUV. The initial value & and ; are Gaussian
and independent, with mean (50,0) and covariance (6, Qp)
respectively.

As can be seen in Fig. 2, the location &; delivered from
the UUV to the MCC is prone to be lost with probability p
due to the limiting transmission capacity of the UUV. Then,
the MCC sends the observed signals f; = ;& (1 is the i.i.d.
Bernoulli random variable, i.e., n» = 1 means the location
transmits successfully, otherwise fails) to the UUV as well as
the control mission. Since the MCC is generally full-equipped,
the downlink from the MCC to the UUV is perfect. The UUV
makes its own control action based on its own observations
ot (pr = C& + €, where €; is the Gaussian white noise with
zero mean and covariance )., and C is a constant) and the
MCC’s observations f;. It is noted that the control action of
the UUV and the control mission of the MCC perform on the
UUV simultaneously.

The objective of the UUV system is to arrive at the
destination (the location is 7) and meanwhile the energy cost
is minimized. To this end, we denote the above objective by
the following performance

N
In =D E[(& -7 Q& — 1) +v{ R v+ RV,
t=0 1)

where the first term is the sum of quadratic distance between
the real-time location and the destination, the second term is
the sum of the quadratic real-time velocity, with Q¢ > 0,
RP >0 and R > 0 being the weighting coefficients.
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Fig. 2. Over view of the AUUV system.

This AUUV system can be portrayed by the model of this
paper. Denote x; = & — 7. Similar to (13) and (I4), we devfli/ne

X _ o v
vf = EWf|F{fe... . fo}l. o = v =o', in = I;iP ;
- RY 0

B=[1 1] and R = 0P| Then, the AUUV system

(B0) can be rewritten as

Tep1 =z + By + 0 + 0, (52)

The performance (51) can be rewritten as

N
Iy =B {2Q°x: + v/Rin + 7 R} (53)
t=0
Comparing (13), (I6) with (32), (33), the optimal strategies
for the AUUV system can be obtained directly by applying
Theorem 1 in Section II.

Set the system (52) and the performance (33) with & = 0,
§=Qy=Q.=1,7=30,C=1,Q°=0.01, RFf =R" =
5, PN+1 =0 and N = 100.

To begin with, for the finite-horizon case, by applying
Theorem 1, we draw Fig.3 and Fig. 4 as follows. Fig.3 shows
the velocity of the UUV with p = 0, p = 0.5 and p = 1
respectively. It is noted that there is little difference on the
velocity of the UUV for different p. Fig. 4 presents the
performance of the AUUV system for different p. It can be
seen that the performance of the AUUV system becomes worse
with the increasing of p.

For the infinite-horizon case, setting p = 0.5, we shall firstly
draw the curse of E[z),z] in Fig. 5 for the system (52) without
the additive noise 6;. It can be known that the regulated state
is stable in the mean-square sense. Letting p = 0.6, we draw
the dynamic behavior of E[z} x| in Fig. 5 for the system
(32). It can be seen that the regulated state is bounded in the
mean-square sense.

V. CONCLUSION

This paper is concerned about the optimal control and
stabilization problem for NCSs with asymmetric information.
We firstly present the optimal estimators by using the kalman
filtering based on the asymmetric information. In virtue of
the Pontryagin’s maximum principle, we derive the solution

2
—#—p=0
or ——p=0.5
— 1
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Fig. 3. Velocity of the UUV for different p.
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Fig. 4. Optimal performance for different p.

to the FBSDEs. By applying this solution and two coupled
Riccati equations, we give the optimal embedded and remote
controllers. For the infinite-horizon case, based on the optimal
performance, we define the Lyapunov function. In virtue of
the Lyapunov function, the necessary and sufficient condition
for the stabilization in the mean-square sense is given for the
system without the additive noise. For the system with the
additive noise, we show the necessary and sufficient condition
for the boundedness in the mean-square sense in terms of

1000
800 —EkxJ
600 |
a0}
200}
0
0 20 0 t 60 80 100

Fig. 5. Dynamic Behavior of E(z} xy).
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Fig. 6. Dynamic Behavior of E(x} ).

two coupled algebraic Riccati equations. Finally, numerical
examples about the unmanned underwater vehicle are shown

APPENDIX A
PROOF OF THEOREM 1

Proof. “Sufficiency”: Suppose that I'j, and €2 are positive
definite. We shall show that Problem 1 admits the unique
solutions. By making use of (32), denote the value function

—apl) G

Before proceeding the proof, we shall introduce the following
preliminaries.

In virtue of (13), (I4), (3 and (@), we get

Vi = B{z}, [PV a5, + PE (4

AW
Tt 1) k+1

= Vrp1ZThs1 + (1 — 7k+1)53kw+1|k

= ”yk+1(A3:k+Buk+BPuk +Wk)+(1—"yk+1)(Aiin+Buk)
= Yer1 Ak =25+ e BTG +kriwr + AL, +Bug,

(55)
and

‘%kPJrl\kJrl

=18k (LYo ) [ o+ G ko W1 — HER 1))

= i1 (Azp+Bup+BP ) +wk)+(1_7k+1){AjkP|k+Buk
+ B +Gy oy [H (Azg+Buy + B0, + wy) +oi41

— H(Adyp),, + Bug + B )]}

= W1 A(zy — &73,) + ARy, + Bug + BUGp + yppawp

+ (=34 1) Gy o [H Ay —24,)+ Hoptogga]. (56)
Combining (33) with (36), it yields that

P W
Lt 1)k+1 ~ Lht1)k+1
=(1- 7k+1)A(~%kP\k - jmc) +(1

— Y1) BTy,
+(1 - 7k+1)GkP+1|k[HA(xk -

Erpp) + Hwr + vrga]. (57)

:E{ 1—p

x Pl (I =Gy H)

By applying (34), (I4) and the orthogonality principle, it yields

Vi
= E['I%P]XVQA:HIC + I;Pf(ikp\k - jg\/k)]
= Ela, By w— ai, BY (o =2 ) 1+ E{[(
x P [(zr — &y),) — (2 — &7,)]}
= Elef, P ax — (zi —23),) Y (w0 —21),)]
+]E[(xk—§cm€)’P,f(xk _jg\/k)_(Ik_jgk)/Plf(xk_jkp\k)]
=E[z}, P o — (Ik|k Iklk) Py (Iﬁk—fm)—”(zk\kpgv)]
+E[(#7,— 20 P (@, —20)]
= B}, B ant (& —20) (P
— tr(Si ).

Tk —:i?mc) +§:Hk]/

Pk )(Ik|k —%\k)]
(58)

In virtue of (34), (I4), (13), G3)-(7), we have

Vi1

= E{QUZH[PIK@KWCH + Pk]jrl(‘%kPJerJrl - ‘%?jrl\kJrl)]}
= E{(l—p)IZAIPIZYHA(CCk Ik|k) (1-p)ai A’ Pk+1BP
+x, AP Ay + 2, AP Buy + w B' P AR
+upB' P Bug + (1 - p)ag, BT P, Az, — 2),)
+(1—p)ag B P, BTy + (1 - p)tr(QuPY,)
= pl(zx $k|k) (A Gk+1\kHA) Pk+1(A Gk+1\kHA)

X (z — xk\k)] - pt?"[QvaJrukPkHGkH\k + Qu(I

Gk+1\kH) Bl (I - Gk+1|kH)] + plai, A'PL Az,
xk\k) + a:kA’Pk_HBPuk + g, P'gF’ Pk+1A( igk)
+al BY' PE  BYal +tr(QuPL)]}
[(wk\k - xk\k) Al Pk+1A( o

Lk — jZTk)
+ tT(Ek\kA Pk+1A) + 2($k|k $k|k) Al Pk+1BPUk

xk\k
x A Pk+1A($k\k—$k\k)+2(fillj|k Ik|k> "A'P By,
+af BY PELBYuy | + 2, AP Axy, —(af .~y

x AP A(dy, —2g) + 2ul, B' P Ay +u B'P
X Buy — ptr[Si (A =Gy HAY PLL (A =G H

x A)] —ptT[Qva+1|kPk+1Gk+1\k + Qu(I — Gy HY
~ QuPl}- (59)



Combining (38) with (39) and using @4)-(B0), we get

Vi = Vi1
=B} (P —A'PY A+ M} M) xy—a) MLy My,
+ (@) [PE = P+ pA'RY A = pA Pl A
X (wk\k_xk\k) —2u /BP/[PPISA +01- )Pgl]A(‘%kP\k

_:Ek\k) — (Qk - R%)ay) — 2up B! Pk+1A17k|k

— u(Tr—R)ug } —tr{Qu[(1—p) P 1 —p(I—=Gy ), H)'

X PIZ—I(I_ka+1|kH)+pP15-1]_vaGkP-;-HkPIEi-IGkP-i-l\k

+ X4 [—pA' P A+ P + MT My,

+p(A =G HA)Y PLL (A =Gy HA)

= E{2},Qur + upRui + af RV af — (2uf, B'PY, Al

+ ) T pug —|—:ck|kMkI‘ "My, — [2af BY Appa A

X (& —y,) + Oyl — (@) (P — P

+pA' P A - pA'PLLA - MT le)(xk\k xk\k)]}
— tr{ LA A1 A+ Q — p(A =GP HAY PEL (A
Gk+1\kHA)]+Qw[(Ak+1 p(I- Gk+1\kH)/Pijrl

x (I - Gk+1|kH)] vaGk+1|kPk+le+1\k}

= E{2},Qui + up Ruy + it RUaf — (up, + T Myi),)
x T (up + Ty My ) — (g + Q5 Le(Eg,—210))
x Q[ + Q5 Ly (@7~ 2]}
— tr{Si[A'Ari1 A+ Q — p(A— Gy HA) PEL (A
- Gk+1\kHA)]+Qw[(Ak+1 —p(I- ka-l-l\kH)/PIZ-l
x (I - GkP+1|kH)] PQva+1|kPk1:-1GkP+1|k}'
Adding from £ = 0 to k = N on both sides of the above

equation, the performance (I6) can be written as

JN

N
— E{«)[RYV 3, + PP (2L, _@glvo)}}+zn~{zgk
k=0

X [(A'Ap11A+ Q — p(A = Gy HA) Pl (A
- GkP+1|kHA)]+Qw[(Ak+1 —p(I- GkP+1|kH)/P15|—1

x (I - ka+1\kH)] vaGk+1\kPI£HGkP+1|k

+ EZ+1|N+1PN+1} =+ Z{(Uk —+ F];lei'?‘/k)/Fk(Uk
k=0

+ T M) +lag +Q L (@5, —210,))
X [+ L (Eh ) —hp) )

Note that I', > 0 and Q; > 0 for £k = 0,..., N. Thus, the
optimal controllers are given by (22) and [@23). Accordingly,
the optimal performance is as (3I). This ends the proof of the
sufficiency.

“Necessity”: The proof of the necessity is similar to that of
[18]. Thus we omit here. We shall show that (32)) holds for
k=N +1,...,0 by mathematical induction.
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Firstly, with @0) and P/, = P, = P41, it is readily
obtained that (32) holds for k = N + 1.

For k = N, using (13), (I4) and @20), we have (I8) as
0 = B'Py11(A&Y|y + Buy) + Ruy.
Thus, with 24) and (23), the optimal uy is presented as
uy = —TN' Mgy (60)
In virtue of (13), (I4) and @0), (I9) can be calculated by
0= B Pn11(A2R g + Buy + B” @y
- BP'PNH(A:i:%N + Buy) + RPaf.

Hence, using (26)-[28), the optimal @}, is given by

(61)

P _ —1 P W
uy = -y LN($N|N - xN|N)'

By making use of (I3), @0), (&0) and (&I}, (I7) can be written
as

Av-1 = APy (AdRy + Buy + BY03) + Qi y
= (A'Pys1A— APy BTG My + Q)i y +(A'
X PN+1A—A/PN+1BPQ]_\[1LN+Q)(jﬁ\N_j:%N)

Noting 24)-(30), it can be known that (32)) holds for k = N.In

order to accomplish the proof of the mathematical induction,

let any [ with 0 <[ < N. Assume that \;,_1 are as (32) for

k > 1+ 1. Now we shall prove that (32) holds for k& = I.
For k =1+ 1, (3) is as

M= Pa e+ PR @l — 3m)- (62)
By making use of (I4) and (62), (I8) becomes
0= B'PY,(A#]}] + Bui) + Ruy.
Using @24) and 23), we have the optimal u; as
w = =T Mdy (63)

By applying 33), (32) and @®2), (I9) can be calculated as

0=B" PY1[(1 - p)A(&]), —&{})+ (1 - p)B" @ + Az}
+ B + B” P, A&, — 21)) + pB"d/]
- B"'PY, (A} + Bu) + R af
=B"[(1-p) P, +pPli1]A(iiz}\jl -

+ B (1 —p)PY, +pPL Bl + RV af

With @26)-28), the optimal @/ is as
af = _QflLl(fﬁl

— ). (64)



Using (D). G5), G2, 62, @©3) and (@), Ai—1 can be

calculated as
Ny = A'PIG (1 = p) A —ay)+(1 - p) BTl + Ay
+ Buy] + A'PY [pA(i,—21)) + pBY 4[] + Qi)
= A'l1-p)PY, +pPz+1]A($ﬁl fﬁm) + A/Pll-/'}-/lAi'm
— A'[0-p)PY, +pPl1BYQ; Ll(fﬁz—fm)
— A'PY BT Mydyy + Qi)
= {A1(-p P+ pPLL)A-A'[(1= p) Py + pPL)
x BYO L+ QY (]~
+ (A'PY A= MT M, + Q)fflu

By applying @4)-@0), we have that (32)) is valid for k = 1.
Therefore, we have proven that (32) holds for K = N, ..., 0.
[l

APPENDIX B
PROOF OF THEOREM 2

Proof. Under Assumptions 1 and 2, supposing that the system
(33) is stabilizable in the mean-square sense, we shall show
that there exist the solutions P and P’ to the algebraic
Riccati equations (33) and (36) such that P > 0 and A > 0.

To make the time horizon N explicit in the finite horizon
case, we rewrite PV, PP, My, Ty, Ag, Q and Ly in @4)-
@ as P (N). PF(N), My(N), Ti(N), A(N), Q4(N)
and Li(N).

Combining the algebraic Riccati equations (B3)-(38) with
the observation equation (@), it can be known that they are
uncorrelated with each other. Hence, we set H = I and
vg = 0. Then the observation equation (@) becomes y,f = Tk.
Accordingly, it is readily obtained that

Fhip = Ty Sy = 0. (65)

Noting that the algebraic Riccati equations (33)-(36) are
uncorrelated with the initial value, we set ;1 = 0. Then the
optimal performance (31)) (without the additive noise) becomes

In = E{xp[BY (N)igly + Py (N)(E0 —gl0)] } (66)
= E[oxoPy" (N)zo + 2Py (N)(x0 — yowo)]
Then we have that
JN = ElzpA0(N)zo] < ElzgA0(N + 1)ao] = Jy 41

Since the initial value x( is arbitrary, it yields that Ag(N)
increases with respect to N. Next we shall show that Ag(N)
is bounded. Noting that the system (33)) is stabilizable in the
mean-square sense, then from the Definition 1, we have that

lim E(z)xy)
k— o0

= khﬁrglo E{[(zx — ikp‘k) + (ikp‘k - jmc) + :%mc]’[(:vk - :%kplk)
+ (‘%kp\k - C@Z[\/k) + ‘%Hk]}
hm {tr( Ek\k +E[(‘%kp|k - i'g\/k)/(i'kp\k - fmc)]
+ E(zklk:cm)} =0. (68)
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Combining (63) with (68), we have that
Jm E(%m%m = 0,E[(Z4)x — 241) (E41x — 2h1x)] = 0.

From [30], there exist constants {; > 0, I > 0 and I3 > 0
such that

ZIE zxr) < LE(zhro ,ZE xklkxklk ) < lgE(xOIOxOIO)
k=0 k=0

ZE[(i'kP\k - jk| ) ($k|k \k)] < ZBE[(fEO\o 53‘0%)1
k=0

x (Zgj0 — ojo)]-
Noting Definition 2, let a constant [, such that LW RLW <
I,1, L' RLY < 1,1 and Q < I41. Then the performance (34)
becomes

T =B o Qe 4R+ i B

k=0
=E (a4/Qur) —i—EZ (@ LY REV &)Y, )
k= O =

+EZ (The — 20) YLY'RPLF (&6 AT )

— Tk
< 14{11E(JE05€0) + LE(#0 4)
+ ZBE[@(IJD\O - jg\/o)/(fcom ivgl\/o)]}
Thus, with @7, we get
ElzgAo(N)zo] = Jx < J,

which means that Ag(N) is bounded. Hence, Ag(N) is
convergent.
It is noted that the variables in (24)-(@0) are time invariant

for N due to the choice that Py4+; =0, i.e.,

PY(N) = PY (N ), P (N) = B (N — 5),
(N) ZLk_S(N S) Fk —Fk S(N—S),
Ap(N) = Bi—s(N = 5), Q(N) = Qs (N — 5),
Mp(N) = Mi_s(N —s),s <k<N,0<s<N.

Hence, it yields that
J\}E)noo Ag(N) = J\}E)noo Ao(N — k) = A.
Thus, we have shown that Ay () is convergent. Now we shall
prove that P}V (N) and PP (N) are convergent respectively.
Noting that P}V (N) is uncorrelated with the packet dropout
probability p, we set p = 0. With 28), it is readily obtained
that P}V (N) is convergent due to the convergence of Ag(N).
Accordingly, from (28), the convergence of P’(NN) can been
obtained for the convergence of PV (IN) and Ay (N).
Finally, we shall show that there exists [ > 0 satisfying

Ag(l) > 0. Assume this is not the case. Then there exists xg #
0 such that E(x{Ag(N)xg) = 0. The optimal performance
(&7) becomes

N

Ty =Y Elzy Quy +uj Rup + uf* R af)
k=0

= E(IéAo(N)JTQ) = O,



where 27, uj, and u; stand for the optimal state and optimal
controllers respectively. From Assumption 1, ie., R > 0,
RE >0 and Q = D'D > 0, we have that

up =0,ar* =0, Da} = 0.

Noting Assumption 2, i.e., (A,Q%) is observable, it yields
that o = 0, which is a discrepancy of xy # 0. Thus, there
exists [ > 0 satisfying Ao(l) > 0. Hence, we have shown
that A = limy 00 Ag(N) > 0. Similarly, we can obtain that
PW > 0. Now the proof of Theorem 2 is finished. (|

APPENDIX C
PROOF OF THEOREM 3

Proof. “Sufficiency”: Under Assumptions 1 and 2, supposing
that there exist solutions P" and P to the algebraic Riccati
equations (33) and (3G) such that P > 0 and A > 0, we
shall show that the system (33) is stabilizable in the mean-
square sense.

Combining (32) with the optimal performance (&Il), we
denote the Lyapunov function Vi as

Vi

i=k

(A Gz-l—l\zHA) H—l(A

1\1)/
x [A'Ai 1A+ Q —

- Gl HA i ~85) ~ pQ.GE PG
(69)
Accordingly, we have
Vi — Vi
=E a:jcpwig‘/k—l-x;PP(i:kplk—igk)—l-(a:k—i:kpw)’
x [(1 —p)A'PY A+ Q +pA PPG,CJFH,CHA](:Z:;g —:i:,ﬁk)

- $%+1PW%W+1\k+1—$%+1PP(fikp+1|k+1—j7kw+1|k+1)
= E{e},(PV—A'PV A+ M'T ' M)z —2), M'T ™' May,
+ (xk‘k :vklk) [PP — PV 4 pA'PYV A — pA'PF A]
= (wk\k_xlqk) —2u /BP/[PPP +(1 )PW]A(‘%kP\k
xk‘k) — iy (Q R®)ar —2u)B PWAxk‘k
— up(T—R)uy}
= E{2},Qui + ujRuy + g RVGL — (up + T Ma),)
X T(ug + T May) — [y + Q7 L@, —2p,))
x Qi +Q~ 1L(5Ek|k UCZ[\/k)]}
= E{z}.Qzi, + up,Ruy, + Uy, P'RPGE] > 0,

(70)
(71)

which implies that Vi decreases with respect to k. Next we
shall show that f/k is bounded below.

Noting the optimal performance (ZI) (without the addi-
tive noise) and the Lyapunov function Vi (@9, and letting
the initial time k — oo, it can be readily obtained that
limg o0 f/k > 0 which implies that Vk is bounded below.
Thus, f/k is convergent.

12

Now select m > 0. Taking summation for £ = m to k =
m + N on both sides of ([ZI) and letting m — oo, yielding

I+N
P
mlgnOO Z E{x},Qxr, + uj,Ruy, + i}, "RPal
= lgn f/l —Visns1 =0, (72)

where (72) holds for the convergence of Vi

Noting the optimal performance @I) (without the
additive noise of the system), and choosing the initial
value o = 0, we have that trz:]C O{Zk|k[(A’Ak+1A+
Q - p(A GiaHA) Pl (A G A)] -
pQUGkP-IrukPISrle-Hw} > 0. Thus, we have that

N
Z E{2}, Q) + ujRui +

ay, RYay] > E{xo [Po 550\0
k=0
+Py (%60 —20)0) }"‘Z tT{Ekk[AlAkJrlA"' Q—p(A

k=0

Gk+1\kHA) Pk+1(A Gk+1|k )]_vaGkJrl\kPkljrl
X GkJrl\k > E{xg [Py )

0 550\0 +P0 (550\0 _jg‘\/oﬂ

Setting 0 = 0, with Lemma 1, the above equation becomes

N
> E{2}.Qui + uj Ruy, + ity RVuf)
k=0

>E{z5[(1 —p)Fs" + pu)]zo}-

Through a time-shift of length of m, letting m — oo and
noting (Z72), it yields

N+m
: / / ~P' pP~P
n}l_rgo E E{2}, Q) + uj Ruy + 15, Ry

> hrn IE{:Z: [(1

m—r oo

—p)PW + pp)]am} = 0.

Noting PkW > 0, we have that limj,_, . E{x}z;} = 0. Thus,
the system (33) can be stabilized in the mean-square sense
by the controllers @2) and (@3). Now we shall show that
the controllers (@2) and (@3) can minimize the infinite-horizon
performance (34).

Taking summation on both sides of (ZQ) from & = 0 to
k = oo and noting the convergence of Vi, the infinite-horizon
performance (34) can be written as

J=Vo+E> {(ur + T Mal )T (up + T M)
k=0
- [ﬂlI:‘FQ_lL(j?lﬁk—jZ[\/k)]/Q[ﬂlf"‘ Q_lL(ilﬁk—jZ[\/k)]}

Since I' > 0 and © > 0, the stabilizing controllers (#2) and
(@3) can also minimize (34), and the optimal performance is
as (@4). This completes the proof of the sufficiency. The proof
of the necessity has been given in Appendix B. |



APPENDIX D
PROOF OF THEOREM 4

Proof. Under assumption 1 and 2, if /p[Mnaa(A
BPQ~'L)| < 1, assuming that there exist solutions P and
PP to the algebraic Riccati equations (33) and (36) such that
PW >0 and A > 0, we shall show that the system (I3) is
bounded in the mean-square sense.

To begin with, we shall give some preliminary work as
follows:

E[(@4) — Thx) Tk — Thx)]

:E{[(xk_i'k\k) (xk ka)]/[(xk_jgk)_(xk_ikp\k)]}

= ”’(Emc)_E[%(xk - xk|k)]_E[(xk_i'kp\k)/xk]+tr(2kp\k)
= ”’(Em Ek|k Ek|k + Ekp\k)

= tr(S{ — S (73)
Ef(zx — im)'(iﬁk - CEZ[\/k)]
= E[Ik(xk\k xk\k)] E{zk[(zx j?\/k) — (wr — jkp\k)]}

= tr(Sy — Si)- (74)
]E[fﬂéc(jkpw - jmc)]
= E{[(zx — jlﬁk) (jlﬁk - C@Z[\/k) + i'zi\/k]l(jlﬁk - i'?\/k)}

tr(EMk + Ek‘k
= tr(Ziy)-
In virtue of @7) and (@8], we have
= Az — BUT'M&, — BPQ ™' L(d7,, — &)),) + ws
= Axy + BFflM[(:ck — :Ek‘k) — ]

iy
(75)

T+1

= (A- BrflM)xk + BT ™' M (zy, — &}y
— BPQT L(&), — E4)) + whe- (76)

Using [3), (Z4), (73) and (Z6), it yields that
E[x;chlx/H'l]
= K[}, (A—BT~'M)'(A—=BT " M)ay] +2tr[S)}, (A — B
x T'M)BT~'M — 25, (A — BT~'M)'B"Q~'L
— 251, — ) M T B'BPQ' L+ 5, M'T~' B’
x BT 7'M + (S}, — Sh ) L'Q ' BY BPQT L+ Qu).
(7

Noting Lemma 5, i.e. Ek‘ . and Ek‘ .. are convergent. Thus, the
second term of equation (Z7) is convergent obviously. Hence,
it can be known that limy_, E(wkxk) is bounded in the mean-
square sense if and only if the following linear system

Br1 = (A— BT~ 'M)By, (78)

with the initial value 5y = =z, is stable in the mean-square
sense.

Noting (33), 37) and @8), (33) can be written as
PV = M'T'RI'M +Q

+ (A - BT 'M)YPV(A - BT 'M). (79)
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Now we shall show that (Z8) is stable in the mean-square
sense. Denote the Lyapunov function Wy, as

Wy, = E(8,P" By).
By making use of (Z9), we get
Wi — Wy

=E{B}[(A— BT 'M)PY(A - BTr'M)
= —E[,(M'T™'RI™'M + Q)B4

— P"Bk}

which implies that W} decreases with respect to k& and
bounded below, i.e, W}, is convergent. Adding from k = 0
to £ = m on both sides of the above equation, we have

Wins1 = Wo = = > E[B(MTT'RI™'M + Q)Bi].
k=0

Letting m — oo on both sides of the above equation, we get

lim E(ﬁ;n+1PWﬂm+1)

m—r

=E(B,PY By) — lim ZIE (M'T~YRT*M + Q)B4

Due to the convergence of Wj, it can be obtained
that lim,, o E[,,(M'T"'RI M + Q)B,] = 0. Thus,
limy oo E[B;.0k] = 0, i.e., the system (Z8) is stable in the
mean-square sense. Hence, the system (I3) is bounded in the
mean-square sense.

Now we shall show that @7) and (@8) minimize the perfor-
mance (46). Denote

VNV]C = E[(E;prl'k‘k'i‘fﬂkp ((Eklk :Ck|k +]EZ{
i=k

)/
z|1

[(A’AA+ Q—(A-GPHA)'PY(A-GPHA)|(x;
~&y; }+Ztr{Qw (Aps1 —p(I— GE,y  H) PLy
i=k

x (I - GkPJrl\kH)] vaGk+1\kP15r1GkP+1\k}~

Similar to ([Z0), it yields that

Wi, = Wi

= E{2},Qui + upRuy + g, REGf — (uy + T Ma),)
X F(Uk+F71Mj7m) [y, + Q7 IL(‘TW Im)]
x Qat + QilL(ilﬁk—xk\k)]}'

Noting Lemma 5 and the bounedness in the mean-square sense
of the system (I3), it can be obtained that limy o, Wy is



bounded. Adding from k£ = 0 to £k = N on both sides of the
above equation, the performance (46) becomes

N
e . g
7= o= W o+

[ak + Q7 Lig—25,))
x Qlaf + QlL(:ﬁkPIk—:Eka)]}}

= (up +T~ Ma:klk) D(up +T7 Mxk‘k) + [af

+ QT L& =2 )) QLar + Q7 L@ — 1))
+tr{SP[(A'AA+Q — (A— GPHAYPY(A

— GPHA) 4+ Qul(Aks1 — p(I—- Gllc3+1|kH)IPkljrl
x (I - GkPJrl\kH)] vaGkJrl\kPk]jrlePJer}'

Noting that I' > 0 and €2 > 0, it can be readily obtained that
the optimal controllers are as @) and [@S). Accordingly, the
optimal performance is as (@9). The sufficiency of Theorem 4
is completed.

“Necessity”: Suppose that the system (13)) is bounded in the
mean-square sense. we shall prove that there exist solutions
P" and P* to the algebraic Riccati equations (33) and (36)
such that P > 0 and A > 0.

Substituting (@2)) and (@3) into the system (33) and replacing
xp, with zg, it yields

X Tug + T Mal) +

2ps1 = Az, — BT~ 1Mzk‘k BPQ~ IL(Zk\k 5’Z|Vk)
= Az, + BT M[(z — £1;.) — 2]
— BPQTL(Z{, — &)
= (A~ BT "'M)z + BT "M (2 — £V,
— BPQTL(2, — Ak)s (80)

with initial value zg = x(. Define s as the following equation

skt1 = (A— BT ' M)sj, + BT "M (s — 81

— BPQT L84, — 51k) + @i (81)

with known initial value s = 0.

Noting (13), () and (@), it can be obtained that x; =
2k + sg. Through simple calculation, it can be known that sy,
is orthogonal to zj. Thus, it can be readily obtained that “the
system (Z6) is bounded in the mean-square sense” is equivalent
to “the system (I6) is stabilizable in the mean-square sense”.
From Theorem 3, if the system (33) is stable in the mean-
square sense, then there exist solutions P and P to the
algebraic Riccati equations (33) and (38) such that PV > 0
and A > 0. Thus, the same conclusion can be obtained if
the system (I3) is bounded in the mean-square sense. This
completes the proof of the necessity. O
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