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Optimal Stabilization Control for Discrete-Time
Mean-Field Stochastic Systems
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Abstract—This paper will investigate the stabilization and
optimal linear quadratic (LQ) control problems for infinite
horizon discrete-time mean-field systems. Unlike the pre-
vious works, for the first time, the necessary and suffi-
cient stabilization conditions are explored under mild con-
ditions, and the optimal LQ controller for infinite horizon is
designed with a coupled algebraic Riccati equation (ARE).
More specifically, we show that under the exact detectabil-
ity (exact observability) assumption, the mean-field system
is stabilizable in the mean square sense with the optimal
controller if and only if a coupled ARE has a unique posi-
tive semidefinite (positive definite) solution. The presented
results are parallel to the classical results for the standard
LQ control.

Index Terms—Algebraic Riccati equation (ARE), mean-
field LQ (linear quadratic) control, optimal controller, stabi-
lizing controller.

I. INTRODUCTION

IN THIS paper, the optimal control and stabilization problems
for infinite horizon discrete-time mean-field systems are con-

sidered. Different to the classical stochastic control problem,
the system state is described by a controlled mean-field stochas-
tic difference/differential equation (MF-SDE), which was first
studied in [1] and [2]. Since then, significant contributions have
been made in studying MF-SDEs and related topics by many re-
searchers. See, for example, [3]–[7] and the references therein.
Inspired by the progress made on MF-SDEs, the study of mean-
field stochastic control has been a hot research topic since 1950s,
which combines the mean-field theory with stochastic control
problems. The recent development in mean-field control prob-
lems can be found in [8]–[15], [17], [18] and references therein.
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In particular, Yong[20] first studied the finite horizon mean-
field linear quadratic (LQ) control problem, a necessary and
sufficient solvability condition of the problem was presented
in terms of operator type criteria. Furthermore, the continuous-
time mean-field LQ control and stabilization problem for the
infinite horizon was investigated in [21], the equivalence of sev-
eral notions of stability for mean-field systems was established.
It was shown that the optimal mean-field LQ controller for the
infinite horizon case can be presented via the maximal solution
to the AREs.

For the discrete-time mean-field LQ control problem, a solv-
ability condition for the finite horizon discrete-time mean-field
LQ control problem was presented in terms of operator type con-
ditions in [5]. Furthermore, under some conditions, the explicit
optimal controller was derived by using the matrix dynamical
optimization method. Besides, for the infinite time case, the
equivalence of some stabilizability notions for mean-field SDEs
was studied and the solution to the associated ARE was investi-
gated in [27]. Moreover, Ni et al. [17], [18] studied the indefinite
mean-field LQ control problems.

However, it should be stressed that the stabilization problem
for mean-field systems remains to be further investigated, al-
though a lot of progress has been made as mentioned in [5],
[17], [18], [27], and references therein. The main reasons are
as follows: 1) Stabilization properties of the optimal controllers
have not been studied, or the necessary and sufficient stabiliza-
tion conditions for mean-field systems have not been provided in
the literature; 2) Previous works on optimal control design rely
on strong assumptions and it is crucial to relax the assumptions.
The following fundamental question has not been answered:
Under what conditions can the closed-loop mean-field system
with the optimal controller be mean-square stabilizable.

In this paper, we aim to provide a thorough solution to the
problems of optimal LQ control and stabilization for infinite
horizon discrete time mean-field systems. As the preliminaries,
the results of finite horizon mean-field LQ control are presented,
and the necessary and sufficient solvability condition of finite
horizon case is given in an explicit expression. By doing the
convergence analysis on the coupled Riccati equation for the
finite horizon case, the infinite horizon LQ controller and the
stabilization conditions (necessary and sufficient) are derived.
In addition, the Lyapunov function for stabilization is expressed
with the optimal cost function. Two stabilization results are
obtained under two different assumptions. One is the assump-
tion of exact detectability, under which it is shown that the
mean-field system is mean square stabilizable if and only if the
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coupled algebraic Riccati equation (ARE) admits a unique pos-
itive semidefinite solution. The other one is the assumption of
exact observability, under which it is shown that the mean-field
system is mean square stabilizable if and only if the coupled
ARE has a unique positive definite solution.

It should be pointed out the stabilization conditions will be
explored under the assumption of R ≥ 0 and R + R̄ ≥ 0. This
weakens the assumption of R > 0, even for the classical LQ
case, see [24], [29], and [30]. On one hand, the control weight-
ing matrices R are not necessary positive definite, especially
for finance applications, like mean-variance portfolio selection
problem [16]; on the other hand, the relaxation is significant and
more general for mathematical reasons, which includes R > 0
as a special case.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section II
provides the problem formulation and the preliminary results of
finite horizon mean-field LQ control. In Section III, main results
of the infinite horizon optimal control and stabilization problems
are presented. Numerical examples are given in Section IV to
illustrate main results of this paper. Some concluding remarks
are given in Section V. Finally, relevant proofs are detailed in
Appendices.

Notations: In means the unit matrix with rank n; superscript ′

denotes the transpose of a matrix. Real symmetric matrix A > 0
(or ≥ 0) implies that A is strictly positive definite (or positive
semidefinite). Rn signifies the n-dimensional Euclidean space.
B−1 is used to indicate the inverse of real matrix B, and C†

means the Moore–Penrose inverse of C. {Ω,F ,P, {Fk}k≥0}
represents a complete probability space, with Fk the σ-algebra
generated by {x0 , w0 , . . . , wk}. E[·|Fk ] means the conditional
expectation with respect to Fk and F−1 is understood as {∅,Ω}.
a.s. denotes in the “almost surely” sense.

Definition 1: For random vector x, if E(x′x) = 0, we call it
zero random vector, i.e., x = 0, a.s.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION AND PRELIMINARIES

A. Problem Formulation

We consider the following discrete-time mean-field system:
⎧
⎨

⎩

xk+1 = (Axk + ĀExk + Buk + B̄Euk )
+(Cxk + C̄Exk + Duk + D̄Euk )wk ,

x0 = ξ
(1)

where A, Ā, C, C̄ ∈ Rn×n , and B, B̄,D, D̄ ∈ Rn×m , all the
coefficient matrices are given deterministic. xk ∈ Rn is the
state process and uk ∈ Rm is the control process. The system
noise {wk}N

k=0 is scalar valued random white noise with zero
mean and variance σ2 , defined on a complete probability space
{Ω,F ,P, {Fk}k≥0}. E is the expectation taken over the noise
{wk}N

k=0 and initial state ξ. {Fk}k≥0 is the natural filtration
generated by {ξ, w0 , . . . , wk} augmented by all the P-null sets.

By taking expectations on both sides of (1), we obtain

Exk+1 = (A + Ā)Exk + (B + B̄)Euk ,Ex0 = Eξ. (2)

In this paper, the infinite horizon mean-field stochastic LQ
control problem is solved. Besides, the necessary and sufficient
stabilization conditions for mean-field systems are investigated.

Unlike the finite horizon case, the infinite horizon solution also
needs to guarantee the closed-loop stability.

The associated cost function is given by

J =
∞∑

k=0

E[x′
kQxk + Ex′

k Q̄Exk + u′
kRuk + Eu′

k R̄Euk ]

(3)
where Q, Q̄, R, R̄ are deterministic symmetric weighting ma-
trices with appropriate dimensions.

The admissible control set of the infinite horizon case is pre-
sented as follows:

U∞ = {u0 , u1 · · · |uk ∈ Rm , uk isFk−1-measurable,

and
∞∑

k=0

E(u′
kuk ) < +∞}. (4)

Throughout this paper, the weighting matrices in the cost
function are required to satisfy:

Assumption 1: Q ≥ 0, Q + Q̄ ≥ 0 and R ≥ 0, R + R̄ ≥ 0.
Remark 1: In previous works like [24], [29], and [30], R > 0

was required to solve the stabilization problems. While in this
paper, R is only required to be a positive semidefinite.

The following notions of stability and stabilization are intro-
duced.

Definition 2: System (1) with uk = 0 is called asymptoti-
cally mean square stable if for any initial values x0 , there holds

lim
k→+∞

E(x′
kxk ) = 0.

Definition 3: System (1) is called mean square stabilizable if
there exists a Fk−1-measurable linear controller u ∈ U∞, such
that for any initial state x0 , the closed loop of system (1) is
asymptotically mean square stable.

Following from [25], [29], and [30], the definitions of ex-
act observability and exact detectability are respectively given
below.

Definition 4: We consider the following mean-field system:
{

xk+1 = (Axk + ĀExk ) + (Cxk + C̄Exk )wk ,
Yk = Q1/2Xk

(5)

whereQ =
[

Q 0
0 Q + Q̄

]
and Xk =

[
xk − Exk

Exk

]
. System (5) is said

to be exact observable, if for any N ≥ 0

Yk = 0 ∀ 0 ≤ k ≤ N ⇒ x0 = 0

where the meaning of Yk = 0 and x0 = 0 are given in Definition
1.

For simplicity, we rewrite system (5) as (A, Ā, C, C̄,Q1/2).
Definition 5: The system (A, Ā, C, C̄,Q1/2) in (5) is said to

be exact detectable, if for any N ≥ 0

Yk = 0 ∀ 0 ≤ k ≤ N, ⇒ lim
k→+∞

E(x′
kxk ) = 0.

Remark 2: Definition 5 gives a different definition of “ex-
act detectability” from the one given in previous work [27].
In fact, Ni et al. [27] considered the system with different
observation yk

{
xk+1 = (Axk + ĀExk ) + (Cxk + C̄Exk )wk ,
yk = Qxk + Q̄Exk .

(6)
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Obviously, it is different to the definition given in this paper. In
[27], system (6) was called “exact detectable,” if for any N ≥ 0

yk = 0 ∀ 0 ≤ k ≤ N ⇒ lim
k→+∞

E(x′
kxk ) = 0.

Remark 3: The exact detectability made in Definition 5 is
weaker than the exact detectability made in [27]. In fact, noting
that Yk = Q1/2Xk = 0 implies

[
Q 0
0 Q + Q̄

]1/2 [
xk − Exk

Exk

]

= 0. (7)

Equation (7) indicates that

Q(xk − Exk ) = 0, and (Q + Q̄)Exk = 0 (8)

and thus, Qxk + Q̄Exk = 0.
Hence, if (A, Ā, C, C̄,Q, Q̄) is “exact detectable” as defined

in [27], then (A, Ā, C, C̄,Q1/2) will be exact detectable as de-
fined in Definition 5.

Remark 4: Definitions 4 and 5 can be reduced to the standard
exact observability and exact detectability for standard stochas-
tic systems, respectively. Actually, with Ā = 0, C̄ = 0, Q̄ = 0
in system (5), Definition 4 becomes Q1/2xk = 0 ⇒ x0 = 0,
which is the standard exact observability definition for standard
stochastic linear systems. Similarly, the exact detectability given
in Definition 5 can be reduced to the standard exact detectability
definition for standard stochastic system. One can refer to [22],
[25], and [26].

The problems of infinite horizon LQ control and stabilization
for discrete-time mean-field systems are stated as the following.

Problem 1: We find the Fk−1-measurable linear controller
u ∈ U∞ to minimize the cost function (3) and stabilize system
(1) in the mean square sense.

B. Preliminaries

In this section, we recall the finite horizon mean-field LQ
control problem, which serves as the preliminary results.

The finite horizon cost function associated with system (1) is
given by

JN =
N∑

k=0

E
[
x′

kQxk + (Exk )′Q̄Exk + u′
kRuk + (Euk )′R̄Euk

]

+ E(x′
N +1PN +1xN +1) + (ExN +1)′P̄N +1ExN +1 (9)

where Q, Q̄,R, R̄, PN +1 , P̄N +1 are deterministic symmetric
matrices with compatible dimensions and PN +1 ≥ 0, PN +1 +
P̄N +1 ≥ 0.

The admissible control set is defined as follows:

UN = {u0 , . . . , uN |uk ∈ Rm , uk isFk−1-measurable,

and
N∑

k=0

E(u′
kuk ) < +∞}. (10)

Any uk ∈ UN is called an admissible control, and it is clear
that UN is a nonempty, closed, and convex subset of Rm .

The results for the finite horizon mean-field LQ control prob-
lem are stated as below.

The following result is the maximum principle for system (1)
associated with the finite horizon cost function (9).

Theorem 1: A necessary condition for minimizing (9) for
system (1) is as follows:

0 = E

{

Ruk + R̄Euk +
[

B + wkD
0

]′
λk

+ E

{ [
B̄ + wkD̄
B + B̄

]′
λk

}∣
∣
∣Fk−1

}

(11)

where the costate λk satisfies the following backward iteration:

λk−1 = E

{[
Qxk + Q̄Exk

0

]

+
[

A + wkC Ā + wkC̄
0 A + Ā

]′
λk

∣
∣
∣Fk−1

}

(12)

with the final condition

λN =
[

PN +1xN +1 + P̄N +1ExN +1
0

]

(13)

where PN +1 and P̄N +1 are as in the cost function (9).
Proof: See the detailed proof in [28]. �
Remark 5: It is noted that previous results on maximum prin-

ciple for mean-field LQ were based on the mean-field BSDE,
see [18]–[20]. We develop a new maximum principle for mean-
field LQ control problem in Theorem 1, which can be calculated
more easily, and can be reduced to the standard LQ case.

Theorem 2: Under Assumption 1, the optimal controller
{uk}N

k=0 is given as

uk = Kkxk + K̄kExk (14)

and the controller is unique if and only if Υ(1)
k and Υ(2)

k for
k = 0, . . . , N , as given below, are all positive definite, where

Kk = −[Υ(1)
k ]−1M

(1)
k , (15)

K̄k = −
{

[Υ(2)
k ]−1M

(2)
k − [Υ(1)

k ]−1M
(1)
k

}
(16)

and Υ(1)
k , M

(1)
k , Υ(2)

k , M
(2)
k are given as

Υ(1)
k = R + B′Pk+1B + σ2D′Pk+1D, (17)

M
(1)
k = B′Pk+1A + σ2D′Pk+1C, (18)

Υ(2)
k = R + R̄ + (B + B̄)′(Pk+1 + P̄k+1)(B + B̄)

+ σ2(D + D̄)′Pk+1(D + D̄), (19)

M
(2)
k = (B + B̄)′(Pk+1 + P̄k+1)(A + Ā)

+ σ2(D + D̄)′Pk+1(C + C̄) (20)

while Pk and P̄k in the above obey the following coupled Riccati
equation for k = 0, . . . , N .

Pk = Q + A′Pk+1A + σ2C ′Pk+1C − [M (1)
k ]′[Υ(1)

k ]−1M
(1)
k ,
(21)
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P̄k =Q̄ +A′Pk+1Ā + σ2C ′Pk+1C̄ +Ā′Pk+1A + σ2C̄ ′Pk+1C

+ Ā′Pk+1Ā + σ2C̄ ′Pk+1C̄ + (A + Ā)′P̄k+1(A + Ā)

+ [M (1)
k ]′[Υ(1)

k ]−1M
(1)
k − [M (2)

k ]′[Υ(2)
k ]−1M

(2)
k (22)

with final condition PN +1 and P̄N +1 given in (9).
The associated optimal cost function is given by

J∗
N = E(x′

0P0x0) + (Ex0)′P̄0(Ex0). (23)

Proof: The detailed proof can be found in [28]. �

III. MAIN RESULTS

In this section, the main results of this paper will be pre-
sented, and the necessary and sufficient stabilization conditions
for mean-field systems will be developed.

Before presenting the solution to Problem 1, the following
lemmas will be given at first.

Lemma 1: Under Assumption 1, for the following coupled
Riccati equation

Pk (N ) = Q + A′Pk+1(N )A + σ2C ′Pk+1(N )C

− [M (1)
k (N )]′[Υ(1)

k (N )]†M (1)
k (N ), (24)

P̄k (N ) = Q̄ + A′Pk+1(N )Ā + σ2C ′Pk+1(N )C̄ + Ā′Pk+1(N )A

+ σ2 C̄ ′Pk+1(N )C + Ā′Pk+1(N )Ā + σ2 C̄ ′Pk+1(N )C̄

+ (A + Ā)′P̄k+1(N )(A + Ā) + [M (1)
k (N )]′[Υ(1)

k (N )]†M (1)
k (N )

− [M (2)
k (N )]′[Υ(2)

k (N )]†M (2)
k (N ) (25)

with the final condition PN +1 = P̄N +1 = 0, where † means
that the Moore–Penrose inverse. If the regular condition below
holds:

Υ(i)
k (N)[Υ(i)

k (N)]†M (i)
k (N) = M

(i)
k (N), i = 1, 2 (26)

where

Υ(1)
k (N) = R + B′Pk+1(N)B + σ2D′Pk+1(N)D, (27)

M
(1)
k (N) = B′Pk+1(N)A + σ2D′Pk+1(N)C, (28)

Υ(2)
k (N) = (B + B̄)′[Pk+1(N) + P̄k+1(N)](B + B̄)

+ σ2(D + D̄)′Pk+1(N)(D + D̄) + R + R̄, (29)

M
(2)
k (N) = (B + B̄)′[Pk+1(N) + P̄k+1(N)](A + Ā)

+ σ2(D + D̄)′Pk+1(N)(C + C̄) (30)

with Pk (N), P̄k (N) satisfying (24) and (25). Then, the cost
function (9) with PN +1 = P̄N +1 = 0 can be minimized by

uk = Kk (N)xk + K̄k (N)Exk (31)

where

Kk (N) = −[Υ(1)
k (N)]†M (1)

k (N),

K̄k (N) = −
{

[Υ(2)
k (N)]†M (2)

k (N) − [Υ(1)
k (N)]†M (1)

k (N)
}

.

(32)

Moreover, the optimal cost function is

J∗
N = E[x′

0P0(N)x0 ] + (Ex0)′P̄0(N)(Ex0). (33)

Proof: See Appendix A. �
Remark 6: It should be noted that the presented results in

Lemma 1 are different to that in Theorem 2. First, the matrix
Υ(1)

k ,Υ(2)
k are no longer positive definite but regular condition

(26) is required; Second, the optimal controller (31) is not nec-
essarily unique.

Lemma 2: Under Assumption 1, for any N ≥ 0, Pk (N)
and P̄k (N) in (21) and (22) satisfy Pk (N) ≥ 0 and Pk (N) +
P̄k (N) ≥ 0.

Proof: See Appendix B. �
Lemma 3: Under Assumption 1, if the mean-field system (1)

is mean square stabilizable, then the following coupled ARE has
a solution satisfying P ≥ 0 and P + P̄ ≥ 0:

⎧
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨

⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

P = Q + A′PA + σ2C ′PC − [M (1) ]′[Υ(1) ]†M (1) ,

P̄ = Q̄ + A′PĀ + σ2C ′PC̄ + Ā′PA + σ2C̄ ′PC

+Ā′PĀ + σ2C̄ ′PC̄ + (A + Ā)′P̄ (A + Ā)

+[M (1) ]′[Υ(1) ]†M (1) − [M (2) ]′[Υ(2) ]†M (2) ,

Υ(i) [Υ(i) ]†M (i) = M (i) , i = 1, 2

(34)

while

Υ(1) = R + B′PB + σ2D′PD ≥ R ≥ 0, (35)

M (1) = B′PA + σ2D′PC, (36)

Υ(2) = R + R̄ + (B + B̄)′(P + P̄ )(B + B̄)

+ σ2(D + D̄)′P (D + D̄) ≥ R + R̄ ≥ 0, (37)

M (2) = (B + B̄)′(P + P̄ )(A + Ā)

+ σ2(D + D̄)′P (C + C̄). (38)

Proof: See Appendix C. �
It is noted from (35)–(38) that

[
M (1)

]′ [
Υ(1)

]†
M (1) = −

[
M (1)

]′
K − K′M (1) −K′Υ(1)K,

(39)
[
M (2)

]′
[Υ(2) ]†M (2) = −[M (2) ]′(K + K̄) − (K + K̄)′M (2)

− (K + K̄)′Υ(2)(K + K̄) (40)

where K and K̄ satisfy

K = −[Υ(1) ]†M (1) , (41)

K̄ = −{[Υ(2) ]†M (2) − [Υ(1) ]†M (1)}. (42)

By using (39)–(40), we can rewrite (34) as follows:

P = Q + A′PA + σ2C′PC, (43)

P + P̄ = Q̄ + Ā′(P + P̄ )Ā + σ2C̄′P C̄ (44)
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where

Q = Q + K′RK ≥ 0,A = A + BK,C = C + DK,

Q̄ = Q + Q̄ + (K + K̄)′(R + R̄)(K + K̄) ≥ 0,

Ā = A + Ā + (B + B̄)(K + K̄),

C̄ = C + C̄ + (D + D̄)(K + K̄). (45)

Definition 6: The Riccati equation (34) is said to have a pos-
itive definite (resp. positive semidefinite) solution, if there exist
P > 0 and P + P̄ > 0 (resp. P ≥ 0 and P + P̄ ≥ 0) satisfying
(34).

Lemma 4: Under Assumption 1, if system (A, Ā, C, C̄,
Q1/2) is exact detectable, then:

1) The following system (Ã, C̃, Q̃1/2) is exact detectable:
{

Xk+1 = ÃXk + C̃Xkwk , X0 ,

Ỹk = Q̃1/2Xk
(46)

where Ã =
[

A 0
0 Ā

]
, C̃ =

[
C C̄
0 0

]
, Q̃ =

[
Q 0
0 Q̄

]
≥ 0, and Xk =

[
xk − Exk

Exk

]
, i.e., for any N , if Ỹk = 0, a.s., 0 ≤ k ≤ N, then

limk→+∞ E(X′
kXk ) = 0.

2) If P ≥ 0, then E(X′
0PX0) = 0 if and only if X0 is an

unobservable state of the system (Ã, C̃, Q̃1/2), where P =[
P 0
0 P + P̄

]
and P, P̄ satisfy (34).

Proof: See Appendix D. �
Remark 7: Similar to Lemma 4 and its proof, under

Assumption 1, it is easy to verify if the system (A, Ā, C, C̄,
Q1/2) is exact observable, then the system (Ã, C̃, Q̃1/2) is ex-
act observable.

We are now in the position to present the main results of
this section. Two results are to be given, one is based on the
assumption of exact detectability, and the other is based on the
assumption of exact observability.

Theorem 3: Suppose Assumption 1 holds and system (5)
(A, Ā, C, C̄,Q1/2) is exact detectable, then the mean-field sys-
tem (1) is stabilizable in the mean square sense if and only if
there exists a unique positive semidefinite solution to the cou-
pled ARE (34).

In this case, a stabilizing controller is given by

uk = Kxk + K̄Exk (47)

where K and K̄ are given by (41) and (42). In addition, the
stabilizing controller (47) minimizes the cost function (3), and
the optimal cost function is given as

J∗ = E(x′
0Px0) + Ex′

0 P̄Ex0 . (48)

Proof: See Appendix E. �
Theorem 4: Under the conditions of Assumption 1 and the

exact observability of (A, Ā, C, C̄,Q1/2), the mean-field system
(1) is mean square stabilizable if and only if the coupled ARE
(34) has a unique positive definite solution, and a stabilizing
controller is given by (47) and that the cost function (3) is
minimized by (47).

Proof: See Appendix F. �
Remark 8: Theorems 3 and 4 propose a new approach to

stabilization problems for mean-field systems. The necessary

Fig. 1. Mean square stabilization of the mean-field system.

and sufficient stabilization conditions are provided under the
assumption of R ≥ 0 and R + R̄ ≥ 0, in comparison with the
results in the literature (e.g., [24], [29], and [30]) where R > 0
is required, even for the standard LQ problems.

IV. NUMERICAL EXAMPLE

We consider system (1) and the cost function (3) with:

A = 1.1, Ā = 0.2, B = 0.4, B̄ = 0.1, C = 0.9, C̄ = 0.5,

D = 0.8, D̄ = 0.2, Q = 2, Q̄ = 1, R = 1, R̄ = 1, σ2 = 1

the initial state x0 ∼ N(1, 2), i.e., x0 obeys the normal distri-
bution with mean 1 and covariance 2.

Note that Q = 2, Q + Q̄ = 3, R = 1, R + R̄ = 2 are all
positive, then Assumption 1 and the exact observability of
(A, Ā, C, C̄,Q1/2) are satisfied. By using coupled ARE (34),
we have P = 5.6191 and P̄ = 5.1652. From (35)–(38), we can
obtain Υ(1) = 5.4953,M (1) = 6.5182,Υ(2) = 10.3152, and
M (2) = 14.8765.

Notice that P > 0 and P + P̄ > 0, according to Theorem 4,
there exists a unique optimal controller to stabilize the mean-
field system (1) in the mean square sense as well as to minimize
the cost function (3), the controller in (47) is presented as

uk = Kxk + K̄Exk = −1.1861xk − 0.2561Exk , k ≥ 0.

Using the designed controller, the simulation of the system
state is shown in Fig. 1. With the optimal controller, the regulated
system state is stabilized in the mean square sense as shown in
Fig. 1.

To explore the improvement of the main results presented
in this paper, we consider the mean-field system (1) and cost
function (3) with

A = 2, Ā = 0.8, B = 0.5, B̄ = 1, C = 1, C̄ = 1,

D = −0.8, D̄ = 0.6, Q = 1, Q̄ = 1, R = 1, R̄ = 1, σ2 = 1.

The initial state x0 ∼ N(1, 2).
By solving the coupled ARE (34), it is found that P has

two negative roots as P = −1.1400 and P = −0.2492. Thus,
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Fig. 2. Simulation for the state trajectory E(x′
k xk ).

Fig. 3. Simulation for the state trajectory E(x′
k xk ).

according to Theorems 3 and 4, we know that system (1) is not
stabilizable in the mean square sense.

Actually, when P = −1.1400, it can be checked that (34) has
no real roots for P̄ . While in the case of P = −0.2492, P̄ has
two real roots which can be solved from (34) as P̄ = 7.0597
and P̄ = −0.6476, respectively.

In the latter case, with P = −0.2492 and P̄ = 7.0597, we
can calculate K and K̄ from (41) and (42) as K = 0.0640,
K̄ = 1.5939. Similarly, with P = −0.2492 and P̄ = −0.6476,
K and K̄ can be computed as K = 0.0640, K̄ = 131.8389. Ac-
cordingly, the controllers are designed as uk = 0.0640xk +
1.5939Exk , uk = 0.0640xk + 131.8389Exk , respectively.

Simulation results of the corresponding state trajectories with
the designed controllers are shown as in Figs. 2 and 3, respec-
tively. As expected, the state trajectories are not convergent.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, the necessary and sufficient stabilization condi-
tions for mean-field systems have been investigated. It is shown
that, under the exact detectability assumption, the mean-field

system (1) is mean square stabilizable if and only if a cou-
pled ARE has a unique positive semidefinite solution. Further-
more, under the exact observability assumption, we show that
the mean-field system is mean square stabilizable if and only if
the coupled ARE admits a unique positive definite solution.

APPENDIX A
PROOF OF LEMMA 1

Proof: The positive semidefiniteness of Υ(1)
N (N), Υ(2)

N (N)
can be easily obtained under Assumption 1. By using the induc-
tion method as in Theorem 2, we can conclude that Υ(1)

k (N) ≥ 0
and Υ(1)

k (N) ≥ 0 for any k ≥ 0.
On the other hand, using the Riccati equation (24)–(25) and

the regular condition (26), following the proof of [28, Th. 2],
then JN in (9) with PN +1 = P̄N +1 = 0 can be calculated as

JN =
N∑

k=0

E
{[

uk − Euk −Kk (N)(xk − Exk )
]′

Υ(1)
k (N)

×
[
uk − Euk −Kk (N)(xk − Exk )

]}

+
N∑

k=0

{Euk − [Kk (N) + K̄k (N)]Exk}′Υ(2)
k (N)

× {Euk − [Kk (N) + K̄k (N)]Exk}
+ E[x′

0P0(N)x0 ] + Ex′
0 P̄0(N)Ex0 (49)

where Kk (N), K̄k (N) are given by (32).
Since Υ(1)

k (N) ≥ 0 and Υ(2)
k (N) ≥ 0, then JN ≥

E[x′
0P0(N)x0 ] + Ex′

0 P̄0(N)Ex0 . Thus, JN in (9) with
PN +1 = P̄N +1 = 0 is minimized by (31) and the optimal cost
function is (33). �

APPENDIX B
PROOF OF LEMMA 2

Proof: Using Lemma 1, under Assumption 1, if the solution
to the Riccati equation (24)–(25) satisfies the regular condition
(26), then (9) with PN +1(N) = P̄N +1(N) = 0 can be mini-
mized by (31), and the optimal cost function is as (33):

J∗
N = E[x′

0P0(N)x0 ] + Ex′
0 P̄0(N)Ex0 . (50)

Moreover, Assumption 1 indicates JN ≥ 0 for any controller
uk , thus the optimal J∗

N ≥ 0 can be derived.
We choose x0 to be any random variable with Ex0 = 0, (50)

reduces to E[x′
0P0(N)x0 ] ≥ 0, then we have P0(N) ≥ 0. On

the other hand, if x0 = Ex0 , i.e., x0 is deterministic, from (50)
we know x′

0 [P0(N) + P̄0(N)]x0 ≥ 0, then P0(N) + P̄0(N)
≥ 0 can be derived.

Noting the time-variance of the coefficient matrices in (24)–
(32), there holds Pk (N) = P0(N − k), P̄k (N) = P̄0(N − k).

In conclusion, under Assumption 1, Pk (N) ≥ 0, Pk (N) +
P̄k (N) ≥ 0 for any 0 ≤ k ≤ N . �
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APPENDIX C
PROOF OF LEMMA 3

Proof: Under Assumption 1, suppose the mean-field system
(1) is stabilizable in the mean square sense, we will show that the
coupled ARE (34) has a unique solution P and P̄ with P ≥ 0
and P + P̄ ≥ 0.

First, we shall show P0(N) and P0(N) + P̄0(N) are mono-
tonically increasing with N .

Actually, since JN ≤ JN +1 , then for any initial state x0 , we
have J∗

N ≤ J∗
N +1 , it holds from (33) that

E[(x0 − Ex0)′P0(N)(x0 − Ex0)]

+ (Ex0)′[P0(N) + P̄0(N)](Ex0)

≤ E[(x0 − Ex0)′P0(N + 1)(x0 − Ex0)]

+ (Ex0)′[P0(N + 1) + P̄0(N + 1)](Ex0). (51)

For any initial state x0 = 0 with Ex0 = 0, (51) can be
reduced to

E[x′
0P0(N)x0 ] ≤ E[x′

0P0(N + 1)x0 ]

i.e., E{x′
0 [P0(N) − P0(N + 1)]x0} ≤ 0. Therefore, we can

obtain

P0(N) ≤ P0(N + 1) (52)

which implies that P0(N) increases with respect to N .
On the other hand, for arbitrary initial state x0 = 0 with x0 =

Ex0 , i.e., x0 ∈ Rn is arbitrary deterministic, (51) indicates that

x′
0 [P0(N) + P̄0(N)]x0 ≤ x′

0 [P0(N + 1) + P̄0(N + 1)]x0 .

Note that x0 is arbitrary, then we have

P0(N) + P̄0(N) ≤ P0(N + 1) + P̄0(N + 1) (53)

which implies that P0(N) + P̄0(N) increases with respect to
N , too.

Next we will show that P0(N) and P0(N) + P̄0(N) are
bounded. Since system (1) is stabilizable in the mean square
sense, there exists uk has the form

uk = Lxk + L̄Exk (54)

with constant matrices L and L̄ such that the closed-loop system
(1) satisfies

lim
k→+∞

E(x′
kxk ) = 0. (55)

As (Exk )′Exk + E(xk − Exk )′(xk − Exk ) = E(x′
kxk ),

thus, (55) implies limk→+∞(Exk )′Exk = 0.
Substituting (54) into (1), we obtain

xk+1 = [(A + wkC) + (B + wkD)L]xk (56)

+ [(B + wkD)L̄ + (Ā + wkC̄) + (B̄ + wkD̄)(L + L̄)]Exk ,

Exk+1 = [(A + Ā) + (B + B̄)(L + L̄)]Exk . (57)

We denote Xk �
[

xk

Exk

]
, and Xk � E[XkX ′

k ].
Following from (56) and (57), it holds

Xk+1 = AXk (58)

where A =
[

A 1 1 A 1 2
0 A 2 2

]
, A11 = (A + wkC) + (B + wkD)L,

A12 = (B + wkD)L̄ + (Ā + wkC̄) + (B̄ + wkD̄)(L + L̄),
and A22 = (A + Ā) + (B + B̄)(L + L̄).

The mean square stabilization of limk→+∞ E(x′
kxk ) = 0 im-

plies limk→+∞ Xk = 0, thus, it follows from [23] that
∞∑

k=0

E(x′
kxk ) < +∞, and

∞∑

k=0

(Exk )′(Exk ) < +∞.

Therefore, there exists constant c such that
∞∑

k=0

E(x′
kxk ) ≤ cE(x′

0x0). (59)

Since Q ≥ 0, Q + Q̄ ≥ 0, R ≥ 0 and R + R̄ ≥ 0, thus

there exists constant λ such that
[

Q 0
0 Q + Q̄

]
≤ λI and

[
L ′RL 0

0 (L + L̄)′(R + R̄)(L + L̄)

]
≤ λI , using (54) and (59), we ob-

tain that

J =
∞∑

k=0

E[x′
kQxk + u′

kRuk + Ex′
k Q̄Exk + Eu′

k R̄Euk ]

=
∞∑

k=0

E

{ [
xk − Exk

Exk

]′ [
Q 0
0 Q + Q̄

] [
xk − Exk

Exk

] }

+
∞∑

k=0

E

{ [
xk − Exk

Exk

]′ [
L′RL 0

0 (L + L̄)′(R + R̄)(L + L̄)

]

×
[

xk − Exk

Exk

] }

≤ 2λ

∞∑

k=0

E[(Exk )′Exk + (xk − Exk )′(xk − Exk )]

= 2λ

∞∑

k=0

E(x′
kxk ) ≤ 2λcE(x′

0x0). (60)

On the other hand, by (23), notice the fact that

E[x′
0P0(N)x0 ] + (Ex0)′P̄0(N)(Ex0) = J∗

N ≤ J

thus, (60) yields

E[x′
0P0(N)x0 ] + (Ex0)′P̄0(N)(Ex0) ≤ 2λcE(x′

0x0). (61)

Now we let the initial state value be a random vector with zero
mean, i.e., Ex0 = 0, it follows from (61) that

0 ≤ E[x′
0P0(N)x0 ] ≤ 2λcE(x′

0x0).

Since x0 is arbitrary with Ex0 = 0, there holds that

0 ≤ P0(N) ≤ 2λcI.

Similarly, let the initial state value be arbitrary deterministic,
i.e., x0 = Ex0 , (61) yields that

0 ≤ x′
0 [P0(N) + P̄0(N)]x0 = J∗

N ≤ J ≤ 2λcx′
0x0

which implies

0 ≤ P0(N) + P̄0(N) ≤ 2λcI.
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Therefore, both P0(N) and P0(N) + P̄0(N) are bounded.
Recall that P0(N) and P0(N) + P̄0(N) are monotonically in-
creasing, we conclude that P0(N) and P0(N) + P̄0(N) are
convergent, i.e., there exists P and P̄ such that

lim
N →+∞

Pk (N) = lim
N →+∞

P0(N − k) = P ≥ 0,

lim
N →+∞

P̄k (N) = lim
N →+∞

P̄0(N − k) = P̄ , P + P̄ ≥ 0.

Furthermore, in view of (27)–(30), we know that Υ(1)
k (N),

M
(1)
k (N), Υ(2)

k (N), and M
(2)
k (N) are convergent, i.e.

lim
N →+∞

Υ(i)
k (N) = Υ(i) , lim

N →+∞
M

(i)
k (N) = M (i) , i = 1, 2

(62)

where Υ(1) ,M (1) ,Υ(2) ,M (2) are given by (35)–(38). Taking
limitation on both sides of (21) and (22), we know that P and
P̄ satisfy the coupled ARE (34). �

APPENDIX D
PROOF OF LEMMA 4

Proof: 1) The mean-field system (1) and (2) with uk = 0 can
be rewritten as follows:

{
Xk+1 = AXk + CXkwk , X0 ,
Yk = Q1/2Xk

(63)

where A =
[

A 0
0 A + Ā

]
, C =

[
C C + C̄
0 0

]
, and Q is as in (5).

Thus, the exact detectability of system (A, Ā, C, C̄,Q1/2) is
equivalent to the exact detectability of system (A, C,Q1/2) in
(63).

The systems (1) and (2) with controller (47) can be presented
as

Xk+1 = ÃXk + C̃Xkwk (64)

where Xk , Ã, and C̃ are given below (46).
Using the symbols in (45) and (46), there holds

Ã = A + BK, C̃ = C + DK, Q̃ = Q + K′RK

where B =
[

B 0
0 B + B̄

]
, D =

[
D D + D̄
0 0

]
, K =

[
K 0
0 K + K̄

]
, and

R =
[

R 0
0 R + R̄

]
.

From [29, Th. 4 and Proposition 1], we conclude that if
the system (A, C,Q1/2) (i.e., (A, Ā, C, C̄,Q1/2)) is exact de-
tectable, then for any feedback gain K (K and K̄), system
(Ã, C̃, Q̃1/2) is exact detectable.

2) Similar to the derivation of [28, Th. 2] for the finite horizon
case, we have

E(x′
N +1PxN +1) + (ExN +1)′P̄ExN +1

− [E(x′
0Px0) + (Ex0)′P̄Ex0 ]

= E(X′
N +1PXN +1) − E(X′

0PX0)

= −
N∑

k=0

E(X′
k Q̃Xk ) ≤ 0 (65)

where the controller (47) has been used, Q̃ is as in (45).

Following from (65), since P ≥ 0, if E(X′
0PX0) = 0, then

0 ≤
N∑

k=0

E(X′
k Q̃Xk ) = −E(X′

N +1PXN +1) ≤ 0. (66)

This implies
∑N

k=0 E(X′
k Q̃Xk ) = 0. Then,

∑N
k=0 E(Ỹ ′

k Ỹk ) =
∑N

k=0 E(X′
k Q̃Xk ) = 0, which means that for any k ≥ 0, Ỹk =

Q̃1/2Xk = 0. Hence, X0 is an unobservable state of system
(Ã, C̃, Q̃1/2).

On the contrary, if we choose X0 as an unobservable
state of (Ã, C̃, Q̃1/2), i.e., Ỹk = Q̃1/2Xk ≡ 0, k ≥ 0. Noting
from Lemma 4 that (Ã, C̃, Q̃1/2) is exact detectable, it holds
limN →+∞ E(X′

N +1PXN +1) = 0. Thus, from (65), we can ob-
tain that

E(X′
0PX0) =

∞∑

k=0

E(X′
k Q̃Xk ) =

∞∑

k=0

E(Ỹ ′
k Ỹk ) = 0. (67)

This ends the proof. �

APPENDIX E
PROOF OF THEOREM 3

Proof: The sketch of the “sufficiency” proof is broken into
two parts. First, we define the Lyapunov function candidate
with the optimal cost function, if the solution to the ARE (34) is
strictly positive definite, the stabilization of mean-field systems
will be derived; second, if the solution to the ARE (34) is strictly
positive semidefinite, we decompose the solution of the ARE
(34) into two parts, and the corresponding system state of the
mean-field systems is divided into two parts. By using the exact
detectability assumption, we show the stabilization of the two
parts, respectively. While for the “necessity” proof, we show
that the ARE (34) admits a positive semidefinite solution, and
the proof can be found in Lemma 3. In the end, we show the
uniqueness of the solution to the ARE (34).

“Sufficiency:” If Assumption 1 holds and the system
(A, Ā, C, C̄,Q1/2) is exact detectable, suppose P and P̄ are
the unique solution to (34) satisfying P ≥ 0 and P + P̄ ≥ 0,
we will show that (47) stabilizes system (1) in the mean square
sense.

From (33), we define the Lyapunov function candidate
V (k, xk ) with the optimal cost function as

V (k, xk ) � E(x′
kPxk ) + Ex′

k P̄Exk . (68)

Apparently we have

V (k, xk ) = E[(xk − Exk )′P (xk − Exk ) + Ex′
k (P + P̄ )Exk]

≥ 0. (69)

From (65), there holds

V (k, xk ) − V (k + 1, xk+1) = E(X′
k Q̃Xk ) ≥ 0 (70)

where Q̃ =
[

Q 0
0 Q̄

]
≥ 0, and Xk =

[
xk − Exk

Exk

]
. Thus, V (k, xk )

is convergent.
Following from Lemma 4, we know the stabilization of sys-

tem (1) with controller (47) is equivalent to the stability of
system (64), or (Ã, C̃).
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In the following, we will consider P > 0 and P ≥ 0, re-
spectively. And we shall show that system (1) is mean square
stabilizable in these two different cases.

1) P > 0, i.e., P > 0 and P + P̄ > 0.
In this case, E(X′

0PX0) = 0 implies that X0 = 0, i.e., x0 =
Ex0 = 0. Following from Lemma 4 and Remark 7, we know
that system (Ã, C̃, Q̃1/2) is exact observable.

Taking summation on both sides of (70) from 0 to N for any
N > 0, we have that

N∑

k=0

E(X′
k Q̃Xk ) = V (0, x0) − V (N + 1, xN +1)

=
N∑

k=0

E(xk − Exk )′Q(xk − Exk ) + Ex′
kQ̄Exk

= E(x0 − Ex0)′H0(N)(x0 − Ex0)

+ Ex′
0 [H0(N) + H̄0(N)]Ex0 (71)

where H0(N), H̄0(N) can be obtained by

Hk (N) = Q + A′Hk+1(N)A + σ2C′Hk+1(N)C, (72)

Hk (N) + H̄k (N) = Q̄ + Ā′[Hk+1(N) + H̄k+1(N)]Ā

+ σ2C̄′Hk (N)C̄ (73)

with final condition HN +1(N) = H̄N +1(N) = 0.
Since Q ≥ 0 and Q̄ ≥ 0, we conclude that (72) and (73)

admit a unique solution H0(N) ≥ 0,H0(N) + H̄0(N) ≥ 0 by
backward iterations.

Then we will show H0(N) > 0 and H0(N) + H̄0(N) > 0.
Otherwise, there exists nonzero y and ȳ satisfying

y = 0, E[y′H0(N)y] = 0, Ey = 0, (74)

ȳ = 0, ȳ′[H0(N) + H̄0(N)]ȳ = 0, ȳ = Eȳ. (75)

If the initial state is chosen to be y, (71) implies

N∑

k=0

E(X′
k Q̃Xk ) = E[y′H0(N)y] = 0. (76)

Then, Q̃1/2Xk = 0, a.s. Following from the exact observability
of the system (Ã, C̃, Q̃1/2), we have y = 0, which contradicts
with y = 0 defined in (74).

On the other hand, if we assume the initial state to be ȳ, (71)
reduces to

N∑

k=0

E(X′
k Q̃Xk ) = ȳ′[H0(N) + H̄0(N)]ȳ = 0. (77)

Since system (46) is exact observable, then ȳ = 0, this contra-
dicts with ȳ = 0 in (75).

In conclusion, we have proved H0(N) > 0 and H0(N) +
H̄0(N) > 0.

Via a time shift of l, there holds from (71) that

l+N∑

k= l

E(X′
k Q̃Xk )

= E[(xl − Exl)′H0(N)(xl − Exl)]

+ Ex′
l [H0(T ) + H̄0(N)]Exl

= V (l, xl) − V (l + N,xl+N ) (78)

where Hl(l + N) = H0(N), H̄l(l + N) = H̄0(N) has been in-
serted above.

By taking limitation l → +∞ on both sides of (78), using the
convergence of V (k, xk ), we have that

lim
l→+∞

E[(xl − Exl)′(xl − Exl)] = 0, lim
l→+∞

Ex′
lExl = 0.

(79)

Therefore, limk→+∞ E(x′
kxk ) = 0, i.e., system (Ã, C̃) is sta-

ble, and system (1) is mean square stabilizable with controller
(47).

2) P ≥ 0.
It is noticed from (43) and (44) that P satisfies the following

Lyapunov equation:

P = Q̃ + Ã′PÃ + σ2 [C̃(1) ]′PC̃(1) + σ2 [C̃(2) ]′PC̃(2) (80)

where C̃(1) =
[
C 0
0 0

]

, C̃(2) =
[

0 C̄
0 0

]

, and C̃(1) + C̃(2) = C̃.

Since P ≥ 0, there exists an orthogonal matrix U with U ′ =
U−1 such that

U ′PU =
[

0 0
0 P2

]

, P2 > 0. (81)

Obviously from (80), we can obtain that

U ′PU = U ′Q̃U + U ′Ã′U · U ′PU · U ′ÃU

+ σ2U ′[C̃(1) ]′U · U ′PU · U ′C̃(1)U

+ σ2U ′[C̃(2) ]′U · U ′PU · U ′C̃(2)U. (82)

Assuming U ′ÃU =
[

Ã1 1 Ã1 2

Ã2 1 Ã2 2

]
, U ′Q̃U =

[
Q̃1 Q̃1 2

Q̃2 1 Q̃2

]
,

U ′C̃(1)U =
[

C̃( 1 )
1 1 C̃( 1 )

1 2

C̃( 1 )
2 1 C̃( 1 )

2 2

]
, and U ′C̃(2)U =

[
C̃( 2 )

1 1 C̃( 2 )
1 2

C̃( 2 )
2 1 C̃( 2 )

2 2

]
, we have

that

U ′Ã′U · U ′PU · U ′ÃU =
[

Ã′
21P2Ã21 Ã′

21P2Ã22

Ã′
22P2Ã21 Ã′

22P2Ã22

]

,

U ′{C̃(1)}′U · U ′PU · U ′C̃(1)U

=

[
{C̃(1)

21 }′P2C̃(1)
21 {C̃(1)

21 }′P2C̃(1)
22

{C̃(1)
22 }′P2C̃(1)

21 {C̃(1)
22 }′P2C̃(1)

22

]

U ′{C̃(2)}′U · U ′PU · U ′C̃(2)U

=

[
{C̃(2)

21 }′P2C̃(2)
21 {C̃(2)

21 }′P2C̃(2)
22

{C̃(2)
22 }′P2C̃(2)

21 {C̃(2)
22 }′P2C̃(2)

22

]

.

Thus, by comparing each block element on both sides of (82)
and noting P2 > 0, we have that Ã21 = 0, C̃(1)

21 = C̃(2)
21 = 0,
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and Q̃1 = Q̃12 = Q̃21 = 0, i.e.

U ′ÃU =
[
Ã11 Ã12

0 Ã22

]

, U ′C̃U =
[
C̃11 C̃12

0 C̃22

]

, U ′Q̃U =
[
0 0
0 Q̃2

]

(83)

where Q̃2 ≥ 0, C̃11 = C̃(1)
11 + C̃(2)

11 , C̃12 = C̃(1)
12 + C̃(2)

12 and

C̃22 = C̃(1)
22 + C̃(2)

22 .
Substituting (81) and (83) into (82) yields that

P2 = Q̃2 + Ã′
22 P2 Ã22 + σ2

{
C̃(1)

22

}′
P2 C̃(1)

22 + σ2
{

C̃(2)
22

}′
P2 C̃(2)

22 .

(84)

Defining U ′Xk = X̄k =
[

X̄( 1 )
k

X̄( 2 )
k

]
, where the dimension of X̄(2)

k

is the same as the rank of P2 . Thus, from (64), we have

U ′Xk+1 = U ′ÃUU ′Xk + U ′C̃UU ′Xkwk

i.e.

X̄(1)
k+1 = Ã11X̄(1)

k + Ã12X̄(2)
k + (C̃11X̄(1)

k + C̃12X̄(2)
k )wk ,

(85)

X̄(2)
k+1 = Ã22X̄(2)

k + C̃22X̄(2)
k wk . (86)

First, we will show the stability of (Ã22 , C̃22).
Actually, recall from (71) and (83), we have that

N∑

k=0

E[(X̄(2)
k )′Q̃2X̄(2)

k ] =
N∑

k=0

E(X′
k Q̃Xk )

= E(X′
0PX0) − E(X′

N +1PXN +1)

= E[(X̄(2)
0 )′P2X̄(2)

0 ] − E[(X̄(2)
N +1)

′P2X̄(2)
N +1]. (87)

Similar to Lemma 4, we conclude X̄(2)
0 is an unobservable state

of (Ã22 , C̃22 , Q̃1/2
2 ) if and only if E[(X̄(2)

0 )′P2X̄(2)
0 ] = 0. Since

P2 > 0, thus (Ã22 , C̃22 , Q̃1/2
2 ) is exact observable. Therefore,

following from the derivation of (71)–(79), we know that

lim
k→+∞

E(X̄(2)
k )′X̄(2)

k = 0 (88)

i.e., (Ã22 , C̃22) is stable in the mean square sense.
Next, the stability of (Ã11 , C̃11) will be shown as below.
We choose X̄(2)

0 = 0, then from (86), we have X̄(2)
k = 0 for

any k ≥ 0. In this case, (85) becomes

Zk+1 = Ã11Zk + C̃11Zkwk (89)

where Zk is the value of X̄(1)
k with X̄(2)

k = 0. Thus, for an

arbitrary initial state Z0 = X̄(1)
0 , we have

E[Ỹ ′
k Ỹk ] = E[X′

k Q̃Xk ] = E[(X̄(2)
k )′Q̃2X̄(2)

k ] ≡ 0. (90)

From the exact detectability of (Ã, C̃, Q̃1/2), it holds

lim
k→+∞

E(X̄′
k X̄k ) = lim

k→+∞
E(X̄′

kU ′UX̄k )

= lim
k→+∞

E(X′
kXk ) = 0. (91)

Therefore, in the case of X̄(2)
0 = 0, (91) indicates that

lim
k→+∞

E(Z′
kZk ) = lim

k→+∞
E[(X̄(1)

k )′X̄(1)
k ]

= lim
k→+∞

{E[(X̄(1)
k )′X̄(1)

k ] + E[(X̄(2)
k )′X̄(2)

k ]}

= lim
k→+∞

E(X̄′
k X̄k ) = 0. (92)

i.e., (Ã11 , C̃11) is mean square stable.
Third, we will show that system (1) is stabilizable in the mean

square sense.

In fact, we denote Ã =
[

Ã1 1 0
0 Ã2 2

]
, C̃ =

[
C̃1 1 0
0 C̃2 2

]
. Hence,

(85) and (86) can be reformulated as

X̄k+1 =
{

ÃX̄k +
[

Ã12
0

]

Uk

}

+
{

C̃X̄k +
[

C̃12
0

]

Uk

}

wk

(93)

where Uk is as the solution to (86) with the initial condi-
tion U0 = X(2)

0 . The stability of (Ã11 , C̃11) and (Ã22 , C̃22) as
proved above indicates that (Ã, C̃) is stable in the mean square
sense. Obviously from (88) it holds limk→+∞ E(U ′

kUk ) = 0
and

∑∞
k=0 E(U ′

kUk ) < +∞. Using [6, Proposition 2.8 and
Remark 2.9], we know that there exists a constant c0 such that

∞∑

k=0

E(X̄′
k X̄k ) < c0

∞∑

k=0

E(U ′
kUk ) < +∞. (94)

Hence, limk→+∞ E(X̄′
k X̄k ) = 0 can be obtained from (94). Fur-

thermore, it is noted from (91) that

lim
k→+∞

E(x′
kxk )= lim

k→+∞
[(xk − Exk )′(xk − Exk ) + Ex′

kExk ]

= lim
k→+∞

E(X′
kXk ) = lim

k→+∞
E(X̄′

k X̄k ) = 0.

Note that the system (Ã, C̃) given in (64) is just the mean-field
system (1) with the controller (47). In conclusion, the mean-field
system (1) is stabilizable in the mean square sense.

In the following, we will show that the stabilizing controller
(47) minimizes cost function (3).

In fact, from (65), there holds that

E(x′
N +1PxN +1) + Ex′

N +1 P̄ExN +1

− [E(x′
0Px0) + Ex′

0 P̄Ex0 ]

= −E

N∑

k=0

[x′
kQxk + Ex′

k Q̄Exk + u′
kRuk + Eu′

k R̄Euk ]

+ E

N∑

k=0

[uk − Euk −K(xk − Exk )]′Υ(1)

× [uk − Euk −K(xk − Exk )]

+
N∑

k=0

[Euk − (K + K̄)Exk ]′Υ(2)[Euk − (K + K̄)Exk ]

(95)
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where Υ(1) , M (1) , Υ(2) , M (2) are given in (35)–(38), and K, K̄
satisfy (41) and (42).

From limk→+∞ Ex′
kxk = 0, obviously we can obtain that

limN →+∞[E(x′
N +1PxN +1) + Ex′

N +1 P̄ExN +1] = 0. Thus,
letting N → +∞, the cost function (3) can be rewritten from
(95) as follows:

J = E(x′
0P0x0) + Ex′

0 P̄0Ex0

+ E

∞∑

k=0

[uk − Euk −K(xk − Exk )]′Υ(1)

× [uk − Euk −K(xk − Exk )]

+ E

∫ ∞

0
[Euk − (K + K̄)Exk ]′Υ(2)[Euk − (K + K̄)Exk ].

(96)

It is noted from Assumption 1 that Υ(1) ≥ 0 and Υ(2) ≥ 0,
then the cost function (3) is minimized by the controller (47),
and the optimal cost function is given as (48).

Finally, uk ∈ U∞ can be shown as below.
In this case, for the stabilizing controller (47), i.e., uk =

Kxk + K̄Exk , we have

E(u′
kuk ) = E[x′

kK′Kxk + Ex′
k (K̄′K + K′K̄ + K̄′K̄)Exk ].

(97)

From (59), we know that
∑∞

k=0 E(x′
kxk ) < +∞, therefore∑∞

k=0 E(u′
kuk ) < +∞ can be induced from (97), i.e., uk ∈ U∞

can be verified.
“Necessity:” Under Assumption 1 and the exact detectability

of system (5), if system (1) is mean square stabilizable, we will
show the ARE (34) has a unique positive semidefinite solution.
From Lemma 3, we know that ARE (34) admits a positive
semidefinite solution.

In what follows, we will show the uniqueness of P and P̄ .
In fact, let S and S̄ be another solution of (34) satisfying

S > 0 and S + S̄ > 0, i.e.

S = Q + A′SA + σ2C ′SC − [T (1) ]′[Δ(1)]†T (1) , (98)

S̄ = Q̄ + A′SĀ + σ2C ′SC̄ + Ā′SA + σ2C̄ ′SC

+ Ā′SĀ + σ2C̄ ′SC̄ + (A + Ā)′S̄(A + Ā)

+ [T (1) ]′[Δ(1)]†T (1) − [T (2) ]′[Δ(2) ]†T (2) (99)

where

Δ(1) = R + B′SB + σ2D′SD, T (1) = B′SA + σ2D′SC,

Δ(2) = R + R̄ + (B + B̄)′(S + S̄)(B + B̄)

+ σ2(D + D̄)′S(D + D̄),

T (2) = (B + B̄)′(S + S̄)(A + Ā)

+ σ2(D + D̄)′S(C + C̄)

and the regular condition holds:

Δ(i) [Δ(i) ]†T (i) = T (i) , i = 1, 2.

It is noted from the “sufficiency proof” that the optimal cost
function has been proved to be (48), i.e.

J∗ = E(x′
0Px0) + Ex′

0 P̄Ex0 = E(x′
0Sx0) + Ex′

0 S̄Ex0 .
(100)

For any initial state x0 satisfying x0 = 0 and Ex0 = 0, (100)
implies that

E[x′
0(P − S)x0 ] = 0

thus, we can conclude that P = S.
Moreover, if x0 = Ex0 is an arbitrary deterministic initial

state, it follows from (100) that

x′
0(P + P̄ − S − S̄)x0 = 0

which indicates P + P̄ = S + S̄.
Hence, we have S = P and S̄ = P̄ , i.e., the uniqueness has

been proven. The proof is complete. �

APPENDIX F
PROOF OF THEOREM 4

Proof: “Sufficiency”: Under Assumption 1 and the exact ob-
servability of (A, Ā, C, C̄,Q1/2), if the coupled ARE (34) has
a unique positive definite solution, P > 0 and P + P̄ > 0, we
shall show that mean-field system (1) is stabilizable with con-
troller (47) in the mean square sense.

Following from Remark 7, if (A, Ā, C, C̄,Q1/2) is exact ob-
servable, we know system (Ã, C̃, Q̃1/2) is exact observable.

By following the discussions of (71)–(79) in the proof of
Theorem 3, then system (Ã, C̃) is mean square stable. There-
fore, mean-field system (1) can be mean square stabilizable with
the controller (47).

“Necessity”: Suppose Assumption 1 and the exact observabil-
ity of (5) hold, if the system (1) is mean square stabilizable, we
will show that the coupled ARE (34) admits a unique positive
definite solution.

First, under Assumption 1, from Lemma 3 and (98)–(100),
we know that the coupled ARE (34) admits a unique solution
satisfying P ≥ 0 and P + P̄ ≥ 0. In what follows, P > 0 and
P + P̄ > 0 will be shown.

In fact, suppose this is not true, since E(x′
0x0) = E(X′

0X0),
then there exists X0 = 0 (i.e., x0 = 0) satisfying E(X′

0PX0)
= 0, the symbols P , Xk are given in (5) and Lemma 4.

From Lemma 4, we know that the mean square stabilization of
system (1) with controller (47) is equivalent to the mean square
stable of system (46) (Ã, C̃, Q̃1/2), and the solution to ARE
P, P̄ satisfies Lyapunov equation (43)–(44). Next, by following
from the derivation of (65) and letting the initial state be X0
defined above, we obtain

0 ≤
N∑

k=0

E(X′
k Q̃Xk ) = −E(X′

N PXN ) ≤ 0 (101)

which indicates Q̃1/2Xk ≡ 0, a.s.
On the other hand, as stated in Remark 7, the exact observ-

ability of system (Ã, C̃, Q̃1/2) can be obtained from the exact
observability of system (5). Thus, we can conclude X0 = 0,
which contradicts with X0 = 0. Therefore, we can conclude
P > 0 and P + P̄ > 0.
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Finally, by following (96), we know that the stabilizing con-
troller (47) minimizes the cost function (3). Moreover, similar
to (97), uk ∈ U∞ can be derived. The proof is complete. �
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2003.

[23] M. A. Rami, X. Chen, J. B. Moore, and X. Y. Zhou, “Solvability and
asymptotic behavior of generalized Riccati equations arising in indefinite
stochastic LQ controls,” IEEE Trans. Autom. Control, vol. 46, no. 3,
pp. 428–440, Mar. 2001.

[24] B. D. O. Anderson and J. B. Moore, Optimal Control: Linear Quadratic
Methods. New York, NY, USA: Dover, 2007.

[25] Y. Huang, W. Zhang, and H. Zhang, “Infinite horizon linear quadratic
optimal control for discrete-time stochastic systems,” Asian J. Control,
vol. 10, no. 5, pp 608–615, 2008.

[26] Z. Li, Y. Wang, B. Zhou, and G. Duan, “Detectability and observability
of discrete-time stochastic systems and their applications,” Automatica,
vol. 45, pp. 1340–1346, 2009.

[27] Y. H. Ni, R. Elliott, and X. Li, “Discrete-time mean-field stochastic linear-
quadratic optimal control problems, II: Infinite horizon case,” Automatica,
vol. 57, pp. 65–77, 2015.

[28] H. Zhang and Q. Qi, “Optimal control for mean-field system: discrete-time
case,” in Proc. 55th IEEE Conf. Decis. Control, 2016, pp. 4474–4480.

[29] W. Zhang and B. S. Chen, “On stabilizability and exact observability of
stochastic systems with their applications,” Automatica, vol. 40, pp. 87–94,
2004.

[30] W. Zhang, H. Zhang, and B. S. Chen, “Generalized Lyapunov equation ap-
proach to state-dependent stochastic stabilization/detectability criterion,”
IEEE Trans. Autom. Control, vol. 53, no. 7, pp. 1630–1642, Aug. 2008.

Huanshui Zhang (SM’06) received the B.S. de-
gree in mathematics from Qufu Normal Univer-
sity, Shandong, China, in 1986, the M.Sc. degree
in control theory from Heilongjiang University,
Harbin, China, in 1991, and the Ph.D. degree
in control theory from Northeastern University,
Shenyang, China, in 1997.

He was a Postdoctoral Fellow with Nanyang
Technological University, Singapore, from 1998
to 2001 and a Research Fellow with Hong Kong
Polytechnic University, Hong Kong, from 2001

to 2003. He currently holds a Professorship with Shandong University,
Shandong, China. He was a Professor with the Harbin Institute of Tech-
nology, Harbin, China, from 2003 to 2006. He also held visiting appoint-
ments as a Research Scientist and Fellow with Nanyang Technological
University, Curtin University of Technology, and Hong Kong City Univer-
sity from 2003 to 2006. His research interests include optimal estimation
and control, time-delay systems, stochastic systems, signal processing,
and wireless sensor networked systems.

Qingyuan Qi received the B.S. degree in math-
ematics from Shandong University, Shandong,
China, in 2012. He is currently working toward
the Ph.D. degree in control science and control
engineering with the School of Control Science
and Engineering, Shandong University, Jinan,
Shandong, China.

His research interests include optimal control,
optimal estimation, stabilization, and stochastic
systems.

Minyue Fu (F’04) received the Bachelor’s de-
gree in electrical engineering from the Univer-
sity of Science and Technology of China, Hefei,
China, in 1982, and the M.S. and Ph.D. degrees
in electrical engineering from the University of
Wisconsin-Madison, Madison, WI, USA, in 1983
and 1987, respectively.

From 1983 to 1987, he held a Teaching As-
sistantship and a Research Assistantship with
the University of Wisconsin-Madison. He was a
Computer Engineering Consultant with Nicolet

Instruments, Inc., Madison, WI, USA, during 1987. From 1987 to 1989,
he served as an Assistant Professor with the Department of Electrical
and Computer Engineering, Wayne State University, Detroit, MI, USA.
He joined the Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering, Uni-
versity of Newcastle, Callaghan, NSW, Australia, in 1989. He is currently
a Chair Professor in electrical engineering and the Head of School of
Electrical Engineering and Computer Science. In addition, he was a Vis-
iting Associate Professor with the University of Iowa in 1995–1996, and a
Senior Fellow/Visiting Professor with Nanyang Technological University,
Singapore, 2002. He has held a Qian-ren Professorship with Zhejiang
University and Guangdong University of Technology, China. His main
research interests include control systems, signal processing, and com-
munications.

Dr. Fu has been an Associate Editor for the IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON
AUTOMATIC CONTROL, Automatica, and Journal of Optimization and En-
gineering.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/cocv/2017019


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 0
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo true
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /Algerian
    /Arial-Black
    /Arial-BlackItalic
    /Arial-BoldItalicMT
    /Arial-BoldMT
    /Arial-ItalicMT
    /ArialMT
    /ArialNarrow
    /ArialNarrow-Bold
    /ArialNarrow-BoldItalic
    /ArialNarrow-Italic
    /ArialUnicodeMS
    /BaskOldFace
    /Batang
    /Bauhaus93
    /BellMT
    /BellMTBold
    /BellMTItalic
    /BerlinSansFB-Bold
    /BerlinSansFBDemi-Bold
    /BerlinSansFB-Reg
    /BernardMT-Condensed
    /BodoniMTPosterCompressed
    /BookAntiqua
    /BookAntiqua-Bold
    /BookAntiqua-BoldItalic
    /BookAntiqua-Italic
    /BookmanOldStyle
    /BookmanOldStyle-Bold
    /BookmanOldStyle-BoldItalic
    /BookmanOldStyle-Italic
    /BookshelfSymbolSeven
    /BritannicBold
    /Broadway
    /BrushScriptMT
    /CalifornianFB-Bold
    /CalifornianFB-Italic
    /CalifornianFB-Reg
    /Centaur
    /Century
    /CenturyGothic
    /CenturyGothic-Bold
    /CenturyGothic-BoldItalic
    /CenturyGothic-Italic
    /CenturySchoolbook
    /CenturySchoolbook-Bold
    /CenturySchoolbook-BoldItalic
    /CenturySchoolbook-Italic
    /Chiller-Regular
    /ColonnaMT
    /ComicSansMS
    /ComicSansMS-Bold
    /CooperBlack
    /CourierNewPS-BoldItalicMT
    /CourierNewPS-BoldMT
    /CourierNewPS-ItalicMT
    /CourierNewPSMT
    /EstrangeloEdessa
    /FootlightMTLight
    /FreestyleScript-Regular
    /Garamond
    /Garamond-Bold
    /Garamond-Italic
    /Georgia
    /Georgia-Bold
    /Georgia-BoldItalic
    /Georgia-Italic
    /Haettenschweiler
    /HarlowSolid
    /Harrington
    /HighTowerText-Italic
    /HighTowerText-Reg
    /Impact
    /InformalRoman-Regular
    /Jokerman-Regular
    /JuiceITC-Regular
    /KristenITC-Regular
    /KuenstlerScript-Black
    /KuenstlerScript-Medium
    /KuenstlerScript-TwoBold
    /KunstlerScript
    /LatinWide
    /LetterGothicMT
    /LetterGothicMT-Bold
    /LetterGothicMT-BoldOblique
    /LetterGothicMT-Oblique
    /LucidaBright
    /LucidaBright-Demi
    /LucidaBright-DemiItalic
    /LucidaBright-Italic
    /LucidaCalligraphy-Italic
    /LucidaConsole
    /LucidaFax
    /LucidaFax-Demi
    /LucidaFax-DemiItalic
    /LucidaFax-Italic
    /LucidaHandwriting-Italic
    /LucidaSansUnicode
    /Magneto-Bold
    /MaturaMTScriptCapitals
    /MediciScriptLTStd
    /MicrosoftSansSerif
    /Mistral
    /Modern-Regular
    /MonotypeCorsiva
    /MS-Mincho
    /MSReferenceSansSerif
    /MSReferenceSpecialty
    /NiagaraEngraved-Reg
    /NiagaraSolid-Reg
    /NuptialScript
    /OldEnglishTextMT
    /Onyx
    /PalatinoLinotype-Bold
    /PalatinoLinotype-BoldItalic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Italic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Roman
    /Parchment-Regular
    /Playbill
    /PMingLiU
    /PoorRichard-Regular
    /Ravie
    /ShowcardGothic-Reg
    /SimSun
    /SnapITC-Regular
    /Stencil
    /SymbolMT
    /Tahoma
    /Tahoma-Bold
    /TempusSansITC
    /TimesNewRomanMT-ExtraBold
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-Bold
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-BoldCond
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-BoldIt
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-Cond
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-CondIt
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-Italic
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPSMT
    /Times-Roman
    /Trebuchet-BoldItalic
    /TrebuchetMS
    /TrebuchetMS-Bold
    /TrebuchetMS-Italic
    /Verdana
    /Verdana-Bold
    /Verdana-BoldItalic
    /Verdana-Italic
    /VinerHandITC
    /Vivaldii
    /VladimirScript
    /Webdings
    /Wingdings2
    /Wingdings3
    /Wingdings-Regular
    /ZapfChanceryStd-Demi
    /ZWAdobeF
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 900
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00111
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 1200
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00083
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00063
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 5.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create PDFs that match the "Suggested"  settings for PDF Specification 4.0)
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


