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Abstract— Stochastic contraction analysis is a recently developed tool
for studying the global stability properties of nonlinear stochastic sys-
tems, based on a differential analysis of convergence in an appropriate
metric. To date, stochastic contraction results and sharp associated
performance bounds have been established only in the specialized
context of state-independent metrics, which restricts their applicability.
This paper extends stochastic contraction analysis to the case of general
time- and state-dependent Riemannian metrics, in both discrete-time
and continuous-time settings, thus extending its applicability to a
significantly wider range of nonlinear stochastic dynamics.

I. I NTRODUCTION

Contraction theory provides a body of analytical tools to study the
stability and convergence of nonlinear dynamical systems [8]. Based
on a differential analysis of convergence, it allows globalstability
properties of a nonlinear system to be concluded from the system’s
linearization at all points in some appropriate metric. Historically,
basic convergence results on contracting systems can be traced
back to the numerical analysis literature [7], [4], [3]. Recently,
contraction theory has been extended tostochastic differential
systems [9]. This development has led to a number of practically
important applications, such as the design of observers fornonlinear
stochastic systems [2], or the study of synchronization in networks
of noisy oscillators [11].

The stochastic contraction theorems have been formulated so
far in the specialized context ofstate-independentmetrics [9].
Yet, more generalstate-dependentRiemannian metrics can be
central to some systems, and in fact the original deterministic
contraction theorems were derived in this general context [8]. Some
practical nonlinear dynamics can be most easily studied by choosing
appropriate state-dependent metrics (cf. e.g. [1], [2]), and from a
theoretical perspective, the contraction properties of some systems
canonly be observed in a state-dependent Riemannian metric [10].

Recently, an attempt has been made to extend the stochastic
contraction results of [9] to state-dependent metrics [2].However,
since in the estimation of the distance between two trajectories the
derivation did not consider geodesics between these trajectories but
instead used straight lines, the bounds obtained are not “optimal”
(in a sense made precise in Remark 3.3). Here, we prove the
stochastic contraction theorems in the case of general time- and
state-dependent Riemannian metrics by studying the evolution of
the geodesics under the combined effects of the noise and the
contracting flow, which allows “optimal” bounds to be obtained.

In section II, we study the contraction properties of discrete-time
stochastic difference systems. Then, in section III, we address the
case of continuous-time Itô stochastic differential systems by using
a discrete/continuous limiting argument. Finally, section IV offers
brief concluding remarks.

II. D ISCRETE STOCHASTIC CONTRACTION

We first state and prove a proposition (see also [1]), which makes
explicit the original deterministic discrete contractiontheorem (see
section 5 of [8]).

Proposition 1 (and definition):Consider two uniformly positive
definite metricsMi = Θ⊤

i Θi (i = 1, 2) defined overRn and a
smooth functionf : Rn → R

n. The generalized Jacobianof f in
the metrics(M1,M2) is defined by

F = Θ2
∂f

∂a
Θ

−1
1 .

Assume now thatf is contractingin the metrics(M1,M2) with
rateµ, i.e.

∀a ∈ R
n λmax(F(a)

⊤
F(a)) ≤ µ,

whereλmax(A) denotes the largest eigenvalue of a given matrix
A. Then for alla,b ∈ R

n, one has

d2M2
(f(a), f(b)) ≤ µd2M1

(a,b),

wheredM denotes the distance associated with the metricM.

Proof: SinceM1 is uniformly positive definite, there exists
a C1-continuous curve (a geodesic)Γ : [0, 1] → R

n such that
Γ(0) = a andΓ(1) = b and

d2M1
(a,b) =

∫ 1

0

(

∂Γ

∂u
(u)

)⊤

M1(Γ(u))

(

∂Γ

∂u
(u)

)

du.

Next, sincef is a smooth function,f(Γ) is also aC1-continuous
curve. By the definition of the distance, one then has

d2M2
(f(a), f(b)) ≤

∫ 1

0

(

∂f(Γ)

∂u
(u)

)⊤

M2(f(Γ(u)))

(

∂f(Γ)

∂u
(u)

)

du.

Remark on the other hand that, by the chain rule,

∂f(Γ)

∂u
(u) =

∂f

∂a

∂Γ

∂u
(u),

which leads to
∫ 1

0

(

∂f(Γ)
∂u

(u)
)⊤

M2

(

∂f(Γ)
∂u

(u)
)

du

=
∫ 1

0

(

∂Γ
∂u

⊤ ∂f
∂a

⊤
Θ⊤

2 Θ2
∂f
∂a

∂Γ
∂u

)

du

=
∫ 1

0

(

∂Γ
∂u

⊤
Θ⊤

1

)

F⊤F
(

Θ1
∂Γ
∂u

)

du

≤
∫ 1

0
µ
(

∂Γ
∂u

⊤
Θ⊤

1 Θ1
∂Γ
∂u

)

du

= µd2M1
(a,b) �

We now state and prove a proposition which relates metrics and
noise.

Proposition 2: Consider a uniformly positive definite metricM
defined overRn. Let σ be a matrix-valued functionRn → R

nd,
η1, η2 two independentd-dimensional Gaussian random variables
with ηi ∼ N (0, I), anda,b ∈ R

n. Assume that

∀a ∈ R
n tr(σ(a)⊤M(a)σ(a)) ≤ D,

then one has E
[

d2M(a+ σ(a)η1,b+ σ(b)η2)
]

≤ d2M(a,b)+2D.

Proof: As previously, sinceM is uniformly positive definite,
there exists aC1-continuous curveΓ : [0, 1] → R

n such that
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Γ(0) = a andΓ(1) = b and

d2M(a,b) =

∫ 1

0

(

∂Γ

∂u

)⊤

M

(

∂Γ

∂u

)

du.

Consider the curveΓη : [0, 1] → R
n defined by

∀u ∈ [0, 1] Γη(u) = Γ(u) + (1− u)σ(a)η1 + uσ(b)η2.

It is clear thatΓη isC1-continuous and verifiesΓη(0) = a+σ(a)η1
andΓη(1) = b+ σ(b)η2. Thus, by the definition of the distance,
one has

d2M(a+ η1,b+ η2)

≤
∫ 1

0

(

∂Γη

∂u

)⊤

M

(

∂Γη

∂u

)

du

=

∫ 1

0

(

∂Γ

∂u
+ (σ(b)η2 − σ(a)η1)

)⊤

M

(

∂Γ

∂u
+ (σ(b)η2 − σ(a)η1)

)

du

= d2M(a,b) + 2(σ(b)η2 − σ(a)η1)
⊤

∫ 1

0

M

(

∂Γ

∂u

)

du

−2(σ(b)η2)
⊤

(
∫ 1

0

Mdu

)

(σ(a)η1)

+

∫ 1

0

(σ(a)η1)
⊤
M(σ(a)η1)du

+

∫ 1

0

(σ(b)η2)
⊤
M(σ(b)η2)du.

Remark that the second and third terms of the right-hand side
vanish when taking the expectation. As for the fourth and fifth
terms, remark that

(σ(a)η1)
⊤
M(σ(a)η1) = tr

(

(σ(a)η1)
⊤
M(σ(a)η1)

)

= tr
(

η⊤

1 σ(a)⊤Mσ(a)η1
)

= tr(η⊤

1 Qη1),

whereQ is obtained fromσ(a)⊤Mσ(a) by an orthogonal diago-
nalization. One thus has

E

[

tr(η⊤

1 Qη1)
]

= tr(Q) = tr(σ(a)⊤Mσ(a)) ≤ D,

which allows to conclude�
We can now state and prove the discrete stochastic contraction

theorem.
Theorem 1:Consider the stochastic difference equation

{

ak+1 = f(ak, k) + σ(ak, k)wk+1

a0 = ξ,
(II.1)

where f is a R
n × N → R

n function, σ is a R
n × N → R

nd

matrix-valued function,(wk)k∈N is a sequence of independentd-
dimensional Gaussian noise vectors, withwk ∼ N (0, I) and ξ is
a n-dimensional random variable independent of thewk.

Assume that the system verifies the following two hypotheses:

(Hd1) for all k ≥ 0, the dynamicsf(a, k) is contracting in the
metrics(Mk,Mk+1), with contraction rateµ (0 < µ <
1), and the metricsMk(a) are uniformly positive definite
in a andk, with lower boundβ, i.e.

∀k ≥ 0, a ∈ R
n

a
⊤
Mk(a)a ≥ β‖a‖2;

(Hd2) tr
(

σ(a, k)⊤M(a, k)σ(a, k)
)

is uniformly upper-
bounded by a constantD.

Let (ak)k∈N and (bk)k∈N be two trajectories whose initial

conditions are given by a probability distributionp(ξ, ξ′). Then
for all k ≥ 0,

E
[

d2Mk
(ak,bk)

]

≤ 2D

1− µ

+ µk

∫
[

d2M0
(a0,b0)− 2D

1− µ

]+

dp(a0,b0), (II.2)

where[·]+ = max(0, ·).
In particular, for allk ≥ 0,

E
[

‖ak − bk‖2
]

≤ 2D

β(1− µ)
+

µk

β
E
[

d2M0
(ξ, ξ′)

]

. (II.3)

Proof: Taking the conditional expectation given(a0,b0) = x

and applying(H2d) and Proposition 2, one has

Ex

[

d2Mk+1
(ak+1,bk+1)

]

= Ex

[

d2Mk+1
(f(a, k) + σ(a, k)wk,

f(b, k) + σ(b, k)w′
k)]

≤ Ex

[

d2Mk+1
(f(ak), f(bk))

]

+ 2D,

wherew′
k has the same distribution aswk but is independent of the

latter.
On the other hand, from(Hd1) and Proposition 1, one has

Ex

[

d2Mk+1
(f(ak), f(bk))

]

≤ µEx

[

d2Mk
(ak,bk)

]

.

If one now setsuk = Ex [dMk
(ak,bk)] then it follows from the

above that
uk+1 ≤ µuk + 2D. (II.4)

Define nextvk = uk − 2D/(1 − µ). Then replacinguk by
vk + 2D/(1− µ) in (II.4) leads tovk+1 ≤ µvk. This implies that
∀k ≥ 0, vk ≤ v0µ

k ≤ [v0]
+µk. Replacingvk by its expression in

terms ofuk then yields

∀k ≥ 0 uk ≤ 2D

1− µ
+ µk

[

u0 − 2D

1− µ

]+

.

Integrating the last inequality with respect tox leads to (II.2).
Finally, (II.3) follows from (II.2) by remarking that

∫ [

d2M0
(a0,b0)− 2D

1− µ

]+

dp(a0,b0) ≤
∫

d2M0
(a0,b0)dp(a0,b0) = E

[

d2M0
(ξ, ξ′)

]

, (II.5)

and that, ‖ak − bk‖2 ≤ 1

β
d2Mk

(ak,bk) � (II.6)

Remark 2.1 [Relaxing the uniform bound on the noise]:
Assume that the initial conditions are contained in a regionU ,
then (Hd2) can in fact be replaced by [5]

∀k ≥ 0, a ∈ U E

[

tr
(

σ(ak, k)
⊤
Mk(ak)σ(ak, k)

)

| a0 = a
]

≤ D.

III. C ONTINUOUS STOCHASTIC CONTRACTION

Based on the discrete stochastic contraction theorem just es-
tablished, we can now state and prove the continuous stochastic
contraction theorem in general Riemannian metrics.

Consider the Itô stochastic differential equation
{

da = f(a, t)dt+ σ(a, t)dW
a(0) = ξ.

(III.1)

To ensure existence and uniqueness of solutions to equation
(II.1), we assume the following standard conditions onf andσ:

Lipschitz condition:There exists a constantK1 > 0 such that

∀t ≥ 0, a,b ∈ R
n ‖f(a, t)−f(b, t)‖+‖σ(a, t)−σ(b, t)‖ ≤ K1‖a−b‖;



Restriction on growth:There exists a constantK2 > 0 such that

∀t ≥ 0, a ∈ R
n ‖f(a, t)‖2 + ‖σ(a, t)‖2 ≤ K2(1 + ‖a‖2).

Theorem 2:Assume that system (III.1) verifies the following two
hypotheses:

(Hc1) for all t ≥ 0, the dynamicsf(a, t) is contracting
in the time- and state-dependent metricM(a, t) =
Θ⊤(a, t)Θ(a, t), with contraction rateλ (λ > 0), i.e.

∀t ≥ 0, a ∈ R
n

λmax

([(

Θ̇(a, t) +Θ(a, t)
∂f

∂a

)

Θ(a, t)−1

]

s

)

≤ −λ,

where As = 1
2
(A⊤ + A) denotes the symmetric part

of a given matrixA. Furthermore, the metricM(a, t) is
positive definite uniformly ina and t, with lower bound
β;

(Hc2) tr
(

σ(a, t)⊤M(a, t)σ(a, t)
)

is uniformly upper-bounded
by a constant C.

Let a(t) andb(t) be two trajectories whose initial conditions are
independent ofW and given by a probability distributionp(ξ, ξ′).
Then for allT ≥ 0,

E
[

d2M(T )(a(T ),b(T ))
]

≤ C

λ

+e−2λT

∫
[

d2M(0)(a0,b0)− C

λ

]+

dp(a0,b0). (III.2)

In particular, for allT ≥ 0,

E
[

‖a(T )− b(T )‖2
]

≤ C

βλ
+

e−2λT

β
E
[

d2M(0)(ξ, ξ
′)
]

. (III.3)

Proof: Fix (a(0),b(0)) = x ∈ R
2d and T ≥ 0. We first

discretize the time interval[0, T ] into N equal intervals of length
δ = T/N and consider the two sequences(aδ

k)k∈N, (bδ
k)k∈N

defined by
{

aδ
k+1 = aδ

k + δf(aδ
k, kδ) + σ(aδ

k, kδ)w
δ
k

aδ
0 = a(0)

{

bδ
k+1 = bδ

k + δf(bδ
k, kδ) + σ(bδ

k, kδ)w
′δ
k

bδ
0 = b(0),

(III.4)

where(wδ
k)k∈N and (w′δ

k )k∈N are two sequences of random vari-
ables defined bywδ

k = W ((k+1)δ)−W (kδ) andw′δ
k = W ′((k+

1)δ) −W ′(kδ). Note that, sinceW andW ′ are two independent
Wiener processes,(wk)k∈N and (w′

k)k∈N are two sequences of
independent Gaussian random variables with distributionN (0, δI).
Note also that, by the strong convergence of the Euler-Maruyama
scheme (cf. [6], p. 342), one has

lim
δ→0

Ex

[

‖aδ
N − a(T )‖2

]

= 0. (III.5)

Hypothesis(Hc2) implies that system (III.4) satisfies(Hd2) with
D = δC. To verify (Hc1), denote byGk(a) the generalized
Jacobian matrix of (III.4) at stepk. Denotingt = kδ, one has

Gk(a) = Θ(a, t+ δ)
∂(a+ δf(a, t))

∂a
Θ(a, t)−1

= Θ(t+ δ)

(

I+ δ
∂f

∂a

)

Θ(t)−1.

Remark that we have dropped the argumenta for convenience. One

can next rewriteG⊤
k Gk = A0 + δA1, with

A0 =
(

Θ(t)−1
)⊤

Θ(t+ δ)⊤Θ(t+ δ)Θ(t)−1;

A1 = δ
(

Θ(t)−1
)⊤ (

Θ(t+ δ)⊤Θ(t+ δ) ∂f
∂a

+
(

∂f
∂a

)⊤
Θ(t+ δ)⊤Θ(t+ δ)

)

Θ(t)−1.

Using the Taylor expansionΘ(t+ δ) = Θ(t)+ δΘ̇(t) +O(δ2)
leads to

A0 = I+ 2δ(Θ̇(t)Θ(t)−1)s +O(δ2);

δA1 = δ
(

Θ(t)−1
)⊤
(

Θ(t)⊤Θ(t) ∂f
∂a

+
(

∂f
∂a

)⊤
Θ(t)⊤Θ(t)

)

Θ(t)−1

+O(δ2)

= δ
(

Θ(t) ∂f
∂a

Θ(t)−1 +
(

Θ(t)−1
)⊤ ( ∂f

∂a

)⊤
Θ(t)⊤

)

+O(δ2)

= 2δ
(

Θ(t) ∂f
∂a

Θ(t)−1
)

s
+O(δ2).

Summarizing the previous calculations, one has

G
⊤

k Gk = I+ 2δ

((

Θ̇(t) +Θ(t)
∂f

∂a

)

Θ(t)−1

)

s

+O(δ2),

Thus, the hypothesis(Hc1) that f is contracting in the metricM
with rateλ implies

λmax(G
⊤

k Gk) ≤ 1− 2δλ+ ǫ(δ),

with limδ→0
ǫ(δ)
δ

= 0. Letting µ(δ) = 1 − 2δλ + ǫ(δ), one then
has thatµ < 1 for δ sufficiently small, which in turn means that
system (III.4) satisfies(Hd1). Applying the discrete contraction
theorem fork = N leads to

Ex

[

d2MN
(aδ

N ,bδ
N)
]

≤ 2δC

1− µ(δ)

+µ(δ)N
[

d2M0
(a(0),b(0))− 2δC

1− µ(δ)

]+

. (III.6)

On the other hand, one has, by the triangle inequality,

Ex

[

d2M(T )(a(T ),b(T ))
]

≤ Ex

[

d2MN
(aδ

N ,bδ
N )
]

+ Ex

[

d2MN
(aδ

N ,a(T ))
]

+ Ex

[

d2MN
(bδ

N ,b(T ))
]

.

From equation (III.5), the second and third terms of the right-
hand side vanish whenδ → 0. As for the first term, remark that

2δC
1−µ(δ)

= 2δC
2δλ−ǫ(δ)

= C
λ+ǫ(δ)/δ

−−−→
δ→0

C
λ
;

µ(δ)N = (1− 2δλ+ ǫ(δ))T/δ = e
T

δ
(−2δλ+ǫ(δ)) −−−→

δ→0
e−2λT .

One can thus conclude, by lettingδ → 0, that

Ex

[

d2M(T )(a(T ),b(T ))
]

≤ C

λ
+e−2λT

[

d2M(0)(a(0),b(0)) −
C

λ

]+

.

Integrating with respect tox then leads to the desired result (III.2).
Finally, (III.3) follows from (III.2) by the same calculations as in
(II.5) and (II.6)�

Remark 3.1 [Noisy and noise-free trajectories]:If (a,b)
represent in fact a noisy and a noise-free trajectories thenthe bounds
(III.2) and (III.3) are replaced by analogous bounds whereC is
replaced byC/2 (cf. [9]).

Remark 3.2 [Relaxing the uniform bound on the noise]:As in
Remark 2.1, if the initial conditions are contained in a region U ,
then (Hc2) can in fact be replaced by

∀a ∈ U ∀k ≥ 0

E

[

tr
(

σ(a(t), t)⊤M(a(t), t)σ(a(t), t)
)

| a(0) = a
]

≤ C.



Remark 3.3 [“Optimality” of the mean square bound]:If M

is in fact state-independent, then the bound (III.2) is the same as
that obtained in [9] (cf. Theorem 2 of that reference), whichmeans
that this bound is “optimal”, in the sense that it can be attained
(cf. section III-A of [9]). This contrasts with the bound obtained
in [2] (cf. Lemma 2 of that reference), which has the same form
as (III.2) but with different constantsλ1 andC1, defined – using
our notations – as follows:

λ1 = λ− ǫ

β
; C1 = C +

nm̄2σ4

2ǫ
,

whereσ is a uniform upper-bound on the Frobenius norm of the
matrixσ(a, t), m̄ is a uniform upper-bound on‖M(a, t)‖, andǫ is
a positive constant. Note that, for any choice ofǫ, one hasλ1 < λ
andC1 > C, which yield a strictly looser bound compared to (III.2)
. Moreover, ifǫ is small,λ1 gets closer toλ, butC1 becomes very
large. On the other hand, ifǫ is large,C1 gets closer toC, but λ1

becomes very small. Thus, there is no value ofǫ for which λ1 and
C1 are arbitrarily close toλ andC respectively – and in practice,
the difference betweenC1 andC can be extremely large because
of the uniform upper-boundsσ andm̄.

Example: Following [10], consider the following system

ẋ1 = x2

√

1 + x2
1 ; ẋ2 =

−x1x
2
2

√

1 + x2
1

; y = x1. (III.7)

Construct the observer

˙̂̄x1 = ¯̂x2 − (¯̂x1 − y) ; ˙̂̄x2 = −(¯̂x1 − y), (III.8)

x̂1 = ¯̂x1 ; x̂2 =
¯̂x2

√

1 + ¯̂x
2
1

. (III.9)

Note that this observer differs from that of [10] : the denominator

in (III.9) is
√

1 + ¯̂x
2
1 instead of

√

1 + y2. The observer of [10] is
interesting in that it is contracting in no state-independent metric (cf.
Example 2.5 of that reference). It can be shown that this property
is shared by the modified version (III.8)-(III.9).

Differentiating (III.9) and replacinḡ̂x1 and ¯̂x2 by their expres-
sions in terms of̂x1, x̂2, y, one obtains

˙̂x1 = ˙̂̄x1 = ¯̂x2 − (¯̂x1 − y) = x̂2

√

1 + x̂2
1 − (x̂1 − y) ;

˙̂x2 =
˙̂̄x2

√

1 + x̂2
1

−
¯̂x2x̂1

˙̂x1

(1 + x̂2
1)

3/2
(III.10)

= −
(x̂1 − y)

(

x̂1x̂2 −
√

1 + x̂2
1

)

1 + x̂2
1

− x̂1x̂
2
2

√

1 + x̂2
1

.

Observe that(x1, x2) is a particular solution of (III.10). To show
the contraction behavior of (III.10), consider the following nonlinear
transform

x̌1 = −3x̂1 + 5x̂2

√

1 + x̂2
1,

x̌2 = 3x̂1 + 2x̂2

√

1 + x̂2
1. (III.11)

From (III.9), one has

(x̌1, x̌2)
⊤ = P · (¯̂x1, ¯̂x2)

⊤,

whereP is the2× 2 constant matrix

(

−3 5
3 2

)

. Thus

( ˙̌x1, ˙̌x2)
⊤ = P·( ˙̂̄x1,

˙̂̄x2)
⊤ = PQ·(¯̂x1, ¯̂x2)

⊤ = PQP
−1·(x̌1, x̌2)

⊤,

where the second inequality comes from (III.10) withQ =

(

−1 1
−1 0

)

. A numerical computation shows that the eigenvalues

of the symmetric part ofPQP−1 are (−0.24,−0.76), which
means that system(x̌1, x̌2) is contracting with rate0.24 in the
identity metric. From (III.9), one finally has that system(x̂1, x̂2)
is contracting with rate0.24 in the metric

M = Θ
⊤
P

⊤
PΘ, whereΘ =

(

1 0
−x̂1x̂2√

1+x̂2
1

√

1 + x̂2
1

)

.

Let us now study the convergence properties of the observer when
the measureyp is corrupted by white noiseasyp = y+Sξ, where
y = x1 is the unperturbed measure,ξ is a “white noise” of variance
1 andS is the noise intensity. Using the formal ruledW = ξdt,
equations (III.8) are transformed into

d¯̂x1 = (¯̂x2 − (¯̂x1 − y))dt+ SdW

d¯̂x2 = −(¯̂x1 − y)dt+ SdW. (III.12)

The observer equations (III.10) become

dx̂1 =

[

x̂2

√

1 + x̂2
1 − (x̂1 − y)

]

dt+ SdW ;

dx̂2 = −





(x̂1 − y)
(

x̂1x̂2 −
√

1 + x̂2
1

)

1 + x̂2
1

+
x̂1x̂

2
2

√

1 + x̂2
1



 dt

− S

[

x̂1x̂2 −
√

1 + x̂2
1

1 + x̂2
1

]

dW.

One is now in the settings of Theorem 2 with

σ(x̂1, x̂2) =

(

S, S
x̂1x̂2 −

√

1 + x̂2
1

1 + x̂2
1

)⊤

.

From the above expression, it can be shown algebraically that
supa,b σ(a, b)

⊤M(a, b)σ(a, b) = 15.2S2.
We now make the assumption that‖x̂2‖ is uniformly upper-

bounded by a constantB (which can indeed be shown using an
independent method, see also simulations in Fig. 1). Then, it can
be shown that, uniformly,

‖Θ⊤
P

⊤
PΘx‖2 ≥ γ(B)‖x‖2.

One thus can apply Theorem 2 and obtain the bound (III.3) with
λ = 0.24, C = 15.2S2 and β = γ(B). Note that, fort → ∞,
one hasx̂2 → 0, such that one has the boundB = 0, which in
turn corresponds toγ(B) = 12.95. The bound after exponential
transients is then given by (cf. Fig. 1 for numerical simulations)

C

2βλ
= 2.45S2. (III.13)

IV. CONCLUSION

We have established the stochastic contraction theorems inthe
case of general time- and state-dependent Riemannian metrics.
In the limit when the metric becomes linear (state-independent),
the bounds we derived are the same as those obtained in [9],
which means that they are “optimal”, in the sense that they can
be attained. This development allows extending the applicability
of contraction analysis to a significantly wider range of nonlinear
stochastic dynamics, such as stochastic observers or networks of
noisy nonlinear oscillators.
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Fig. 1. Simulations for the observer studied in the text.A: evolution of
the systems fort ∈ [0 s, 5 s]. Equations (III.7) were integrated using the
Euler method with time step∆t = 0.01 s (red line:x1; blue line: x2).
Equations (III.12) were integrated using the Euler-Maruyama scheme (cf.
[6]) with the same time step∆t = 0.01 s. We plotted 20 sample trajectories
for noise intensityS = 1 starting from the same deterministic initial values
(x̂1(0), x̂2(0)) (magenta lines:̂x1; cyan lines: x̂2). B: evolution of the
systems fort ∈ [5 s, 15 s]. Note that, for clarity, the values ofx2 and x̂2

were multiplied by 400 in this plot. To assess the theoretical bounds, we
plotted the sample mean square error(x1− x̂1)2+(x2− x̂2)2 (plain green
line) and the theoretical bound after transients given by equation (III.13)
(dashed green line). For clarity, these values were multiplied by 10.
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