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Distributionally Robust Model Predictive Control:
Closed-loop Guarantees and Scalable Algorithms

Robert D. McAllister and Peyman Mohajerin Esfahani

ABSTRACT. We establish a collection of closed-loop guarantees and propose a scalable, Newton-
type optimization algorithm for distributionally robust model predictive control (DRMPC) applied
to linear systems, zero-mean disturbances, convex constraints, and quadratic costs. Via standard
assumptions for the terminal cost and constraint, we establish distribtionally robust long-term and
stage-wise performance guarantees for the closed-loop system. We further demonstrate that a com-
mon choice of the terminal cost, i.e., as the solution to the discrete-algebraic Riccati equation, renders
the origin input-to-state stable for the closed-loop system. This choice of the terminal cost also en-
sures that the exact long-term performance of the closed-loop system is independent of the choice
of ambiguity set the for DRMPC formulation. Thus, we establish conditions under which DRMPC
does not provide a long-term performance benefit relative to stochastic MPC (SMPC). To solve
the proposed DRMPC optimization problem, we propose a Newton-type algorithm that empirically
achieves superlinear convergence by solving a quadratic program at each iteration and guarantees
the feasibility of each iterate. We demonstrate the implications of the closed-loop guarantees and

the scalability of the proposed algorithm via two examples.

Keywords. Model predictive control, distributionally robust optimization, closed-loop stability,
second-order algorithms

1. INTRODUCTION

Model predictive control (MPC) defines an implicit control law via a finite horizon optimal control
problem. This optimal control problem is defined by the stage cost ¢(z,u), state/input constraints,
and a (discrete-time) dynamical model:

= fauw)

in which z is the state, u is the manipulated input, and w is the disturbance. The primary difference
between variants of this general MPC formulation (e.g., nominal, robust, and stochastic MPC) is
their approach to modeling the disturbance w in the optimization problem.

In nominal MPC, the optimization problem uses a nominal dynamical model, i.e., w = 0.
Nonetheless, feedback affords nominal MPC a nonzero margin of inherent robustness to distur-
bances [1, 13, 37]. This nonzero margin, however, may be insufficient in certain safety-critical appli-
cations with high uncertainty. Robust MPC (RMPC) and stochastic MPC (SMPC) offer a potential
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means to improve on the inherent robustness of nominal MPC by characterizing the disturbance
and including this information in the optimal control problem.

RMPC describes the disturbance via a set W and requires that the state and input constraints
in the optimization problem are satisfied for all possible realizations of w € W. The objective
function of RMPC considers only the nominal system (w = 0) and these methods are sometimes
called tube-based MPC if the constraint tightening is computed offline [12, 21].

SMPC includes a stochastic description of the disturbance w ~ P (w is distributed according to
the probability distribution IP) and defines the objective function based on the expected value of the
cost function subject to this distribution [5, 8, 17, 23]. This stochastic description of the disturbance
also permits the use of so-called chance constraints. The performance of SMPC therefore depends on
the disturbance distribution IP. Analogous to nominal MPC, feedback affords SMPC a small margin
of inherent distributional robustness, i.e., robustness to inaccuracies in the disturbance distribution
[22]. If this distribution is identified from limited data, however, there may be significant distribu-
tional uncertainty. Therefore, a distributionally robust (DR) approach to the SMPC optimization
problem may provide desirable benefits in applications with high uncertainty and limited data.

Advances in distributionally robust optimization (DRO) have inspired a range of distributionally
robust MPC (DRMPC) formulations. In general, these problems take the following form:

Jin max Ep[J(z, 0, w)] (1)

in which z is the current state of the system, 6 defines the control inputs for the MPC horizon (po-
tentially as parameters in a previously defined feedback law), Ep [ -] denotes the expected value with
respect to the distribution P, and P is the ambiguity set for the distribution IP of the disturbances
w. The goal is to select 6 to minimize the worst-case expected value of the cost function J(-) and
satisfy the (chance-)constraints embedded in the set II(x). Note that SMPC and RMPC are special
cases of DRMPC via specific choices of P.

The key feature of all MPC formulations is that the finite horizon optimal control problem in (1)
is solved with an updated state estimate at each time step, i.e., a rolling horizon approach. With
this approach, DRMPC defines an implicit feedback control law x(x) and the closed-loop system

ot = fla,m(z)w) (2)

The performance of this controller is ultimately defined by this closed-loop system and the stage
cost. In particular, we often define performance based on the expected average closed-loop stage
cost at time k > 1, i.e.,

jkaP) = EIP

k—1
1 . .
. ;e(mm(m)]
in which ¢(i) is the closed-loop state trajectory defined by (2) and P is the distribution for the
closed-loop disturbance.

In this work, we focus on DRMPC formulations for linear systems with additive disturbances and
quadratic costs. We note that there are also DRMPC formulations that consider parameteric uncer-
tainty [7] and piecewise affine cost functions are also considered in [24]. In both cases, the proposed
DRMPC formulation solves for only a single input trajectory for all realizations of the disturbance.
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To better address the realization of uncertainty in the open-loop trajectory, RMPC/SMPC for-
mulations typically solve for a trajectory of parameterized control policies instead of a single input
trajectory. A common choice of this parameterization is the state-feedback law u = Kz +v in which
K is the fixed feedback gain and the parameter to be optimized is v. Using this parameterization,
several DRMPC formulations were proposed to tighten probabilistic constraints for linear systems
based on different ambiguity sets [9, 16, 19, 34]. In these formulations, however, the cost function is
unaltered from the corresponding SMPC formulation due to the fixed feedback gain in the control

law parameterization.

If the control law parameterization is chosen as a more flexible feedback affine policy (see (8)), first
proposed for MPC formulations in [12], distributional uncertainty in the cost function is nontrivial
to the DRMPC problem. Van Parys et al. [36] propose a tractable method to solve linear quadratic
control problems with unconstrained inputs and a distributionally robust chance constraint on the
state. Coppens and Patrinos [6] consider a disturbance feedback affine parameterization with conic
representable ambiguity sets and demonstrate a tractable reformulation of the DRMPC problem.
Mark and Liu [20] consider a similar formulation with a simplified ambiguity set and also establish
some performance guarantees for the closed-loop system. Tagkesen et al. [35] demonstrate that for
unconstrained linear systems, additive disturbances, and quadratic costs, a linear feedback law is
optimal and can be found via a semidefinite program (SDP). Pan and Faulwasser [28] use polynomial

chaos expansion to approximate and solve the distributionally robust optimal control problem.

While these new formulations are interesting, there remain important questions about the efficacy
of including yet another layer of uncertainty in the MPC problem. For example, what properties
should DRMPC provide to the closed-loop system in (2)? And what conditions are required to
achieve these properties? Due to the rolling horizon nature of DRMPC, distributionally robust
closed-loop properties are not necessarily obtained by simply solving a distributional robust opti-
mization problem. Moreover, the conditions under which DRMPC provides significant performance
benefits relative to SMPC are currently unknown. One of the main contributions of this paper
is to provide greater insight into these questions. The focus, in particular, is on the performance
benefits and guarantees that may be obtained by considering distributional uncertainty in the cost
function (1). Chance constraints are therefore not considered in the proposed DRMPC formulation
or closed-loop analysis.

DRMPC is also limited by practical concerns related to the computational cost of solving DRO
problems. While these DRMPC problems can often be reformulated as convex optimization prob-
lems, in particular SDPs, these optimization problems are often significantly more difficult to solve
relative to the quadratic programs (QPs) that are ubiquitous in nominal, robust, and stochastic
MPC problems.

In this work, we consider a DRMPC formulation for linear dynamical models, additive distur-
bances, convex constraints, and quadratic costs. This DRMPC formulation uses a Gelbrich ambi-
guity set with fixed first moment (zero mean) as a conservative approximation for a Wasserstein
ball of the same radius [10]. The key contributions of this work are (informally) summarized in the
following two categories.
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Closed-loop guarantees:

Distributionally robust long-term performance. We establish sufficient conditions for
DRMPC, in particular the terminal cost and constraint, such that the closed-loop system sat-
isfies a distributionally robust long-term performance bound (Theorem 3.1), i.e., we define a
function C(PP) such that

lim sup J;(P) < max C(P) (3)
k—o00 PeP

for all IP € P. This bound is distributionally robust because it holds for all distributions IP € P.

Distributionally robust stage-wise performance. If the stage cost is also positive definite,
we establish that the closed-loop system satisfies a distributionally robust stage-wise perfor-
mance bound (Theorem 3.2), i.e., there exists A € (0,1) and ¢,y > 0 such that

B [£(0(k), 5(0(k))) | < Xelo(O) +max7C(P) (4)

for all IP € P. Moreover, this result directly implies that the closed-loop system is distribution-
ally robust, mean-squared input-to-state stable (ISS) (Corollary 3.3), i.e., the left-hand side of
(4) becomes Ep Uqﬁ(k:)ﬂ

Pathwise input-to-state stability. A common approach in MPC design is to select the ter-
minal cost based on the discrete-algebraic riccati equation (DARE) for the unconstrained linear
system. Under these conditions, we establish that the closed-loop system is in fact (pathwise)
ISS (Theorem 3.4), which is a stronger property than mean-squared ISS.

Exact long-term performance. Given this stronger property of (pathwise) ISS, we can
further establish an exact value for the long-term performance of DRMPC based on this terminal
cost and the closed-loop disturbance distribution (Theorem 3.5), i.e.,

lim J(P) = C(P) (5)

k—o0

for all distributions P supported on W. Of particular interest is the fact that this result is
independent of the choice of ambiguity set P. Thus, the long-term performance of DRMPC,
SMPC, and RMPC are equivalent for this choice of terminal cost (Corollary 3.6).

Scalable algorithm: Newton-type saddle point algorithm. We present a novel optimiza-
tion algorithm tailored to solve the DRMPC problem of interest (Algorithm 1). In contrast to
Frank-Wolfe algorithms previously proposed to solve DRO problems (e.g., [27, 32]), the proposed
algorithm solves a QP at each iteration instead of an LP. The Newton-type algorithm achieves
superlinear (potentially quadratic) convergence in numerical experiments (Figure 1) and reduces
computation time 50% compared to solving the DRMPC problem as an LMI optimization prob-
lem with state-of-the art solvers, i.e., MOSEK (Figure 2).

Organization. In Section 2, we introduce the DRMPC problem formulation and associated DRO

problem. In Section 3, we present the main technical results on closed-loop guarantees. In Section 4,

we

provide the technical proofs and supporting lemmata for the main technical results introduced in

Section 3. In Section 5, we discuss the DRO problem of interest and introduce the proposed Newton-

type saddle point algorithm. In Section 6, we study two examples to demonstrate the closed-loop

properties established in Section 3 and the scalability of the proposed algorithm.
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Notation. Let R denote the reals and subscripts/superscripts denote the restrictions/dimensions for
the reals, i.e., RY is the set of nonegative reals with dimension n. The transpose of a square
matrix M € R™™ is denoted M’. The trace of a matrix M € R"*" is denoted tr(M). A positive
(semi)definite matrix M € R™ " is denoted by M = 0 (M = 0). For M = 0, let |x|3, denote the
quadratic form 2’ Mz. If P is a probability distribution, IP(A) denotes the probability of event A.
Let Ep [ -] denote the expected value with respect to P. Let Ep [- | z] denote the expected value
with respect to IP and given the value of z. A function a : R>y — R>g is said to be in class K,
denoted a(-) € K, if o +) is continuous, strictly increasing, and a(0) = 0.

2. PROBLEM FORMULATION

We consider the linear system with additive disturbances
zt = Az + Bu+ Guw (6)
in which z € R", u € U C R™, and w € W C RY. We also consider the state/input constraints
(x,u) e ZCR" xU (7)
and the terminal constraint X; C R". We consider convex constraints as follows.

Assumption 2.1 (Convex state-action constraints). The sets Z and Xy are closed, convex, and
contain the origin in their interior. The set U is compact and contains the origin. The set W is

compact and contains the origin in its interior.

To ensure constraint satisfaction, we use the following disturbance feedback parameterization [12].

i—1

u(i) = v(i) + Y M, jw(j) (8)

j=0
in which v(i) € R™ and M(i,7) € R™*2. With this parameterization and a finite horizon N > 1,
the input sequence u := (u(0),u(1),...,u(N — 1)) is defined as

u=Mw+v 9)
in which w := (w(0),w(1),...,w(N — 1)) is the disturbance trajectory. Note that the structure of

M must satisfy the following requirements to enforce causality.

(M,v) €© := {(M,V)

M € RV™Na| v ¢ RN™
M(i,j) =0Vj =i

The state trajectory x := (x(0),z(1),...,z(N)) is therefore
x=Az+Bv+ (BM+ G)w (10)
and the constraints for this parameterization are given by

s.t. (9), (10)
M(z):= () {(M,v) €O | (x(k),uk) €ZY k
weWwnN x(N) S Xf
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That is, if (M, v) € II(x) then the constraints in (7) are satisfied for all realizations of the disturbance
trajectory w € WV. We also define the feasible set

X = {z e R" | I(z) # 0}

To streamline notation, we define

0:=(M,v) € II(x)

Lemma 2.1 (Policy constraints). If Assumption 2.1 holds, then I1(z) is compact and convex for all

z € X and X is closed and convez.

See Appendix A for the proof. Note that Lemma 2.1 uses a slightly different formulation and
set of assumptions than in [12], and we are therefore able to establish that II(x) is also bounded.
Moreover, if Z and Xy are polyhedral and W is a polytope, then II(z) is also a (bounded) polytope
[12].

For the MPC problem, we consider quadratic stage and terminal costs defined as
l(z,u) =2'Qr + u'Ru Vi(z) = 2’ Px
with the following standard assumption.

Assumption 2.2 (Positive semidefinite cost). The matrices Q and P are positive semidefinite
(Q, P = 0) and R is positive definite (R > 0).

For a given input and disturbance trajectory, we have the following deterministic cost function.

N-1
O(z,u,w) = > L(x(k), u(k)) + Vi(z(N))
k=0

If we embed the disturbance feedback parameterization in this cost function, we have
J(z,0,w) = ®(x,Mw + v,w) = |Hyx + H,v + (H,M + H,)w|*

with constant matrices H,, H,, and H,,.

We make the following standing assumption for the remainder of this paper: The disturbances w
are zero mean, independent in time, and satisfy w € W with probability one. Let M(W) denote all
probability distributions of the random variable w with zero mean such that w € W with probability

one, i.e.,
M(W) = {P | Ep [uw] =0, P (w € W) = 1}
For any distribution P € M(W¥) of w with covariance X := Ep [ww'], we have
L(2,0,%) = Ep [J(z,0,w)] = |Hpz + Hyv|? + tr((HuM + Hy,) (H,M + Hw)E) (11)
Note that L(z,6,3) is quadratic in # and linear in ¥. In SMPC, we minimize L(z,0,3) for a
specific covariance X and the current state .

For DRMPC, we instead consider a worst-case version of the SMPC problem in which IP takes the
worst value within some ambiguity set. To define this ambiguity set, we first consider the Gelbrich
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ball for the covariance of a single disturbance w € R? centered at the nominal covariance 5 € RIx4
with radius € > 0 defined as

B.(3) := {2 =0 ‘ tr (i +n -2 (ilﬂzil/?)m) < 82}
To streamline notation, we define
By = IB%E(E), where d:= (5, f])
This Gelbrich ball produces the following Gelbrich ambiguity set for the distributions of w:
Py :={P € M(W) | Ep[ww'] = € By}
We further assume that this Gelbrich ambiguity set is compatible with W, i.e., all covariances
Y € By can be achieved by at least one distribution P € M(W). For example, in the extreme case

that W = {0} then M(W) contains only one distribution with all the weight at zero and the only
reasonable Gelbrich ball to consider is By = {0}. Formally, we consider only ambiguity parameters
d=(3), e>0, £ >0, }

d € D with
D=4 (c,%)
VXeB; AP e M(W) S.t. E]p[ww’] =X
Note that D depends on W, but we suppress this dependence to streamline the notation. If d € D,
then for any ¥ € By there exists P € Py such that Ep [ww'] = X.

For the disturbance trajectory w € W we define the following ambiguity set that enforces

independence in time:

N-1
E NeB
’PC]lV = H P,=<Pc M(WN) ]P[w<k)w(k>] € By
=0 w(k) are independent

We can equivalently represent PCJIV as

Py = {1? e M(WN)

Ep [ww'] = X € BY
w(k) are independent

in which the set Bév is defined as
o ... 0
BY =<{x=1|: - : Y € By Vk
0 ... Xy_1

The worst-case expected cost is defined as

Vi(z,0) := max Ep [J(z,0,w)] = max L(z,0,X) (12)
Pepy =eBY

We note that equality between the two maximization problems in (12) holds because d € D. We
now define the DRO problem for DRMPC as

Vi (z) = iR, mas, Ep [J(z,0,w)] = pin Vi(z,0) (13)

and we denote the solution(s) to the outer minimization problem as 69(z). Note that SMPC
(d = (0,%)) and RMPC (d = (0,0)) are special cases of the optimization problem in (13). Thus,



DISTRIBUTIONALLY ROBUST MODEL PREDICTIVE CONTROL 8

all subsequent statements about DRMPC include SMPC and RMPC as special cases of d € D.
Fundamental mathematical properties for this optimization problem (e.g., existence, continuity, and
measurability) are provided in Appendix C.

3. CLOSED-LOOP GUARANTEES: MAIN RESULTS
3.1. Preliminaries and closed-loop system

We now define the controller and closed-loop system derived from this DRMPC formulation. The
control law is defined as the first input given by the optimal control law parameterization 93(:6).
Although 92(30) may be set-valued, i.e., there are multiple solutions, we assume that some selection
rule is applied such that the control law kg : X — U is a single-valued function that satisfies

ra(z) € {0°(0) | (M°,v7) € 63(x) }
With this control law, the closed-loop system is
T = Az + Brg(z) + Gw (14)

Let ¢q(k; x, W) denote the closed-loop state of (14) at time k& > 0, given the initial state z € X and
the disturbance trajectory wo, € W, i.e., a disturbance trajectory in the £*° space of sequences.
Define the infinity norm of the sequence Woo as |[Wool| := supy>q |w(k)|. Note that the deterministic
value of ¢g4(k;x, W) for a given realization of wo, € W™ is a function of d € D via the DRMPC
control law.

The goal of this section is to demonstrate the the closed-loop system in (14) obtains some desirable
properties for the class of distributions considered in P,;. We consider the set of all distributions for
the infinite sequence of disturbances wo, such that the disturbances are independent in time and
their marginal distributions are in Py, i.e., we consider the set

Ep [w(k:)w(k)’] € By
w(k) are independent

P = ﬁpd = {IP e M(W*>)

k=0

An important property for the DRMPC algorithm is robust positive invariance, defined as follows.

Definition 3.1 (Robust positive invariance). A set X C R" is robustly positively invariant (RPI)
for the system in (14) if 2 € X forall x € X, w € W, and d € D.

Note that this definition is adapted for DRMPC to consider all possible d € D. If we choose
D = {(0,0)} (RMPC) then this definition reduces to the standard definition of RPI found in, e.g.,
[30, Def 3.7]. Since the control law k4 : X — U is defined on only the feasible set X, the first step in
the closed-loop analysis is to establish that this feasible set is RPI. We define the expected average
performance of the closed-loop system for k£ > 1, given the initial state x € X', ambiguity parameters
d € D, and the distribution P € P3°, as follows.

K1
Ti(x,d, P) := Ep %Zf(cbd(i;%woo), Kd (‘bd(i;xawoo)))]
i=0
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3.2. Main results and key technical assumptions

To establish desirable properties for the closed-loop system, we consider the following assumption
for the terminal cost V¢(z) = 2’ Px and constraint Xy. This assumption is also used in SMPC and
RMPC analysis.

Assumption 3.1 (Terminal cost and constraint). The terminal cost matrix P is chosen such that
there exists Ky € R™*" satisfying

P~ Q- KRK[ = (A+ BK;)P(A+ BEK) (15)

Moreover, the terminal set X contains the origin in its interior and is chosen such that (z, Kyx) € Z
and (A + BKy)x + Gw € Xy for all x € Xy and w € W,

Verifying Assumption 3.1 is tantamount to finding a stabilizing linear control law u = Kz, i.e.,
A+ BKj is Schur stable, that satisfies the required constraints (x, Krx) € Z within some robustly
positive invariant neighborhood of the origin Xy. With this stabilizing linear control law, we can
then construct an appropriate terminal cost matrix P by, e.g., solving a discrete time Lyapunov
equation. With this assumption, we can guarantee that the feasible set X is RPI and establish the
following distributionally robust long-term performance guarantee. This performance guarantee is a
distributionally robust version of the stochastic performance guarantee typically derived for SMPC
(e.g., [5, 14, 17]).

Theorem 3.1 (DR long-term performance). If Assumptions 2.1, 2.2 and 3.1 hold, then the set X
is RPI for (14) and

lim sup Ji(z, d, P) < max tr(G' PGY) (16)
k—o0 eBy

for allP € P, d €D, and x € X.

Theorem 3.1, however, applies only to the average performance in the limit as £k — oco. If we
are also interested in the transient or stage-wise behavior of the closed-loop system at a given time
k > 0, one can include the following assumption.

Assumption 3.2 (Positive definite stage cost). The matrix @ is positive definite, i.e., @ > 0.
Moreover, the feasible set X' is bounded or X; = R".

By also including Assumption 3.2, we can establish the following distributionally robust stage-wise

performance guarantee.

Theorem 3.2 (DR stage-wise performance). If Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, 3.1 and 3.2 hold, then there
exist A € (0,1) and ¢,y > 0 such that

Ep [£(z(k), u(k))] < Nee|z|® +~ <£DEILBX tr(G'PGZ)) (17)
€Bq
in which x(k) = ¢q(k;x, Woo), u(k) = kq(z(k)) for all P € P, deD, x € X, and k > 0.

Theorem 3.2 ensures that the effect of the initial condition x on the closed-loop stage cost vanishes
exponentially fast as k — oo. There is also a persistent term on the right-hand side of (17) that
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accounts for the continuing effect of the disturbance. We note, however, that the persistent term on
the right-hand side of (17) is a constant that depends on the design of the DRMPC algorithm and
does not depend on the actual distribution IP. Since @ > 0, we can also establish a the following
corollary of Theorem 3.2.

Corollary 3.3 (DR, mean-squared ISS). If Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, 3.1 and 3.2 hold, then there exist
A €(0,1) and ¢,y > 0 such that

Ep [|¢d(k:;$,woo)|2] < )\kc\x|2 + v <§n%x tr(G’PGE)) (18)
eBg
for allP € P, deD, x € X, and k > 0.

The ISS-style bound in (18) applies to the mean-squared norm of the closed-loop state, a commonly
referenced quantity in stochastic stability analysis. Note that (18) also implies a similar bound for
Ep [|pq(k; x,Woo)|] via Jensen’s inequality. In MPC formulations, a common strategy is to choose
the terminal cost matrix P according to the discrete algebraic Riccati equation (DARE), i.e., the
cost for the linear-quadratic regulator (LQR) of the unconstrained linear system.! Specifically, we
now consider the following stronger version of Assumption 3.1.

Assumption 3.3 (DARE terminal cost). The matrix P > 0 satisfies
P=APA—-APB(R+BPB)'BPA+Q (19)

and Kj := —(R+ B'PB)B'PA. Moreover, (z, K;x) € Z and (A+ BKy)z+ Gw € Xy for all z € Xy
and w € W. The terminal set X contains the origin in its interior.

With this stronger assumption, we can establish significantly stronger properties for the DRMPC
controller, similar to results for SMPC reported in [11, Lemma 4.18]. In particular, we can establish
that the closed-loop system is (pathwise) ISS.

Theorem 3.4 (Pathwise ISS). Let Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, 3.2 and 3.3 hold. Then, for any d € D,
the origin is (pathwise) ISS for (14), i.e., there exist A € (0,1), ¢ >0, and y(-) € K such that

|falks z, Woo)| < Aelz| + 7(|lwee|) (20)

forallk >0, woo € W™, and x € X.

The property of (pathwise) ISS in Theorem 3.4 is notably stronger than mean-squared ISS in
Corollary 3.3. The key distinction is that the persistent term on the right-hand side of (20) is specific
to a given realization of the disturbances trajectory weo, while the persistent term in Corollary 3.3
depends only on the DRMPC design. f wo, = 0 then (20) implies that the origin is exponentially
stable. By contrast, the weaker restriction on the terminal cost in Assumption 3.1 does not ensure
that the closed-loop system is ISS. We demonstrate this fact in Section 6 via a counterexample.

We now consider a class of disturbances that are both independent and identically distributed
(ii.d.) in time. We also require that arbitrarily small values of these disturbances occur with

IThis strategy is in fact optimal in terms of minimizing tr(G' PGX). See Appendix B.
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nonzero probability. Specifically, we define the following set of distributions.

oo
Q:=[[{PeMW)|Ve>0, P(lw|<e) >0}
k=0
Note that Q includes most distributions of interest such as uniform, truncated Gaussian, and even
finite distributions with P(w = 0) > 0. For this class of disturbances, we have the following exact

long-term performance guarantee.
Theorem 3.5 (Exact long-term performance). Let Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, 3.2 and 3.3 hold. Then,
klim Ti(z,d, P) = tr(G' PGY) (21)
—00

in which X = Ep [w(i)w ()] for alld € D, z € X, and P € Q.

Note that (21) provides an exact value for the long-term performance based on the distribution
of the disturbance in the closed-loop system. By contrast, (16) provides a conservative and constant
bound based on the design parameter d € D. Furthermore, the values of d € D do not affect the
long-term performance in (21). By recalling that SMPC and RMPC are special cases of DRMPC,
we have the following corollary of Theorem 3.5.

Corollary 3.6 (DRMPC versus SMPC). If Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, 3.2 and 3.3 hold, then the long-
term performance of DRMPC, SMPC (¢ =0), and RMPC (e =0, S = 0) are equivalent, i.e.,

Jim (@9, P) = Jim Ji(=, 0,9, P) = Jim Ji(= 0,0),P)
forallz e X, P e Q, and (5,3\]) eD.

Although selecting P to satisfy (19) is a standard design method in MPC, there are also systems
in which one cannot satisfy the requirements of Assumption 3.3 for a given @, R > 0. In particular,
if the origin is sufficiently close to (or on) the boundary of Z, then satisfying all of the requirements
in Assumption 3.3 is typically not possible. In chemical process control, for example, processes
often operate near input constraints (e.g., maximum flow rates) to ensure high throughput for the
process. Thus, the terminal cost and constraint are chosen to satisfy only the weaker condition
in Assumption 3.1. In this case, there is a possibility that DRMPC produces superior long-term
performance relative to SMPC and RMPC. We therefore focus on examples in Section 6 that satisfy
Assumption 3.1, but cannot satisfy Assumption 3.3.

Remark 3.1 (Detectable stage cost). We can also weaken Assumption 3.2 to @ = 0 and (A4, Q'/?)
detectable. By defining an input-output-to-state stability (IOSS) Lyapunov function, e.g., [30,
Thm. 2.24 ], we can apply the same approach use for nominal MPC to establish Theorem 3.2 and
Corollary 3.3 for DRMPC under this weaker restriction for Q).

4. CLOSED-LOOP GUARANTEES: TECHNICAL PROOFS

This section includes several technical lemmata that serve as a preliminary to prove the main
results of this study.
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4.1. Distributionally robust long-term performance

To establish Theorem 3.1, we begin by establishing that feasible set X is RPI and providing a

distributionally robust expected cost decrease condition.

Lemma 4.1 (DR cost decrease). If Assumptions 2.1, 2.2 and 3.1 hold, then the feasible set X is
RPI for (14) and

Ep [V (zM)] < V(x) — €z, ka(x)) + max tr(G' PGY) (22)

for alllP € Py, d €D, and x € X.

Proof. Choose z(0) € X and d € D. Define (M? v%) = ¢° € 0%9(x(0)). Consider the subsequent
state z(1) = Az(0) + Bv°(0) + Gw(0) for some w(0) € W. For the state z(1), we choose a candidate

solution

0+ (w(0)) = (NIF, 5% (w(0))) (23)
such that the open-loop input trajectory remains the same as the previous optimal solution, i.e.,
k—1 k=1
u(k) = o0 (k) + > MOk, jyw(j) = 5 (k) + Y M (k, j)w(j) (24)
j=0 j=1

for all k € {1,...,N — 1} and w € W¥. With this choice of parameters, the open-loop state
trajectories z(k) are also the same for all k € {1,..., N — 1} and w € W¥. The candidate solution

is therefore

0 0 0
M°(2,1) 0 0 0
M+ = : : : :
MoN -1,1)--- M*(N —1,N —2) 0 0
| M*(N,1) --- M*(N,N-2) M*(N,N—-1)0]

v0(1) + MO(1,0)w(0)
v0(2) + M°(2,0)w(0)

vO(N —1) + M.O(N —1,0)w(0)
o+ (N)

in which that last rows of M* and vt (w(0)) are not yet defined. We define these last rows by the
terminal control law u(N) = Kyx(N). Specifically, we have

N-1
Kpo(N) =54 (N) + Y MH(N, i)w(i) (25)

i=1

By definition of z(N), we have

N—-1
o(N) = AV lz(1) + 3 AN (Bu(i) + Gw(z’))
i=1
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We then substitute the values of u(i) for the candidate solution in (24) to give

N—-1
2(N) = AN o)+ 3 AN*HB(UO(z’) + MG, 0)w(0))
i=1

N—-1 1—1
+ Y AN T BMO(, j)w(h) + Gu(i)
i=1 j=1

With some manipulation, we can therefore define

N-1
FHN) = KAV (1) + S KfAN—l—iB(v(z') + MO, O)w(O))
i=1
M*Y(N,i)y =Ky | Y AV'9IBMO(5,0) + AV G
j=i+1

to satisfy (25). Note that M1 is independent of w(0) and v+ (w(0)) is an affine function of w(0).
We first establish that this candidate solution is feasible for any w(0) € W and that & is RPL.
Since (M, v?) € II(x(0)), then (z(k),u(k)) € Z for all k € {1,...,N — 1} and z(N) € X; for
all w € WY, From Assumption 3.1, we also have that (z(N), Ksz(N)) € Z for all w € W¥.
Therefore, (x(N),u(N)) € Z and (N + 1) = (A+ BKy)x(N) + Gw(N) € Xy for all w(N) € W
by Assumption 3.1. Thus, (M*,vT) € II(z(1)). Since II(z(1)) # 0, we also know that z(1) € X
for any w(0) € W. Since the choice of z(0) € X and d € D was arbitrary, we have that X is RPL
Choose w = (w(0),...,w(N — 1)) € WV and define w* = (w(1),...,w(N)) with some additional
w(N) € W. We have that

J(x(1), 07 (w(0)), w") = J (2(0),6°, w) = —£(2(0),2°(0))
+ Vi(@(N +1)) = Vi(z(N)) + £(z(N), Kpz(N)) (26)
We define

>+ = arg max L(z(1),07 (w(0)), X) = arg max tr ((Hul(/IJr + H,) (H,M" + Hw)2>
ZeBY SeBY

and note that XF is independent of w(0) because M is independent of w(0). We also define the
distribution @ € M(WY) for wt such that Eq[(w")(w*)] = Z*. Note that such a Q exists
because d € D. For this distribution, we take the expected value of each side of (26) to give
Eq |J(z(1), 8% (w(0)), w") — J(2(0),6°, w) | w(0)| =
Eq [Vy(z(N +1)) = Vi(2(N)) + L(z(N), Kyz(N)) | w(0)] - £(x(0),v°(0))
From Assumption 3.1 and the fact that z(IN) € Xy for all w € W¥, we have that
Eq [Vi(x(N +1)) = Vi(2(N)) + L(x(N), Kpz(N)) [ w(0)] < tr(G'PGEN) < b4

in which Xy = Eq[w(N)w(N)'] € By and §4 := maxyep, tr(G'PGX). From the definition of X+
and optimality, we have

Va(2(1),0% (w(0))) = Eq |J(2(1), % (w(0)), w*) | w(0)]
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and therefore
Va(2(1), 5+ ((0)) < Bq [7(2(0),6, ) | w(0)] ~ £(x(0), 0°(0)) + 4 (21)
Choose any P € P, for the distribution of w(0). From the definition of P and @, we have
Ep [Eq [J(2(0),6°, w) | w(0)]] < Va(x(0),6°) = V' (z(0))

because 6 € 09(x(0)). We take the expected value of (27) with respect to P and use this inequality
to give
Ep [ Va((1), 07 (w(0)))] < Vi((0)) - £((0),2°(0)) + b4 (28)
By optimality, we have
VE(@(1) < Va(2(1), 6% (w(0)))

We combine this inequality with (28) and substitute in z = z(0), 2t = (1), rq(z) = v°(0) to give
(22). Note that the choices of P € Py, d € D, and z(0) € X were arbitrary and therefore (22) holds
for all values in these sets. O

The key difference between Lemma 4.1 and the typical expected cost decrease condition for SMPC
is that this inequality holds for all distributions IP € Py, i.e., the inequality is distributionally robust.
We can then apply Lemma 4.1 to prove Theorem 3.1.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Choose x € X, d € D, and P € P3°. Define x(i) = ¢q(i;r,Ws) and
u(i) = Kq(x(i)). From Lemma 4.1, we have that X" is RPI and

Eq [Vf (i +1) | 2()] < V(@) = €(e(0),u()) + max tr(C'PCE) (29)

for all Q € Py. Let d4 := maxyep, tr(G’PGY) to streamline notation. From the law of total
expectation and (29), we have

Ep [((z(i), u(i))] < Ep [V (2(0)] — Ep [Vi(z(i +1))] + 04
We sum both sides of this inequality from ¢ = 0 to ¢ = kK — 1 and divide by k£ > 1 to give
Ep [V} (2(0))] —Ep [V (z(k))]

Ti(z,d,P) < z + 84
Note that V2(x(k)) > 0. We take the lim sup as k — oo of both sides of the inequality and substitute
in the definition of d4 to give (16). O

4.2. Distributionally robust stage-wise performance

To establish Theorem 3.2, we first establish the following upper bound for the optimal cost

function.

Lemma 4.2 (Upper bound). If Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, 3.1 and 3.2 hold, then
V(x) < colz|> + N (max tr(G’PGE)) (30)
YeBy

foralld € D and x € X.
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Proof. For any x € Xy, we define the control law as u = Kz from Assumption 3.1. Therefore,
u=K;x, x=(I-BK;) '(Az+ Gw)

in which Ky := [IN ® Ky O]. Note that the inverse (I — BK)™! exists because BKy is nilpo-
tent (lower triangular with zeros along the diagonal). We represent this control law as f(x) =
(My,vy(x)) so that

vi(z) =Ky(I-BKy)'Az  M;:=K;(I -BK;)'G (31)

We have from Assumption 3.1 that this control law ensures that (z(k),u(k)) € Z and z(k+1) € Xy
for all k € {0,..., N —1}. Therefore 0¢(x) € II(x) for all x € Xy and d € D. Choose any = € Xy
and d € D. Choose any ¥ € BY and corresponding P € PY such that Ep [ww'] = £. From
Assumption 3.1, we have that

Ep [Vy(x(k+ 1)) - V(e (k) + £a(k), Kpa(k)] < te(G'POEy) < 6y

in which z(k +1) = (A+ BKy)z(k) + Gw(k) for all k € {0,1,...,N — 1}, (0) = =, and ¢4 :=
maxsep, tr(G'PGX). We sum both sides of this inequality from £ =0 to k = N — 1 and rearrange
to give
L(z, 05 (x), %) < Vi(2(0)) + Nog
for all X € Bév . Therefore,
V() < Va(z,05(2)) < Vi(x) + Nog < Ap|z|* + Ny

in which A\p is the maximum eigenvalue of P for all « € Xy, If Xy = R", the proof is complete
because X C R™. Otherwise, we use the fact that X is bounded to extend this bound to all x € X.
Define the function

F(z) = sup {Vdo(:n) — Nog ’ d € D}
Since W is bounded, D is bounded as well (Lemma A.1). Therefore, F(z) is finite for all z € X.

We further define
F
r:_sup{ ‘35;) T € X\Xf}

Note that since X contains the origin in its interior and F'(z) is finite for all z € X, r exists and is
finite. Therefore,

VO(z) < F(x) + Nd < rlz|* + Nég

for all z € X \ X;. We define ¢z := max{r, \p} and substitute in the definition of d; to complete
the proof. O

With this upper bound, we prove Theorem 3.2 by using VC? () as a Lyapunov-like function.
Proof of Theorem 3.2. Since @ = 0, there exists ¢; > 0 such that
ar|z? < Uz, ka(z)) < Vi(2)
for all x € X. Let §q = maxyep, tr(G'PGX). From (30), we have

—|z? < =(1/c2) Vi (x) + (Nbg/c2)
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We combine this inequality and the lower bound for ¢(z, kq(x)) with (22) to give
Eq [VQ(z1) | 2] <AV (2) + (1 + Nei/e2)dq (32)
in which A = (1 —¢1/e2) € (0,1) and 2" = Az + Brg(x) + Gw for all Q € Py, d € D, and x € X.
Choose z € X, d € D, and P € PJ°. Define x(k) = ¢q(k;z, Wo) and u(k) = kq(x(k)). Note
that because X is RPI for the closed-loop system (Lemma 4.1), x(k) € X for all z € X, d € D,
Woo € W, and k > 0. Therefore, from (32) we have
Bq [V(a(k + 1)) | 2(k)] < AVI(2(k) + (1 + New/ea)ds (33)

for all Q € P;. We take the expected value of (33) with respect to P and the corresponding Q to

give

Ep Vi (x(k+1))] < AEp [V (z(k))] + (1 + Nei/e2)dg (34)
By iterating (34), we have
1+ N
B (VR ()] < MVRGa(0) + L,
Substitute in the lower and upper bounds for VY(-), rearrange, and define ¢ := c3/c; and 7 :=
N+ (i 4+ Ne; b /(1 = \) to give (17). O

4.3. Pathwise input-to-state stability

To establish Theorem 3.4, we first establish the following interesting property for the DRMPC
control law within the terminal region Xy, similar to [11, Lemma 4.18].

Lemma 4.3 (Terminal control law). If Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, 3.2 and 3.3 hold, then
de(x) = fo
for all x € Xy and d € D. Moreover, Xy is RPI for the closed-loop system in (14).

Proof. From the definition of P and K in Assumption 3.3 and any P € M(W), we have
Ep [®(z,u,w)] = |z|} + Ep [Ju — K;x|§] +Ep [|[w|p]
in which K := [IN ® K; 0}, S:= Iy ® (R+ B'PB) P := Iy ® ((’PG) (see [11, eq. (4.46)]).
Using the control law parameterization § = (M, v), we have
Ep [J(2,0,w)] = 23+ |v - K;Az — K;Bv[3 (35)
+Ep [|(M - K;BM - K;G)w|3] +Ep [|w|] (36)

We have that the optimal solution is bounded by

min max Ep [J(z,0,w)] > |z|% + max tr (PE) (37)
0€ll(z) PePy zeBY

for all x € X. This lower bound is obtained by the candidate solution
ve(z) = (I -K;B) 'K;Az M, := (I -K;B)'K,;G

and 0.(z) = (Mg, v.(z)) for any P € P). Note that the inverse (I — KfB)f1 exists because KB
is nilpotent (lower triangular with zeros along the diagonal). By application of the matrix inversion
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lemma, we have that 6.(x) = 0¢(x) in (31). Therefore 0.(x) = O¢(x) € I(z) for all z € X;.
Moreover, the solution v.(x) is unique because S > 0. Therefore,

ka(z) = v0(0;2) = v.(0;7) = Ky

is the unique control law for all x € X;. Since k4(z) = Ky for all z € Xy and Xy is RPI for the
system 2 = (A + BKy)z + Gw, we have that Xy is also RPI for (14). O

Lemma 4.3 ensures that within the terminal region, the DRMPC control law is equivalent to the
LQR control law defined by the DARE in Assumption 3.3. Moreover, this controller is the same
regardless of the choice of d € D. This control law also renders the terminal set RPI. Therefore,
once the state of the system reaches the terminal region, there is no difference between the control
laws for DRMPC, SMPC, RMPC, and LQR. With this result, we can now prove Theorem 3.4.

Proof of Theorem 5.4. Choose d € D and z € X. We define (M°,v?) = ¢ € 69(x) and the
corresponding candidate solution (V1 (w), Mt) = 0 (w) defined in (23). Recall that v*(w) is an
affine function of w, i.e.,
vH(w) =c+ Zw
in which ¢ € R¥™ and Z € RV™X4 are fixed quantities for a given °. Let
T = Az + Bry(z) = Az + Bv°(0)

From the Proof of Lemma 4.1, we have that

Eq |Va(@" + Gu, é*(w))] < V3 () — £(z,v(0)) + &4 (38)
for all Q € P4 in which §4 := maxyep, tr(G'PGY). Define

>+ = arg max L(Z" + Gw, 0" (w),X) = arg max tr <(HuM+ + H,) (HM" + Hw)E)
=eBY zeBl

and note that ¥% is independent of w because M7 is independent of w. We also define P € Pév

such that X7 = Ep [(w')(w™)’]. By applying (35), we have

LE",67(0),£7) = LE" + Gu, 0" (w),S7) = [7*[3 + e — K;AZT — KBl
— 7"+ Gu|p — e+ Zw — K;A @ + Guw) — KiB(c+ Zw)[§  (39)

Note that the terms involving P and M in (35) do not change with w and therefore vanish in this

difference. By the definition of 31 and optimality, we have that

Jr
)

VOGE) — Vy(@" + Gw, 0t (w)) < L(ET,01(0), ") — LET + Gw, 0 (w), = (40)

We now define

Y = arg Inax tr(G' PGY)
€Bg

and choose Q € Py such that Eglww'] = 3. We therefore combine (39), (40), and take the expected

value with respect to Q to give

V(@) — Eg |Va@' + Guw, 0" (w))| = —tr(G'PGS) — Eg [|Zw — KyAGw — K/BZwl§] < —d4
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We combine this inequality with (38) to give
Vi) < Vi(z) — 6z, v(0)) < Vi(2) — eslal? (41)
in which ¢35 > 0 because Q > 0. Note that the choice of x € X was arbitrary and therefore this
inequality holds for all z € X'. Next, we define the Lyapunov function

H(z) :=V(x) - Zné%}f% tr(PX)
d

in which P := Iy ® (G’PG) from (37). Note that H : X — Rs is convex because VJ(z) is
convex (Danskin’s Theorem). From (41), (37), and Lemma 4.2, there exist c1, c2,c3 > 0 such that
ci|z)? < H(z) < co|z|? and

H(@") < H(z) — c3lz|?
Since H(z) is a convex Lyapunov function, z+ = 7 4+ Gw, and X is compact with the origin in its
interior, we have from [11, Prop. 4.13] that (14) is ISS for any d € D. O

4.4. Exact long-term performance

For the class of disturbances in @, Munoz-Carpintero and Cannon [25] established that ISS
systems converge to the minimal RPI set for the system with probability one. By Assumption 3.3,
the terminal set must contain the minimal RPI set for the system. Thus, we have the following
result adapted from [25, Thm. 5].

Lemma 4.4 (Convergence to terminal set). If Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, 3.2 and 3.3 hold, then for all
PeQ,deD, and x € X, there exists p € [0,00) such that

D P(¢alk;z, weo) ¢ Xp) <p
k=0

From Lemma 4.3 and the Borel-Cantelli lemma, Lemma 4.4 implies that for all x € X', we have
P ( lim ¢(k;z, W) € Xf) =1
k—o00

In other words, the state of the closed-loop system converges to the terminal set Xy with probability
one. Once in Xy, the closed-loop state remains in this terminal set by applying the fixed control
law K ;x for all subsequent time step (Lemma 4.3). The long-term performance of the closed-loop
system is therefore determined by the control law Ky and, by definition, the matrix P from the
DARE in (19). We now prove Theorem 3.5 by formalizing these arguments.

Proof of Theorem 3.5. Choose d € D, x € X, and P € Q. Define z(i) = ¢q(i;2, Woo), u(i) =
kq(x(1)), X = Ep [w(i)w(i)'], and

¢(i) =l (i + 1)[p = |2(@)[p + €(x (i), u(i)) — |Gw(i)|B

Recall that x(i) € X for all i > 0 because X is RPI. From Lemma 4.3, we have that if z(i) € Xy,
u(i) = Kyx(i) and therefore Ep [((i)] = 0. Therefore, we have

Ep [C(9)] = Ep [C(0) [ x(d) ¢ Xf] P (2(2) ¢ Xy)
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Since X, U, and W are bounded, there exists > 0 such that |[((i)| < 7. Thus,
—nlP (x(i) & Xy) < Ep [(())] < 7P (x(i) & X))
By definition
Ep [((o(0), u(i))] = Ep [Ja()f — [o(i + D[] + Ep [(6)] + (G PGE)

We sum both sides from ¢ = 0 to k — 1, divide by k& > 1, and rearrange to give

i, a,p) = Tl = Ii’f’ [=(k) ZE )] + tr(G' PGY) (42)

We apply the upper bound on Ep [(7)] in (42) and note that |z(k)|% > 0 to give

k—
I(?an

1=0

jk(xa da]P)

i) & X;) + tr(G'PGY)

?r \

From Lemma 4.4, there exists p € [0,00) such that

jk(x7 d7IP> S

2
];1:(0)\]1; R/ e cTe)y)

Therefore,
lim sup Ji(z, d, P) < tr(G'PGY) (43)

k—o00

We apply the lower bound for Ep [((7)] in (42) and note that |(0)|% > 0 to give

—E 2
jk(xada IP) L

??‘\3

k—
Z i) & X;) + tr(G'PGY)
=0

From Lemma 4.4, there exists p € [0,00) such that

~Ep [lz(k)[3] —np
k
Note that Ep [|z(k)|%] is bounded from Corollary 3.3 and therefore

T (z,d,P) > + tr(G' PGY)

likm inf Ji(x,d,P) > tr(G' PGX) (44)
—00

We combine (43) and (44) to give
klim Ti(z,d, P) = tr(G' PGY)
—00

Since the choice of d € D, P € Q, and x € X was arbitrary, this equality holds for alld € D, P € Q,
and z € X. O

5. SCALABLE ALGORITHMS

We assume for the subsequent discussion that € > 0 and 6 is in a vectorized form, i.e., M is
converted to a vector. We first present an exact reformulation of the DRO problem in (13). We
then introduce the Frank-Wolfe algorithm and subsequently the proposed Newton-type saddle point
algorithm.
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5.1. Exact reformulation

Using existing results in [26, Prop. 2.8] and [15, Thm. 16], we provide an exact reformulation
of (13) via linear matrix inequalities (LMIs) to serve as a baseline for the subsequently proposed
Frank-Wolfe and Newton-type algorithms.

Proposition 5.1 (Exact LMI reformulation). Let Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 hold and x € X. For
any € > 0 and S = 0, the min-max problem in (13) is equivalent to the optimization problem

N-1
. 2

st.wl =2, Vke{0,...,.N—1}

=0 Vke{0,...,N—1}

Z (mM+my>0
(HM + Hy) I -
(M, v) € II(z)

in which ¢ = &% — tr(X) and Z), € RT* is the k™ block diagonal of Z.

Proof of Proposition 5.1. Define Z(6) = (H,M + H,)'(H,M + H,) = 0. We have that

Va(x,0) = zné?ﬁa}é% tr(Z(@)Z) = ZI;]%I(]@) ZI};?B)];\’ tr(ZZ)

From the structure of X € IB%flV , we have

max tr(ZE) = max tr (Zk2k> (46)

SeBY

in which Zj, € R7*? is the k-th block diagonal of Z. From [15, Thm. 16] and [26, Prop. 2.8], we can
write the dual of maxy, ep, tr(ZiX;) via an LMI. Substituting this dual formulation into (46) and
reformulating Z > (H,M + H,,)'(H,M + H,,) via Schur complement gives (45). O

If Z, Xy, and W are polytopes, then this reformulation can be solved as an LMI optimization
problem with standard software such as MOSEK [2]. While this LMI optimization problem can
be solved quickly and reliably for small problems, larger problems are unfortunately not practically
scalable compared to the usual QPs encountered in linear MPC formulations.

Remark 5.1 (Saddle point). Another interesting fact is that the min-max problem (13) enjoys a
non-empty and compact saddle point (6*,¥*) for any z € X and d € D. This fact is a classical
result for the convex-concave function L(x, -) ensured by the convexity and compactness of II(x)
(Lemma 2.1) and BY [27, Lemma A.6], see for instance [3, Prop. 5.5.7].
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5.2. Frank-Wolfe

Frank-Wolfe algorithms that exploit the structure of the min-max program in (13) have shown
promising results for similar DRO problems (e.g., [27, 32]). Thus, we propose such an algorithm
here based on these previous algorithms. We subsequently assume that S = 0. For fixed z € X and
d € D, we define the objective function

f(0) := max L,(0,X) (47)
SeBY
in which Ly(-) = L(x, -). Note that the inner maximization problem in (47) is linear in X.

Furthermore, the structure of B allows us to rewrite (47) as

N-1
La(0,0)+ > Jmax tr(Zx(0) %) (48)
k=0
in which Z;,(0) € R7%9 is the k' block diagonal of (H,M + H,,)(H,M + H,,). Each maximization
in (48) can be solved in finite time using a bisection algorithm detailed in Nguyen et al. [27, Alg. 2,
Thm. 6.4]. With this bisection algorithm, we can also compute the optimal solution

Y5 (0) = arg Jnax. tr(Z,(0) k) (49)
and construct the matrix
x50) ... 0
0)=| . :
0 S XN_4(0)

Thus, we subsequently treat f(-) as the function of interest and consider only the outer mini-
mization problem, i.e., the DRO problem in (13) is now

f* = min f(0) (50)

0ell

in which IT = II(z) is convex. Since the solution to (49) is unique for S -0 [27, Prop. A.2], we

have from Danskin’s theorem that f(6) is convex and
V(0) = VoL:(6,2°(0))

i.e., the gradient of f(-) at 6 is given by the gradient of L,(-) with respect to 6, evaluated at
(0,2°(9)). Thus, we can define the gradient of f(-) as a quasi-analytic expression and the first-
order oracle as

Fi(0) := arg{,peiﬁl Vf(0)9 (51)

If the set II is a polytope, the oracle is evaluated by solving a linear program (LP). The solution to
this minimization problem provides the search direction for the Frank-Wolfe algorithm and leads to

the following iterative update rule.

Orr1 = O+ (F1(0;) — 04) (52)
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in which n; € (0,1] is the step-size, chosen according to some (adaptive) rule that is subsequently
introduced. The adaptive Frank-Wolfe algorithm uses the stepsize

. (6 — F1(6:))'V f(6:)
”t(m‘mm{l’ 3~ FAOP }

in which S is the global smoothness parameter for f(-), i.e., 5 > 0 satisfies

V(1) =V [f(02)] < Bloh — 02 V01,00 €1l

(53)

Note that we do not verify that f(6) defined in (47) is in fact S-smooth. To improve the convergence
of the Frank-Wolfe algorithm, one can also replace the global smoothness parameter 8 in (53) with
an adaptive smoothness parameter f; [29]. We require this 5; to satisfy the inequality

f(‘gt +1e(Be) (F1(6:) — Gt)) < f(60) + m(Be) (FL(6:) — 6:)'V £(6,) + %Btnt(ﬁt)QlFl(et) — 0> (54)

in which m(8;) is the adaptive stepsize calculation in (53). The value of §; at each iteration is
chosen according to a backtracking line search algorithm. Specifically, B; is chosen as the smallest
element of the discrete search space (B3;_1/¢)-{1,7,7%,73,...} that satisfies (54), in which ¢, 7 > 1
are prescribed line search parameters.

Unfortunately, Frank-Wolfe algorithms for MPC optimization problems are often limited to sub-
linear convergence rates because the constraint set II is not strongly convex (e.g., polytope) and
the solution to the optimization problem is frequently on the boundary of II. We observe this same
limitation for DRMPC as demonstrated in Figure 1.

5.3. Newton-type saddle point algorithm

We now introduce an algorithm based on a new search direction (i.e., oracle) that solves the
following optimization problem over the outer variable for a fixed 3:
Fy(0) = argmin L, (¢, 2°(9)) (55)
Recall that our objective function L, defined in (11) is a quadratic function in the first argument.
Hence, when II is a polytope, the oracle (55) is a QP whereas the Frank-Wolfe oracle (51) is LP.
We also note that the QP solved in F5(0) is equivalent to solving an SMPC problem for the same
system with a fixed value of ¥. Using the new QP oracle (55), we follow the Frank-Wolfe update
rule (52), i.e.,
Orr1 = 0r +my (Fa(0) — 6) (56)

where the stepsize 7; is chosen according to the same step-size rules introduced for the Frank-Wolfe
algorithm.

Remark 5.2 (Newton-type saddle point computation). The following provides further details on
our view regarding the proposed algorithm:

e Newton update rule: The proposed second-order oracle (55) coincides with the Newton step
for the function f defined in (47) provided that the Hessian V2f(0) = VZ,L, (0, £°(9)) exists.
Namely, the oracle (55) optimizes the quadratic function

Ly(0,3°(0)) = f£(0) + Vf(0)' (9 = 0) + (9 = 0)' V2 (0) () - 0)
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which locally approximates (47) at a given 6.

e Saddle-point computation: While 6; converges to the outer minimization function (47), the
condition & = 0 ensures that the inner maximizer £°(6;) is indeed unique [27, Prop. A.2]. It
is a classical result in the saddle point literature that this property ensures that 3; = Eo(ﬁt)
also converges to the optimizer of the dual problem [3, Sec.5.5.2].

Algorithm 1: Newton-type saddle point algorithm

Input : Initial 8y € II, smoothness parameter 5_1 > 0, line search parameters ¢,7 > 1
set t <0

while stopping criterion not met do

solve 6, = Fy5(0y)

set dy < 0; — 0; and gy « —d,V f(6;)

set B + Bi—1/¢ and ny « min{1, g/ (B¢]d|*)}

while f(0; +ndi) > f(0:) — mge + (17 5¢/2)]di]* do

L set 5,5 — T,Bt and N < mln{l,gt/(ﬁtldtP)}
set Oi11 + 0 + ndy

L sett+t+1
Output: 0,

We summarize the description of the proposed algorithm in pseudocode Algorithm 1. We close this
section by noting three practical advantages of the proposed algorithm compared to solving the LMI
reformulation (45):

(i) Per-iteration complezity and existing QP solvers: When II is a polytope, each iteration of (56)
involves only a QP. Therefore, no additional software is required to implement this algorithm
relative to other versions of linear MPC, which already require the solution to a QP. There are

also many state-of-the-art open-source solvers available for QPs, such as OSQP [33].

(ii) Anytime algorithm: Each iteration of (56) is guaranteed to be a feasible solution of the opti-
mization problem, i.e., 8, € II for all ¢ > 0. Thus, (56) is the so-called “anytime algorithm” in
the sense that it can be terminated anytime after the first iteration.

(iii) Speedup by warm-start: The algorithm can benefit from a “warm-start”, i.e., an initial value
of 0 that is feasible (6 € II) and potentially near the optimal solution. For MPC applications
in particular, a natural warm-start is the solution to the optimization problem at the previous

time by applying the terminal control law in Assumption 3.1, e.g., 1 in (23).

6. NUMERICAL EXAMPLES

We present two examples. The first is a small-scale (2 state) example that is used to demonstrate
the closed-loop performance guarantees presented in Section 3 and investigate the computational
performance of the proposed Newton-type algorithm. The second is a large-scale (20 state) example,
based on the Shell oil fractionator case study in Maciejowski [18, s. 9.1], that is used to demonstrate
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the scalability of the proposed Newton-type algorithm. All optimization problems (LP, QP, or LMI)
are solved with MOSEK with default paramter settings [2].

6.1. Small-scale example

We consider a two-state, two-input system in which

A:[().g 0 10

01

B:G:
0.2 0.8

We define the input constraints U := {u € R? | |u|oo < 1, uz > 0} and note that the origin is on
the boundary of U. We consider the disturbance set W := {w € R? | |w|s < 1} with the nominal

covariance ¥ := 0.0175 and ambiguity an radius € = 0.1. For this system, we consider the cost
matrices
0.1 0 10 0
Q —_ R =
0 10 0 0.1

and define P > 0 as the solution to the the Lyapunov equation for this system with v = 0, i.e.,
P = 0 that satisfies A/PA— P = —@Q. This DRMPC problem formulation satisfies Assumptions 2.1,
2.2, 3.1 and 3.2, but not Assumption 3.3.

Computational performance

We solve the DRMPC problem for this formulation using three different methods: 1) the LMI
optimization problem in (45) with MOSEK, 2) the Frank-Wolfe (FW) algorithm in (52), and 3) the
proposed Newton-type (NT) saddle point algorithm in Algorithm 1. To compare these algorithms,
we use a fixed initial condition of xg = [1 1}/ and horizon length N = 5. We plot the convergence
rate in terms of suboptimality gap (f(6;) — f*) for the FW and NT algorithms in Figure 1. For
this suboptimality gap, we determine f* via the LMI optimization problem in (45). Therefore,
convergence in the suboptimality gap implies that the Frank-Wolfe/Newton-type algorithm converge
to the same optimal cost as the exact LMI reformulation. For both algorithms, we consider the
adaptive and fully adaptive step-size rules. We terminate when the duality gap is less than 1076 or
we exceed 10? iterations.

First, we discuss the per-iteration convergence rate shown in the top of Figure 1. For the FW
algorithm, the convergence rate is sublinear for both step-size rules.? Moreover, the suboptimality
gaps of the FW algorithms remains significantly larger than the specified tolerance of 107 after
103 iterations. By contrast, the NT algorithm appears to obtain a superlinear (perhaps quadratic)
convergence rate near the optimal solution. This behavior is also observed for all other values of the
initial condition and horizon length investigated. In fact, the fully adaptive NT algorithm typically
converges in fewer than 5 iterations. The significant improvement in per-iteration convergence
rate ensures that the N'T algorithm is also significantly faster than the FW algorithm in terms of

computation time, as shown in the right side of Figure 1.

In Figure 2, we compare the computation times required to solve the small scale DRMPC problem
for difference horizon lengths N via 1) the LMI optimization problem in (45) with MOSEK and 2)

2Even for RMPC, i.e., d = (0,0), we observe only sublinear convergence for the FW algorithm.
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FIGURE 1. Convergence of Frank-Wolfe (FW) and Newton-type (NT) algorithm for
the DRMPC problem (N = 10) in terms of suboptimality gap as a function of
iteration (top) and computation time (bottom).
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Ficure 2. Comparison of computation times for the fully adaptive Newton-type
(NT) algorithm and LMI formulation solved by MOSEK for the horizon N.
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the NT algorithm. For IV < 5, and therefore fewer variables and constraints, solving the DRMPC
problem as an LMI optimization problem is faster. For N > 5, however, solving the DRMPC
problem as an LMI optimization problem becomes notably slower than using the NT algorithm. For

N > 15, the computation time to solve the DRMPC problem as an LMI optimization problem is

typically more than twice the computation time required for the Newton-type algorithm.

Closed-loop Performance

!/
We initialize the state at x(0) = [1 1] and consider a fixed horizon of N = 10. In the following
discussion, we consider three different controllers: DRMPC with d = (e, f)), SMPC with d = (0, f)),

and RMPC with d = (0,0).
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1.0

0.5 1
z1(k)

FIGURE 3. Closed-loop trajectories with zero disturbance, i.e., x(k) = ¢4(k;x,0),
for the first element of the state, denoted x; (k).

To demonstrate the differences between the control laws for DRMPC, SMPC, and RMPC, we
plot the first element of closed-loop state trajectory assuming the disturbance is zero, i.e., w = 0,
in Figure 3. RMPC drives the closed-loop state to the origin. SMPC, however, does not drive
the closed-loop state to the origin even though the disturbance is zero. Since ugy > 0, the SMPC
controller keeps x1 slightly below the origin to mitigate the effect of positive values for wo. The
amount of offset is determined by the covariance of the disturbance. Since DRMPC considers a

worst-case covariance for the disturbances, the offset is larger.

Thus, for ||Wsl|| = 0, the closed-loop state for DRMPC (SMPC) does not converge to the origin.
The origin is therefore not ISS for DRMPC (SMPC), despite satisfying Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, 3.1
and 3.2. By contrast, these assumptions are sufficient to render the origin ISS for the closed-loop
system generated by RMPC [12, Thm. 23]. To summarize: SMPC and DRMPC are hedging against
uncertainty and thereby giving up the deterministic properties of RMPC, such as ISS, in the pursuit
of improved performance in terms of the expected value of the stage cost, i.e., Ji( ).

We now investigate the performance of DRMPC relative to SMPC/RMPC for a distribution
P € P°. Specifically, we consider w(k) to be i.i.d. in time and sampled from a zero-mean uniform

5 0.01 0.01
~10.01 0.035

We simulate S = 100 different realizations of the disturbance trajectory for each controller. For

distribution with a covariance of

each simulation s € {1,...,S5}, we define the closed-loop state and input trajectory z*(k) and u®(k),
as well as the time-average stage cost

In accordance with the results in Theorem 3.1 and Corollary 3.3, we consider the sample average
approximations of Ep [|¢(k; x, Wso)|] and Ji(x, d, P) defined as

~ 1 S ~ 1 S
Bp (le0)] = g D ") =g D T
s=1
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FIGURE 4. Sample averages of Ep [|¢(k;z, woo)?] and Ji(z,d,P), denoted
Ep [|lz(k)|?] and Ji, for S = 100 realizations of the closed-loop trajectory.

In Figure 4, we plot Ep [|z(k)[?] and Ji. For each algorithm, we observe an initial, exponential
decay in the mean-squared distance Ep [|z(k)|?] towards a constant, but nonzero, value. These
results for DRMPC are consistent with Corollary 3.3. We note, however, that DRMPC produces
the largest value of fEHm(k:)]z], i.e., the mean-squared distance between the closed-loop state and
the setpoint is larger for DRMPC than for SMPC or RMPC. While this result may initially seem
counter-intuitive, the objective prescribed to the DRMPC problem is to minimize the expected value
of the stage cost, not the expected distance to the origin. In terms of the expected value of the stage
cost, i.e., Ji, the performance of DRMPC is better than SMPC, which is better than RMPC. This
difference becomes more pronounced as k — oo.

We note that ¥ € By in this example is intentionally chosen to exacerbate the effect of the
disturbance on xo and thereby increase the cost of the closed-loop trajectory, i.e., a worst-case
distribution. Therefore, DRMPC produces a superior control law relative to SMPC. If the ambiguity
set, however, becomes too large relative to this value of ¥, the additional conservatism of DRMPC
can produce worse performance than SMPC in terms of J;, for a fixed value of ¥. To demonstrate
this tradeoff, we consider the same closed-loop simulation and plot the value of Jp at T' = 500 for
various values of ¢ and fixed . In Figure 5, we observe that € =~ 0.11 achieves the minimum value
of Jp, with an approximately 13% decrease in the value of Jp compared to e = 0.01. For values of
e > 0.11, the value of Jr increases significantly until leveling off around ¢ = 1. For large values of
e, DRMPC is too conservative because X is now well within the interior of B.

Another interesting feature in Figure 5 is that the range of values for J; for each s € {1,...,30},
shown by the shaded region, decreases as € increases. This behavior might also be explained by the
increased conservatism of DRMPC as ¢ increases. As the value of € increase, DRMPC generates a
closed-loop system that is distributionally robust to a range of possible covariances. In this case,
we might expect DRMPC to drive the closed-loop system to an operating region that attenuates
the effect of all disturbances on the closed-loop cost at the expense of nominal performance. Thus,
the closed-loop system becomes less sensitive to disturbances and thereby decreases the variability
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FIGURE 5. Sample average of the performance metric Jr(x,d,P), denoted Jr, for
T = 500 as a function of the ambiguity radius € for S = 30 realizations of the
disturbance trajectory. The shaded blue region indicates the range of values of jj‘i
for s € {1,...,30}.

in performance at the expense of an increase in average performance. In summary, we are left with
the classic trade-off in robust controller design; If we choose € too large, the excessively conservative
DRMPC may perform worse than SMPC (¢ = 0). Thus, the design goal for DRMPC is to select a
value of € that balances these two extremes.

6.2. Large scale example: Shell oil fractionator

To demonstrate the applicability of the Newton-type algorithm to control problems of an indus-
trially relevant size, we now consider the Shell oil fractionator example in Maciejowski [18, s. 9.1]
with n = 20 states, m = 3 inputs, and p = 3 outputs. We include two disturbances (¢ = 2): the
intermediate reflux duty and the upper reflux duty. We assume these disturbances are i.i.d. and

zero mean. We also note that A in this problem is Schur stable.

We consider the input constraints U := {u € R? | |u|oo <1, ug > 0} in which the origin is again
on the boundary of the input constraint U. The disturbance set is W := {w € R? | |w|s < 1} with
the nominal covariance & = 0.0175 and ambiguity an radius of € = 0.1. The outputs y satisfy y = Cx
and we define cost matrices as @@ = C'Q,C and R = 0.113 in which @, = diag([20, 10, 1]). We then
define the terminal cost matrix P = 0 as the solution to the Lyapunov equation A’/PA — P = —Q.
This DRMPC problem formulation satisfies Assumptions 2.1, 2.2 and 3.1 and (A, Q'/?) is detectable
(See Remark 3.1).

We initialize the state at z(0) = 0 and use N = 10. We consider the performance of the closed-
loop system in which w(k) is sampled from a zero-mean uniform distribution with a covariance of
¥ = diag([0.04, 0.01]). Note that ¥ € B;. We simulate T' = 500 time steps for S = 30 realizations of
the disturbance trajectory. We plot Jj, in Figure 6 for DRMPC, SMPC, and RMPC. At T = 500, we
observe an almost negligible 0.2% decrease in Jp for DRMPC relative to SMPC. Longer horizons
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FIGURE 6. Sample average of Ji(x,d,P), denoted jk, for S = 30 realizations of the
closed-loop trajectory.

may increase this difference, but we expect the overall benefit of DRMPC to remain small and

therefore not worth the extra computational demand.

APPENDIX A. ADDITIONAL TECHNICAL PROOFS AND RESULTS

Proof of Lemma 2.1. From Goulart [11, Thm. 3.5] we have that II(x) is closed and convex for all
x € X and X is closed and convex. We now establish that II(x) is bounded. If (M,v) € II(z),
then Mw + v € U for all w € WY, Since 0 € W, we have that for any (M, v) € II(x), v must
satisfy v € UYN Moreover, since the origin is in the interior of W, there exists § > 0 such that
Bs :={w € RNV | |w| <6} C W. Since U is bounded, there exists b > 0, such that |[u| < b for all
u € UV, For any (M, v) € II(x), we have

IMw| <2b Vwe B; (57)
because v € UV. We have that (57) is equivalent to
IM]z := sup {[Mw] | [w] < 1} < 2b/5
and we can construct a bounded set for M as follows:
M € M := {M € RN™N¢ | ||M]||; < 2b/5}

for all (M,v) € II(x). Therefore, (M,v) € I(z) € M x U for all z € X. Since U and M are
bounded, II(z) is bounded as well, uniformly for all x € X. a

Lemma A.1. If W is bounded, then D is bounded.

Proof. Define the set S := {¥ = Ep [ww'] | P € M(W)} and note that S is bounded because W is
bounded. By definition, By C S for all d € D. Since & € By for all d = (,3), then & € S for all
d € D and therefore D C R>¢ x S.
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Define p := supgcs tr(X)/? < co. Therefore, S = B(,,0)- Choose any YeS. Ifxre B(,,0), then
~ ~ o\ 1/2 ~
tr (E +2 -2 (21/2221/2) ) < tr (Z) +tr (%) < 2p

2p.5)" For all (¢,%) € D, we have B(s,i) CS

and therefore ¥ € B(Zp $)- Thus, S € B,0) € B C
and therefore ¢ < 2p. Hence, D C [0,2p] X S and D is bounded. O

Bop.5)
APPENDIX B. OPTIMAL TERMINAL COST

Since the term tr(G'PGY.) appears on the right-hand side of all bounds in Theorems 3.1 and 3.2
and Corollary 3.3, a straightforward design strategy for DRMPC is to select the value of P that
minimizes this term subject to the constraints in Assumption 3.1. In the following lemma, we show
that the value of P that achieves this goal is given by (19) in Assumption 3.3.

Lemma B.1 (Optimal terminal cost). For any Q, R = 0, a solution to
inf tr(G'PGY)
P>0,Kf
st. P—Q— K;RK; = (A+ BKy)'P(A+ BKjy)

is given by the solution to the DARE (19) and the associated controller Ky := —(R + B'PB)B'PA
for all G € R™*? gnd ¥ = 0.

Lemma B.1 suggests that, if possible, one should always select P according to Assumption 3.3
to minimize the value of tr(G'’PGY.) for all ¥ = 0. Therefore, Assumption 3.3, in addition to being
a convenient and common method to select P, also produces the best theoretical bound for the

performance of the closed-loop system.

Proof of Lemma B.1. Consider the unique solution P* > 0 that satisfies (19) and choose any G €
R™*4 and ¥ > 0. We denote D := GXG’ and note that D = 0. We consider the equivalent
optimization problem

Il(?,fs tr((P*—S)D) (58a)
st. P*— 8- Q- K\RK; = (A+ BK;)(P* - S)(A+ BK) (58b)
PF—S>0, S=0 (58¢)

If the solution to this optimization problem is S = 0 for all D = 0, then P* must be a solution to

the original optimization problem.

We now prove that S = 0. Assume Ky € R™*™ and S > 0 exist such that (58b) and (58c) hold.
Note that this inequality implies that A + BK is Schur stable. Since P* defines the optimal cost
of the infinite horizon unconstrained LQR problem, any K € R™*" must satisfy

(A+ BKy)(P*)(A+ BKy) = P* — Q — K} RK; (59)
By combining (58b) and (59), we have that K and S > 0 must satisfy

(A+ BK;)YS(A+ BE;) = S (60)
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However, if there exists S # 0 satisfying (60) with S > 0, then A + BK is not Schur stable. Since
A + BK; is Schur stable, the only value of S > 0 that satisfies (60) is S = 0. Therefore, S = 0
is the only solution to the modified optimization problem and P* is the solution to the original
optimization problem. Note that since the choices of G € R™*? and ¥ = 0 were arbitrary, this
solution holds for any G € R™*? and ¥ = 0. O

APPENDIX C. FUNDAMENTAL MATHEMATICAL PROPERTIES OF DRMPC FORMULATION

We now establish some fundamental mathmatical properties of (13) to ensure that subsequently
defined quantities are indeed well-defined.

We first introduce some notation and definitions. A function f : X — R is lower semincontinuous
if liminf, ., f(x) > f(xo) for all zyp € X. Let B(£2) denote the Borel field of some set €2, i.e., the
subsets of {2 generated through relative complements and countable unions of all open subsets of
Q. For the metric spaces X and Y, a function f : X — Y is Borel measurable if for each open
set O C Y, we have f~1(0) := {x € X | f(x) € O} € B(X). For the metric spaces X and
Y, a set-valued mapping F' : X = Y is Borel measurable if for every open set O C Y, we have
FYO)={ze X |F(x)NO #0} € B(X) [31, Def. 14.1].

Proposition C.1 (Existence and measurability). If Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 hold, then for all d €
D, Vg: X x0O = Rxq is convex and continuous, Vd0 : X = Ry is convex and lower semicontinuous,
0° : X = © is Borel measurable, and 09(z) # 0 for all x € X.

Proof. We have that L(-) is continuous and B} is compact [27, Lemma A.6]. Therefore, Vy(z, )
is continuous for all (z,0) € R" x © [30, Thm. C.28]. We also have that L(z,6,3) is convex in
(z,0) € R" x © for all £ € BY. From Danskin’s theorem, we have that Vy(x,0) is also convex.
Since Vy(z,0) is continuous and II(x) is compact for each € X, we have that 62(37) # (), i.e., the
minimum is attained, for all z € X. Since Z and Xy are closed, we have that

x=Az+Bv+ (BM+G)w

u=Mw+v
Z .= z,M,v) e R" x ©
wQ}yN ( ) ($(k)7u(k)) ELVEE HO:N—I
az(N) EXf

is also closed. From the Proof of Lemma 2.1, we have that Z C R"™ x (M x U) in which U and M
are compact. Therefore,

V(x) = mein{Vd(J:,H) | (2,0) € 2} and 6(z) = argmein {Vi(z,0) | (z,0) € Z}

From Bertsekas and Shreve [4, Prop. 7.33], we have that V) : X — Ry is lower semicontinuous
and ° : X = © is Borel measurable. O

Since §9(z) is Borel measurable and U is compact, we have from Proposition C.1 and [4, Lemma
7.18] that there exists a selection rule such that kg : X — U is also Borel measurable. Thus,
the closed-loop system ¢(k;z, W) is measurable with respect to wo, for all £ > 0. Moreover, all
probabilities and expected values for the closed-loop system ¢( - ) are well defined.

We also have the following corollary to Proposition C.1 if Z, Xy, and W are polytopes.
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Corollary C.1 (Continuity of optimal value function). If Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 hold and
7,X7, W are polyhedral, then for all d € D, VC? : X = Ry>¢ 18 continuous.

Proof. Since Z,X;, W are polyhedral, we have from Goulart [11, Cor. 3.8] X' is polyhedral. From
the Proof of Lemma 2.1, we have that Z C R™ x (M x U) in which U and M are bounded. Recall
from the Proof of Proposition C.1 that V;: R™ x © — R" is continuous. Therefore,

V(x) = mein{Vd(J:,H) | (2,0) € 2} and 6(z) = argmein {Vi(z,0) | (z,0) € 2}

From Rawlings et al. [30, Thm. C.34], we have that V' : X — R is continuous and 6) : X = © is

outer semicontinuous. O
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