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Abstract

This work addresses the exact characterization of the covariance dynamics related to linear discrete-time systems subject to
both additive and parametric stochastic uncertainties that are potentially unbounded. The derived exact representation allows
to understand how the covariance of the multiplicative parametric uncertainties affects the stability of the state covariance
dynamics through a transformation of the parameters covariance matrix, allowing therefore to address the problem of control
design for state covariance dynamics in this context. Numerical results assess this new characterization by comparing it to the
empirical covariance and illustrating the control design problem.
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1 Introduction

The covariance control problem, addressed in the liter-
ature since the 80s, see [8,13], aims at controlling the
covariance matrix of a linear discrete-time system af-
fected by additive stochastic noises. Also recent works
addressed different types of stochastic systems, for ex-
ample those subject to input constraints in [2], those con-
sidering chance constraints in [18] and constant random
parameters in [14]. Furthermore, the stabilization of lin-
ear stochastic systems has also been addressed in [12], in
which equivalent stability and synthesis conditions were
provided for the case of independent and identically dis-
tributed (i.i.d.) additive and parametric uncertainties.

This paper addresses the problem of covariance control
from the point of view of Stochastic Model Predictive
Control (SMPC) approaches, for which the exact char-
acterization of covariance dynamics is useful to tighten

⋆ This paper was not presented at any IFAC meeting. Cor-
responding author K. Moussa.

Email addresses: kaouther.moussa@uphf.fr (Kaouther
Moussa), mirko.fiacchini@gipsa-lab.fr (Mirko
Fiacchini).

time-varying constraints using concentration inequali-
ties such as the Chebyshev’s inequality, as used for ex-
ample in [9] and [11]. Contrary to randomized methods
relying on the generation of disturbance scenarios, for
instance in [7,17,5,6], concentration-inequalities based
methods rely on an analytic formulation of the covari-
ance dynamics. Exact characterization techniques for
SMPC have mainly concerned linear discrete-time dy-
namical systems affected by additive stochastic uncer-
tainties:

xk+1 = Axk +Buk + wk,

with xk, wk ∈ R
n, uk ∈ R

m.

One of the main approaches for uncertainties handling in
Model Predictive Control (MPC) is the tube-based one
[16]. It consists in separating the state into a determinis-
tic and an uncertain component and designing a presta-
bilizing feedback allowing to handle the uncertainties
and their effects on chance constraints in the stochastic
case. This is achieved by considering ek = xk−zk, where
zk ∈ R

n represents the nominal deterministic compo-
nent following the dynamics zk+1 = Azk + Bvk, with
uk = Kek + vk, in which K ∈ R

m×n represents the
prestabilizing feedback. The stochastic component ek
follows, therefore, the dynamics ek+1 = (A+BK)ek+wk

and it can be directly noticed that if e0 = 0, then, the
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expectation of ek is also null, which leads to the follow-
ing covariance dynamics of ek under the assumption that
wk is i.i.d. with respect to time k:

cov(ek+1) = (A+BK)cov(ek)(A+BK)T +W, (1)

with W being the covariance of wk, i.e. cov(wk) =
E[wkw

T
k ] = W , when E[wk] = 0.

We can notice that stabilizing the covariance dynamics
in (1) consists in designing the feedback K such that
A+BK is Schur. In the case where multiplicative para-
metric uncertainties are also involved, this stability con-
dition does not hold anymore because of the presence
of the uncertain parameters in the error dynamics. The
error covariance dynamics in (1) has been used, for in-
stance, in [15,10] for reachability analysis with correlated
disturbances and in [1] for SMPC, in which the paramet-
ric uncertainties were considered to be bounded with a
polytopic description.

Contribution

The main contribution of this technical note is to derive
a novel exact characterization of the error covariance dy-
namics when both multiplicative and additive uncertain-
ties (of stochastic nature and potentially unbounded)
affect a discrete-time linear system. This characteriza-
tion is derived on the vectorization of the error covari-
ance dynamics, using a property linking the vectoriza-
tion operator to the Kronecker product. To the best of
our knowledge, this is the first time that such character-
ization is derived, allowing therefore to understand how
the stochastic properties of the uncertain parameters af-
fect the stability of the error covariance dynamics, via
a specific matrix resulting from a transformation of the
parameters covariance matrix. Furthermore, we derive a
Linear Matrix Inequality (LMI)-based condition for co-
variance control design, the latter allowing to stabilize
the covariance dynamics that contain quadratic terms
of the prestabilizing feedback gain K resulting from a
Kronecker product property.

Notation

Denote with R and N, respectively, the sets of real and
integer numbers. The expectation of a random vari-
able x is denoted by E[x]. Given a random vector v,
cov(v) = E[(v − E[v])(v − E[v])T ] stands for the co-
variance of v, if the latter has a zero mean (E[v] = 0),
then the covariance of v is simply cov(v) = E[vvT ]. The
normal distribution of mean µ and covariance matrix Σ
is denoted N (µ,Σ). The Kronecker product is denoted
by ⊗, vec(·) stands for the vectorization operator and
vec(·)−1 stands for the inverse of the vectorization op-
erator. Given a square matrix A ∈ R

n×n, with n ∈ N,
ρ(A) and σmax(A) stand, respectively, for the spectral

radius and the maximal singular value of A. The mul-
tiset consisting of the eigenvalues of A including their
algebraic multiplicity is denoted by mspec(A). λmax(A)
stands for the largest eigenvalue of A having real eigen-
values. The zero and identity matrices of appropriate
dimensions are denoted, respectively, 0 and I. Given a
symmetric matrix M , M ≻ 0 means that M is positive
definite.

2 Problem statement

Consider the following discrete-time linear system:

xk+1 = A(pk)xk +Buk + wk, (2)

where xk ∈ R
n and uk ∈ R

m represent, respectively,
the state and the control input. The initial state x0 is
assumed to be deterministic.

Assumption 1 The additive disturbance wk ∈ R
n is an

i.i.d. sequence of random variables with E[wk] = 0 and
covariance cov(wk) = E[(wk − E[wk])(wk − E[wk])

T ] =
E[wkw

T
k ] = W , with W ≻ 0.

We denote by pk ∈ R
l an i.i.d. sequence of random vari-

ables representing the uncertain parameters, affecting
the terms of the state matrix A(pk) in an affine way, and
having as covariance Σ ≻ 0. Therefore, the state matrix
A(pk) can be written as:

A(pk) = A0 +

l
∑

i=1

Aipik = A0 + Ā(pk),

where A0 represents the known (or nominal) and deter-
ministic component of A(pk), whereas Ā(pk) represents
the stochastic time-varying component and pik stands
for the ith component of the random vector pk.

Assumption 2 The parameter vector pk ∈ R
l is an

i.i.d. sequence of random variables with E[pk] = 0 and
covariance cov(pk) = E[pkp

T
k ] = Σ, with Σ ≻ 0.

Note that this assumption, from which E[Ā(pk)] = 0
follows, does not induce a loss of generality since the
parameters means can always be accounted for by ap-
propriately adding an offset to A0. The pair (A0, B) is
assumed stabilizable. Both Assumption 1 and 2 are sup-
posed to hold in the rest of the paper.

Furthermore, we assume that the elements of Ā(pk) are
mutually independent of the elements of wk. Note that
the latter assumption is not restrictive, it is only con-
sidered to simplify the exact characterization of the co-
variance dynamics, and additional terms resulting from
its non-satisfaction (that can be easily considered) do
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not affect the stability analysis of the covariance dy-
namics. Since the sequences of pk and wk are i.i.d, then
the elements of Ā(pk) and those of wk are also indepen-
dent of the state for the same time step k, meaning that
E
[

Ā(pk)xk

]

= E
[

Ā(pk)
]

E [xk] = 0 and E
[

xkw
T
k

]

=

E [xk]E
[

wT
k

]

= 0.

Given system (2) and the assumptions formulated above,
the problem that will be addressed in this paper is find-
ing an exact expression of the state covariance dynamics
related to system (2), often useful in the context of tube-
based stochastic MPC applications. Generally, in this
context, the state is expressed as a sum of a determinis-
tic and a random component. This paper addresses the
problem of finding the state covariance dynamics from
the same point of view.

Moreover, in this paper, we are interested in studying
the stability of the state covariance in order to derive
a condition allowing to design a prestabilizing feedback
gain that guarantees the stability of the state covariance
in the presence of stochastic parametric and additive
uncertainties.

3 Exact covariance characterization

Consider system (2), the state xk can be expressed as
the sum of a deterministic component zk and a random
component ek that is

xk = zk + ek, (3)

such that

zk+1 = A0zk +Bvk, (4)

with z0 = x0 and then e0 = 0. From ek = xk − zk and
by considering uk = Kek + vk we have:

ek+1 = xk+1 − zk+1 = (A0 +BK)ek + Ā(pk)xk + wk

= (A(pk) +BK)ek + Ā(pk)zk + wk. (5)

The following standard assumption is functional to the
subsequent results and is not restrictive since (A0, B) is
assumed to be stabilizable, which is commonly used in
standard MPC methods.

Assumption 3 The system (4) is exponentially stabi-
lized by the control vk.

The following proposition shows that E[ek] = 0 which
helps in the exact characterization of the covariance dy-
namics presented subsequently.

Proposition 1 From e0 = 0 it follows that E[ek] = 0
for all time instants k.

Proof The expectation of the error dynamics is

E[ek+1] = E[(A(pk) +BK)ek + Ā(pk)zk + wk]

= E[(A(pk) +BK)ek] + E[Ā(pk)zk] + E[wk].

Since A(pk) is independent of both ek and zk and the
expectation of the product of two independent random
variables is the product of their respective expectations
[4] then it follows:

E[ek+1] = E[(A(pk) +BK)]E[ek] + E[Ā(pk)]zk + E[wk].
(6)

Moreover, since E[Ā(pk)] = 0 and E[wk] = 0, then

E[ek+1] = E[(A(pk) +BK)]E[ek],

and therefore, since e0 is deterministic and e0 = 0, we
have that E[ek] = 0 for all time instants k.

�

A direct implication of Proposition 1 is that cov(ek) =
E[eke

T
k ]. The following property is used hereafter for the

covariance exact characterization proof.

Property 1 (Proposition 7.1.9., page 401 in [3])
Let A ∈ R

n×m, B ∈ R
m×l and C ∈ R

l×k, then:

vec(ABC) =
(

CT ⊗A
)

vec(B).

Themain result on the characterization of the covariance
matrix of the error is presented hereafter.

Theorem 1 The dynamics of the error covariance re-
lated to system (2) is given by the following equivalent
expressions:

cov(ek+1) = (A0 +BK)cov(ek)(A0 +BK)T +W

+ vec−1
(

E[Ā(pk)⊗ Ā(pk)]vec
(

cov(ek) + zkz
T
k

))

, (7)

and

ǫk+1 =
(

(A0 +BK)⊗ (A0 +BK)+Cp

)

ǫk +Cpζk +ωk,

(8)
where ǫk = vec (cov(ek)), ζk = vec

(

zkz
T
k

)

, ωk =

vec (cov(wk)) and Cp = E[Ā(pk)⊗ Ā(pk)].

Proof From (5) and Proposition 1, it follows

cov(ek+1) = E

[

(

(A0 +BK) ek + Ā(pk)xk + wk

)

· ((A0 +BK) ek + Ā(pk)xk + wk)
T
]

= (A0 +BK)E[eke
T
k ] (A0 +BK)

T

+ E[Ā(pk)xkx
T
k Ā(pk)

T ] + E[wkw
T
k ],
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since Ā(pk) and wk are mutually independent from xk

and ek. The first term is dependent on the error covari-
ance cov(ek) = E[eke

T
k ], while the second one, resulting

from the presence of uncertain parameters, is given by

E[Ā(pk)xkx
T
kĀ(pk)

T]=E[Ā(pk)(ek+zk)(ek+zk)
TĀ(pk)

T]

= E[Ā(pk)eke
T
k Ā(pk)

T ] + E[Ā(pk)zkz
T
k Ā(pk)

T ]

+ E[Ā(pk)ekz
T
k Ā(pk)

T ] + E[Ā(pk)zke
T
k Ā(pk)

T ]. (9)

By using Property 3 on the different terms of (9), from
the linearity of the vectorization operator, and the fact
that the expectation of a matrix is the matrix of expecta-
tions, implying that the vectorization operator and the
expectation can commute, we obtain:

vec
(

E[Ā(pk)xkx
T
k Ā(pk)

T ]
)

= vec
(

E[Ā(pk)eke
T
k Ā(pk)

T ]

+E[Ā(pk)zkz
T
kĀ(pk)

T ]+E[Ā(pk)ekz
T
kĀ(pk)

T ]

+E[Ā(pk)zke
T
k Ā(pk)

T ]
)

=vec
(

E[Ā(pk)eke
T
k Ā(pk)

T ]
)

+vec
(

E[Ā(pk)zkz
T
k Ā(pk)

T ]
)

+vec
(

E[Ā(pk)ekz
T
k Ā(pk)

T ]
)

+vec
(

E[Ā(pk)zke
T
k Ā(pk)

T ]
)

.

From Proposition 1 and Property 3 it follows

vec
(

E[Ā(pk)ekz
T
k Ā(pk)

T ]
)

=E
[

vec
(

Ā(pk)ekz
T
k Ā(pk)

T
)]

=E[
(

Ā(pk)⊗Ā(pk)
)

vec
(

ekz
T
k

)

]

=E[
(

Ā(pk)⊗Ā(pk)
)

]vec
(

E[ekz
T
k ]
)

=E[
(

Ā(pk)⊗ Ā(pk)
)

]vec
(

E[ek]z
T
k

)

= 0. (10)

Analogous results hold for the termE[Ā(pk)zke
T
k Ā(pk)

T ],
and hence, following the same steps as in (10), one has:

vec
(

E[Ā(pk)xkx
T
k Ā(pk)

T ]
)

=

E[Ā(pk)⊗ Ā(pk)]vec
(

E[eke
T
k ]
)

+ E[Ā(pk)⊗ Ā(pk)]vec
(

zkz
T
k

)

, (11)

zk being deterministic. Finally, from (11) it follows equa-
tion (7).

By defining ǫk = vec(cov(ek)) ∈ R
n2

, ζk = vec((zkz
T
k )) ∈

R
n2

, ωk = vec(cov(wk)) ∈ R
n2

and Cp = E[Ā(pk) ⊗
Ā(pk)], equation (8) follows directly.

�

Theorem 1 is therefore a generalization of the covari-
ance dynamics already presented in the literature, for
example in [15,10], which considered only additive dis-
turbances. It shows thereby that the covariance evolves
like a linear controlled system whose dynamics is af-
fected by uncertain parameters through the specific ma-
trix Cp = E[Ā(pk)⊗ Ā(pk)].

Remark 1 The matrix Cp = E[Ā(pk) ⊗ Ā(pk)] is
constant, since it contains the parameters variances

E[p2ik], i = 1, · · · , l as well as their mutual covariances
E[pikpjk], i, j = 1, · · · , l with i 6= j. Therefore, this
matrix is a representation of the parameters covariance
matrix with a different structure.

The following corollary provides the limit of the error
covariance if system (8) is asymptotically stable.

Corollary 1 Define M as follows

M =
(

(A0 +BK)⊗ (A0 +BK) + Cp

)

.

assume that K is such that ρ (M) < 1, and let As-
sumption 3 hold. Then the covariance matrix of ek
corresponding to system (2) converges to the matrix

vec−1

(

(I −M)
−1

vec (W )
)

.

4 Covariance control design

The following properties will be used to derive an LMI
condition for the design of the stabilizing gain K for the
matrix M .

Property 2 (Fact 5.12.2., page 333 in [3]) Given ma-
trices A,B ∈ R

n×n:

ρ(A+B) ≤ σmax(A+B) ≤ σmax(A) + σmax(B).

Property 3 (Proposition 7.1.6., page 400 in [3])
Let A ∈ R

n×m, B ∈ R
l×k, C ∈ R

m×q and D ∈ R
k×p,

then:
(A⊗B) (C ⊗D) = AC ⊗BD.

Property 4 (Proposition 7.1.10., page 401 in [3])
Let A ∈ R

n×n and B ∈ R
m×m, then:

mspec(A⊗B) = {λµ : λ ∈ mspec(A), µ ∈ mspec(B)}ms.

The following theorem presents a sufficient condition for
the Schur stability of the matrix (A0 + BK) ⊗ (A0 +
BK) + Cp, ensuring the asymptotic stability of the co-
variance dynamics in presence of the stochastic para-
metric uncertainties, as mentioned in Corollary 1, and
allowing to design the stabilizing gain K.

Theorem 2 Given A0 ∈ R
n×n, B ∈ R

n×m and Cp ∈

R
n2

×n2

, if K is such that as the following holds:

[

(1 − σmax(Cp))I (A0 +BK)T

(A0 +BK) I

]

≻ 0,

4



then K is such that
(

(A0 +BK)⊗ (A0 +BK) +Cp

)

is

Schur stable.

Proof Consider AK = A0 +BK, using Property 2 on
the matrix AK ⊗AK + Cp, we have:

ρ (AK ⊗AK + Cp) ≤ σmax (AK ⊗AK) + σmax (Cp) .

Therefore, σmax (AK ⊗AK) + σmax (Cp) < 1 implies
that ρ (AK ⊗AK + Cp) < 1, and then, in order to im-
pose that AK ⊗ AK + Cp is Schur stable, it is sufficient
to impose that

σmax (AK ⊗AK) < 1− σmax (Cp) , (12)

which is equivalent to:

λmax

((

AT
K ⊗AT

K

)

(AK ⊗AK)
)

< (1− σmax (Cp))
2
.

(13)
By using Property 3 and considering β = 1−σmax (Cp),
(13) is equivalent to:

λmax

((

AT
KAK

)

⊗
(

AT
KAK

))

< β2,

which is equivalent to λ2
max

(

AT
KAK

)

< β2 (by using

Property 4), and to λmax

(

AT
KAK

)

< β, that leads to
the following:

AT
KAK ≺ βI,

which, by using the Schur complement, is equivalent to:

[

βI (A0 +BK)T

(A0 +BK) I

]

≻ 0.

�

Note that the condition provided by Theorem 2 might
be conservative because of the bound in (12). The con-
ditions provided in [12] are necessary and sufficient for
the control design related to system (2), the dimension
of these conditions is (n2(n+m)+n)× (n2(n+m)+n).
Although the condition provided in Theorem 2 is suffi-
cient and might be more conservative, it offers the possi-
bility of having a lower dimensional condition (2n× 2n)
for a systematic design of K, in presence of unbounded
stochastic parametric uncertainties, for the matrix M
involving quadratic terms of K.

The next section presents a numerical example assess-
ing the exact characterization of the error covariance dy-
namics and the design of the stabilizing gain K.

5 Numerical example

Consider the following dynamical system:

xk+1 =

(

1.2 + p1k 0.1 + p2k

p3k 0.1 + p4k

)

xk+

(

1

1

)

uk+wk, (14)

where the covariance of wk is E[wkw
T
k ] = In. Note that

thematricesA0 and Ā(pk), with pk = (p1k, p2k, p3k, p4k)
T

are defined as follows:

A0 =

(

1.2 0.1

0 0.1

)

, Ā(pk) =

(

p1k p2k

p3k p4k

)

.

The parameter vector pk follows a multivariate normal
distribution with zero mean and a covariance matrix Σ,
i.e. pk ∼N (0,Σ), where

Σ =















7.88 7.40 7.43 8.17

7.40 15.70 13.91 14.24

7.43 13.91 12.92 12.68

8.17 14.24 12.68 13.59















· 0.01,

resulting in the following matrix Cp:

Cp =















7.88 7.40 7.40 15.70

7.43 8.17 13.91 14.24

7.43 13.91 8.17 14.24

12.92 12.68 12.68 13.59















· 0.01. (15)

By solving the LMI condition in (2), we can obtain K =
(−0.6 − 0.1)T stabilizing the matrix M .

We compute the evolution of the vectorization of the er-
ror covariance using the difference equation in (8), as
well as the empirical covariance based on N = 1000 tri-
als. We denote by ǫthij and ǫemij , respectively, the theoret-
ical and the empirical elements of the error covariance
matrix, for i, j ∈ {1, 2}. Fig. 1 shows that the empirical
error covariance matches the theoretical one. Further-
more, they both converge to the following matrix:

vec−1

(

(I −M)
−1

vec (W )
)

=

(

2.33 −0.42

−0.42 2.35

)

.

Note that in this example, and for simulation purposes,
the control vk is considered as a state feedback of the
form vk = Fzk , where F is designed to make A0 +BF
Schur. In the case of a stochastic MPC implementation,
vk should be designed by a deterministic MPC strategy.
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Fig. 1. Theoretical and empirical error covariance evolution
related to system (14) with Cp as in (15).

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we provide an exact characterization of the
dynamics of the error covariance for discrete-time lin-
ear systems under potentially unbounded additive and
parametric uncertainties and present an LMI-based con-
dition for the stability of these dynamics. The presented
characterization is useful in the context of stochastic
tube-based MPC approaches as well as in stochastic
invariance problems. The proposed numerical example
shows that the theoretical and the empirical error co-
variance converge to the same matrix when the stability
conditions are satisfied. Future works would focus on us-
ing this characterization to design stochastic invariant
sets and SMPC strategies.
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