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Verifying Contracts for Perturbed Control
Systems using Linear Programming

Miel Sharf, Bart Besselink, Karl Henrik Johansson

Abstract—Verifying specifications for large-scale control sys-
tems is of utmost importance, but can be hard in practice as most
formal verification methods can not handle high-dimensional
dynamics. Contract theory has been proposed as a modular alter-
native to formal verification in which specifications are defined
by assumptions on the inputs to a component and guarantees
on its outputs. In this paper, we present linear-programming-
based tools for verifying contracts for control systems. We
first consider the problem of verifying contracts defined by
time-invariant inequalities for unperturbed systems. We use k-
induction to show that contract verification can be achieved
by considering a collection of implications between inequalities,
which are then recast as linear programs. We then move our
attention to perturbed systems. We present a comparison-based
framework, verifying that a perturbed system satisfies a contract
by checking that the corresponding unperturbed system satisfies
a robustified (and ε-approximated) contract. In both cases, we
present explicit algorithms for contract verification, proving their
correctness and analyzing their complexity. We also demonstrate
the verification process for two case studies, one considering a
two-vehicle autonomous driving scenario, and one considering
formation control of a multi-agent system.

I. INTRODUCTION

In recent years, modern engineering systems have become
larger and more complex than ever, as large-scale systems
and networked control systems have become much more com-
mon, and the “system-of-systems” philosophy has become the
dominant design methodology. Coincidentally, specifications
regarding these systems have grown more intricate themselves,
and asserting they are met is of utmost importance. Recently,
several attempts have been made to adapt contract theory,
which is a modular approach for software verification, to con-
trol dynamical systems. In this paper, we present a framework
for assume/guarantee contracts for discrete-time dynamical
control systems, and present computational tools for verifying
these contracts for perturbed and unperturbed linear time-
invariant (LTI) systems using linear programming (LP).

A. Background and Related Work
The problem of verification tasks one to find a proof that

a certain model satisfies given specifications. This problem is
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referred to as model checking in the fields of computer science
and software engineering, where it has been studied exten-
sively over the last few decades [1], [2]. There, the software
package under test is usually converted to or abstracted by a
finite transition system, on which specifications are usually put
in the form of linear temporal logic formulae. It is well-known
that any linear temporal logic formula can be transformed to
an equivalent automaton [3], meaning that standard procedures
from automata theory can be used to verify that the given
finite transition system satisfies the specifications. Namely, one
checks whether the set of accepted languages by the negation
of the formula and the trace of the finite transition system have
a non-empty intersection [2]. In practice, this check is done
by finding a path with certain desired properties in the graph
describing the product automaton, implying it is tractable even
for systems with thousands or millions of states.

Over the years, various attempts were made to apply the
framework of model checking for finite transition systems to
verify specifications for control systems with continuous (and
infinite) state space. The main tools used in all of them are
abstraction and simulation, which are notions connecting con-
trol systems with continuous state-spaces and finite transition
systems [4], [5]. Namely, verification for a continuous control
system is achieved by (1) abstracting it by a finite transition
system, and (2) applying the model checking framework to this
finite abstraction. The correctness of the verification process
stems from the fact that the finite transition system approx-
imately (bi-)simulates the continuous control system [6]–[8].
Unfortunately, the abstraction of continuous control systems
relies on discretization of the state-space. Thus, these methods
cannot handle systems with high-dimensional dynamics, due
to the curse of dimensionality, as this collection of methods
treats the system-under-test as a single monolithic entity. In
particular, even minute changes to the system (e.g., replacing
one the actuators with a comparable alternative) would require
executing a completely new verification process.

As noted in the literature, scalable development of large-
scale systems with intricate specifications requires a modular
approach, i.e., a design methodology allowing different com-
ponents or subsystems to be developed independently of one
another [9], [10]. This philosophy can be achieved by verifying
or designing each component on its own, while treating all
other components as part of the (unknown) environment.
In software engineering, design and verification are often
modular by design; requirements for the software package are
almost always defined in terms of modules, or even individual
functions and methods. Moreover, each function or module
can be verified on its own, independently of the other parts
of the software [11]. Perhaps the best example of the modular
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design philosophy in software engineering is contract theory
[12], [13]. Contract theory is a modular approach for software
engineering, which explicitly defines assumptions on the input
and guarantees on the output of each software component. It
can be used to design and verify software components, and
even automatically fix bugs in the code [14].

On the contrary, this situation is significantly different for
control systems. Control design is often non-modular, as it
requires the designer to know an exact (or approximate) model
for each component in the system. For example, even the most
scalable distributed and decentralized control methods, such as
[15], [16], require a single authority with complete knowledge
of the system model in order to design the decentralized or
distributed controllers, i.e., they do not follow this modular
design philosophy. Recently, several attempts have been made
to derive modular design procedures for control systems. Some
methods try to ”modularize” the previous procedure, which
treated the system as a single monolithic entity, by considering
composition-compatible notions of abstraction and simula-
tion [17]–[20]. Another approach, which is geared toward
safety specifications, is to search for a composition-compatible
method to calculate invariant sets [21]–[23].

In recent years, several attempts have been made to adapt
contract theory to a modular design and verification framework
for control systems. It has been successfully applied to the
design of the “cyber” aspects of cyber-physical systems, see
[24], [25] and references therein. More recently, several frame-
works have been proposed for contract theory for dynamical
control systems, see e.g., [26]–[32]. In [26], [27], the authors
propose methods for prescribing contracts on continuous-time
systems, and verify these contracts either using geometric
control theory methods, or using behavioural systems theory,
respectively. Discrete-time systems are considered in [28]–
[31], where assumptions are put on the input signal to the
system, and guarantees are put on the state and the output of
the system. However, prescribing guarantees on the state of the
system goes against the spirit of contract theory, as the state of
the system is an internal variable. Thus, we aim at presenting a
contract-based framework for discrete-time dynamical control
systems which does not refer to the state of the system, and
present efficient computational tools for their verification.

B. Contributions

In this paper, we propose a novel framework for as-
sume/guarantee contracts on discrete-time dynamical control
systems. These contracts prescribe assumptions on the input
to a system and guarantees on its output, relative to its input.
We prescribe LP-based computational tools for verification of
contracts defined by time-invariant linear inequalities, both for
unperturbed and perturbed LTI systems. These computational
tools are explicitly stated by Algorithm 2 (for unpertubed LTI
systems) and Algorithm 3 (for perturbed LTI systems). First,
we present LP-based computational tools applicable to unper-
turbed LTI systems for a class of contracts defined by time-
invariant linear inequalities. Second, and more importantly,
we extend the verification framework also for perturbed LTI
systems. To the knowledge of the authors, no works presenting

a contract theory framework for perturbed systems currently
exist. We also note that standard formal theory methods
usually require special treatment when applied to perturbed
or uncertain systems [33]–[35].

We first tackle the verification problem for unperturbed LTI
systems. We use strong induction to show that the system
satisfies the contract if and only if an infinite number of
implications between inequalities hold (Theorem 1). These
implications are then recast as linear programs, and we use k-
induction [36] to achieve verification by solving finitely-many
linear programs, culminating in Algorithm 2, for which we
prove correctness and analyze its complexity (Theorems 2 and
3). We then consider the problem of verifying that a perturbed
system Σ satisfies a contract C defined by time-invariant linear
inequalities. We first show that Σ satisfies the contract C if and
only if the nominal counterpart Σ̂ of Σ satisfies a robustified
contract C′ (Theorem 4). Ideally, we could then achieve a
comparison-based procedure for verification, verifying that Σ
satisfies C by showing that the unperturbed system Σ̂ satisfies
C′, as we already have tools for the latter task. Unfortunately,
the contract C′ is defined by time-varying linear inequalities,
as the robustification of the guarantees at time k corresponds
to the worst-case behaviour of the perturbation up to time k.
To alleviate this problem, we consider the most lenient time-
invariant contract Ĉ refining C′. Unfortunately, as Ĉ depends
on the perturbation for the entire time horizon, infinitely many
robustification terms are necessary, rendering this approach
intractable. To address this, we approximate Ĉ by a tractable
under-approximation Ĉε of arbitrary precision ε > 0. As a
result, we can verify that Σ satisfies C by verifying that the
unperturbed LTI system Σ̂ satisfies the contract Ĉε, which
is defined by time-invariant linear inequalities (Proposition
2). Thus, verification can be achieved using the LP-based
tools presented earlier in the paper, resulting in Algorithm
3. The computational complexity of the algorithm scales as
log(1/ε), meaning that even extremely small values of ε are
tractable. We also study the assumptions and ε-optimality
of the suggested verification algorithm, see Section IV-C.
These tools present a significant extension of our preliminary
results, presented in the conference paper [37], which only
considered a significantly restricted class of contracts, and only
unperturbed LTI systems.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. Section
II presents the basics of the assume/guarantee framework,
and also gives some background on polyhedral sets. Section
III presents more general LP-based tools for verification for
unperturbed LTI systems. Section IV presents LP-based tools
for verification for perturbed LTI systems. Finally, Section V
exemplifies the achieved tools for verification through case
studies.

Notation: We denote the collection of natural numbers
by N = {0, 1, 2, . . .}. For two sets X,Y , we denote their
Cartesian product by X × Y . For a positive integer n, we
denote the collection of all signals N → Rn by Sn. For
vectors v, u ∈ Rn, we understand v ≤ u as an entry-wise
inequality. Moreover, we denote the Euclidean norm of a
vector v ∈ Rn as ‖v‖, and the operator norm of a matrix
P as ‖P‖ = supv 6=0

‖Pv‖
‖v‖ . The all-one vector is denoted by
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1, and the Minkowski sum of two sets X,Y ⊆ Rd is defined
as X + Y = {x+ y : x ∈ X, y ∈ Y }

Given a state-space system (A,B,C,D), the observ-
ability matrix of depth m is denoted by Om =
[C>, (CA)>, . . . , (CAm)>]>. Moreover, the observability in-
dex ν is the minimal integer such that rank Oν = rank Oν+1.
Moreover, given a state x for the system, we let pO(x) be the
projection of x on the observable subspace of the system.

II. BACKGROUND

In this section, we present some basic notions about as-
sume/guarantee contracts, as well as some basic facts about
polyhedral sets.

A. Assume/Guarantee Contracts

We present several basic notions in the theory of ab-
stract assume/guarantee contracts for dynamical closed-loop
control systems. These have been previously presented in
the preliminary work [37], and are derived from [13], [25].
Computational tools for these contracts will be given in the
upcoming sections.

Definition 1. A system Σ has an input d ∈ Snd , output
y ∈ Sny , and state x ∈ Snx . It is defined by a set X0 ⊆ Rnx
of initial conditions, matrices A,B,C,D,E, F of appropriate
dimensions, and two bounded sets P ⊆ Rnp , R ⊆ Rnr .
The evolution and observation are given by the following
equations, which hold for any k ∈ N:

x(0) ∈ X0, (1)
x(k + 1) = Ax(k) +Bd(k) + Eω(k), ω(k) ∈ P

y(k) = Cx(k) +Dd(k) + Fζ(k), ζ(k) ∈ R

For signals d ∈ Snd and y ∈ Sny , we write y ∈ Σ(d) if there
exists a signal x ∈ Snx such that d(·), x(·), y(·) satisfy (1).

We include the set of allowable initial states X0 in the
definition of a system, as otherwise we cannot discuss several
important specifications. For example, asking whether the out-
put of the system always lies inside a safe set is meaningless
if we make no assumptions on the initial state, e.g., it is
meaningless if the initial state lies outside the safe set.

Remark 1. Definition 1 can be extended by allowing X0 to
be dependent of d(0). This is reasonable if the system tries to
avoid an obstacle whose position is defined by d(·), assuming
that the system does not start on top of the obstacle. This is
also reasonable for systems trying to track d(·), assuming their
initial tracking error is not too large. The methods presented in
this paper work under this more general assumption. However,
we consider the restricted definition to enhance readability.

Remark 2. Definition 1 can also include non-linear systems,
as the sets P,R can also included unmodeled non-linear
terms.

We consider specifications on dynamical control systems in
the form of assume/guarantee contracts, which prescribe as-
sumptions on the input signal d(·) ∈ Snd and issue guarantees
on the output signal y(·) ∈ Sny , relative to the input signal:

Definition 2. An assume/guarantee contract is a pair (D,Ω)
where D ⊆ Snd are the assumptions and Ω ⊆ Snd ×Sny are
the guarantees.

In other words, we put assumptions on the input d(·) and
demand guarantees on the input-output pair (d(·), y(·)).

Assume/guarantee contracts prescribe specifications on sys-
tems through the notion of satisfaction:

Definition 3. We say that a system Σ satisfies C = (D,Ω) (or
implements C), and write Σ � C, if for any d ∈ D and any
y ∈ Σ(d), we have (d, y) ∈ Ω.

Another notion that will be of use to us is the notion of
refinement. It considers two contracts defined on the same
system, and compares them to one another:

Definition 4. Let Ci = (Di,Ωi) be contracts for i = 1, 2, with
the same input d(·) ∈ Snd and the same output y(·) ∈ Sny .
We say C1 refines C2 (and write C1 4 C2) if D1 ⊇ D2 and
Ω1 ∩ (D2 × Sny ) ⊆ Ω2 ∩ (D2 × Sny ).

Colloquially, C1 4 C2 if C1 assumes less than C2, but
guarantees more given the assumptions.

The framework of assume/guarantee contracts supports
modularity in design using the notions of refinement and
composition. These allow one to dissect contracts on compos-
ite systems to contracts on subsystems or on the individual
components. The reader is referred to the references [25],
[37] for more information about these notions. Moreover, the
references [37] present preliminary results for computational
tools verifying them. Due to space limitations, we focus on
prescribing tools for verifying that a given system Σ satisfies
a given contract C, without assuming that the system can be
separated into smaller subsystems.

B. Polyhedral Sets

In this paper, we focus on specifications defined by linear
inequalities, i.e., specifications defined using polyhedral sets:

Definition 5. A set S ⊆ Rd is called polyhedral if it is defined
by the intersection of finitely many half-spaces. Equivalently,
there exist a matrix A and a vector b such that the set S is
defined by S = {z ∈ Rd : Az ≤ b}.

Polyhedral sets are known to be convex. Moreover, optimiz-
ing linear cost functions over them corresponds to solving a
linear program, which can be done quickly using off-the-shelf
solvers, e.g., Yalmip [38]. Any polyhedral set has an equivalent
representation, known as the vertex representation:

Lemma 1 ([39]). The set S ⊆ Rd is polyhedral if and only if
there exist matrices F,G such that S = {Fλ + Gθ : 1>λ =
1, λ, θ ≥ 0}.

Both representations of the polyhedral set can be useful for
different reasons. The subspace representation {Az ≤ b} is
usually easier to define, and can be used to easily calculate
the pre-image of a polyhedral set under a linear transforma-
tion. The vertex representation is useful for computing the
Minkowski sum of two polyhedral sets, and for computing
the image of a polyhedral set under a linear transformation.
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In this paper, we will often encounter a situation in which
we would like to verify that one polyhedral set is a subset of
another polyhedral set. This inclusion can be easily verified:

Lemma 2. Let S1, S2 be polyhedral sets.
• If the sets are given in subspace representation, Si =
{z ∈ Rd : Aiz ≤ bi}, then S1 ⊆ S2 if and only if %j ≤ 0
for any j, where %j is given as the value of the following
linear program, and ej is the j-th standard basis vector:

%j = max{e>j (A2z − b2) : A1z ≤ b1}.

• If the sets are given in vertex representation, Si = {Fiλ+
Giθ : 1>λ = 1, λ, θ ≥ 0}, then S1 ⊆ S2 if and only if
there exist matrices Λ,ΘF ,ΘG with positive entries such
that the following relations holds:

G1 = G2ΘG, F1 = F2Λ +G2ΘF , Λ>1 = 1. (2)

Proof. The first claim follows immediately, as %j ≤ 0 if and
only if {z : A1z ≤ b1} ⊆ {z : e>j A2z ≤ e>j b2}. As for the
second claim, (2) holds if and only if:
• The columns of F1 belong to S2.
• The columns of G1 belong to {G2θ : θ ≥ 0}.

It is clear that if these conditions hold, then S1 ⊆ S2. As
for the other direction, the first condition obviously holds. For
the second condition, if we take some column g of G1, then
F1e1+tg ∈ S1 for any t > 0. Thus, there exist some λt, θt ≥ 0
such that λ>t 1 = 1 and F1e1 + tg = F2λt +G2θt. Thus:

1

t
G2θt =

1

t
F1e1 −

1

t
F2λt + g

As t → ∞, the right hand side tends to g (as the elements
of λt are bounded between 0 and 1). This means that g lies
in the closure of the closed set {G2θ : θ ≥ 0}. As g was an
arbitrary column of G2, the proof is complete.

C. Linear Time-Invariant Contracts

We aim to present efficient LP-based methods for verifying
that Σ � C, and we do so for contracts defined by linear
inequalities:

Definition 6. A linear time-invariant (LTI) contract C =
(D,Ω) of depth m ∈ N with input d(·) ∈ Snd and output
y(·) ∈ Sny is given by matrices Ar ∈ Rna×nd ,Gr ∈
Rng×(nd+ny) for r = 0, . . . ,m and vectors a0 ∈ Rna , g0 ∈
Rng such that:

D =

{
d(·) :

m∑
r=0

Ard(k −m+ r) ≤ a0, ∀k ≥ m

}
, (3)

Ω =

{
(d(·), y(·)) :

m∑
r=0

Gr
[
d(k −m+ r)
y(k −m+ r)

]
≤ g0, ∀k ≥ m

}
Remark 3. Definition 6 generalizes the contracts considered
in [37], which considered LTI contracts of depth m = 1. It
is no restriction to assume m ≥ 1, as any contract of depth
m = 0 is also a contract of depth m = 1 with A1,G1 = 0.

Linear time-invariant contracts are defined using polyhedral
sets for the stacked input vector [d(k)>, . . . , d(k−m)>]> and
the similarly defined stacked output vector. We assume that the

inequalities defining the assumptions are self-consistent, in the
sense that if a signal satisfies them for some interval of length
m, it can be extended for all future time.

Definition 7. Given matrices {Vr}mr=0 and a vector v0, we say
({Vr}mr=0, v

0) is extendable if for any vectors u0, u1, . . . , um
such that

∑m
r=0 V

rur ≤ v0, there exists some vector um+1

such that
∑m
r=0 V

rur+1 ≤ v0.

Proposition 1. Let {Vr}mr=0 be matrices and v0 be a vector.
Write V− =

[
V0, . . . ,Vm

]
and consider the polyhedral set

S− = {z : V−z ≤ v0}. We define the shift operators as:

T =


0 I ··· 0 0

0 0
. . . 0 0

...
...

. . .
. . .

...
0 0 ··· 0 I
0 0 ··· 0 0

 , K =

 0
0
...
0
I

 ,
where I is the identity matrix. The tuple ({Vr}mr=0, v

0) is
extendable if and only if the polyhedral set TS− = {Tz : z ∈
S−} is contained in the polyhedral set S− + ImK.

In particular, extendibility can be tested using the tools
presented in the previous subsection.

Proof. By writing z = [u>0 , . . . , u
>
m]>, extendibility is equiv-

alent to the following implication - whenever z ∈ S−, there
exists some um+1 such that Tz + Kum+1 ∈ S−. In other
words, if z ∈ S−, then there exists some um+1 such that
Tz ∈ S−+{−Kum+1}. This corresponds to z ∈ S− implying
that Tz ∈ S− + ImK, proving the proposition.

III. VERIFICATION FOR UNPERTURBED SYSTEMS

In this section, we consider the verification problem for
unperturbed systems. These are closed-loop systems Σ of the
form (1) for which the sets P,R consist of a single element.
Equivalently, these are affine dynamical control systems gov-
erned by the following equations

x(0) ∈ X0, (4)
x(k + 1) = Ax(k) +Bd(k) + w, ∀k ∈ N

y(k) = Cx(k) +Dd(k) + v, ∀k ∈ N.

where the vectors w, v depend on the matrices E,F and the
sets P,R, each containing a single element. Throughout this
section, we fix such a system, governed by (4). Moreover,
we fix matrices {Ar,Gr}mr=0 and vectors a0, g0 defining an
LTI contract C of depth m via (3). Our goal is to find a
computationally tractable method for verifying that Σ � C.

This section is split into two parts. First, we present an
exact reachability-based procedure for verifying whether Σ �
C holds. The procedure will require us to solve infinitely many
linear programs, meaning it is intractable. The second part of
this section will use induction (or more precisely, k-induction
[36]) to augment the verification procedure to be tractable, at
the cost of making it conservative.
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A. Reachability-based Verification

By definition, a control system Σ satisfies a contract
C = (D,Ω) if for any admissible input d(·) ∈ D, and any
trajectory (d(·), x(·), y(·)) of Σ, we have (d(·), y(·)) ∈ Ω. If
the guarantees Ω were independent of the input d(·), then this
property can be understood in terms of reachability analysis -
Σ � C if and only if the output of any trajectory of the system,
with inputs taken from D, lies in the set Ω. For LTI contracts,
the assumptions and guarantees are stated as a collection of
requirements, one corresponding to each time k. The theorem
below uses extendibility to convert this reachability-based
criterion by a collection of implications that must be verified.
This is a generalization of Theorem 3 in [37].

Theorem 1. Let C = (D,Ω) be an LTI contract of depth m ≥
1 of the form (3), and let Σ be a system of the form (4). Assume
that ({Ar}mr=0, a

0) is extendable. Then Σ � C if and only if
for any n ∈ N, n ≥ m − 1, the following implication holds:
for any d0, d1, . . . , dn+1 ∈ Rnd , any x0, x1, . . . , xn+1 ∈ Rnx
and any y0, y1, . . . , yn+1 ∈ Rny , the condition:

x0 ∈ X0,∑m
r=0 G

r
[
dk−m+r
yk−m+r

]
≤ g0, ∀k = m, . . . , n,∑m

r=0 A
rdk−m+r ≤ a0, ∀k = m, . . . , n+ 1,

xk+1 = Axk +Bdk + w, ∀k = 0, . . . , n,

yk = Cxk +Ddk + v, ∀k = 0, . . . , n+ 1,

(5)

implies:
m∑
r=0

Gr
[
dn+1−m+r

yn+1−m+r

]
≤ g0. (6)

In other words, satisfaction is equivalent to the following
collection of statements, defined for all n ∈ N - if the initial
conditions hold, the guarantees hold up to time n, and the
assumptions and the dynamics hold up to time n+ 1, then the
guarantees hold at time n+ 1. We now prove the theorem:

Proof. Suppose first that whenever (5) holds, so does (6), and
take any d ∈ D and y ∈ Σ(d). Our goal is to show that
(d, y) ∈ Ω. As d ∈ D, the following inequality holds for all
k ∈ N, k ≥ m:

m∑
r=0

Ard(k −m+ r) ≤ a0.

Moreover, as y ∈ Σ(d), there exists some signal x(·) so that
(4) holds for all k ∈ N. Thus, if we choose dk = d(k), xk =
x(k) and yk = y(k) for all k = 0, 1, . . . , n + 1 and use the
implication (5) =⇒ (6), we conclude that (6) holds for any
n ≥ m by induction on n. Thus, (d, y) ∈ Ω, and hence Σ � C.

On the contrary, suppose that Σ � C, and we wish to
prove that (5) implies (6). We take n ∈ N, n ≥ m and
some d0, d1, . . . , dn+1 ∈ Rnd , x0, x1, . . . , xn+1 ∈ Rnx and
y0, y1, . . . , yn+1 ∈ Rny such that (5) holds, and show that
(6) also holds. Suppose that we show that there exist signals
d(·) and y(·) such that y ∈ Σ(d), d ∈ D both hold, and
d(k) = dk, y(k) = yk also hold for all k = 0, 1, . . . , n + 1.
In that case, we have that (d, y) ∈ Ω as Σ � C, which would

imply the desired inequality at time k = n+1. Thus, it suffices
to prove that such signals d, y exist.

Recall that ({Ar}mr=0, a
0) was assumed to be extendable.

As the inequality
∑m
r=0 A

rd(k −m + r) ≤ a0 holds for all
k = m, . . . , n+1, we conclude that there exists a signal d ∈ D
such that d(k) = dk holds for k = 0, 1, . . . , n+ 1. We define
signals x, y as follows - for k = 0, 1, . . . , n + 1, we define
x(k) = xk and y(k) = yk. For k ≥ n+ 2, we define x(k) =
Ax(k− 1) +Bd(k− 1) +w and y(k) = Cx(k) +Dd(k) + v.
As we assumed that (5) holds, we conclude that y ∈ Σ(d). We
thus proved the existence of signals d, y satisfying y ∈ Σ(d),
d ∈ D, and d(k) = dk, y(k) = yk for k = 0, 1, . . . , n+ 1. We
deduce the implication holds, concluding the proof.

Theorem 1 allows one to prove that an unperturbed LTI
system Σ satisfies an LTI contract C by proving infinitely-
many implications of the form (5) =⇒ (6). Moreover,
these implications can be seen as one polyhedral set being
a subset of another polyhedral set, and can thus be verified
using the tools in Section II-B. These prove that if the system
satisfies the contract “up to time n”, then it satisfies it “up
to time n + 1”. However, using the theorem directly to
verify satisfaction is infeasible, as there are infinitely many
implications to prove. Section III-B below will show that
it suffices to prove finitely many implications of the form
(5) =⇒ (6) in order to verify satisfaction. Moreover, we
can test the validity of these implications by recasting them
as optimization problems, similarly to Lemma 2. For any
n, p ∈ N such that n− p ≥ m− 1, we consider the following
optimization problem:

max
dk,xk,yk

max
i

[
e>i

(
m∑
r=0

Gr
[
dn+1−m+r

yn+1−m+r

]
− g0

)]
(7)

s.t.

m∑
r=0

Gr
[
dk−m+r

yk−m+r

]
≤ g0 ,∀k = m+ p, . . . , n,

m∑
r=0

Ardk−m+r ≤ a0 ,∀k = m+ p, . . . , n+ 1,

xk+1 = Axk +Bdk + w ,∀k = p, . . . , n,

yk = Cxk +Ddk + v ,∀k = p, . . . , n+ 1,

xp ∈ Xp,

where Xp, p = 1, 2, . . . , n are sets to be defined later, and
ei are the standard basis vectors. We denote this problem by
Vn,n−p and its optimal value as θn,n−p. Here, p represents
the first time we consider, n represents the last time at which
we know the guarantee holds, and ` = n− p is the length of
history we consider. For p = 0, the problem Vn,n computes
the “worst-case violation” of the guarantee at time n+1, given
that the assumptions and dynamics hold at times 0 . . . , n+ 1
and that the guarantees hold at times 0 . . . , n. Thus, Theorem 1
can be restated in the following form:

Corollary 1. Under the assumptions of Theorem 1, Σ � C if
and only if θn,n ≤ 0 for all n ∈ N, n ≥ m− 1.

Proof. For any n ∈ N, θn,n ≤ 0 if and only if (6) holds
whenever (5) holds. The result now follows by applying
Theorem 1.
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B. Tractable Verification using k-induction

Corollary 1 proves it suffices to compute θn,n for all n ∈
N, n ≥ m − 1 to in order to verify whether Σ � C. As this
requires solving infinitely many linear programs, the method
is intractable. Moreover, we prefer to compute θn,` for small
` = n− p, as this is a simpler problem with fewer variables.
The main difficulty in using Vn,` for small ` is that it requires
knowledge of the state trajectory x(·) at time p = n − `,
captured in (7) via the constraint xp ∈ Xp. This is simply
reduced to the initial value x0 ∈ X0 for the problems Vn,n.

An efficient solution of Vn,` for small ` requires a char-
acterization of Xp satisfying the following criteria. First, we
would like Xp to be independent of p, as this will imply
that verification can be done by solving a finite number of
optimization problems (thus not requiring the computation
of all θn,n as in Corollary 1). Second, Vn,` is equivalent to
Vn+1,` where Xp+1 is the image of Xp under the dynamics
xp+1 = Axp + Bdp + w. Thus, we search for Xp which
is a robust invariant set, and specifically the smallest robust
invariant set containing X0. However, the smallest robust in-
variant set containing X0 might be fairly complex to explicitly
state, implying that the optimization problem Vn,` cannot be
explicitly defined, let alone solved. For example, [40] studies
the minimally robust invariant set containing X0 = {0} for
two-dimensional linear time-invariant systems, given in state-
space form via x+ = Ax + Bd. It shows that this minimally
robust invariant set is polyhedral if and only if all of the
eigenvalues of the system matrix A are rational. We note
that the problem Vn,n−p is a linear program if and only if
Xp is a polyhedral set, meaning that if we take Xp as the
minimal robust invariant set, the rationality of the eigenvalues
of A determines whether Vn,p is a linear program or not.
This problem is escalated even further if we assume that
the eigenvalues of A are computed numerically, meaning we
cannot determine their rationality. We can also try and find
some robust invariant set containing X0, not necessarily the
smallest one, but an explicit form is still hard to find. For
example, [41] tries to find a polyhedral robust invariant set
containing X0, offering a very partial solution for X0 = {0}.
A general solution to this problem is not known to the authors.

We make a detour around the tractability problem for the
robust invariant set by choosing Xp = Rnx . This results
in a more conservative test, in the sense that Xp is larger
than necessary, and the demand θn,` ≤ 0 becomes stricter.
However, the resulting problems Vn,n−p are linear programs.
Moreover, this choice allows us to verify contract satisfaction
by solving finitely many linear programs, as suggested by
Algorithm 1 below. The algorithm chooses which problems
Vn,` to solve based on an input parameter ι, which essentially
acts as a truncation parameter. Indeed, it defines the maximal
history depth for the problems Vn,` solved by the algorithm,
and also the highest number n for which θn,n is computed.
Theorem 2 below studies Algorithm 1, proving its correctness
and analyzing its complexity. Later, Theorem 3 will suggest a
choice of the parameter ι.

Theorem 2. Let C = (D,Ω) be an LTI contract of depth
m ≥ 1 of the form (3), let Σ be a system of the form (4), and

Algorithm 1 Verification for Unperturbed Systems, Ver. 1
Input: An LTI contract C = (D,Ω) of the form (3), of depth
m ≥ 1, an LTI system Σ of the form (4), and a number ι ∈ N
satisfying ι ≥ m− 1.
Output: A boolean variable bC,Σ,ι.

1: Consider Vn,` defined in (7), with X1 = Rnx . Solve them
for (n, `) ∈ {(k, k) : m − 1 ≤ k ≤ ι − 1} ∪ {(ι + 1, ι)},
and let θn,` be their solution.

2: if All computed values θn,` are non-positive then
3: Return bC,Σ,ι = true.
4: else
5: Return bC,Σ,ι = false.
6: end if

let ι be a natural number satisfying ι ≥ m− 1.
1) If Algorithm 1 outputs bC,Σ,ι = true, then Σ � C.
2) The algorithm solves ι−m+ 3 linear programs.

Proof. The second part is obvious, so we focus on the first.
We use two claims to prove the first part of the theorem:

i) For any n ∈ N, we have θn,n ≤ θn,n−1 ≤ · · · ≤ θn,m−1.
ii) For any ` ≥ m−1, we have θ`,` ≤ θ`+1,` = ``+2,` = · · · .

We first explain why these claims imply the first part of the
theorem, and then prove that the claims hold.

Assume both claims hold and that bC,Σ,i = true, i.e., that
θn,n ≤ 0 for n = m − 1, . . . , ι and that θι+1,ι ≤ 0, and we
prove that Σ � C. By Corollary 1, it suffices to show that
θn,n ≤ 0 for n ≥ ι + 1. If n ≥ ι + 1, then θn,n ≤ θn,ι (by
the first claim), and θn,ι = θι+1,ι (by the second claim). As
θι+1,ι ≤ 0 by assumption, we conclude that θn,n ≤ 0. As
n ≥ ι+ 1 was arbitrary, we yield Σ � C.

We now prove claim i). Fix some p such that 1 ≤ p ≤
n−m+1, so that ` = n−p satisfies n−1 ≥ ` ≥ m−1. We can
relate the problem Vn,n−p+1 to the problem Vn,n−p by altering
some of its constraints. We first remove the constraints that the
guarantees, assumptions and dynamics hold at time p− 1. We
also note that while the problem Vn,n−p restricts xp ∈ Rnx ,
Vn,n−p+1 restricts xp to be achieved from the dynamics (via
xp−1 ∈ Rnx and xp = Axp−1 +Bdp−1 +w). Thus, Vn,n−p+1

has the same cost function as Vn,n−p, but stricter constraints.
In particular, as both are maximization problems, we conclude
that θn,n−p+1 ≤ θn,n−p, as desired.

As for claim ii), we similarly relate Vn+1,` and Vn,` by
altering the names of dk, xk, yk to dk+1, xk+1, yk+1, and
changing the set of initial conditions from X0 to Rnx (only if
n = `) Thus, θ`,` ≤ θ`+1,` = θ`+2,` = · · · .

Theorem 2 shows that Algorithm 1 can be used to verify
that an unperturbed system Σ satisfies an LTI contract C. The
algorithm uses a parameter ι ≥ m−1 dictating the number of
linear programs solved by the algorithm. Namely, the first ι−
m+1 programs deal with the initial conditions of the system,
and the last program deals with the long-term behaviour of
the system. As ι becomes larger, the algorithm becomes less
(over-)conservative - if ι1 ≤ ι2 then θn,ι2 ≤ θn,ι1 , so θn,ι1 ≤ 0
implies θn,ι2 ≤ 0. However, larger values of ι result in a larger
number of linear programs, which are also more complex as
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they have more variables. We must find a systematic way to
choose the parameter ι effectively. As the following theorem
shows, θι+1,ι can be infinite for one value of ι, but finite (and
non-positive) for other values of ι:

Theorem 3. Let C = (D,Ω) and Σ be as in Theorem 2. Let
ν be the observability index of Σ, and define Xp = Rnx for
all p 6= 0. Define the sets:

D? =

{
(d0, d1, . . . , dm) :

m∑
r=0

Ardr ≤ a0

}
,

Ω? =

{
(d0, y0, . . . , dm, ym) :

m∑
r=0

Gr
[
dr
yr

]
≤ g0

}
Assume D? is bounded, and that for any bounded set E ⊆
R(m+1)nd , the intersection Ω? ∩ (E ×R(m+1)ny ) is bounded.
Then θn,` < ∞ for n ≥ ` ≥ max{m, ν} − 1, and θn,` = ∞
if n, ν − 1 > ` ≥ m− 1.

Proof. Define µ = max{m, ν}. We first show that θn,µ−1 <
∞, implying that θn,` < ∞ for all ` ≥ µ − 1 by claim
i) in the proof of Theorem 2. Consider a feasible solution
{dk, xk, yk}n+1

k=n−µ+1 of Vn,µ−1. Because D? is bounded,
(D? × R(m+1)ny ) ∩ Ω? is bounded. Thus, for some constant
M0 > 0, we have ‖dk‖, ‖yk‖, ‖dn+1‖ ≤ M0 for k =
n−ν+1, . . . , n (as µ ≥ m). However, as µ ≥ ν, pO(xn−µ+1)
can be achieved as a linear combination of yn−µ+1, . . . , yn
and dn−µ+1, . . . , dn using Oµ. We thus find some M1 > 0,
depending on M0 and Oν , such that ‖pO(xn−µ+1)‖ ≤ M1.
As ‖dn−µ+k‖ ≤M0 for all k, we yield ‖pO(xn−µ+k)‖ ≤Mk

for k = 1, 2, . . . , µ + 1, where Mk = ‖A‖Mk−1 + ‖B‖M0.
Thus ‖yn+1‖ ≤ ‖C‖Mn+1 + ‖D‖M0, implying that the set
of feasible solutions {dk, xk, yk}k of Vn,µ−1 is bounded, and
therefore θn,µ−1 <∞.

For the second part, we note that if ν − 1 > ` ≥ m − 1,
then ν > m. In particular, claim ii) in the proof of Theorem
2 implies it suffices to show that θn,ν−2 = ∞. By definition
of the observability index, rank Oν > rank Oν−1, implying
there exists a non-zero vector ξ ∈ ker(Oν)⊥ ∩ ker(Oν−1), so
CAkξ = 0 for k ≤ ν−2, but CAν−1ξ 6= 0. Take any feasible
solution {dk, xk, yk}n+1

k=n−ν+2 and some α ∈ R to be chosen
later. Define a new solution {ďk, x̌k, y̌k}k by ďk = dk,

x̌k =

{
xn−ν+2 + αξ k = n− ν + 2,

Ax̌k−1 +Bďk−1 else
,

and y̌k = Cx̌k + Dďk. We have that ďk = dk,x̌k = xk and
y̌k = yk for any k ≤ n, thus {ďk, x̌k, y̌k}n+1

k=n−ν+2 forms a fea-
sible solution of Vn,ν−2. Moreover, y̌n+1 = yn+1+αCAν−1ξ.
We claim that for any M > 0, there exists some α such that the
value of the cost function of Vn,ν−2 for the feasible solution
{ďk, x̌k, y̌k}n+1

k=n−ν+2 is at least M .
Consider the set Q = Ω?∩(D?×R(m+1)ny ). By assumption,

Q is bounded, hence (ďn−m+2, y̌n−m+2, . . . , ďn+1, y̌n+1) 6∈
Q for any α ∈ R such that |α| is large enough. This is only
possible if there exists some i such that the i-th row of Gm,
denoted Gmi , satisfies (Gmi )>

[
0
ξ

]
6= 0. If we denote the sign

of (Gmi )>
[

0
ξ

]
6= 0 as λ and choose α = λt for t arbitrarily

large, the value of the cost function grows arbitrarily large.
Thus θn,n−ν+2 =∞.

Theorem 3 suggests a value for the parameter ι when
running Algorithm 1. Indeed, it shows that for guarantees
defined by compact sets, the algorithm always declares “false”
if ι < max{m, ν} − 1, no matter if Σ � C or Σ 6� C. As
we already stated before, larger values of ι result in a less
(over-)conservative algorithm, but also in a more complex and
slower algorithm. For that reason, we run Algorithm 1 with
ι = max{m, ν} − 1. We explicitly state this in Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2 Verification for Unperturbed Systems, Ver. 2
Input: An LTI contract C = (D,Ω) of the form (3), of depth
m ≥ 1, an LTI system Σ of the form (4).
Output: A boolean variable bC,Σ

1: Compute the observability index ν of Σ.
2: Run Algorithm 1 with ι = max{m, ν}−1, outputting the

answer bC,Σ,ι.
3: Return bC,Σ = bC,Σ,ι

The correctness of Algorithm 2, as well as an estimate on
its complexity, follow from Theorem 2.

IV. VERIFICATION FOR PERTURBED SYSTEMS

The previous section provides an efficient method for verify-
ing that a given unperturbed LTI system satisfies a given con-
tract. We now extend our results to dynamical control systems
with perturbations in the form of process and measurement
noise, prescribing LP-based methods for verifying satisfaction.

For this section, we fix an LTI contract C = (D,Ω) of the
form (3). We also fix a system Σ as in (1), where the sets
P,R correspond to process noise and measurement noise.

Remark 4. Suppose we want to verify that Π � C for some
nonlinear system Π. In many cases, it suffices to show that Σ �
C for some LTI system Σ with appropriately chosen process
and measurement noise. For example, if Π is governed by the
equations x(k + 1) = x(k) + sin(x(k)) and y(k) = x(k),
we can consider the perturbed LTI system Σ governed by the
equations x(k + 1) = x(k) + ω(k) and y(k) = x(k), where
|ω(k)| ≤ 1. Trajectories of Π are also trajectories of Σ, so
verifying that Σ � C is sufficient to prove that Π � C.

We can consider an analogue of Vn,p for the perturbed
system Σ and the contract C, which would be of the form:

max
dk,xk,yk

max
i

[
e>i

(
m∑
r=0

Gr
[
dn+1−m+r

yn+1−m+r

]
− g0

)]
(8)

s.t.

m∑
r=0

Gr
[
dk−m+r

yk−m+r

]
≤ g0 ,∀k = m+ p, . . . , n,

m∑
r=0

Ardk−m+r ≤ a0 ,∀k = m+ p, . . . , n+ 1,

xk+1 = Axk +Bdk + Eωk ,∀k = p, . . . , n,

yk = Cxk +Ddk + Fζk ,∀k = p, . . . , n+ 1,

xp ∈ Xp,
ωk ∈ P, ζk ∈ R ,∀k = p, . . . , n+ 1.
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As before, the computational tractability of the problem de-
pends on the set Xp, as well as the sets R and P . If Xp,P
and R are all defined by linear inequalities, we get a linear
program. However, if the sets P,R are not defined by linear
inequalities, we might get a nonlinear problem, or even a
non-convex problem. For example, a uniform norm bound
on the process noise, P = {ω : ω>Pω ≤ γ2}, yields a
quadratic optimization problem with n − p + 1 = ` + 1
quadratic constraints. Another case is when the perturbation
stems from sensor noise, and the sensor provides an estimate
on its magnitude. In that case, we can write ω = (δ,∆) where
δ ∈ Rnδ is the sensor noise, ∆ ∈ R is the estimate on its size
satisfying 0 ≤ ∆ ≤ 1, and ‖δ‖ ≤ ∆ holds. In this case, the
optimization problem turns out to be non-convex.

A. Comparison-based Verification

To avoid nonlinear (or non-convex) problems, we take a
different approach. Intuitively, the perturbed system Σ satisfies
the contract C if and only if the nominal version of Σ, with no
process or measurement noise, satisfies a robustified version
of C. The goal of this section is to make this claim precise.
The nominal version of Σ, denoted Σ̂, is governed by:

x(0) ∈ X0, (9)
x(k + 1) = Ax(k) +Bd(k), ∀k ∈ N,
y(k) = Cx(k) +Dd(k), ∀k ∈ N.

The system Σ̂ is an unperturbed LTI system, so checking
whether it satisfies some LTI contract is possible using
Algorithm 2. The following theorem precisely defines the
robustified version of C:

Theorem 4. Let Σ be a perturbed LTI system governed by
(1), and let C be an LTI contract of the form (3), where Gi =
[Gid,G

i
y] for i = 0, . . . ,m. Define the auxiliary system Σ̂ as

(9), and let T =
∑m
r=0 G

r
yCA

r. The system Σ satisfies C if
and only if Σ̂ satisfies the contract C′ = (D,Ω′), where:

Ω′ = {(d(·), y(·)) ∈ Snd × Sny : (10)
m∑
r=0

Gr
[
d(k −m+ r)
y(k −m+ r)

]
≤ g0 − τk, ∀k ≥ m},

and the i-th entry of the vector τk is given by τRi + τP,ei +∑k−m−1
ς=0 τP,m,ςi , where:

τRi =

m∑
`=0

max
{

e>i G
`
yFζ` : ζ` ∈ R, ∀`

}
, (11)

τP,ei =

m−1∑
`=0

max

{(
e>i

m∑
r=σ+1

GryCA
r−1−`E

)
ω` : ω` ∈ P

}
,

τP,m,ςi = max
{

e>i TA
ςEω : ω ∈ P

}
, ∀ς ∈ N.

Proof. We fix some d(·) ∈ D and consider a trajectory
(d(·), x(·), y(·)) of Σ. By definition, there exist some signals
ω(·), ζ(·) such that for any k ∈ N, we have

ω(k) ∈ P, ζ(k) ∈ R, x(0) ∈ X0,

x(k + 1) = Ax(k) +Bd(k) + Eω(k),

y(k) = Cx(k) +Dd(k) + Fζ(k).

We consider the corresponding trajectory (d(·), x̂(·), ŷ(·)) of
Σ̂ with no process nor measurement noise, i.e., we define

x̂(0) = x(0),

x̂(k + 1) = Ax̂(k) +Bd(k), ∀k ∈ N.
ŷ(k) = Cx̂(k) +Dd(k), ∀k ∈ N.

It is clear that for any time t ∈ N, we have y(t) = ŷ(t) + ỹ(t)
where ỹ(t) = Fζ(t) +

∑t−1
s=0 CA

t−s−1Eω(s). Fixing a time
k ≥ m, the guarantee of the contract C can be written as

m∑
r=0

Gr
[
d(k −m+ r)
ŷ(k −m+ r)

]
+

m∑
r=0

Gry ỹ(k −m+ r) ≤ g0,

or equivalently, by plugging the exact form of ỹ, as

m∑
r=0

Gr
[
d(k −m+ r)
ŷ(k −m+ r)

]
≤ g0− (12)

m∑
r=0

Gry

(
Fζ(k −m+ r) +

k−m+r−1∑
s=0

CAk−m+r−s−1Eω(s)

)
By replacing the order of summation, the double sum on the
right-hand side of (12) can be written as

m∑
r=0

GryFζ(k −m+ r)+ (13)

k−1∑
s=0

m∑
r=max{m+s+1−k,0}

GryCA
k−m+r−s−1Eω(s).

We can break the second sum into two double sums, one from
s = 0 to s = k −m− 1 (for which the sum on r starts at 0),
and one from s = k−m to s = k− 1 (for which the sum on
r starts at m+ s+ 1− k). We thus get

k−1∑
s=0

m∑
r=max{m+s+1−k,0}

(
GryCA

k−m+r−s−1E
)
ω(s)

=

k−m−1∑
s=0

m∑
r=0

GryCA
k−m+r−s−1Eω(s)

+

k−1∑
s=k−m

m∑
r=m+s+1−k

GryCA
k−m+r−s−1Eω(s)

replacing the summation index, ς = k−m−1−s for the first
double sum and σ = s − k + m for the second double sum,
we arrive at the following expression

k−m−1∑
ς=0

(
m∑
r=0

GryCA
r

)
AςEω(k −m− 1− ς)

+

m−1∑
σ=0

(
m∑

r=σ+1

GryCA
r−1−σE

)
ω(σ + k −m).

We plug this expression in place of the double sum in (13),
which is then plugged into (12). Fixing ŷ(·), the inequality
must hold for any choice of ζ(·), ω(·) (corresponding to
different trajectories of Σ for the same input d(·)). Optimizing
over ω(t) ∈ P, ζ(t) ∈ R,∀t gives
m∑
r=0

Gr
[
d(k −m+ r)
ŷ(k −m+ r)

]
≤ g0 − τR −

k−m−1∑
ς=0

τR,m,ς − τP,e,
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concluding the proof.

Loosely speaking, the result of Theorem 4 transfers the
effect of perturbations from the system to the contract. In
(11), τRi captures the effect of measurement noise, whereas
τP,ei and τP,m,σi account for the effect of process noise
(whose effect propagates through time). The theorem therefore
prescribes a comparison-based method of asserting that a per-
turbed LTI system Σ satisfies a given time-invariant contract
C. Namely, we can check that an auxiliary (unperturbed) LTI
system Σ̂ satisfies another, robustified contract C′. The contract
C′ = (D,Ω′) is defined by time-dependent linear inequalities,
as the vector τk explicitly depends on k. As a result, the
methods exhibited in Section III are ineffective, as they assume
the contract is time-invariant. In the next section, we overcome
this problem using refinement and approximation.

B. Tractability through Refinement and Approximation

In order to overcome the problem of time-dependence, and
to use the methods of Section III, we refine C′ by a time-
invariant contract Ĉ = (D, Ω̂), where:

Ω̂ = {(d(·), y(·)) ∈ Snd × Sny : (14)
m∑
r=0

Gr
[
d(k −m+ r)
y(k −m+ r)

]
≤ g0 − τ∞, ∀k ≥ m},

and we define τ∞i = τRi + τP,ei +
∑∞
ς=0 τ

P,m,ς
i . It is obvious

that Ĉ 4 C′ if τP,m,ςi ≥ 0, which is guaranteed if 0 ∈ P .
In fact, C′ is the “largest” or “most lenient” time-invariant
contract which refines C′. However, this raises a new problem
- computing the vector τ∞ requires computing the τP,m,ςi for
all ς ∈ N and all i, i.e., it requires solving infinitely many
optimization problems. We address this issue by truncating
the infinite sum and overestimating its tail. This approach is
formalized in the following theorem:

Proposition 2. Suppose the assumptions of Theorem 4 hold,
and let Ĉ = (D, Ω̂) be as in (14). Assume that for some
N0 ∈ N, the matrix AN0 is contracting, i.e., the operator
norm ‖AN0‖ is strictly smaller than 1. Moreover, assume
that P,R are bounded sets. Then for any i, τ∞i < ∞.
Furthermore, define MP = maxω∈P ‖ω‖ and KA,N0 =
1 + ‖A‖+ . . .+ ‖AN0−1‖. Then for any ε > 0, if we define a
contract Ĉε = (D, Ω̂ε) by:

Ω̂ε = {(d(·), y(·)) ∈ Snd × Sny : (15)
m∑
r=0

Gr
[
d(k −m+ r)
y(k −m+ r)

]
≤ g0 − τ ε, ∀k ≥ m},

then Ĉε 4 Ĉ, where the entries of the vector τ ε are defined
by:

τ εi = τRi + τP,ei +

N(ε,i)−1∑
ς=0

τP,m,ςi + ε,

and:

N(ε, i) = max

{⌈
N0 log 1

‖AN0‖

(
‖T>ei‖‖E‖KA,N0MP

(1− ‖AN0‖)ε

)⌉
, N0

}
(16)

Proof. It is enough to show that for any i, the inequality τ∞i ≤
τ εi holds, or equivalently, that

∑∞
ς=N(i,ε) τ

P,m,ς
i ≤ ε holds. For

any ς ∈ N, we have:

τP,m,ςi = max
{
e>i TA

ςEω : ω ∈ P
}

(17)

≤ ‖Aς‖‖E‖‖T>ei‖MP

By using the inequality ‖AaN0+b‖ ≤ ‖AN0‖a‖A‖b for a, b ∈
N, we conclude that:

∞∑
ς=N(i,ε)

‖Aς‖ ≤

(
N0−1∑
t=0

‖A‖t
) ∞∑

ς=N(i,ε)/N0

‖AN0‖ς


≤ KA,N0

‖AN0‖N(i,ε)/N0

1− ‖AN0‖
,

where we use ‖AN0‖ < 1. Thus, we get:
∞∑

ς=N(i,ε)

τP,m,ςi ≤ ‖T>ei‖‖E‖KA,N0MP
‖AN0‖N(i,ε)/N0

1− ‖AN0‖

plugging in N(i, ε) from (16), we conclude that the expression
on the right hand side is smaller or equal than ε, as desired.

Theorem 4 and Proposition 2 suggest the following
comparison-based algorithm for verification for perturbed sys-
tems, at least when the assumptions of Proposition 2 hold:

Algorithm 3 Verification for Perturbed Systems
Input: An LTI contract C of the form (3), a perturbed system
Σ of the form (1), and a conservatism parameter ε > 0.
Output: A boolean variable bC,Σ.

1: Define the auxiliary noiseless system Σ̂.
2: for each i do,
3: Compute N(ε, i) as in (16).
4: Compute τRi , τ

P,e
i and τP,m,ςi according to (11) for

ς = 0, 1, . . . , N(ε, i)− 1 .
5: Compute τ εi = τRi + τP,ei +

∑N(ε,i)−1
ς=0 τP,m,ςi + ε.

6: end for
7: Define the contract Ĉε = (D, Ω̂ε) as in (15).
8: Run Algorithm 2 for the system Σ̂ and the contract Ĉε,

outputting the answer bĈε,Σ̂ .
9: Return bC,Σ = bĈε,Σ̂ .

C. Properties of Algorithm 3

The rest of this section is devoted to studying the correct-
ness, the assumptions, the conservatism, and the computational
complexity of Algorithm 3. First, we claim that the algorithm
correctly verifies satisfaction:

Theorem 5 (Correctness). Suppose the assumptions of Theo-
rem 4 hold. If Algorithm 3 outputs bC,Σ = true, then Σ � C.

Proof. Algorithm 3 outputs bC,Σ = true if and only if Al-
gorithm 2, when applied on the nominal system Σ̂ and the
robustified contract Ĉε, outputs bĈε,Σ̂ = true. In that case,
Theorem 2 implies that Σ̂ � Ĉε, hence Σ̂ � C′ as Ĉε 4 Ĉ 4 C′.
Thus, Theorem 4 implies that Σ � C.
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We now study the assumptions of Algorithm 3, claiming
they are not too strict.

Theorem 6 (Generality of Assumptions). Suppose the as-
sumptions of Theorem 4 hold. Then:
• There exists N0 ∈ N such that ‖AN0‖ < 1 if and only

if A is a strictly stable matrix, i.e., all of its eigenvalues
are inside the open unit disc in the complex plane.

• Suppose that A is not strictly stable, that 0 ∈ R, and
that the set P contains a neighborhood of the origin.
Suppose further that E has full row rank and that the
image of T> is not contained within the stable subspace
of A. Moreover, assume that for some d0, d1, . . . , dm, the
following set is bounded and non-empty:

Q =

{
(y0, . . . , ym) :

m∑
r=0

Gr
[
dr
yr

]
≤ g0

}
.

Then Σ 6� C.

The first claim implies the algorithm is applicable for strictly
stable systems, and the second shows that systems which are
not strictly stable cannot satisfy compact specifications, at least
generically (as the matrix T depends on the constraints).

Proof. We prove the claims in order. First, we denote the
spectral radius of the matrix A by ρ(A) = max{|λ| : ∃v 6=
0, Av = λv}. This is the maximum absolute value of an
eigenvalue of A. By definition, A is strictly stable if and
only if ρ(A) < 1. Moreover, Gelfand’s formula states that
limn→∞ ‖An‖1/n = infn≥1 ‖An‖1/n = ρ(A) [42]. Thus,
there exists some N0 ∈ N such that ‖AN0‖ < 1 if and only if
ρ(A) < 1, as claimed.

The proof of the second claim is relegated to the appendix,
as it is a bit more involved. We will, however, give a sketch of
the proof here. First, we show that most entries of the vector τk

grow arbitrarily large as k grows to infinity. Namely, we show
that the i-th entry grows arbitrarily large if T>ei is outside
the stable subspace of A. In the second stage, we use this to
show that the inequality defining the set Ω′ in (10) defines an
empty set if k is large enough. We will then conclude from
Theorem 4 that Σ 6� C.

Next, we study the algorithm’s approximation properties:

Theorem 7. Suppose that the assumptions of Theorem 4 hold.
Let n, ` ∈ N such that n ≥ ` ≥ m − 1, and let ε > 0. We
denote the problems (7) associated with Σ̂ � Ĉ and Σ̂ � Ĉε by
and Vn,` and Vn,`|ε respectively, and their values by θn,` and
θn,`|ε. If θn,`|ε > ε, then θn,` > 0. In particular, Algorithm 2
would declare that Σ̂ 6� Ĉ.

In other words, the parameter ε serves as a tunable conser-
vatism parameter for the approximation Ĉε 4 Ĉ.

Proof. We let Xn,` denote the feasible set of Vn,`, and
Xn,`|ε denote the feasible set of Vn,`|ε. By construction,
τ εi − ε ≤ τ∞i ≤ τ εi holds for every i. Thus, by definition
of the contracts Ĉ, Ĉε, we conclude that Xn,` ⊇ Xn,`|ε,
as the constraints corresponding to the assumptions and the
dynamics are identical, but the constraints corresponding to
the guarantees are stricter. Moreover, fixing some index i in

the cost function, the two problems Vn,`, Vn,`|ε have the same
cost function up to a constant, equal to τ∞i − τ εi .

Choose an index i such that at the optimal solution of Vn,`|ε,
the maximum of the cost function is attained at the index i.
As both Vn,`|ε and Vn,` are maximization problems, we yield:

θn,` ≥ θn,`|ε + τ∞i − τ εi ≥ θn,`|ε − ε > 0

as claimed.

Lastly, we shed light on the computational complexity of
the algorithm. As before, we denote the depth of the contract
C as m, and the observability index of the noiseless system
Σ̂ by ν. The algorithm revolves around solving optimization
problems of three different kinds:

i) Solving the linear programs determining whether Σ̂ � Ĉε.
There are a total of max{ν,m} + 1 linear programs, of
dimension at most (nd + ny + nx)(max{ν,m}+ 1).

ii) Solving MP = maxω∈P ‖ω‖ to compute N(ε, i).
iii) Solving the optimization problems in (11). We need to

solve a total of
∑
i(N(ε, i) + 2m+ 1) problems.

Solving the optimization problem (i) can be done very quickly
using off-the-shelf optimization software, e.g., Yalmip [38].
The tractability of the problems (ii) and (iii) depends on the
exact form of P,R. However, solving them is much more
simple than solving (8) for four main reasons:

First, these problems consider a single instance of ω or ζ at
any given time, meaning that they are of a significantly lower
dimension than (8), and they include far less constraints.

Second, the cost functions of these maximization problems
are convex, meaning that the maximum is achieved on an
extreme point of the set P or R [43, Theorem 32.2]. Thus,
even if the sets P,R are not convex, we can replace them by
their convex hulls without changing the value of the problem.
In other words, the convex relaxations of these optimization
problems have the same value as the original problems.

Third, even if the sets P,R (or their convex hulls) are not
defined using linear or quadratic inequalities, so standard LP
and quadratic programming methods cannot be used, we can
still use gradient-based, duality-based or interior-point-based
methods. These methods will converge much faster for the
optimization problems (ii) and (iii) than for the problem (8),
due to the reduced dimension.

Lastly, the simplicity of the optimization problems (ii) and
(iii) allows one to give closed-form formulae for the solution
if P,R are described using simple terms, thus eliminating
the need for a numerical solution of the problems. Indeed,
the following proposition gives closed-form solution to the
optimization problems appearing in (11) and in Proposition 2:

Proposition 3. Consider a set H ⊆ Rq . We take a vector b ∈
Rq , and define Mb = maxz∈H b

>z and M‖ = maxz∈H ‖z‖.
• If H = {z : z>Hz ≤ γ2} for some positive-definite

matrix H and γ > 0, then Mb = γ‖H−1/2b‖ and M‖ =
γ‖H−1/2‖.

• If H is a bounded polyhedral set given in vertex rep-
resentation, H = {Fλ : 1>λ = 1, λ ≥ 0}, then
Mb = maxi e>i F

>b and M‖ = maxi ‖F ei‖
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Proof. For the first case, we note that z>Hz ≤ γ2 if and only
if ‖v‖ ≤ γ, where z = H−1/2v. Thus:

Mb = γ max
‖v‖≤1

(H−1/2b)>v = γ‖H−1/2b‖,

M‖ = γ max
‖v‖≤1

‖H−1/2v‖ = γ‖H−1/2‖

For the second case, the result follows from the fact that the
maximum of a convex function on a bounded polyhedral set
is attained at one of its vertices [43, Theorem 32.2].

We make one last remark about the number N(ε, i), which
dictates the number of problems (11) we have to solve.

Remark 5. In Algorithm 3, we compute N(ε, i) using (16),
which depends on a number N0 such that ‖AN0‖ < 1.
First, the number N(ε, i) depends logarithmically on 1/ε,
meaning that the algorithm is computationally tractable even
for extremely small values of ε. Second, if A is strictly stable,
then there exist infinitely many N0 such that ‖AN0‖ < 1.
Moreover, N(ε, i) ≥ N0 holds by definition. Thus, we can
iterate over different values of N0 to find the smallest possible
value of N(ε, i) for fixed ε and i. See Algorithm 4 for details.

Algorithm 4 Computing the Optimal Threshold N(ε, i)

Input: A stable matrix A, a matrix C, matrices {Gry}mr=0, a
perturbation set P , and a parameter ε > 0
Output: An optimal value of N(ε, i).

1: Compute T =
∑m
r=0 G

r
yCA

r and MP = maxω∈P ‖ω‖.
2: Put N0 = 1, N ε,i

opt =∞, and KA,N0
= 0.

3: while N0 ≤ N ε,i
opt do

4: Add ‖AN0−1‖ to the value of KA,N0
.

5: if ‖AN0‖ < 1 then
6: Compute N(ε, i) according to (16).
7: Assign the value min{N ε,i

opt, N(ε, i)} to N ε,i
opt.

8: end if
9: Assign the value N0 + 1 to N0.

10: end while
11: return N ε,i

opt

V. NUMERICAL EXAMPLES

In this section, we apply the presented verification al-
gorithm in two case studies. The first deals with a two-
vehicle autonomous driving scenario, and the second deals
with formation control for multi-agent systems.

A. Two-Vehicle Leader-Follower system

We consider two vehicles driving along a single-lane high-
way, as in Fig. 1. We are given a headway h > 0, and our
goal is to verify that the follower keeps at least the given
headway from the leader. Denoting the position and velocity
of the follower as pf (k), vf (k), and the position and velocity
of the leader as pl(k), vl(k), the follower vehicle keeps the
headway if and only if pf (k)−pl(k)−hvl(k) ≥ 0 holds at any
time k ∈ N. This scenario has been studied in [37] where the
follower is assumed to have a known and unperturbed model.

Here, we instead consider the same scenario for a follower
with a perturbed model, affected by process noise.

We start by explicitly stating the contract on the follower.
The input to the follower includes the position and velocity
of the leader, i.e., d(k) = [pl(k), vl(k)]>. The output from
the follower includes its position and velocity, i.e., y(k) =
[pf (k), vf (k)]>. For assumptions on the input, we assume the
leader vehicle follows the kinematic laws with a bound on the
acceleration, i.e., for any time k,

pl(k + 1) = pl(k) + ∆tvl(k), vl(k + 1) = vl(k) + ∆tal(k),

al(k) ∈ [−amin, amax],

where al(k) is the acceleration of of the leader vehicle at
time k, and ∆t > 0 is the length of the discrete time-step.
For guarantees, we specify that the headway is kept, i.e., that
pl(k) − pf (k) − hvf (k) ≥ 0 holds for any k ∈ N. These
specifications define a linear time-invariant contract C of depth
m = 1, defined using the following matrices and vectors:

A1 =


1 0
−1 0
0 1
0 −1

 , A0 =


−1 −∆t
1 ∆t
0 −1
0 1

 , a0 =


0
0

∆tamax

∆tamin

 ,
G1 =

[
0 0 0 0

]
, G0 =

[
−1 0 1 h

]
, g0 = [0].

We now describe the dynamical control system governing
the follower vehicle. The state of the follower includes only
the position and the velocity, x(k) = [pf (k), vf (k)]>, meaning
that the system has a state-observation, i.e., y(k) = x(k). We
assume that the state evolves according to the kinematic laws:

pf (k + 1) = pf (k) + ∆tvf (k),

vf (k + 1) = vf (k) + ∆taf (k) + ω(k),

where af (k) is the acceleration of the follower, and ω(k) is the
process noise, which can be understood as the aggregation of
exogenous forces acting upon the vehicle, e.g., wind, drag, and
friction. The acceleration of the follower is taken according to
the following control law:

af (k) =
pl(k)− pf (k)− hvf (k)

h∆t
+
vl(k)− vf (k)

h
− 1m/s2 ,

in which the acceleration is dictated by the current headway,
the difference in speed between the vehicles, and a constant
term added to enhance robustness. The closed-loop system is
hence governed by:

x(k + 1) = Ax(k) +Bd(k) + w + Eω(k), ω(k) ∈ P,
y(k) = x(k), P = {ω ∈ R : |ω| ≤ Φ}

Fig. 1. Two vehicles on a single-lane highway.
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where:

A =

[
1 ∆t
− 1
h −∆t

h

]
, B =

[
0 0
1
h

∆t
h

]
, E =

[
0
1

]
, w =

[
0

∆t

]
As for initial conditions, we follow Remark 1 and choose the
set of initial conditions depending on d(0) = [pl(0), vl(0)]>.
Namely, we assume that the headway at time k = 0 satisfies
pl(0)− pf (0)− hvf (0) ≥ 0.7.

We want to prove that the follower satisfies the contract with
the given assumption and guarantees for a specific choice of
parameters, and we do so by running Algorithm 3. We choose
the parameters ∆t = 0.3s, h = 2s, amax = amin = 9.8m/s2,
Φ = 29cm and a conservatism parameter ε = 10−12.

In order to run Algorithm 3, we first verify that A is a
strictly stable matrix. The eigenvalues of A can be numerically
computed to be λ1 = 0 and λ2 = 0.85, and all are inside the
open unit disc in the complex plane. Thus the assumptions
of Algorithm 3 hold. Running the algorithm, and using Al-
gorithm 4 to compute the parameter N(ε, 1)1 and Proposition
3 to compute τ ε, we find that N(ε, 1) = 183 and that τ ε is
given by τ ε = 0.58. As instructed by Algorithm 3, we now
run Algorithm 2 for the system with no perturbation, i.e., the
system given by the state-space representation defined by:

x(k + 1) = Ax(k) +Bd(k) + w,

y(k) = x(k),

pl(0)− pf (0)− hvf (0) ≥ 0.6,

and the robustified contract Ω̂ε = (D, Ω̂ε), where the assump-
tions are given by A1,A0, a0 and the guarantees are given by
G1,G0, g0 − τ ε. The observability index ν is equal to 1 in
this case, and the depth of the LTI contract Ĉε is m = 1.
Thus, ι = max{1, 1} − 1 = 0, and we are required to solve
a total of ι + 2 = 2 optimization problems, V0,0 and V1,0.
We use MATLAB’s internal solver, linprog, to solve the
linear programs, and find that θ0,0 = −0.12 < 0 and that
θ1,0 = −0.02 < 0. Thus, we conclude using Proposition
2 that the perturbed system defining the follower satisfies
the contract. We also report that the algorithm was run on
a Dell Latitude 7400 computer with an Intel Core i5-8365U
processor, and the total runtime was 0.15 seconds.

We demonstrate the fact that the follower satisfies the
contract by simulation. We consider the following trajectory
of the leader - its initial speed is about 110km/h, which is
roughly kept for 30 seconds. It then starts to sway wildly
for 30 seconds between 20− 30km/h and 110km/h, braking
and accelerating as hard as possible. Finally, it stops swaying
and keeps its velocity for 30 more seconds. The velocity and
acceleration of the leader can be seen in Fig. 2(a) and 2(b).
In particular, the leader vehicle satisfies the assumptions of
the contract. The follower starts 46m behind the leader, at a
speed of 80km/h, meaning that the requirement on the initial
condition is satisfied. We simulate the follower system for two
cases, the first is where the noise ω(k) is adversarial, choosing
the worst case value at each time, and the second is where the
noise ω(k) distributes uniformly across P . The results of the

1Note that here, the matrices G0,G1 only have one row, so we need to
compute only a single parameter.

simulation can be seen in Fig. 2(c)-(f). In particular, it can be
seen that the headway in both cases is always at least h = 2s,
i.e., the guarantees are satisfied.

B. Formation Control for Double-Integrator Agents

Formation control is a fundamental problem in the field
of cooperative control, in which one tries to coordinate a
collection of agents to achieve a certain spatial shape [44].
This canonical problem has many versions depending on the
sensing capabilities of the agents, as well as the desired
degrees of freedom for the achieved shape. In all instances of
the problem, the desired spatial formation is defined “locally”
by prescribing geometric constraints on each agent and agents
adjacent to it, e.g., desired displacement [44], distance [44],
or bearing [45]. The agents can then be maneuvered in space
either by changing the geometric constraints, e.g., the desired
displacement, or by assigning a few of the agents to be
“leaders”, and having the other agents follow suit.

In this case study, we focus on displacement-based for-
mation control for a directed network of double integrator
agents. Our goal is to verify that a given multi-agent system
satisfies a contract, in which the guarantees imply that it
approximately reaches the correct spatial formation. Ideally,
one would dissect this contract on the multi-agent system
into smaller contracts on the individual agents. However, we
run the verification process while treating the system as a
monolithic entity, as our goal in this case study is to show
that the methods we presented can work well even for high-
dimensional systems.

We consider a network of nV D-dimensional agents. The
system can be described using a directed graph G = (V, E),
where the set of nodes V corresponds to the agents in the
network, and the edges E ⊂ V×V define the sensing relations
between the agents. Specifically, for two nodes i, j ∈ V , the
edge (i, j) belongs to E if and only if agent i can measure the
state of agent j. We let nE = |E| be the number of edges in
the graph.

The state of the i-th agent is given by [pi, vi], where pi ∈
RD is the position of the agent, and vi ∈ RD is its velocity.
We choose one agent, denoted as 1 ∈ V , to be the leader node,
so it will move independently from all other agents, which will
follow it in space while trying to keep the desired spatial shape.
The input to the system is then given by d = [a1, δ] where
a1 ∈ RD is the acceleration of the leader node, and δ ∈ RnED
is a stacked vector consisting of the desired displacements.
More precisely, for each edge (i, j) ∈ E , the vector δji ∈ RD
is the desired relative displacement from the j-th agent to
the i-th agent. The output from the system consists of the
positions, relative to the leader, i.e., y = (pi−p1)i∈V,i6=1

2. The
guarantees we want to make are that the agents’ displacements
are close to the desired ones. Namely, we wish to guarantee
that −(µerr)ij ≤ pi(k)−pj(k)−δji(k) ≤ (µerr)ij holds at any
time k ∈ N, where µerr ∈ RDnE is a constant vector defining
the allowable error for each pair (i, j) ∈ E . The entries (µerr)ij

2We choose the output as the relative position to avoid strict stability issues
later, as formation control protocols are invariant to translating all of the agents
in the same direction and by the same amount.
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(b) Acceleration of leader
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(d) Distance between the vehicles
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(e) Velocity of follower
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(f) Acceleration af (k) of follower, as dictated
by the controller

Fig. 2. Simulation of the two-vehicle leader-follower system. The black plots correspond to the leader, the blue plots correspond to the follower with worst-case
process noise, and the red plots correspond to the follower with random process noise.

of the vector µerr can be chosen arbitrarily. However, if the
graph G is a directed acyclic graph with large diameter, it
is advisable to take the entries of µerr as different from one
another, due to string-stability-like phenomena [46].

As for the assumptions, a reasonable assumption on a1 ∈
RD can bound the maximum acceleration and decelera-
tion of the agent in each spatial direction, i.e., ai(k) ∈
[−amin, amax]D. As for the desired displacements (δij)(i,j)∈E ,
we make two assumptions. First, we assume that the de-
sired displacements can only change by a bounded amount
between time iterations. Namely, we assume that ‖δij(k +
1) − δij(k)‖∞ ≤ µdiff for any (i, j) ∈ E and any time
k ∈ N, where ‖ · ‖∞ is the sup-norm. Moreover, we assume
that the desired displacements (δij)(i,j)∈E are consistent with
one another, i.e., that there exists a configuration in space
attaining these displacements. If we let E ∈ RnV ×nE be the
incidence matrix of the graph G, this demand is equivalent
to δ(k) ∈ Im(E> ⊗ ID), were ID ∈ RD×D is the identity
matrix and ⊗ is the Kronecker product. By using the SVD
decomposition3 of E>, we build a matrix P ∈ RnE×nE such
that ker(P ) = Im(E>), and we can restate the consistency
assumption as

[
P⊗ID
−P⊗ID

]>
δ(k) ≤ 0 for any time k ∈ N.

In particular, the contract defined by the assumptions and
guarantees is LTI of depth 1.

As for the system, we assume that the agents are double

3More precisely, if E> = UΣV > is the SVD decomposition, we define
P = Σ̃U>, where Σ̃ ∈ RnE×nE is a diagonal matrix satisfying Σ̃ii = 1 if
and only if Σii = 0, and Σ̃ii = 0 otherwise.

integrators, where all non-leader agents follow a linear control
law. Namely, we assume that the position and velocity of the
i-th agent evolve according to the following equations

pi(k + 1) = pi(k) + ∆tvi(k),

vi(k + 1) = vi(k) + ∆tai(k) + ωi(k),

where the noise ωi(k) ∈ RD corresponds to unmodeled forces
on the agent, and we assume that the Euclidean norm of ωi(k)
is bounded by a tunable parameter ωmax. Moreover, the control
input ai(k) for i 6= 1 is given by the following linear law

ai(k) =
1

dout
i

∑
j:(i,j)∈E

(
−pi − pj − δji

∆t2
− 2

vi − vj
∆t

)
,

where dout
i is the out-degree of the node i, i.e., the number

of agents j such that (i, j) ∈ E . Unfortunately, the equations
above define an LTI system which is not strictly stable, as
the system matrix A has 2D eigenvectors with eigenvalue
λ = 1, namely

[
ei⊗ID

0

]
and

[
0

ei⊗ID

]
. These correspond to

moving all agents in the same direction and by the same
amount, and to adding the same vector to all of the agents’
velocities, correspondingly. To overcome this problem and
make Algorithm 3 applicable for this problem, we define
2(nV − 1) new coordinates as qi = pi − p1 and ui = vi − v1

for 1 6= i ∈ V . A simple calculation shows that q, u evolve
according to the following equations:

qi(k + 1) = qi(k) + ∆tui(k),

ui(k + 1) = ui(k) + ∆tai(k) + ωi(k)−∆ta1(k),
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where the control input is given by

ai(k) =
1

dout
i

∑
j:(i,j)∈E

(
−qi − qj − δji

∆t2
− 2

ui − uj
∆t

)
,

where we define q1 = u1 = 0 ∈ RD, and the output of the
system is, as before, given by y = q. Thus, this is a perturbed
LTI system with observability index equal to ν = 2.

In order to verify whether the system satisfies the given
contract, we choose certain values for the tunable parameters
∆t, amax, amin, µdiff , µerr and ωmax, and run Algorithm 3 with
Algorithm 4 and ε = 10−12. The algorithms were executed on
a Dell Latitude 7400 computer with an Intel Core i5-8365U
processor for multiple values of nV and different graphs G.
The runtimes are reported in Table I. The table concerns two
distinct cases. In the first, the graph G is chosen as a complete
graph on nV nodes. In this case, the runtime of the algorithm
is about 10 minutes even for systems of order exceeding to
100, with thousands of assumptions and guarantees. Moreover,
we can check whether the system satisfies the contract in
about three hours even for systems of order roughly equal
to 200, with almost 10000 assumptions and a few thousand
guarantees.

In the second case, we choose the graph G by taking agents
V = {1, 2, . . . , nV }, and taking a total of nV edges defined
as follows - we take (i+1, i) for all i = 1, 2, . . . , bnV /2c, we
also take (i, i+1) for i = bnV /2c+1, . . . , nV −1, and lastly,
we also take (nV , 1). One can see the graph G as a union
of two paths, of lengths bnV /2c and dnV /2e, which coincide
only at the first and the last node. The graph G can also be
seen as a cycle, where we change the orientation of some of
the edges. In this case, the matrices defining the system are
sparse. As expected, the algorithm runs significantly faster in
this case, terminating in under a minute even for a system of
order roughly equal to 200.

C. Discussion
We considered two numerical examples. The first numerical

example considered a low-dimensional LTI system with inter-
val uncertainty, whereas the second considered a very high-
dimensional system with non-polyhedral constraints on the
perturbation. The runtimes reported in Table I demonstrate the
applicability of our approach even for extremely large systems
and for specifications with many assumptions and guarantees.

We also compare our approach with other formal verifi-
cation techniques. Trying to apply classical model-checking
tools would first require us to build an abstraction of the
system, which is a finite transition system [5]. This abstraction
is almost always achieved either by discretizing the state
space, by defining an equivalence relation using the signs
of the values of the functions defining the guarantees, or by
further refining either of the two. For the numerical example
in Section V-B with n = 50 vertices and a cycle graph, both
approaches result in finite transition systems with roughly 1060

discrete states, rendering this approach as highly inapplicable.
Other approaches for verification rely on approximate sim-

ulation and bi-simulation, see [6]. These methods first quan-
tify the distance between the system-under-test and a lower-
dimensional system, and then solve the verification problem

for the latter using other methods, e.g., discretization-based
model checking or reachability analysis. However, the standard
definition of bi-simulation cannot incorporate assumptions on
the input other than u(k) ∈ U ,∀k ∈ N, and thus cannot be
used for verifying specifications defined by LTI contracts of
depth m ≥ 1. Once bi-simulation will be properly extended
to incorporate non-static assumptions on the input, it could be
coupled with the theory presented in this work.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we presented a framework for verifying
assume/guarantee contracts defined by time-invariant linear
inequalities for perturbed LTI systems. First, we defined the
notion of LTI contracts of an arbitrary depth m. Second,
we generalized the results of [37] and provided an LP-
based mechanism for verifying that a given unperturbed LTI
system satisfies a general LTI contract of arbitrary depth
m, namely Algorithm 2. Third, we presented a comparison-
based mechanism for verifying that a perturbed LTI system Σ
satisfies an LTI contract of arbitrary depth. Namely, we showed
that a perturbed system satisfies a contract with linear-time
invariant guarantees if and only if the nominal version of the
system (with no perturbations) satisfies a robustified version
of the contract. Unfortunately, this robustified contract is time-
varying, so we refined it by a tractable LTI contract, and then
applied the LP-based tools for unperturbed systems to check
whether the nominal LTI system satisfies it. This discussion
resulted in Algorithm 3, and the correctness, the assumptions,
the computational complexity and the approximation proper-
ties of the algorithm were studied. We exhibited the tools
developed in two case studies, one considering autonomous
driving, and one considering multi-agent systems. Future
research can try and derive LP-based verification methods
for a wider class of systems, including LTI hybrid systems,
perturbed hybrid systems, and uncertain systems. Another
possible avenue for future research is building semi-definite
programming-based tools for contracts defined using quadratic
or LMI-based inequalities. Lastly, one could try to construct
LP-based tools supporting the modular framework of contract
theory, namely refinement and composition, extending the
tools presented in [37].
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APPENDIX

This appendix is dedicated to the proof of the second part
of Theorem 6. We start by stating and proving a few lemmas:

Lemma 3. If w ∈ Rn is not contained in the stable subspace
of A, then there exists a constant c > 0 such that for any
ς ∈ N, we have max {wAςκ : ‖κ‖ ≤ 1} ≥ c.

Proof. By assumption, there exists an eigenvector v ∈ Cn of
A with eigenvalue λ ∈ C such that v>w 6= 0, ‖v‖ = 1 and
|λ| ≥ 1. As A is a matrix with real entries, we have that
Av̄ = λ̄v̄, where ·̄ denotes the complex conjugate. We let vR
be the real part of v, and vI be the imaginary part of v. As
Aςv = λςv and Aς v̄ = λ̄ς v̄, we conclude that:

w>AςvR = Re(λςw>v), w>AςvI = Im(λςw>v)

Moreover, it is clear that ‖vR‖2 + ‖vI‖2 = ‖v‖2 = 1, and
in particular that ‖vR‖, ‖vI‖ ≤ 1. Thus, by choosing κ =
±vR,±vI we conclude that:

max {wAςκ : ‖κ‖ ≤ 1} ≥ max{|Re(λςw>v)|, |Im(λςw>v)|}

Now, as |Re(λςw>v)|2 + |Im(λςw>v)|2 = |λςw>v|2, we
conclude that the right-hand side is at least as big as |λ

ςw>v|√
2

.

We choose c = |w>v|√
2

and conclude the proof as |λ| ≥ 1.

Lemma 4. Let v1, . . . , vN ∈ Rn be vectors and b1, . . . , bN ∈
R be scalars. Define the set Q = {x ∈ Rn : v>i x ≤ bi,∀i},
which is assumed to be non-empty. The set Q is compact if
and only if for any unit vector ξ there exists some i such that
v>i ξ > 0.

Proof. Suppose first that Q is compact, and fix some x0 ∈ Q.
Taking an arbitrary unit vector ξ, the set Q cannot contain the
ray {x0 + tξ}t>0, as it is non-compact. Thus, for some t > 0
and some i, we must have v>i (x0 + tξ) > bi. As v>i x0 ≤ bi,
we conclude that v>i ξ > 0.

On the contrary, suppose now that for any unit vector ξ
there exists some i such that v>i ξ > 0. The set Q is closed by
definition, so it suffices to show that it is bounded. If this is
not the case, then there exists a sequence {xj}∞j=1 ∈ Q with
‖xj‖ → ∞. Taking some x0 ∈ Q, we use the compactness of
the unit ball in Rn find a subsequence {xnk}∞k=1 such that the
sequence of unit vectors { xnk−x0

‖xnk−x0‖}
∞
k=1 converges to some

unit vector ξ. It is easy to see that because Q is convex and
closed, it must contain the ray {x0 + tξ}t>0, However, as we
saw above, this is not possible as there exists some i such
that ξ>vi > 0. We arrived at a contradiction, and therefore
conclude that Q must be compact.

Lemma 5. Let v1, . . . , vN ∈ Rn be vectors and b1, . . . , bN ∈
R be scalars. Define the set Q = {x ∈ Rn : v>i x ≤ bi,∀i}.
If the set Q is compact, then there exists some M ≥ 0 such
that for any c1, c2, . . . , cN ≥ 0, if maxi ci > M then the set
Q′ = {x ∈ Rn : v>i x ≤ bi − ci,∀i} is empty.

Proof. If Q is empty, we take M = 0. Otherwise, for any i,
we define Mi = bi−minx∈Q v

>
i x+ 1. The minimum is finite

as the set Q is compact. Moreover, it is clear by definition
that for any x ∈ Q and for any i, we have v>i x > bi −Mi.

Take M = maxiMi. If c1, c2, . . . , cN ≥ 0 and maxi ci >
M , then the set {x ∈ Rn : v>i x ≤ bi − ci,∀i} is a subset
of Q. However, there exists some i0 such that ci0 > Mi0 ,
so for any x ∈ Q, we have v>i0x > bi0 −Mi0 . Thus the set
{x ∈ Rn : v>i x ≤ bi − ci,∀i} cannot contain any points from
Q, hence it is empty.

We now prove the second part of Theorem 6

Proof. We assumed that P contains a neighborhood of the
origin. As the matrix E has full row rank, we conclude that
the image of P under E also contains a neighborhood of
the origin, denoted as {x : ‖x‖ ≤ δ} for some δ > 0.
By assumption, the image of T> is not contained within the
stable subspace of A. Thus, there exists some i such T>ei is
not inside the stable subspace of A. Thus, by Lemma 3, we
conclude that there exists some constant c > 0 such that:

τP,m,ςi = max
{

e>i TA
ςEω : ω ∈ P

}
≥ max

{
e>i TA

ςκ : ‖κ‖ ≤ δ
}
≥ cδ.

In particular, the i-th entry of τk grows unbounded as k →∞.
Now, consider the set Q defined as:

Q =

{
(y0, . . . , ym) :

m∑
r=0

Gr
[
dr
yr

]
≤ g0

}
.

We assumed that the set is bounded and non-empty for some
fixed d0 = ď0, . . . , dm = ďm. The set Q can be equivalently
written as:

Q =

{
(y0, . . . , ym) :

m∑
r=0

Gryyr ≤ g0 −
m∑
r=0

Grddr

}
.

where Gr = [Grd,G
r
y]. Thus, by Lemma 4, this set is compact

for any choice of d0, . . . , dr, as the condition for compactness
depends only on the left-hand side of the linear inequality
defining Q.

Now, fix some d0, d1, . . . , dm which are compatible with
the inequality defining the set of assumptions D. By Lemma
5, we conclude that there exists some M > 0 such that if ci
satisfy maxi ci > M , then the following set is empty, where
c = (ci):

Q′ =

{
(y0, . . . , ym) :

m∑
r=0

Gryyr ≤ g0 −
m∑
r=0

Grddr − c

}
,

Taking c = τk for a large enough k, we know that maxi ci >
M , meaning that the set Q′ is empty. However, Q′ has an
equivalent formulation:

Q′ =

{
(y0, . . . , ym) :

m∑
r=0

Gr
[
dr
yr

]
≤ g0 − τk

}
.

Therefore, we conclude that no choice of y0, . . . , yr can satisfy
the guarantees of C′ for the input d0, . . . , dr. In particular, the
system Σ̂ cannot satisfy C′, and thus Σ 6� C.
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