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Abstract

For data-driven control of nonlinear systems, the basis functions characterizing the dynamics are usually essential. In
existing works, the basis functions are often carefully chosen based on pre-knowledge of the dynamics so that the system
can be expressed or well-approximated by the basis functions and the experimental data. For a more general setting
where explicit information on the basis functions is not available, this paper presents a data-driven approach for stabilizer
design and closed-loop analysis via the Lyapunov method. First, based on Taylor’s expansion and using input-state data,
a stabilizer and a Lyapunov function are designed to render the known equilibrium locally asymptotically stable. Then,
data-driven conditions are derived to check whether a given sublevel set of the found Lyapunov function is an invariant
subset of the region of attraction. One of the main challenges is how to handle Taylor’s remainder in the design of the
local stabilizers and the analysis of the closed-loop performance.
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1. Introduction

Most control approaches of nonlinear systems are based
on well-established models of the system constructed by
pre-knowledge or system identification. When the models
are not explicitly constructed, nonlinear systems can be
directly controlled using input-output data. Controlling
a system via input-output data without explicitly iden-
tifying the model is called the direct data-driven control
method, and it has been gaining more and more atten-
tions for both linear and nonlinear systems. An early
survey of data-driven control methods can be found in
[1]. More recently, the authors of [2] developed an on-
line control approach, the work [3] utilized the dynamic
linearization data models for discrete-time non-affine non-
linear systems, the authors of [4] and [5] considered feed-
back linearizable systems, and the works [6] and [7] de-
signed data-driven model predictive controllers. Inspired
by Willems et al.’s fundamental lemma, [8] proposed data-
driven control approaches for linear and nonlinear discrete-
time systems. Using a matrix Finsler’s Lemma, [9] ap-
plied data-driven control to Lur’e systems. The authors
of [10] used state-dependent representation and proposed
an online optimization method for data-driven stabiliza-
tion of nonlinear dynamics. For polynomial systems, [11]
designed global stabilizers using noisy data, and [12] syn-
thesized data-driven safety controllers. The recent work
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[13] investigated dissipativity of nonlinear systems based
on polynomial approximation.

Related works. Some recent works related to nonlinear
data-driven control and the region of attraction (RoA) es-
timation are discussed in what follows.

Deriving a data-based representation of the dynamics is
one of the important steps in data-driven control of un-
known nonlinear systems. If the controlled systems are of
certain classes, such as polynomial systems having a known
degree, the monomials of the state can be chosen as ba-
sis functions to design data-driven controllers such as pre-
sented in [14, 11]. By integrating noisy data and side infor-
mation, [15] showed that unknown polynomial dynamics
can be learned via semidefinite programming. When the
nonlinearities satisfy quadratic constraints, data-driven
stabilizer was developed in [16]. With certain knowledge
and assumptions on the nonlinear basis function, systems
containing more general types of nonlinearities have also
been studied in recent works. For instance, under suit-
able conditions, some nonlinear systems can be lifted into
polynomial systems in an extended state for control, such
as the results shown in [17, Section IV] and [18, Section
3.2]. Using knowledge of the basis functions, [19] designed
data-driven controllers by (approximate) cancellation of
the nonlinearity. When the system nonlinearities cannot
be expressed as a combination of known functions, [19]
presented data-driven local stabilization results by choos-
ing basis functions carefully such that the neglected non-
linearities are small in a known set of the state. On the
other hand, if the knowledge on the basis functions is not
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available, approximations of the nonlinear systems are of-
ten involved. The previous work [8] tackled the nonlinear
data-driven control problem by linearizing the dynamics
around the known equilibrium and obtaining a local sta-
bility result. According to these existing results, it is clear
that the efficiency and the performance of data-driven con-
trollers can be improved via pre-known knowledge such as
specific classes of the systems or the nonlinear basis func-
tions. Nonetheless, there is still a lack of comprehensive
investigation of the more general case where the nonlinear
basis functions cannot be easily and explicitly obtained.

The RoA estimation is another relevant topic in nonlin-
ear control. For general nonlinear systems, it is common
that the designed controllers only guarantee local stabil-
ity. Hence, it is of importance to obtain the RoA of the
closed-loop systems for the purpose of theoretical anal-
ysis as well as engineering applications. Unfortunately,
for general nonlinear systems, it is extremely difficult to
derive the exact RoA even when the model is explicitly
known. A common solution is to estimate the RoA based
on Lyapunov functions. Using Taylor’s expansion and con-
sidering the worst-case remainders, [20] estimated the RoA
of uncertain non-polynomial systems via linear matrix in-
equality (LMI) optimizations. RoA analysis for polyno-
mial systems was presented in [21] using polynomial Lya-
punov functions and sum of squares (SOS) optimizations.
The authors of [22] studied uncertain nonlinear systems
subject to perturbations in certain forms and used the SOS
technique to compute invariant subsets of the RoA. It is
noted that, in these works, the RoA estimation winds up
in solving bilinear optimization problems, and techniques
such as bisection or special bilinear inequality solver are
required to find the solutions. For nonlinear systems with-
out explicit models, there are also efforts devoted to learn-
ing the RoA by various approaches. The authors of [23]
developed a sampling-based approach for a class of piece-
wise continuous nonlinear systems that verifies stability
and estimates the RoA using Lyapunov functions. Based
on the converse Lyapunov theorem, [24] processed system
trajectories to lift a Lyapunov function whose level sets
lead to an estimation of the RoA. Using the properties of
recurrent sets, [25] proposed an approach that learns an
inner approximation of the RoA via finite-length trajecto-
ries. It should be pointed out that, all the aforementioned
works focus on stability analysis of autonomous nonlinear
systems, i.e., the control design is not considered.
Contributions. For general nonlinear systems, this pa-

per presents a data-driven approach to simultaneously ob-
taining a Lyapunov function and designing a state feed-
back stabilizer that renders the known equilibrium locally
asymptotically stable. Using Taylor’s expansion, the un-
known dynamics are approximated by linear systems or
polynomial systems. Then, linear stabilizers and polyno-
mial stabilizers are designed for the approximated models
using finite-length input-state data collected in an off-line
experiment. To handle the remainder resulting from the
approximation, we conduct the experiment close to the

known equilibrium such that the remainder is small with
a known bound. An over-approximation of all the feasible
dynamics is then found using the collected data, and Pe-
tersen’s lemma [26] is used for the controller design. For
polynomial approximations, as the conditions characteriz-
ing the stabilizers are positive conditions for polynomial
matrices, the SOS technique [27] is utilized to make the
conditions easily solvable. The data-driven stabilizer de-
sign can be seen as a generalization of the nonlinear control
result in the previous work [8, Section V.B]. Specifically,
this paper considers both the linear and the polynomial
approximations of continuous-time systems. Analogous re-
sults can also be derived for discrete-time systems. On the
other hand, the focus of this paper is on general nonlinear
systems, while the previous works [11] and [28] dealt with
only polynomial systems. In comparison with [19] where
the influence of the remaining nonlinearity is attenuated
by careful choices of the basis functions, this work achieves
the objective by using Taylor’s polynomials as basis func-
tions and conduct the experiment close to the equilibrium.

For estimating the RoA with the designed data-driven
controller, we first derive an estimation of the remainder
by assuming a known bound on the high-order derivatives
of the unknown functions. With the help of the Positivstel-
lensatz [29] and the SOS relaxations, we derive data-driven
conditions that verify whether a given sublevel set of the
obtained Lyapunov function is an invariant subset of the
RoA. This is achieved by deriving a sufficient condition for
the negativity of the derivative of the Lyapunov function
based on the estimation of the remainder. The conditions
are derived via data and some prior knowledge on the dy-
namics, and can be easily solved by software such as Mat-
lab. The estimated RoA gives insights to the closed-loop
system under the designed data-driven controller, and is
relevant for both theoretical and practical purposes. Note
that alternatively, the RoA can be estimated based on
other data-driven methods, such as the ones developed
in [23, 24, 25]. Simulations results on the inverted pen-
dulum show the applicability of the design and estimation
approach. For future works, it is of our interests to thor-
oughly investigate the influence of certain parameters and
further improve the design and analysis.

The rest of the paper is arranged as follows. Section 2
formulates the problem and then presents relevant tech-
niques and existing results for the subsequent sections.
Data-driven control designs with different orders of ap-
proximations are presented in Section 3. The data-driven
characterization of the RoA is derived in Section 4. Nu-
merical results and analysis on the inverted pendulum are
illustrated in Section 5. Finally, Section 6 concludes the
paper.

Notation. Throughout the paper, A � (�)0 denotes
that matrix A is positive (semi-)definite, and A ≺ (�)0
denotes that matrix A is negative (semi-)definite. For vec-
tors a, b ∈ Rn, a � b means that ai ≤ bi for all i = 1, . . . , n.
‖ · ‖ denotes the Euclidean norm.

Moreover, we list some important symbols used in sub-
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sequent sections in the table below.

R(x, u) Taylor’s remainder of f(x, u)
S =

[
B A

]
True dynamics of the first-/high-order
approximation

Ŝ =
[
B̂ Â

]
Dynamics consistent with the collect-

ed data
Ck Feasible set of the dynamics at each

time tk
Ak, Bk, Ck Matrices describing set Ck
I Intersection of the sets Ck,

k = 0, . . . , T − 1
I Over-approximation of the set I
A, B, C Matrices describing set I

2. Problem Formulation and Preliminaries

Consider a general nonlinear continuous-time system

ẋ = f(x, u) (1)

where the state x ∈ Rn and the input u ∈ Rm. The func-
tion f is of class Cr for some integer r ≥ 0. Assume that
(xe, ue) is a known equilibrium of the system to be stabi-
lized. For simplicity and without loss of generality, in this
paper we let (xe, ue) = (0, 0), as any known equilibrium
can be converted to the origin by a change of coordinates.

For a general nonlinear discrete-time system, [8, Sec-
tion V.B] approximates the unknown dynamics as a lin-
ear system around a known equilibrium and developed a
data-driven local stabilizer. In this work, we show that the
result in therein can be extended to approximations with
any order via Taylor’s expansion. Moreover, for the closed-
loop system under the designed data-driven controller, a
data-driven estimation of the RoA will also be presented.

To gather information regarding the system, we perform
E experiments on the system, where E is an integer sat-
isfying 1 ≤ E ≤ T and T an integer equalling the total
number of collected samples. On one extreme, one could
perform 1 single experiment during which a total of T
samples are collected. On the other extreme, one could
perform T independent experiments, during each one of
which a single sample is collected. The advantage of short
multiple experiments is that they allow the designer to
collect information about the system at different points in
the state space without incurring in problems due to the
free evolution of the system.

Either way, a dataset DSc := {ẋ(tk);x(tk);u(tk)}T−1k=0

for the continuous-time system can be obtained. Organize
the data collected in the experiment(s) as

X0 =
[
x(t0) · · · x(tT−1)

]
,

U0 =
[
u(t0) · · · u(tT−1)

]
,

X1 =
[
ẋ(t0) · · · ẋ(tT−1)

]
.

The problem studied in this work is formulated as fol-
lows.

Problem 1 (Data-driven stabilizer design and RoA es-
timation). For system (1), design a state feedback con-
troller u = k(x) using the input-state data X0, X1, and
U0, such that the origin is locally asymptotically stable
for the closed-loop system, and an inner estimation of the
RoA of the closed-loop system is derived.

Remark 1 (On the experimental data). The derivative
data ẋ(tk), k = 1, . . . , T − 1 can be approximated using
numerical differentiation. For instance, using the forward
difference approximation gives

ẋi(tk) =
xi(tk+1)− xi(tk)

tk+1 − tk
+ ei(tk), i = 1, . . . , N,

where the approximation error ei(tk) is proportional to
tk+1 − tk and can be handled as noise.

In this work, the data is assumed to be noiseless for
the sake of simplicity. If the data is corrupted by noise,
to decrease the effect of noise in the derivative approxi-
mation, numerical approaches such as the total variation
regularization [30] can be used as shown in [31] and [32].
�

The rest of this section presents techniques and exist-
ing results needed for the subsequent data-driven control
design and analysis.

2.1. Taylor’s expansion

To approximate the unknown nonlinear dynamics, we
use Taylor’s expansion to represent the unknown function
by the sum of the rth Taylor polynomial and the remainder
for any integer r ≥ 0 at a given equilibrium. As explained
previously, we assume that the functions in consideration
have an equilibrium at the origin.

Consider a function φ : Rσ → R that is of class Cr on an
open convex set D ⊆ Rn containing the origin, and φ(0) =
0. Define α = (α1, . . . , ασ) as a σ-tuple of nonnegative
integers and

|α| = α1 + · · ·+ ασ,

α! = α1! · · ·ασ!,

∂αφ =
∂|α|φ

∂zα1
1 · · · ∂z

ασ
σ
,

zα = zα1
1 · · · zασσ

for any z = [z1 · · · zσ]> ∈ Rσ. As given in [33], for z ∈ D,
Taylor’s expansion of the function φ at the origin is

φ(z) =
∑
|α|≤r

∂αφ(0)

α!
zα +Rr(z) (2)

for any integer r ≥ 0, and the remainder can be expressed
in integral form as

Rr(z) = (r + 1)
∑
|α|=r+1

zα

α!

∫ 1

0

(1− t)r∂αφ(tz)dt. (3)
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In [34], the author has shown that the estimate of the
modulus of ∂φα(z), |α| = r at the origin can be used to
obtain an estimate for the remainder Rr(z).

Lemma 1. Consider all z ∈ D where D ⊆ Rσ is an open
convex set containing the origin. If for |α| = r with any
integer r ≥ 0, φ is of class Cr for all z ∈ D, and there
exists C ≥ 0 such that

|∂αφ(z)− ∂αφ(0)| ≤ C‖z‖ ∀z ∈ D, (4)

then the remainder Rr(z) in (3) satisfies

|Rr(z)| ≤
σr/2C‖z‖r+1

(r + 1)!
∀z ∈ D. (5)

The proof of Lemma 1 can be found in Appendix A.

2.2. Petersen’s lemma

In the section for data-driven controller design, Pe-
tersen’s lemma is essential for deriving the sufficient condi-
tion characterizing the controller. Due to the space limit,
the proof of the lemma is omitted and one may refer to
works such as [26, 35, 28] for more details.

Lemma 2 (Petersen’s lemma [26]). Consider matrices
G = G> ∈ Rn×n, M ∈ Rn×m, M 6= 0, N ∈ Rp×n, N 6= 0,
and a set F defined as

F = {F ∈ Rm×p : F>F � F}

where F = F> � 0. Then, for all F ∈ F

G +MFN +N>F>M> � 0

holds if and only if there exists µ > 0 such that

G + µMM> + µ−1N>FN � 0.

2.3. Sum of squares relaxation

As solving positive conditions of multivariable polyno-
mials is in general NP-hard, the SOS relaxations are often
used to obtain sufficient conditions that are tractable. The
SOS polynomial matrices are defined as follows.

Definition 1. (SOS polynomial matrix [36]) M :
Rn → Rσ×σ is an SOS polynomial matrix if there exist
M1, . . . ,Mk : Rn → Rσ×σ such that

M(x) =

k∑
i=1

Mi(x)>Mi(x) ∀x ∈ Rn. (6)

Note that when σ = 1, M(x) becomes a scalar SOS
polynomial.

It is straightforward to see that if a matrix M(x) is an
SOS polynomial matrix, then it is positive semi-definite,
i.e., M(x) � 0 ∀x ∈ Rn. Relaxing the positive polynomial
conditions into SOS polynomial conditions makes the con-
ditions tractable and easily solvable by common software.

2.4. Positivstellensatz

In the RoA analysis, we need to characterize polynomi-
als that are positive on a semialgebraic set and the Posi-
tivstellensatz plays an important role in the characteriza-
tion.

Let p1, . . . , pk be polynomials. The multiplicative
monoid, denoted by SM (p1, . . . , pk), is the set generated
by taking finite products of the polynomials p1, . . . , pk.
The cone SC(p1, . . . , pk) generated by the polynomials is
defined as

SC(p1, . . . , pk)

= {s0 +

j∑
i=1

siqi : s0, . . . , sj are SOS polynomials,

q1, . . . . , qj ∈ SM (p1, . . . , pk)}.

The ideal SI(p1, . . . , pk) generated by the polynomials is
defined as

SI(p1, . . . , pk) =

{
k∑
i=1

ripi : r1, . . . , rk are polynomials

}
.

Stengle’s Positivstellensatz [29] is presented as follows in
[36].

Theorem 1 (Positivstellensatz ). Let f1, . . . , fk,
g1, . . . , gl, and h1, . . . , hm be polynomials. Define
the set

X = {x ∈ Rn :f1(x) ≥ 0, . . . , fk(x) ≥ 0,

g1(x) = 0, . . . , gl(x) = 0,

and h1(x) 6= 0, . . . , hm(x) 6= 0}.

Then, X = ∅ if and only if

∃f ∈ SC(f1, . . . , fk), g∈ SI(g1, . . . , gl), h∈ SM (h1, . . . , hm)

such that

f(x) + g(x) + h(x)2 = 0.

For the subsequent RoA analysis, we will use the follow-
ing result derived from the Positivstellensatz.

Lemma 3. Let ϕ1 and ϕ2 be polynomials in x. If there
exist SOS polynomials s1 and s2 in x such that

−(s1ϕ1(x) + s2ϕ2(x) + xTx) is SOS ∀x ∈ Rn (7)

then the set inclusion condition

{x ∈ Rn : ϕ1(x) ≥ 0, x 6= 0} ⊆ {x ∈ Rn : ϕ2(x) < 0} (8)

holds.

The proof of Lemma 1 can be found in Appendix B.
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3. Data-driven controller design

To approximate the system (1), we write Taylor’s ex-
pansion of the function f(x, u) as

f(x, u) = fappr(x, u) +R(x, u),

where fappr(x, u) contains Taylor’s polynomials up to a
certain degree and R(x, u) represents the truncated re-
mainder containing high-order terms. This remainder con-
stitutes the main uncertainty of the data-based represen-
tation of the closed-loop system and brings difficulties in
the controller design. To attenuate the influence of the re-
mainder, we collect state data close to the equilibrium such
that the maximum amplitude of the remainder during the
experiment is instantaneously bounded by a known con-
stant. While the first-order approximation of the system
leads to a solution to Problem 1, to further minimizing
the remainder in the neighborhood of the equilibrium, we
can truncate Taylor’s polynomials at a higher degree and
obtain a high-order approximation.

Using the collected data, we first find an over-
approximation of the set containing all dynamics that are
consistent with the data. Then, stabilizers are designed
such that the origin is locally asymptotically stable for all
the dynamics in the approximated set.

3.1. First-order approximation

First, for completeness, we will address the local data-
driven stabilizer design via first-order approximation.

Consider the continuous-time nonlinear system (1). De-
note each element of f as fi and let fi ∈ C1(Rn × Rm),
i = 1, . . . , n. The first-order approximation of (1) through
Taylor’s expansion of f(x, u) is

ẋ = Ax+Bu+R(x, u) (9)

where R(x, u) denotes the remainder and

A =
∂f(x, u)

∂x

∣∣∣∣
(x,u)=(0,0)

, B =
∂f(x, u)

∂u

∣∣∣∣
(x,u)=(0,0)

.

One can treat the remainder as a disturbance that affects
the data-driven characterization of the unknown dynam-
ics, and focus on controlling the approximated linear dy-
namics to obtain a local linear stabilizer. Then, by tackling
the impact of R(x, u), the RoA of the closed-loop system
can be also be characterized.

Similar to our previous works such as [8] and [11], some
bound on the experimental data of the remainder is needed
to design a controller. For this purpose, the following as-
sumption is posed.

Assumption 1. For k = 0, . . . , T and a known γ,

R(x(tk), u(tk))>R(x(tk), u(tk)) ≤ γ2. (10)

Remark 2 (Instantaneous remainder bound). Assump-
tion 1 is an instantaneous bound on the maximum ampli-
tude of the remainder during the experiment. The bound
can be obtained by prior knowledge of the model, such as
the physics of the system. If such knowledge is unavailable,
one may resort to an over-estimation of γ. �

Remark 3 (Noisy data.). If the data is corrupted by ad-
ditive measurement and/or actuator noise, i.e., x(tk) =
x∗(tk) + dx(tk) and u(tk) = u∗(tk) + du(tk) where x∗(tk),
u∗(tk) are the true data, and dx(tk), du(tk) represent
the noise, the proposed design and analysis approach is
still applicable to the noisy case, provided that the re-
mainder R(x(tk), u(tk)) in Assumption 1 is replaced by
R(x∗(tk), u(tk)) + d(tk), where d(tk) is the total noise due
to dx(tk), du(tk), and the derivative approximation error.
�

3.1.1. Over-approximation of the feasible set

Under Assumption 1, an over-approximation of the set
of dynamics that are consistent with the experimental data
can be derived as shown in [37].

Denote S = [B A] as the true dynamics. Based on
(9), at each time tk, k = 0, . . . , T − 1, the collected data
satisfies

ẋ(tk) = S

[
u(tk)
x(tk)

]
+R

(
x(tk), u(tk)

)
.

Under Assumption 1, one has that

R
(
x(tk), u(tk)

)
R
(
x(tk), u(tk)

)>
=

(
ẋ(tk)− S

[
u(tk)
x(tk)

])(
ẋ(tk)− S

[
u(tk)
x(tk)

])>
� γ2I.

Hence, at each time tk, k = 0, . . . , T − 1, the matrices
Ŝ = [B̂ Â] consistent with the data belongs to the set

Ck =
{
Ŝ : Ck + ŜBk + B>k Ŝ

> + ŜAkŜ
> � 0

}
(11)

where

Ak = l(tk)l(tk)>, Bk = −l(tk)ẋ(tk)>,

Ck = ẋ(tk)ẋ(tk)> − γ2I, l(tk) =

[
u(tk)
x(tk)

]
.

Then, the feasible set of matrices Ŝ that is consistent with
all data collected in the experiment(s) is the intersection

of all the sets Ck, i.e., I =
⋂T−1
k=0 Ck. Though the exact

set I is difficult to obtain, an over-approximation of I in
the form of a matrix ellipsoid and of minimum size can be
computed. Denote the over-approximation set as

I :=
{
Ŝ : C + ŜB + B

>
Ŝ> + ŜAŜ> � 0

}
(12)

where A = A
> � 0, C is set as C = B

>
A
−1

B
> − δI and

δ > 0 is a constant fixed arbitrarily. Following [37, Section

5



5.1], the set I can be found by solving the optimization
problem

minimize
A,B,C

− log det(A) (13)

subject to A = A
> � 0

τk ≥ 0, k = 0, . . . , T − 1
−δI −

T−1∑
k=0

τkCk B
> −

T−1∑
k=0

τkB
>
k B

>

B−
T−1∑
k=0

τkBk A−
T−1∑
k=0

τkAk 0

B 0 −A

 � 0.

Remark 4 (On the parameter δ). To make sure that
the over-approximation set I is not empty, we need that

B
>

A
−1

B
> − C � 0, which is guaranteed by setting

C = B
>

A
−1

B
> − δI for some positive constant δ. As

pointed out in [38, Section 3.7], the description of the set
I is homogeneous, that is, the matrices A, B, and C can be
scaled by any positive factor without affecting I. Hence,
the positive constant δ can be fixed arbitrarily without
changing the resulting I. In many works, such as [38] and
[37], the variables are normalized, i.e., δ is set as 1. In
this work, we keep the parameter δ because although it
does not affect the over-approximation of the feasible set,
it has effects on the subsequent RoA estimation as shown
in the simulation results. However, it is still unclear to us
how δ affects the RoA estimation quantitatively or how to
choose an optimal δ for the design and analysis. These
questions can only be answered after more thorough stud-
ies on the parameters in the control design process and the
RoA analysis, which is out of the scope of this work. �

Remark 5 (Persistency of excitation). As pointed out
in [37, Section 3.1], if the collected data is rich enough,

i.e.,

[
U0

X0

]
has full row rank, then the intersection set I is

bounded, which allows the optimization problem (13) to

have a solution. Hence,

[
U0

X0

]
having full row rank implies

the feasibility of (13).

3.1.2. Data-driven stabilizer design

Stabilizing the linear approximation of the unknown sys-
tem renders the origin locally asymptotically stable as the
remainder R(x, u) contains higher-order terms and con-
verges to the origin faster than the linear part in a neigh-
borhood of the origin. Hence, the objective of the con-
troller design is to stabilize the origin for all dynamics
belonging to the over-approximation set I. This can be
achieved in the same manner as done in [28] via Petersen’s
lemma. For the completeness of this work, we give the
following result on designing a data-driven local stabilizer.
The proof shares the same idea with Theorem 2 in [28],
and thus is omitted in this paper.

Theorem 2. Under Assumption 1, given a constant w >
0, if there exist matrices Y and P = P> such thatwP −C B

> −
[
Y
P

]>
B−

[
Y
P

]
−A

 � 0

P � 0,

(14)

then the origin is a locally asymptotically stable equilib-
rium for the closed-loop system composed of (1) and the
control law u = Y P−1x.

Consider the Lyapunov function V (x) = x>P−1x. The
controller designed by Theorem 2 guarantees that the
derivative of V (x) along the trajectory of the closed-loop

system ẋ = Âx+ B̂u satisfies that

V̇ (x) ≤ −wV (x)

for any given constant w > 0 and any
[
B̂ Â

]
∈ I. Hence,

by choosing the value of w, a certain decay rate of the
closed-loop solution is enforced.

3.2. High-order approximation

One may also approximate the nonlinear system as a
polynomial system by truncating Taylor’s expansion at a
degree higher than 1. This will result in a smaller remain-
der in the neighborhood close to the origin. Similar to
the first-order approximation case, by making sure that
the remainder converges to the origin faster, a stabilizer
for the approximated system can render the origin locally
asymptotically stable for the overall system.

To write the approximated system into a linear-like
form, we consider the nonlinear input-affine system

ẋ = f(x) + g(x)u (15)

where x ∈ Rn, u ∈ Rm, and f(0) = 0. Functions f and
g are of class Crf and Crg respectively for some integers
rf , rg ≥ 1. Using Taylor’s expansion, we truncate the se-
ries of polynomials at order rf for functions fi, and at
order rg for functions gij , i = 1, . . . , n, j = 1, . . . ,m, re-
spectively. Following Section 2.1, the functions can be
written as

fi(x) =
∑
|α|≤rf

∂αfi(0)

α!
xα +Rfi(x),

gij(x) =
∑
|α|≤rg

∂αgij(0)

α!
xα +Rgij (x)

with remainders Rfi(x) and Rgij (x). Then, one can write
the polynomial part into the linear-like form and obtain
the system

ẋ = AZ(x) +BW (x)u+R(x, u) (16)

6



where R(x, u) = [R1(x, u) . . . Rn(x, u)]>,

Ri(x, u) = Rfi(x) +

m∑
j=1

Rgij (x)uj , (17)

Z(x) is a vector of monomials in x having degree 1 to rf ,
W (x) is a matrix of monomials in z having degree 0 to rg,
constant matrices A, B are unknown. Denote the degree
of u as ru, then the remainder Ri(x, u) has the degree
rR := max{rf , rg + ru}.

3.2.1. Over-approximation of the feasible set

Similar to the case of first-order approximation, when
Assumption 1 holds, one can obtain an over-approximation
of the feasible set by solving the optimization problem
(13). Abusing the notations A, B, and C, we define the
over-approximation set as

Ĩ :=
{
Ŝ : C + ŜB + B

>
Ŝ> + ŜAŜ> � 0

}
, (18)

where C = B
>

A
−1

B
>− δI for some arbitrarily fixed con-

stant δ > 0, A and B are the solutions to the optimization
problem (13), with

Ak = `(tk)`(tk)>, Bk = −`(tk)ẋ(tk)>,

Ck = ẋ(tk)ẋ(tk)> − γ2I, `(tk) =

[
W
(
x(tk)

)
u(tk)

Z
(
x(tk)

) ]
.

Similar to the analysis in Remark 5, if the data is rich

enough, i.e.,

[
U0

Z0

]
has full row rank, then the set I is

bounded, allowing (13) to have a solution.

Note that in the linear like forms (16), the vector Z(x)
contains all monomials in x having degree from 1 to rf .
Hence, the size of Z(x) can be substantially large due to
high truncating degree or high system order. As pointed
out in our previous work [11], a large vector Z(x) tends
to cause computational issues in solving the sufficient con-
ditions characterizing the stabilizers. Therefore, to avoid
bringing a large Z(x) directly into the conditions, we use

a smaller vector Ẑ(x) for the Lyapunov function and con-

troller design, same as in [11]. Specifically, Ẑ(x) is chosen

as a p × 1 vector on x such that Ẑ(x) = 0 if and only if

x = 0 and Z(x) = H(x)Ẑ(x) where the matrix H(x) is
non-unique. Then, the linear-like system is rewritten as

ẋ = AH(x)Ẑ(x) +BW (x)u+R(x, u).

Define the Lyapunov function as V (x) = Ẑ(x)>P−1Ẑ(x)

where P � 0 and the controller as u = K(x)Ẑ(x). Note

that the vector Ẑ(x) needs to be chosen such that V (x)

is radially unbounded, and a simple choice of Ẑ(x) is to
make its first n components coincide with x.

3.2.2. Data-driven stabilizer design

Based-on the over-approximated set Ĩ, we can charac-
terize sufficient conditions for a local stabilizer using Lya-
punov’s second method and Petersen’s lemma. To make
the condition tractable, the SOS technique is applied to
relax the positivity conditions for the polynomial matri-
ces. The design of the data-driven stabilizer is given in
the following result.

Theorem 3. Under Assumption 1, if there exist polyno-
mial µ(x) > 0 ∀x ∈ Rn, a positive definite polynomial
ε(x), i.e., zero at the origin and positive elsewhere, and
matrices Y (x) and P , such thatΥ(x)− ε(x)Ip

[
W (x)Y (x)
H(x)P

]>
[
W (x)Y (x)
H(x)P

]
µ(x)A

 is SOS (21)

where Υ(x) is defined in (19) with the parameter δ used to

define C for the set Ĩ, then the state feedback controller
u = Y (x)P−1Ẑ(x) makes the origin a locally asymptoti-
cally stable equilibrium for the system ẋ = f(x) + g(x)u.

Proof. First, following the description (18) of set Ĩ and

the definition of C, it holds that, for all Ŝ ∈ Ĩ,

C + ŜB + B
>
Ŝ> + ŜAŜ>

=
(
Ŝ> + A

−1
B
)>

A
(
Ŝ> + A

−1
B
)
−B

>
A
−1

B + C

=
(
Ŝ> + A

−1
B
)>

A
(
Ŝ> + A

−1
B
)
− δI � 0.

Define ∆ = A
1/2
(
Ŝ> + A

−1
B
)

, and it follows that

∆>∆ � δI and

Ŝ> = −A
−1

B + A
−1/2

∆.

The objective is to find a control gain K(x) = Y (x)P−1

that stabilizes the approximated systems for all Ŝ ∈ Ĩ.
Hence, the closed-loop system of the controlled approxi-
mated system is

ẋ = ÂZ(x) + B̂W (x)Y (x)P−1Ẑ(x)

= Ŝ

[
W (x)Y (x)
H(x)P

]
P−1Ẑ(x).

Taking the time derivative of the Lyapunov function
V (x) = Ẑ(x)>P−1Ẑ(x) along the trajectory of the closed-
loop approximated system gives

V̇ (x) = Ẑ(x)>P−1
∂Ẑ(x)

∂x
Ŝ

[
W (x)Y (x)
H(x)P

]
P−1Ẑ(x) + (?)>.

Recall that Ŝ> = −A
−1

B + A
−1/2

∆. Let Φ(x) be such

that V̇ (x) = Ẑ(x)>P−1Φ(x)P−1Ẑ(x). Then, it holds true
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Υ(x) = −∂Ẑ(x)

∂x

(
−A

−1
B
)> [W (x)Y (x)

H(x)P

]
−
[
W (x)Y (x)
H(x)P

]>(
−A

−1
B
) ∂Ẑ(x)

∂x

>

− µ(x)δ
∂Ẑ(x)

∂x

∂Ẑ(x)

∂x

>

(19)

∂Ẑ(x)

∂x

(
−A

−1
B
)> [W (x)Y (x)

H(x)P

]
+ (?)> + ε(x)I + µ(x)δ

∂Ẑ(x)

∂x

∂Ẑ(x)

∂x

>

+ µ(x)−1
[
W (x)Y (x)
H(x)P

]>
A
−1
[
W (x)Y (x)
H(x)P

]
� 0

(20)

that

Φ(x) =
∂Ẑ(x)

∂x

(
−A

−1
B
)> [W (x)Y (x)

H(x)P

]
+
∂Ẑ(x)

∂x

(
A
−1/2

∆
)> [W (x)Y (x)

H(x)P

]
+ (?)>.

If the SOS condition in Theorem 3 is satisfied, using
the Schur complement, one derives (20). By Petersen’s
Lemma (Lemma 2), the inequality (20) is equivalent to
Φ(x) � −ε(x)Ip.

For the original systems with remainders, one has that

V̇ (x) ≤ −ε(x)Ẑ(x)>P−2Ẑ(x)

+ 2Ẑ(x)>P−1
∂Ẑ(x)

∂x
R
(
x, Y (x)P−1Ẑ(x)

)
.

Note that the remainder R
(
x, Y (x)P−1Ẑ(x)

)
having the

form (17) is of degree rR = max{rf , rg + ru}. As the

degrees of ε(x) and Ẑ(x) are fixed by design, we can guar-

antee that the term 2Ẑ(x)>P−1 ∂Ẑ(x)
∂x R

(
x, Y (x)P−1Ẑ(x)

)
is of higher order and thus converges to 0 faster than
−ε(x)Ẑ(x)>P−2Ẑ(x) for all x in a neighborhood of the
origin. Moreover, as ε(x) > 0 ∀x 6= 0, the origin is
locally asymptotically stable for the closed-loop system
ẋ = f(x) + g(x)Y (x)P−1Ẑ(x).

Remark 6 (Dimension of Ẑ(x)). The feasibility of the
condition Φ(x) � −ε(x)Ip when x 6= 0 implies that

rank(Φ(x)) = p for x 6= 0. Meanwhile, since Ẑ(x) = 0
if and only if x = 0, one has that p ≥ n. Hence,

rank(∂Ẑ(x)
∂x ) ≤ n, and it holds that rank(Φ(x)) ≤ 2n

∀x ∈ Rn. Therefore, the feasibility of Φ(x) � −ε(x)Ip
implies that the dimension p of vector Ẑ(x) is such that
n ≤ p ≤ 2n. �

Remark 7 (Comparison of Theorem 3 with previous re-
sults). Theorem 3 provides a local data-driven controller
design for general nonlinear dynamics. It is a continuous-
time generalization of the previous result [8, Theorem 6]
where the first-order approximation and a linear controller
is considered. Compared to results that relies on specific
choices of the basis functions, such as [19], Theorem 3 syn-
thesizes a data-driven controller using Taylor polynomials
as basis functions. The approach for the control of polyno-
mial systems in Theorem 3 is an alternative to the results

presented in [11] and [28], where [11] handles the addi-
tional noisy term in a different way, and [28] searches for
a Lyapunov function without restricting to a special form.
�

4. Region of attraction estimation

In the previous section, we have shown that data-driven
stabilizers can be designed for nonlinear systems using
first-order or high-order approximations. The resulting
controllers make the origin locally asymptotically stable.
Besides this property, it is of paramount importance to es-
timate the RoA of the closed-loop system. The definition
of the RoA is given as follows.

Definition 2 (Region of attraction). For the systems ẋ =
f(x), if for every initial condition x(t0) ∈ R, it holds that
limt→∞ x(t) = 0, then R is a region of attraction of the
system with respect to the origin. If there exists a C1

function V : Rn → R and a positive constant c such that

Ωc := {x ∈ Rn : V (x) ≤ c}

is bounded and

V (0) = 0, V (x) > 0 ∀x ∈ Rn

{x ∈ Rn : V (x) ≤ c, x 6= 0} ⊆ {x ∈ Rn : V̇ (x) < 0},

then Ωc is an invariant subset, or called an estimation, of
the RoA.

In this section, for the designed data-driven controllers
in Section 3, we derive data-driven conditions to determine
whether a given sublevel set of the Lyapunov function is
an invariant subset of the RoA. The derived conditions
are data-driven because they are obtained using the over-
approximated set I. We note that once the controller
is computed, it is possible to use any other data-driven
method to estimate the RoA, see for example [23, 24, 25].

4.1. First-order approximation

By the controller design method in Section 3, the Lya-
punov function V (x), and thus the set Ωc, are available for
the analysis. To characterize the set {x ∈ Rn : V̇ (x) < 0},
we need a bound on the remainder for x in a neighborhood
of the origin. This is achievable by posing the following
assumption on the partial derivative of each fi.
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−P + ε(x)In

[
W (x)Y (x)
H(x)P

]> (
−A

−1
B
)

? −P

+ µ(x)δ

[
0
In

] [
0
In

]>
+ µ(x)−1

[W (x)Y (x)
H(x)P

]>
A
−1/2

0

[W (x)Y (x)
H(x)P

]>
A
−1/2

0

> � 0

(22)

Assumption 2. For all z ∈ D ⊆ Rn+m where D is a
star-convex neighborhood of the origin, fi is continuously
differentiable and∣∣∣∣∂fi∂zj

(z)− ∂fi
∂zj

(0)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ Li‖z‖ ∀j = 1, . . . ,m+ n, (23)

for i = 1, . . . , n with known Li > 0.

Remark 8 (Existence of Li). Assumption 2 is the weakest
condition needed for deriving a bound on the remainder
using Lemma 1. A stronger condition, such as the Lips-
chitz continuity of ∂fi

∂zj
, guarantees the existence of Li. It

is also noted that Li can be estimated using a data-based
bisection procedure as shown in [13, Section III.C]. �

Under Assumption 2, it follows from Lemma 1 that the
first order approximation remainder R(x, u) of f(x, u) sat-
isfies that, for all (x, u) ∈ D

|Ri(x, u)| ≤
√
m+ nLi

2
‖(x, u)‖2, i = 1, . . . , n, (24)

where Ri(x, u) is the ith element of vector R(x, u).

Remark 9 (On Assumptions 1 and 2). Under Assump-
tion 2, using Lemma 1, the bound γ2 in Assumption 1
can be derived for the experimental data. During the
experiment(s), suppose that the smallest ball containing
(x(t), u(t)) has radius Re, i.e., ‖(x(tk), u(tk))‖ ≤ Re for
all k = 0, . . . , T . Then, for k = 0, . . . , T ,

R(x(tk), u(tk))>R(x(tk), u(tk))

=

n∑
i=1

Ri(x(tk), u(tk))2

≤
n∑
i=1

(m+ n)L2
i

4
‖x(tk), u(tk)‖4

≤
n∑
i=1

(m+ n)L2
i

4
R4
e.

Hence, if some prior knowledge on the dynamics is known
such that Assumption 2 holds, γ2 can be chosen as∑n
i=1

(m+n)L2
i

4 R4
e to satisfy Assumption 1. �

After finding an estimate of the remainder R(x, u), we
analyze the RoA of the closed-loop system.

Under Assumption 2, for the closed-loop system with the
controller u = Kx designed via Theorem 2, the derivative
of the Lyapunov function can be described in the following
lemma.

Lemma 4. Consider system (1) and the linear controller
u = Y P−1x where Y and P are designed to satisfy (14)
with any given constant w > 0. Under Assumption 2,
the derivative of the Lyapunov function V (x) = x>P−1x
satisfies that, for all x ∈ D,

V̇ (x) ≤ −wx>P−1x+ 2κ(x)ρ(x) (25)

where

κ(x) :=
[
x>Q1‖(x,Kx)‖2 · · · x>Qn‖(x,Kx)‖2

]
,
(26)

Qi(x) is the ith column of P−1, and the vector ρ(x) is
contained in the polytope

H := {% : −h̄ � % � h̄} (27)

with

h̄ =
[
h̄1 · · · h̄n

]>
=
[√

m+nL1

2 · · ·
√
m+nLn

2

]>
.

The proof of Lemma 4 can be found in Appendix C.

Denote the number of distinct vertices of H as ν and
each vertex of H as hk, k = 1, . . . , ν. Using the Posi-
tivstellensatz result in Lemma 3, we present the following
result.

Proposition 1. Suppose that the controller u = Kx ren-
ders the origin a locally asymptotically stable equilibrium
for (1) with the Lyapunov function V (x) = x>P−1x. Un-
der Assumption 2, given a c > 0 such that Ωc = {x ∈ Rn :
V (x) ≤ c} ⊆ D, if there exist SOS polynomials s1k, s2k in
x, k = 1, . . . , ν such that

−
[
s1k(c− V (x)) + s2k

(
−wx>P−1x+ 2κ(x)hk

)
+ x>x

]
(28)

is SOS, where κ(x) is defined as in (26) and hk are the
distinct vertices of the polytope H defined in (27), then
Ωc is an invariant subset of the RoA of the system ẋ =
f(x,Kx) relative to the equilibrium x = 0.

Proof. According to [39, Page 87], the polytope H can be
expressed as

H =

{
% =

ν∑
k=1

λk(x)hk,

ν∑
k=1

λk(x) = 1, λk(x) ≥ 0

}
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for any fixed x ∈ Ωc. Then, the derivative of the Lyapunov
function satisfies that

V̇ (x) ≤ −wx>P−1x+ 2κ(x)ρ(x)

= −wx>P−1x+ 2κ(x)

ν∑
k=1

λk(x)hk

=

ν∑
k=1

λk(x)(−wx>P−1x) +

ν∑
k=1

λk(x)2κ(x)hk

=

ν∑
k=1

λk(x)
(
−wx>P−1x+ 2κ(x)hk

)
As λk(x) ≥ 0 and

∑ν
k=1 λk(x) = 1, if

−wx>P−1x+ 2κ(x)hk < 0

holds for all k = 1, . . . , ν, then V̇ (x) < 0.
By Lemma 3, for each k = 1, . . . , ν, if there exist SOS

polynomials s1k, s2k such that

−
[
s1k(c− V (x)) + s2k

(
−wx>P−1x+ 2κ(x)hk

)
+ x>x

]
is SOS, then the set inclusion condition

{x ∈ Rn :V (x) ≤ c, x 6= 0}
⊆ {x ∈ Rn : −wx>P−1x+ 2κ(x)hk < 0}

holds. This leads to the set inclusion condition

{x ∈ Rn : V (x) ≤ c, x 6= 0} ⊆ {x ∈ Rn : V̇ (x) < 0},

and hence Ωc is an inner estimate of the ROA.

Remark 10 (Numerical method for RoA estimation). In
[19], the RoA is estimated by a numerical method, i.e.,
a sufficient condition of V (x+) − V (x) < 0 is found us-
ing data, and the grids in a compact region are tested to
see whether the sufficient condition is satisfied so that the
sublevel sets of V (x) can be found as the RoA estimation.
In this work, we derive SOS conditions for the RoA esti-
mation that is an alternative to the mesh method used in
[19].

4.2. High-order approximation

For high-order approximation, to analyze the closed-
loop system, we also need a bound on the high-order re-
mainder Rf (x) + Rg(x)u. To simplify the analysis, this
subsection considers system (15) with a single input, that
is u ∈ R. In this case, the remainder takes the form

R(x, u) = Rf (x) +Rg(x)u

where

R(x, u) = [R1(x, u) · · · Rn(x, u)]>,

Rf (x) = [Rf1(x) · · · Rfn(x)]>, and

Rg(x) = [Rg1(x) · · · Rgn(x)]>.

To obtain a bound on the remainder using Lemma 1, we
pose an assumption on the high-order partial derivatives
of the functions f(x) and g(x).

Assumption 3. For all x ∈ D ⊆ Rn where D is a star-
convex neighborhood of the origin, ∂αfi, ∂

βgi, |α| = rf ,
|β| = rg, are absolutely continuous for x ∈ D and

|∂αfi(x)− ∂αfi(0)| ≤ Li‖x‖,
|∂βgi(x)− ∂βgi(0)| ≤Mi‖x‖ i = 1, . . . , n,

with known Li,Mi > 0.

Under Assumption 3, by Lemma 1, it holds that for all
x ∈ D

|Rfi(x)| ≤
√
nLi

(rf + 1)!
‖x‖rf+1, (29)

|Rgi(x)| ≤
√
nMi

(rg + 1)!
‖x‖rg+1. (30)

Denote the degree of the control input u as ru and note
that there is no constant terms in u. Hence, it holds that

|u| ≤
ru∑
j=1

Kj‖x‖j

for some positive constants Kj obtained from the designed

u = K(x)Ẑ(x). The term Rgi(x)u can be bounded by

|Rgi(x)u| ≤ |Rgi(x)||u|

≤
√
nMi

(rg + 1)!
‖x‖rg+1 ·

ru∑
j=1

Kj‖x‖j

=

√
nMi

(rg + 1)!

ru∑
j=1

Kj‖x‖rg+1+j .

For any rg ≥ 1 and ru ≥ 1, one can always find a number

q ≥ 1 and positive constants K̃j such that

ru∑
j=1

Kj‖x‖rg+1+j ≤
q∑
j=1

K̃j‖x‖2j ≤ K̃M

q∑
j=1

‖x‖2j (31)

where K̃M = maxj K̃j . (Note: for any odd degree term
‖x‖a+b, we can use the triangular inequality to bound it
as ‖x‖a+b ≤ ε‖x‖2a + ε−1‖x‖2b ∀ε > 0.) We then bound

the remainder Ri(x,K(x)Ẑ(x)) as

|Ri(x,K(x)Ẑ(x))|
≤ |Rfi(x)|+ |Rgi(x)u|

≤
√
nLi

(rf + 1)!
‖x‖rf+1 +

√
nMiK̃M

(rg + 1)!

q∑
j=1

‖x‖2j .

To make sure the obtained bound is a polynomial, we need
to set rf as an odd number. Letting

%̃i = max

{ √
nLi

(rf + 1)!
,

√
nMiK̃M

(rg + 1)!

}
,
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one can write

Ri(x,K(x)Ẑ(x)) = ρ̃i(x)

‖x‖rf+1 +

q∑
j=1

‖x‖2j


where |ρ̃i(x)| ≤ %̃i ∀x ∈ D.

Denote Qi(x) as the ith column of P−1 ∂Ẑ(x)
∂x , and one

has the following term in the derivative of the Lyapunov
function

2Ẑ(x)>P−1
∂Ẑ(x)

∂x
R
(
x,K(x)Ẑ(x)

)
= 2

[
Ẑ(x)>Q1(x) · · · Ẑ(x)>Qn(x)

]
R
(
x,K(x)Ẑ(x)

)
= 2

n∑
i=1

Ẑ(x)>Qi(x)Ri
(
x,K(x)Ẑ(x)

)
.

Defining

κ̃(x) =
[
Ẑ(x)>Q1(x)(‖x‖rf+1 +

q∑
j=1

‖x‖2j) · · ·

Ẑ(x)>Qn(x)(‖x‖rf+1 +

q∑
j=1

‖x‖2j)
]

(32)

and ρ̃(x) =
[
ρ̃1(x) · · · ρ̃n(x)

]>
gives

2Ẑ(x)>P−1
∂Ẑ(x)

∂x
R
(
x, Y (x)P−1Ẑ(x)

)
= 2κ̃(x)ρ̃(x),

and thus

V̇ (x) ≤ −ε(x)Ẑ(x)>P−2Ẑ(x) + 2κ̃(x)ρ̃(x) (33)

for all x ∈ D, where the vector ρ̃(x) is contained in the
polytope

H̃ := [−%̃1, %̃1]× · · · × [−%̃n, %̃n] . (34)

Following the same spirit of Proposition 1, we obtain
the following result.

Proposition 2. Suppose that the u = Y (x)P−1Ẑ(x)
renders the origin a locally asymptotically stable equi-
librium for (15) with the Lyapunov function V (x) =

Ẑ(x)>P−1Ẑ(x). Under Assumption 2, given c > 0 such
that Ωc = {x ∈ Rn : V (x) ≤ c} ⊆ D, if there exist SOS
polynomials s1k, s2k in x, k = 1, . . . , ν such that,

−
[
s1k(c− V (x)) + s2k(−ε(x)Ẑ(x)>P−2Ẑ(x)

+2κ̃(x)h̃k) + x>x
]

is SOS (35)

where κ̃(x) is defined as in (32) and h̃k are the distinct

vertices of polytope H̃ defined in (34), then Ωc is an in-
variant subset of the RoA of the system ẋ = f(x) +

g(x)Y (x)P−1Ẑ(x) relative to the equilibrium x = 0.

We summarize the data-driven approach for controller
design and RoA estimation in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Data-driven controller design and RoA es-
timation
1. Collect data X0, X1, and U0 from the offline open-loop

experiment(s)
2. Solve the optimization problem (13) for A, B, and C

to obtain I
3. Solve the LMI (14) in Theorem 2 ( the SOS condition

(21) in Theorem 3) for Y (Y (x)) and P to obtain the

controller u = Y P−1x (u = Y (x)P−1Ẑ(x))
4. Bound V̇ (x) as in (25) ((33)) for the closed-loop system

using the designed u and V (x)
5. Determine if Ωc = {x ∈ Rn : V (x) ≤ c} with a given
c > 0 belongs to the RoA by checking the SOS condi-
tion (28) ((35)) for the first-order (high-order) approxi-
mation

5. Numerical example

In this section, the proposed control design and closed-
loop system analysis is applied to the nonlinear bench-
mark, an inverted pendulum. Simulation results are pre-
sented to illustrate the main result of this work.

5.1. First-order approximation

Consider the inverted pendulum having the dynamics

ẋ1 = x2,

ẋ2 =
mgl

J
sin(x1)− r

J
x2 +

l

J
cos(x1)u. (36)

The system is in the form of a general nonlinear system
with f(x, u) = [f1(x, u) f2(x, u)]> where

f1(x, u) = x2, f2(x, u) =
mgl

J
sin(x1)− r

J
x2 +

l

J
cos(x1)u.

To collect data, an experiment is conducted with x(0) =
[0.01 − 0.01]> and u = 0.1sin(t) during the time interval
[0, 5]. The data is sampled with fixed sampling period Ts =
0.05s. The system parameters are m = 0.1, g = 9.8, r = 1,
l = 1, and J = 1. Collect the data and arrange it into data
sets with length T = 10. We assume that the remainder is
over-approximated by 100%; in other words, the bound γ
is twice the largest instantaneous norm of the remainder
during the experiment. Then, for the experimental data,
Assumption 1 holds with

γ = 3.3352 · 10−6.

Setting δ = 0.01, we first solve the optimization problem
(13) to find I, and then apply Theorem 2 with w = 1. The
solution found by CVX is

P = 103 ·
[

1.0152 −1.3289
−1.3289 1.7727

]
,

u = −12.0432x1 − 8.887x2. (37)

11



δ P K c∗

1 103 ·
[
3.13 −4.08
−4.08 5.43

]
[−11.84 − 8.75] 0.90 ·10−6

10−2 103 ·
[
1.02 −1.33
−1.33 1.77

]
[−12.04 − 8.89] 7.58 ·10−4

10−4 103 ·
[
0.427 −0.55
−0.55 0.74

]
[−11.67 − 8.63] 7.54 ·10−4

Table 1: Simulation results on the continuous-time model with dif-
ferent values of δ.

The value of the constant is obtained as follows. We
focus on f2 whose first order partial derivatives are

∂f2
∂x1

=
mgl

J
cos(x1)− l

J
sin(x1)u,

∂f2
∂x2

= − r
J
,
∂f2
∂u

=
l

J
cos(x1).

Assumption 2 holds for f2 with

L2 =
√

2 max

(
mgl

J
,
l

J

)
.

Assume that L2 is over-estimated by 20%, which gives the
estimated bound on the remainder R2(x, u) as

|R2(x, u)| ≤ 1.2 ·
√

3L2

2
‖(x, u)‖2 = 1.4697‖(x, u)‖2.

Applying Proposition 1, the largest c found for the con-
troller (37) is c∗ = 7.58 · 10−4.

To see the effect brought by the parameter δ in the over-
approximation of the feasible set, the same design and
analysis approach is repeated for different values of δ. The
simulation results associated with various δ are recorded in
Table 1. The resulting sets Ωc are illustrated in Figure 1.
As observed from the simulation results, the control gains
K do not show significant changes with different values of
δ, while the sizes of the estimated RoA vary. The role of
δ in the RoA estimation remains unclear at the moment
and interesting questions arise from the simulation results.
For instance, how δ affects the RoA estimation and how to
find an optimal δ for the RoA estimation. It is of interest
to answer these questions via a careful and thorough study
in the future.

5.2. High-order approximation

Consider again the inverted pendulum (36). Setting de-
grees of the Taylor polynomials as rf = 5 and rg = 2, one
can write the dynamics as

ẋ1 = x2,

ẋ2 =
mgl

J
x1 −

mgl

6J
x31 +

mgl

120J
x51 −

r

J
x2

+

(
l

J
− l

2J
x21

)
u+Rf2(x) +Rg2(x)u

Figure 1: The sets Ωc found by Proposition 1 with different values
of δ.

where the remainders are

Rf2(x) =
mgl

J
· sin(σx1)

∣∣∣∣
σ∈(0,1)

· x
6
1

6!
,

Rg2(x) =
l

J
· cos(σx1)

∣∣∣∣
σ∈(0,1)

· x
3
1

3!
.

We again assume that the remainder data is over-
approximated by 100%, and hence Assumption 1 holds
with

γ = 2.1602 · 10−4.

Set δ = 1 and the degree of the controller ru as 3. The
data-driven controller designed by Theorem 3 is

u = x1(1.5x21 − 0.098x22 − 11.4)

+ x2(0.35x21 − 0.036x22 − 2.0).

For all x1, x2 ∈ R, one can bound the control input by

|u| ≤ 2.8
√

2‖x‖3 + 11
√

2‖x‖.

On the other hand, for all x1, x2 ∈ R, it holds that

|Rf2(x)| ≤ mgl

720J
‖x‖6 and |Rg2(x)| ≤ l

6J
|x31| ≤

l

6J
‖x‖3.

Then, the remainder is bounded as

|Rf2(x) +Rg2(x)u| ≤ |Rf2(x)|+ |Rg2(x)||u|

=

(
mgl

720J
+

7
√

2l

15J

)
‖x‖6+

11
√

2l

6J
‖x‖4

≤ 2.5927(‖x‖6 + ‖x‖4).

For the RoA estimation, we suppose that the remainder
bound is over-estimated by 20%. More specifically, for any
x1, x2 ∈ R, there exists a polynomial ρ̃2(x) such that

Rf2(x) +Rg2(x)u = ρ̃2(x)(‖x‖6 + ‖x‖4)
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Figure 2: Estimations of the RoA using the Lyapunov function by
the high-order approximation (δ = 1). The lightest grey area is the
estimated RoA via the numerical method using explicit dynamics;
the medium grey area is the largest sublevel set of the Lyapunov
function contained in the numerically estimated RoA; the dark grey
area is the estimated RoA obtained by Proposition 2.

where |ρ̃2(x)| ≤ 1.2·2.5927 = 3.1112. Let Q2 be the second
column of P−1 and we obtain that κ̃(x) = x>Q2(‖x‖6 +
‖x‖4).

Using this bound and Proposition 2, we find an esti-
mation of the RoA that is {x ∈ R2 : x>P−1x ≤ 1.58}
which is illustrated as the darkest area in Figure 2. In
the same figure, the light grey area is the estimated RoA
by checking point-by-point of a mesh of initial conditions
using explicit dynamics, and the medium dark area is the
largest sublevel set of the Lyapunov function contained in
the RoA.

In comparison, for the first-order approximation, the es-
timated RoA via the numerical method, the largest sub-
level set of the Lyapunov function contained in the RoA,
and the RoA estimated by Proposition 1 are illustrated in
Figure 3.

Comparing the largest RoA estimation with known dy-
namics and the numerical method, we see that the nonlin-
ear controller leads to a larger RoA than the linear con-
troller. However, if the RoA is estimated using only data,
the nonlinear controller gives a much smaller area than
the linear one. This could be caused by the conservative-
ness introduced in the process of bounding the remainder
R(x, u) for the high-order approximation.

For the high-order approximation, the data-driven con-
troller design and RoA estimation are also analyzed for
different values of δ, and the simulation results are present
in Table 2 and Figure 4. In this case, we could not test
values of δ in a larger range, as the SOS condition in The-
orem 3 is solvable by the SOSTOOLS only with δ in a
small range. As shown by the simulation results, the es-
timations of the RoA vary with different values of δ, and

Figure 3: Estimations of the RoA using the Lyapunov function by the
first-order approximation (δ = 10−2). The lightest grey area is the
estimated RoA using the numerical method with explicit dynamics;
the medium grey area is the largest sublevel set of the Lyapunov
function contained in the numerically estimated RoA; the dark grey
area is the estimated RoA obtained by Proposition 1.

Figure 4: The sets Ωc found by Proposition 2 with different values
of δ.
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δ P u c∗

0.5 10−6 ·
[
0.45 −0.63
−0.63 4.57

]
x1(0.64x

2
1 − 0.039x22 − 5.15) + x2(0.22x

2
1 − 0.027x22 − 1.02) 0.999

1 10−4 ·
[
0.47 −1.28
−1.28 8.71

]
x1(1.5x

2
1 − 0.098x22 − 11.4) + x2(0.35x

2
1 − 0.036x22 − 2.0) 1.58

2 10−4 ·
[
0.92 −4.18
−4.18 25.9

]
x1(5.09x

2
1 − 0.41x22 − 36.96) + x2(0.97x

2
1 − 0.090x22 − 6.33) 0.242

Table 2: Simulation results on the high-order approximation with different values of δ.

similar to the previous cases, how δ affects the estimation
still remains as an open problem.

It should be pointed out that, besides δ, there are other
parameters that may affect the solving of the SOS condi-
tions in Propositions 1 and 2, for example, the degree of
the SOS polynomials, which could also affect the RoA esti-
mation. At the moment, it remains to be understood what
is the optimal choices of the parameters that will lead to
the largest estimation of the RoA. Hence, we expect that
the RoA estimation for the high-order approximation case
can be enlarged by carefully choosing the parameters. In
this work, we aim at showing that one can use data to esti-
mate the RoA of a nonlinear systems under a data-driven
controller. Later works may look into how to enlarge the
RoA estimation in the data-based setting.

6. Conclusion

For general nonlinear dynamics without explicit infor-
mation on the nonlinearities, this paper proposes data-
driven stabilizer designs and RoA analysis by approximat-
ing the unknown functions using Taylor’s expansion. Us-
ing finite-length input-state data, linear and nonlinear sta-
bilizers are designed for continuous-time nonlinear systems
that render the known equilibrium locally asymptotically
stable. Then, by estimating a bound on the Taylor remain-
der, data-driven conditions are given to find an invariant
subset of the RoA. Simulation results on the inverted pen-
dulum show the designed data-driven controllers and the
RoA estimations for both first-order and high-order ap-
proximations. The estimation of the RoA can be conserva-
tive especially for the high-order approximation, and may
be further enlarged by optimizing the choice of some pa-
rameters in the design and estimation steps. Topics such
as enlarging the RoA estimation and case studies on more
complicated nonlinear benchmarks are all interesting di-
rections to be considered in future works.
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Appendix A. Proof of Lemma 1

We prove this lemma for two cases, i.e., r = 0 and r ≥ 1.
When r = 0, Taylor’s expansion of φ(z) at z = 0 is

φ(z) = φ(0) +R0(z).

Then, (4) gives |R0(z)| ≤ C‖z‖.

For any integer r ≥ 1, one can write the function φ(z)
as

φ(z) =
∑
|α|≤r

∂αφ(0)

α!
zα +Rr(z) or

φ(z) =
∑
|α|≤r−1

∂αφ(0)

α!
zα +Rr−1(z).

As a consequence, one has that

Rr(z)

= Rr−1(z)−
∑
|α|=r

∂αφ(0)

α!
zα

= r
∑
|α|=r

zα

α!

∫ 1

0

(1− t)r−1∂αφ(tz)dt−
∑
|α|=r

zα

α!
∂αφ(0)

=
∑
|α|=r

zα

α!
r

∫ 1

0

(1− t)r−1
(
∂αφ(tz)− ∂αφ(0)

)
dt.

By the condition (4), one has

|∂αφ(tz)− ∂αφ(0)| ≤ C‖tz‖, t ∈ (0, 1).

Then, it holds that

|Rr(z)| ≤
∑
|α|=r

|zα|
α!

r

∫ 1

0

(1− t)r−1Ct‖z‖dt

= rC‖z‖
∑
|α|=r

|zα|
α!

∫ 1

0

(1− t)r−1tdt.

Using integration by parts, one can show that∫ 1

0

(1− t)r−1tdt

=
1

2

∫ 1

0

(1− t)r−1d(t2)

=
1

2

[
(1− t)r−1t2

∣∣1
0
−
∫ 1

0

t2d
(
(1− t)r−1

)]
=
r − 1

2

∫ 1

0

(1− t)r−2t2dt

...

=
(r − 1)!

2 · · · r

∫ 1

0

(1− t)r−rtrdt

=
(r − 1)!

(r + 1)!
.

By the multinomial theorem, i.e.,

∑
|α|=r

r!

α!
zα = (z1 + · · ·+ zσ)r,
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and the fact that |z1 + · · · zσ| ≤
√
σ‖z‖, it holds that

|Rr(z)| ≤ rC‖z‖
∑
|α|=r

|zα|
α!
· (r − 1)!

(r + 1)!

=
C‖z‖

(r + 1)!

∑
|α|=r

r!

α!
|zα|

=
C‖z‖

(r + 1)!
|z1 + · · · zσ|r

≤ σr/2C‖z‖r+1

(r + 1)!
.

The proof is complete.

Appendix B. Proof of Lemma 3

The set inclusion condition (8) can be equivalently writ-
ten as

{x ∈ Rn : ϕ1(x) ≥ 0, ϕ2(x) ≥ 0, x 6= 0} = ∅.

By Theorem 1, we know that this is true if and only if there
exist ϕ(x) ∈ SC(ϕ1, ϕ2) and ζ(x) ∈ SM (x), such that

ϕ(x) + ζ(x)2 = 0. (B.1)

Let

ϕ = s0 + s1ϕ1 + s2ϕ2

where sj , j = 0, 1, 2 are SOS polynomials. By the defini-
tion of the cone SC , one has that ϕ ∈ SC(ϕ1, ϕ2). Choos-
ing ζ(x)2 = xTx, we write the condition (B.1) as

s0 + s1ϕ1 + s2ϕ2 + xTx = 0 (B.2)

As s0 = −(s1ϕ1 + s2ϕ2 + xTx) from (B.2), if there exist
SOS polynomials s1 and s2 such that the SOS condition (7)
holds, then there exist SOS polynomials sj , j = 0, 1, 2 such
that (B.2) is true, and hence the set inclusion condition (8)
holds.

Appendix C. Proof of Lemma 4

For the closed-loop system with the controller u = Kx
designed via Theorem 2, the derivative of the Lyapunov
function V (x) = x>P−1x satisfies

V̇ (x) = x>P−1(A+BK)x+ x>(A+BK)>P−1x

+ 2x>P−1R(x,Kx)

≤ −wx>P−1x+ 2x>P−1R(x,Kx).

Under Assumption 2, for all x ∈ D and i = 1, . . . , n, the
bounds of the remainder can be found as

|Ri(x,Kx)| ≤
√
m+ nLi

2
‖(x,Kx)‖2.

Hence, for all x ∈ D, there exists a continuous ρi(x) for
each i = 1, . . . , n such that

Ri(x,Kx) = ρi(x)‖(x,Kx)‖2,

ρi(x) ∈
[
−
√
m+ nLi

2
,

√
m+ nLi

2

]
.

Define ρ(x) = [ρ1(x) . . . ρn(x)]>. By the definition of
polytopes [39, Definition 3.21], the vector ρ(x) belongs to
the polytope

H = {% : −h̄ � % � h̄}

where

h̄ = [h̄1 · · · h̄n]> =
[√

m+nL1

2 · · ·
√
m+nLn

2

]>
.

Denote Qi as the ith column of P−1. It holds that

2x>P−1R(x,Kx)

= 2
[
x>Q1 · · · x>Qn

] ρ1(x)‖(x,Kx)‖2
...

ρn(x)‖(x,Kx)‖2


= 2

n∑
i=1

x>Qiρi(x)‖(x,Kx)‖2

= 2

n∑
i=1

x>Qi‖(x,Kx)‖2 · ρi(x)

= 2
[
x>Q1‖(x,Kx)‖2 · · · x>Qn‖(x,Kx)‖2

]
ρ(x).

Denote

κ(x) =
[
x>Q1‖(x,Kx)‖2 · · · x>Qn‖(x,Kx)‖2

]
.

Then, the derivative of the Lyapunov function satisfies for
all x ∈ D

V̇ (x) ≤ −wx>P−1x+ 2κ(x)ρ(x)

where ρ(x) ∈ H.
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