
Open-loop contraction design

Jin Gyu Lee, Thiago B. Burghi, and Rodolphe Sepulchre

Abstract— Given a non-contracting trajectory of a nonlinear
system, we consider the question of designing an input pertur-
bation that makes the perturbed trajectory contracting. This
paper stresses the analogy of this question with the classical
question of feedback stabilization. In particular, it is shown that
the existence of an output variable that ensures contraction of
the inverse system facilitates the design of a contracting input
perturbation. We illustrate the relevance of this question in
parameter estimation.

I. INTRODUCTION

Given a non-contracting trajectory of a nonlinear system,
we consider the question of designing an input perturbation
that makes the perturbed trajectory contracting. This question
has relevance in a number of applications and phenomena:
• Open-loop stabilization: In this case, one usually con-

siders an unstable equilibrium point and asks the ques-
tion of designing an open-loop control that makes the
new attractor asymptotically stable. Examples include
Kapitza’s pendulum [1] and planar juggler [2].

• Entrainment: The question of designing a periodic
input trajectory such that the corresponding output
trajectory has the same period. Contraction ensures
entrainment [3].

• Noise-induced contraction: There are experimental
and analytical demonstrations that a nonlinear system
subject to the appropriate white noise input becomes
contractive [4], [5]. Induced contraction can be seen as
a deterministic version of noise-induced synchroniza-
tion [6].

While the question of induced contraction has mostly been
studied as a dynamical systems theory question rather than
a control question, this paper highlights the close analogy
between induced contraction and the classical question of
feedback stabilization. In particular, the classical paper of
Byrnes, Isidori, and Willems observed that feedback stabi-
lization amounts to finding an output function that makes
the system stable invertible, namely relative degree one and
minimum phase [7]. We approach the question of induced
contraction in the same manner: we observe that the question
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becomes tractable when an output variable is found that
makes the system right invertible with an inverse system
that is contracting. Notable examples include flat systems
and conductance-based models of neuronal circuits.

For systems with a contractive inverse, induced contraction
can be reformulated as the design of an output perturbation
that makes the system contractive. We will explore a num-
ber of approaches (both conventional and new) including
linearization-based approaches (utilizing averaging method
or differential Lyapunov function) and describing function
method, for this latter task.

Unlike feedforward control without stability, control inputs
designed in this way are robust even to model uncertainties.

There are many control problems that motivate the ques-
tion of induced contraction. In this paper we illustrate an
application in nonlinear system identification. We also refer
the reader to [8] for an application in tracking control.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section II, we math-
ematically formalize our question of ‘induced contraction.’
Then, in Section III, we explore a number of approaches with
corresponding examples. Application to system identification
is made in Section IV. We conclude in Section V.

II. INDUCED CONTRACTION

Even though the problem has room for further generaliza-
tion, in this note, we consider the system in normal form

y = x1 ∈ R,

ẋi = xi+1 ∈ R, i = 1, . . . , r − 1,

ẋr = f(t, x, z, u) ∈ R, x := col(x1, . . . , xr),

ż = g(t, z, x) ∈ Rn−r,

(1)

for the simplicity in its notation. Functions f and g are
continuously differentiable with respect to their arguments
and the partial derivative (∂f/∂u)(t, x, z, u) is uniformly
strictly sign definite, hence there exists a function finv(·, ·, ·, ·)
such that finv(t, x, z, v) is the unique solution u of the
algebraic equation v = f(t, x, z, u).

For the given system (1) and the given output reference tra-
jectory y∗(·) with the given control input u∗(·), we consider
the situation where around the corresponding output/state
reference trajectory col(x∗(·), z∗(·)), the system (1) is non-
contracting, i.e., the linear time-varying system obtained by
linearizing (1) on the reference trajectory,[

˙δx

δ̇z

]
= A∗(t)

[
δx
δz

]
(2)
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is not uniformly asymptotically stable, where A∗(t) is
[
0 Ir−1

]
0

∂f
∂x (t, x∗(t), z∗(t), u∗(t)) ∂f

∂z (t, x∗(t), z∗(t), u∗(t))
∂g
∂x (t, z∗(t), x∗(t)) ∂g

∂z (t, z∗(t), x∗(t))

 .
The question of interest is to design an input pertur-

bation ∆u(·) such that the new control input u∗∗(·) :=
u∗(·) + ∆u(·) makes the perturbed trajectory to be con-
tracting. That is, the new output/state reference trajectory
col(x∗∗(·), z∗∗(·)) yields a uniformly asymptotically stable
linear time-varying system ˙δχ = A∗∗(t)δχ, where A∗∗(t) is

[
0 Ir−1

]
0

∂f
∂x (t, x∗∗(t), z∗∗(t), u∗∗(t)) ∂f

∂z (t, x∗∗(t), z∗∗(t), u∗∗(t))
∂g
∂x (t, z∗∗(t), x∗∗(t)) ∂g

∂z (t, z∗∗(t), x∗∗(t))

.
The main difficulty of this question is in determining

∆u(·) that induces contraction but is not infinitesimal. This
difficulty disappears under the following assumption.

Assumption 1: The inverse system of (1) given as

˙̄z = g(t, z̄, ū) (3)

has the fading memory property [9]; there exists a class-K∞
function γ and a decreasing function w : R≥0 → (0, 1] that
converges to zero, so that for any locally essentially bounded,
measurable input trajectories, û, u, the solution trajectories
ẑ, z of (3) exists globally and satisfy

‖ẑ(t)− z(t)‖ ≤ γ
(
sups∈(−∞,t) ‖û(s)− u(s)‖w(t− s)

)
for all t. �

Remark 1: Note that contraction (of the inverse system)
as in [10] for state-space models implies Assumption 1. �
Under Assumption 1, there exists a straightforward method
to design a control input u∗∗(·) that makes A∗∗(·) uniformly
asymptotically stable. The idea is to first design a stationary
output/state reference trajectory col(x∗∗(·), z∗∗(·)) that is
contracting, and that satisfies any additional characteristics
that we desire, such as small supt∈[t0,∞) |y∗(t) − y∗∗(t)|.
Then, Assumption 1 guarantees the unique existence of the
corresponding input trajectory u∗∗(·) as

u∗∗(t) = finv(t, z̄∗∗(t), x∗∗(t), ẋ∗∗r (t)),

where z̄∗∗(·) is the stationary trajectory of the inverse sys-
tem (3) for the input trajectory ū(·) = x∗∗(·).

In the next section, we will empirically show that many
important examples of non-contractive models satisfy As-
sumption 1. In doing so, we also propose a number of ways
to design a new output reference trajectory y∗∗(·).

Remark 2: The existence question for such a new output
reference trajectory is one of the topics in our future work.
However, we note that if the system has relative degree
one, has uniformly strictly sign definite control gain, and
satisfies Assumption 1 as illustrated in the Introduction,
then there is at least one output reference trajectory that
yields contraction. In particular, there is a static output
feedback −ky that makes the closed-loop system contractive,
hence the corresponding stationary output trajectory y∗∗(·)

of the closed-loop system induces contraction. If this output
trajectory is identically zero, then we can consider additional
rapidly oscillating perturbation as in Section III-A. �

III. APPROACHES TO INDUCE CONTRACTION

Based on the discussion given in Section II, it seems
natural to first consider linearization-based approaches. De-
pending on the class of models that we are dealing with and
depending on the characteristics that we want to impose on
our new output reference trajectory, design approaches may
vary, where some of them are explored as follows.

A. Open-loop stabilization

For the initial investigation, we revisit the problem of
stabilizing an inverted pendulum given as

ÿ = −β sin(y)− γẏ + αu, α, β, γ > 0. (4)

Our goal is to find a perturbation ∆y(·) that makes the
original output reference trajectory y∗(·) ≡ π contractive.
For this specific problem, to avoid bias, we require that the
perturbation satisfies∫ ∞

−∞
∆y(t)dt = 0.

A natural choice is then ∆y(t) = M sin(ωt). Such choice
provides a simple analysis for the stability of the linear time-
varying system introduced in Section II. In particular, our
design reduces to finding an appropriate magnitude M and
a frequency ω such that the linear time-varying matrix

A∗∗(t) =

[
0 1

β cos(M sin(ωt)) −γ

]
is uniformly asymptotically stable.

To further simplify our choice, we could assume that this
perturbation is rapidly oscillating, i.e., that ω � 1. Then, by
averaging, we see that A∗∗(·) is uniformly asymptotically
stable for sufficiently large frequency ω if and only if

A∗∗ :=

[
0 1
βc̄ −γ

]
is Hurwitz, where

c̄ :=
ω

2π

∫ 2π/ω

0

cos(M sin(ωt))dt =
2ω

π

∫ M

0

cos(s)

ω
√
M2 − s2

ds.

Now, c̄ is negative, for instance, when M = 0.8π, and this
ensures contraction. Figure 1 shows the simulation result
with α = β = γ = 1, M = 0.8π, and ω = 1000. Note that
such a large magnitude in the perturbation ∆y is necessary
if our input gain is constant as in (4), in order to visit the
region where the Jacobian is Hurwitz (contractive region).



Fig. 1. Red: y∗(·) and blue: y(·) − ∆y(·).

B. Entrainment

A stable limit cycle is a notable example of solution
that is not contractive due to a Floquet multiplier equal to
one [11]. Yet, a stable limit cycle is almost contractive, and
“most” perturbations of the limit cycle result in a contractive
trajectory. A popular manifestation of this property is the
entrainment phenomenon that a periodic input trajectory with
a period close to the period of the limit cycle will result in
a contractive periodic trajectory. We illustrate the design of
such control input on several classical models.

1) Impulsive perturbation (Fitzhugh-Nagumo):
We first consider entrainment of Fitzhugh-Nagumo oscil-

lators given as (ε� 1)

εẏ = αy − βy3 − γz + u, α, β, γ > 0,

ż = −z + y,
(5)

which to have a stable limit cycle for sufficiently small
relaxation parameter ε, the parameters must satisfy 2α < 3γ.
Let us denote a free (u∗(·) ≡ 0) stable periodic orbit with
a specific initialization as col(y∗(·), z∗(·)). Then, the linear
time-varying system obtained by linearization of (5) on the
original output/state reference trajectory, ˙δχ = A∗(t)δχ with

A∗(t) :=

[
1
ε

(
α− 3βy∗(t)2

)
−γε

1 −1

]
,

satisfies that its state transition matrix denoted by Φ∗(t, t0)
satisfies that for each t0, the matrix Φ∗(t0 + T ∗, t0) has
eigenvalue 1 and λ∗ ∈ (−1, 1) (which approaches zero as
ε→ 0), where T ∗ > 0 is the period of the orbit.

If our objective is to have entrainment with a new output
reference trajectory that is almost everywhere identical to
the original one, then we can simply choose our output
perturbation ∆y(·) = y∗∗(·)−y∗(·) to be of impulsive nature.

Note that our new linear time-varying system, ˙δχ =

A∗∗(t)δχ with

A∗∗(t) :=

[
1
ε

(
α− 3βy∗∗(t)2

)
−γε

1 −1

]
=: A∗(t) + ∆A(t),

∆A(t) =

[
− 3β

ε [y∗(t) + ∆y(t)] ∆y(t) 0
0 0

]
=:

[
∆a(t) 0

0 0

]
,

has its state transition matrix denoted by Φ∗∗(t, t0), which
has the relation (by the variation of constants formula)

Φ∗∗(t0 + T ∗, t0) ≡ Φ∗(t0 + T ∗, t0)∆Φt0(t0 + T ∗, t0),

for each t0, where ∆Φt0(t, t0) is the state transition matrix of
˙δχ = Φ∗(t, t0)−1∆A(t)Φ∗(t, t0)δχ

= ∆a(t)Φ∗(t, t0)−1

[
1 0
0 0

]
Φ∗(t, t0)δχ.

So, to ease the analysis, let us choose our output perturbation
as a train of impulses:

∆y(t) =

∞∑
n=0

εn
√
δ(t− t0 − nT ∗). (6)

Then, we see that the new state transition matrix satisfies

Φ∗∗(t0 + (n+ 1)T ∗, t0 + nT ∗)

= Φ∗(t0 + (n+ 1)T ∗, t0 + nT ∗)

[
1− 3β

ε ε
2
n 0

0 1

]
= Φ∗(t0 + T ∗, t0)

[
1− 3β

ε ε
2
n 0

0 1

]
.

Hence, we further choose εn > 0 to satisfy 3βε2n < ε.
Now, if we denote the right (left) eigenvector of the matrix

Φ∗(t0 + T ∗, t0) associated with the eigenvalue 1 and λ∗ as
v (v̄) and w (w̄) respectively, then

Φ∗(t0 + T ∗, t0) =
[
v w

] [1 0
0 λ∗

] [
v̄T

w̄T

]
,

and the matrix Φ∗∗(t0 +(n+1)T ∗, t0 +nT ∗) becomes stable
(i.e., all the eigenvalues are contained inside the unit circle),
and thus contraction is induced, when and only when[

1 0
]
v 6= 0.

Therefore, our design problem reduces to finding an instant
t0 ∈ [0, T ∗) such that

[
1 0

]
v(t0) 6= 0. Then, a train of

impulses (6) can be utilized to induce contraction.
Since, we can find an explicit representation of the right

eigenvector v(t0) as

v(t0) =

[
1
ε

[
αy∗(t0)− βy∗(t0)3 − γz∗(t0)

]
−z∗(t0) + y∗(t0)

]
,

because v(t0) is simply the tangential direction of the limit
cycle at point col(y∗(t0), z∗(t0)), almost any instant t0 ∈
[0, T ∗) can be chosen as a suitable design parameter. Note
that, if this is synchronized to the instant where the jump
happens, the effect becomes maximized. Figure 2 shows the
simulation result with α = β = γ = 1, where the square of
the Dirac delta function is realized by its approximation:√

δ(x) = lim
a→0

√
1

|a|
√
π
e−(x/a)2 .



Fig. 2. Red: y∗∗(·) and blue: y(·).

2) Differential Lyapunov function (Hodgkin-Huxley-type):
Now, we extend our interest to general conductance-based

models of form

εẏ = −g(y−E)− ḡf [1+tanh(κf (y−Vf ))](y−Ef )

− ḡs[1+tanh(κs(z−Vs))](y−Es) + u,

ż = −z + y,

(7)

where g, ḡf , ḡs, E,Ef , Es, Vf , and Vs are design parameters
such that g, ḡf , ḡs > 0 and Es < E, Vf , Vs < Ef .

For the problem of designing a periodic input trajectory
that yields entrainment, let us consider a new output/state
reference trajectory col(y∗∗(·), z∗∗(·)) that is T ∗∗-periodic.
Then, the linear time-varying system obtained by lineariza-
tion of (7) on this trajectory can be found as ˙δχ = A∗∗(t)δχ,
where

A∗∗(t) :=

[
−g∗∗tot (t)/ε −g∗∗s (t)/ε

1 −1

]
,

g∗∗tot (t) := g + ḡf [1 + tanh (κf (y∗∗(t)− Vf ))]

+ ḡs [1 + tanh (κs (z∗∗(t)− Vs))]
+ ḡfκf

[
1− tanh2(κf (y∗∗(t)− Vf ))

]
(y∗∗(t)− Ef ),

g∗∗s (t) := ḡsκs
[
1− tanh2(κs(z

∗∗(t)− Vs))
]
(y∗∗(t)− Es).

Now, a sufficient condition for this T ∗∗-periodic linear time-
varying system to be uniformly asymptotically stable can be
found by observing the differential Lyapunov function

δV :=
1

2

ε

g∗∗s (t)
δy2 +

1

2
δz2.

In particular, its time derivative can be found as

˙δV = −g
∗∗
tot (t)

g∗∗s (t)
δy2 − 1

2

εġ∗∗s (t)

g∗∗s (t)2
δy2 − δz2.

Note that

ġ∗∗s (t)

g∗∗s (t)
=

ẏ∗∗(t)

y∗∗(t)− Es
−2κsż

∗∗(t) tanh (κs (z∗∗(t)− Vs)) ,

hence if we assume that z∗∗(t), y∗∗(t) ∈ [Es+θ,Ef−θ′] and
|εẏ∗∗(t)| ≤ My for all t ∈ [0, T ∗∗) (with some θ, θ′,My >
0), then we get∣∣∣∣12 εġ∗∗s (t)

g∗∗s (t)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ My

2θ
+ εκs(Ef − Es) =: M∗∗s .

Also, we get

|g∗∗tot (t)| ≤ g + 2ḡf + 2ḡs + ḡfκf (Ef − Es) =: G∗∗tot .

This implies that ˙δV ≤ 2(ā/ε)δV if

−g∗∗tot (t)−
1

2

εġ∗∗s (t)

g∗∗s (t)
> 0, (8)

where ā := M∗∗s +G∗∗tot , ˙δV ≤ −2δV if

−g∗∗tot (t)−
1

2

εġ∗∗s (t)

g∗∗s (t)
≤ −ε, (9)

and ˙δV ≤ 0 otherwise. So, during one period of time,
if the measure of the time interval corresponding to the
condition (8) is smaller than τ∗∗ > 0 and if the measure
of the time interval corresponding to the condition (9) is
larger than T̂ ∗∗, then we can conclude that

δV (t0 + T ∗∗) ≤ e−2T̂∗∗
e2(ā/ε)τ∗∗

δV (t0).

Hence, a sufficient condition for contraction is εT̂ ∗∗ > āτ∗∗.
In particular, if we consider the system

0.01ẏ = −y − 2 [1 + tanh(5y)] (y − 2)

− 2 [1 + tanh(5z)] (y + 2) + u,

ż = −z + y,

with My = 0.33, θ = 0.55, and θ′ = 0.65, then (9) is
satisfied if y∗∗(t) ∈ [−1.45, 1.35] \ [−0.5, 0.3] =: I because

g∗∗tot (t) ≥ 1 + 2 + 2− 2 ∗ 5 ∗ supy∈I [1− tanh2(5y)](2− y)

≥ 5− 3.1 ≥ 0.51 = 0.01 +
0.33

1.1
+ 0.01 ∗ 5 ∗ 4

= ε+M∗∗s ≥ ε−
1

2

εġ∗∗s (t)

g∗∗s (t)
.

Therefore, if the new output reference trajectory stays in I
for a long enough time T̂ ∗∗, then it becomes contractive.
Figure 3 shows the simulation result with the square wave-
like output reference trajectory y∗∗(·) given as

1.35− 2.1
T̂∗∗ t, if t ∈

[
0, T̂

∗∗

2

]
,

0.3− 3.5
τ

[
t− T̂∗∗

2

]
, if t ∈

[
T̂∗∗

2 , T
∗∗

2

]
,

−1.45 + 1.9
T̂∗∗

[
t− T∗∗

2

]
, if t ∈

[
T∗∗

2 , T
∗∗+T̂∗∗

2

]
,

−0.5 + 3.7
τ

[
t− T∗∗+T̂∗∗

2

]
, if t ∈

[
T∗∗+T̂∗∗

2 , T ∗∗
]
,

where T̂ ∗∗ = 5, τ = 0.001, and T ∗∗ = T̂ ∗∗ + τ . Note that,
we have ā = 49.5, hence

εT̂ ∗∗ = 0.05 > 0.0495 = āτ > āτ∗∗.

Motivated by this, if our goal is to have entrainment with
an overall small perturbation in the output; if our objective is
to have a small supremum norm on |y∗(·) − y∗∗(·)|, where



Fig. 3. Red: y∗∗(·) and blue: y(·).

col(y∗(·), z∗(·)) is a free (u∗(·) ≡ 0) stable periodic orbit
of (7), then we can simply choose our new output/state
reference trajectory as

col(y∗∗(·), z∗∗(·)) := (1 + δ)col(y∗(·), z∗(·)),

with an appropriately small but strictly positive design pa-
rameter δ. In particular, the supremum norm on |y∗(·) −
y∗∗(·)| = δ|y∗(·)| can be made arbitrarily small, and also
the input perturbation thus utilized, i.e., limδ→0 ∆u(t) = 0.
By this scaling of the periodic orbit, the new output/state
reference trajectory spends more time on the contractive
region than the original output/state reference trajectory
(which is marginally stable), hence results in contraction.

Remark 3: Again motivated by this, if we consider a
specific conductance-based model which has a single slow
branch and a spike that results in a specific form of fast-slow
oscillation (see Section IV for the detailed model), then an
input perturbation that induces contraction can be directly
found by empirical observation. In particular, a periodic train
of negative impulses as a control input will be sufficient,
if its period is smaller than the period of the original fast-
slow oscillation. This is because, by the condition on the
period, at least one impulse acts during a single period of
oscillation, and it acts in a way to provide time lag, which
means that it spends more time on the contractive region.
An idea to utilize this robust way of inducing contraction in
system identification is illustrated in Section IV. �

Remark 4: We emphasize that these approaches are not
limited to handling unstable equilibrium points or limit
cycles. For example, the Lorenz system, which has a strange
attractor, given as

ẋ1 = σ(x2 − x1),

ẋ2 = x1(ρ− z)− x2 + u,

ż = x1x2 − βz

can similarly be handled to find new output trajectory
x∗∗1 (·) = y∗∗(·) that makes the system contractive. The

linearization results in a time-varying matrix

A∗∗(t) =

 −σ σ 0
ρ− z∗∗(t) −1 −x∗∗1 (t)
x∗∗2 (t) x∗∗1 (t) −β


and we only have to draw our new reference trajectory to
span much time on the contractive region, e.g., |σ+β−z| <
2
√
σ/2 and |x2| < 2

√
σβ/2. This region is contractive for

the differential Lyapunov function δx2
1 + δx2

2 + δz2. �
3) Describing function approach (Lure systems):
We finally consider entrainment of Lure systems given as

ẋ = Ax+B [u− h(y)] ,

y = Cx.
(10)

whereby restricting the form of new output reference trajec-
tory as sinusoidal,

y∗∗(t) = M sin(ωt),

making ease of analysis by utilizing the describing function
approach to handle nonlinearity h(·) by bringing the analysis
to linear theory of transfer function.

For this purpose, we assume that the linear system P (s) =
C(sI − A)−1B has the low-pass filter property. Then, any
high-frequency term of h(y∗∗(·)) will vanish, and thus,
we can approximate h(·) by the corresponding describing
function H(M,ω)(s) defined as

H(M,ω)(s) = p(M,ω) + q(M,ω)s,

where

p(M,ω) =
1

πM

∫ 2π/ω

0

h(M sin(ωt)) sin(ωt)dt,

q(M,ω) =
1

πMω

∫ 2π/ω

0

h(M sin(ωt)) cos(ωt)dt.

Then, we can simply look for (M,ω) such that the closed-
loop linear system

G(s) =
P (s)

1 + P (s)H(M,ω)(s)

is stable. This is sufficient if (M,ω) makes the open-loop
linear system H(M,ω)(s)P (s) passive.

Given the choice of parameters (M,ω), we can find the
corresponding input trajectory as the input for G(s) that has
its steady-state response as y∗∗(·), i.e., u∗∗(t) = D sin(ωt+
θ) such that

M sin(ωt) = g(ω)D sin(ωt+ θ) + ωf(ω)D cos(ωt+ θ)

where G(jω) = g(ω) + jωf(ω). To increase the precision,
we can use multi sine input perturbation to approximate the
high-order terms of the static nonlinearity.

For instance, if we consider a Chua circuit, where

P (s) =
2s2 + 0.7s+ 7

0.2s3 + 1.47s2 + 0.7s+ 4.9



and

h(y) =


−0.1(y + 1) + 4, if y ≤ −1,

−4y, if − 1 < y < 1,

−0.1(y − 1)− 4, if y ≥ 1,

then we can find the describing function as

H(M,ω)(s) = p(M,ω)

= −7.8

πω

[
sin−1

(
1

M

)
+

√
1

M2
− 1

M4

]
if M > 1 and H(M,ω)(s) = p(M,ω) = −4/ω if M ≤ 1.
Now, since the closed-loop transfer function

P (s)

1 + ρP (s)

is stable for ρ ≥ −0.05, any (M,ω) such that H(M,ω) ∈
(−0.05, 0) will suffice. Example choices are (M,ω) =
(200, 1) and (M,ω) = (10, 10). Figure 4 shows the sim-
ulation result with the first choice and u∗∗(t) = D sin(ωt+
θ) + h(M sin(ωt))− p(M,ω)M sin(ωt), to compensate for
the high-order terms of h(·).

Fig. 4. Red: y∗∗(·) and blue: y(·).

IV. APPLICATION: ADAPTIVE OBSERVER

Now, we find an application of induced contraction in the
problem of parameter estimation. For this purpose, consider
a parameterized family of systems given as

ẏ = f(t, y, z, u) + h(y)T θ ∈ R,

ż = g(t, z, y) ∈ Rn−1.
(11)

We assume that there is a uniform input trajectory u∗∗(·) that
induces contraction to the system (11) for all parameters θ
in a given set Θ ⊂ Rm. This control input could be found
for instance by any of the methods previously discussed.
Here, we assume that as in Section III-B.2 that there exists
a differential Lyapunov function of form

δVθ =
1

2
δy2 +

1

2
δzTPθ(t)δz

that decreases along with the new parameterized reference
output/state trajectory col(y∗∗θ (·), z∗∗θ (·)) during one period
of time T ∗∗θ , i.e., δVθ(t0 + T ∗∗θ ) < δVθ(t0).

Then, by considering θ also as a state variable, we can
construct an adaptive observer that estimates parameters in
real-time, by inducing contraction, as

˙̂y = f(t, ŷ, ẑ, u∗∗(t)) + h(ŷ)T θ̂ ∈ R, (12a)
˙̂z = g(t, ẑ, ŷ) ∈ Rn−1, (12b)
˙̂
θ = −H(ŷ) +H(y) ∈ Rm, (12c)

where H(y) =
∫
h(y)dy. We remark that throughout the

adaptive observer literature (e.g., [12]–[14]), the measured
output y is injected in the vector field of the adaptive
observer, instead of ŷ in (12a)-(12b). The advantage of this
so-called output injection is to facilitate the convergence
of the adaptive observer. Here, we do not resort to output
injection and keep the terms with ŷ as can be seen on
the right-hand side of (12a)-(12b). This particular design
choice mitigates potential measurement noise in y(·), while
the convergence of the observer will be enabled by induced
contraction.

The linearization of (12) around the new reference out-
put/state trajectory for the actual parameter θ∗∗ ∈ Θ,
col(y∗∗θ∗∗(·), z∗∗θ∗∗(·), θ∗∗), when the output injection y(·)
in (12c) is simply replaced by y∗∗θ∗∗(·), becomes ˙δŷ

˙δẑ
˙
δθ̂

 =

 A∗∗θ∗∗(t)

[
h(y∗∗θ∗∗(t))T

0

]
[
−h(y∗∗θ∗∗(t)) 0

]
0

δŷδẑ
δθ̂

 ,
where A∗∗θ∗∗(·) is a time-varying matrix for the linearization
of (11) for the parameter θ∗∗, which makes the differential
Lyapunov function δVθ∗∗ decrease over a one period of time
T ∗∗θ∗∗ . Therefore, a differential Lyapunov function for the
adaptive observer (12) given as (ε� 1)

δWε =
1

2
δŷ2 +

1

2
δẑTPθ∗∗(t)δẑ+

1

2
δθ̂T δθ̂−εδθ̂h(y∗∗θ∗∗(t))δŷ

also decreases, resulting in contraction.1 Notice that the
solutions of the data-generating system (11) with θ̇ = 0 are
also solutions of the adaptive observer (12), which guarantees
parameter estimation convergence. Figures 5 and 6 show the
simulation result with system

0.02ẏ = −2z(y + 0.7) + 0.15 + u−
[

y + 0.4
m∞(y)(y − 1)

]T
θ,

τ(y)ż = −z + z∞(y),

m∞(y) = sat
(
0, 1, (−2y3 + 0.9y2 + 0.6y + 0.068)/0.343

)
,

τ(y) = sat (0.2, 1, 0.2 + 40(0.25− y)) ,

z∞(y) = sat (0, 1, (y + 0.17)/0.42) ,

where sat(a, b, s) = max{a,min{b, s}}. For the set Θ =
[0.3, 0.7]× [1.1, 1.9], an input trajectory u∗∗(·), given as the

1Detailed analysis involving generalized eigenvalues and persistency of
excitation conditions [15, Section 2.5] on h(y∗∗θ∗∗ (·)) will be given in a
follow-up paper.



square wave of magnitude −3 having duration 0.002 seconds
and period 2.8 seconds, induces contraction.2 The parameter
used for simulation is θ∗∗ = col(0.5, 1.5), and the observer
uses system copy for the variables y and z, and the dynamics

˙̂
θ =

[
ŷ2/2 + 0.4ŷ − y2/2− 0.4y

M∞(ŷ)−M∞(y)

]
,

for the parameters, where M∞(y) =
∫
m∞(y)(y − 1)dy.

Fig. 5. Red: θ̂(·) and blue: θ∗∗, where θ̂(0) = col(0.3, 1.8).

Fig. 6. Red: y(·) (which converges to y∗∗θ∗∗ (·)) and blue: ŷ(·).

V. CONCLUSION

In this note, we considered the problem of induced con-
traction by assuming that the inverse system is contracting.
Thus, an input perturbation design question has been simpli-
fied to an output perturbation design question, from which
we have explored several approaches that even simplified the
design. Overall, the design of a new reference trajectory has
been shown to have a connection with the time spent in the

2This control input perturbs the original trajectory to spend more time on
the contractive region as noted in Remark 3.

contractive region. An application of this design has been
found in system identification. There are many avenues left
open for research in this direction. Analytical verification of
the approaches is one of them, which will be provided in a
follow-up paper.

Moreover, the present work paves the road for the stochas-
tic version of this work: noise-induced synchronization,
where a random input perturbation is designed so as to
induce contraction. In particular, the describing function
method has a direct counterpart when a multi sine input per-
turbation is replaced by stochastic noise [16]. The stochastic
theory is appealing since it suggests that the environment
can induce contraction. For instance, one could imagine
that a neural model from neuroscience is non-contractive
in vitro but becomes contractive in vivo, where noisy input
perturbations are ubiquitous.
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