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Probabilistic Region-of-Attraction Estimation with Scenario Optimization
and Converse Theorems

Torbjgrn Cunis

Abstract—The region of attraction characterizes well-
behaved and safe operation of a nonlinear system and is
hence sought after for verification. In this paper, a framework
for probabilistic region of attraction estimation is developed
that combines scenario optimization and converse theorems.
With this approach, the probability of an unstable condition
being included in the estimate is independent of the system’s
complexity, while convergence in probability to the true re-
gion of attraction is proven. Numerical examples demonstrate
the effectiveness for optimization-based control applications.
Combining systems theory and sampling, the complexity of
Monte-Carlo-based verification techniques can be reduced.
The results can be extended to arbitrary level sets of which
the defining function can be sampled, such as finite-horizon
viability. Thus, the proposed approach is applicable and/or
adaptable to verification of a wide range of safety-related
properties for nonlinear systems including feedback laws based
on optimization or learning.

I. INTRODUCTION

Estimating the region of attraction is a classical problem
in the analysis of nonlinear dynamic systems [1]. The region
of attraction of a dynamic system is the set of all initial
conditions such that system states asymptotically converge to
a given equilibrium, thus describing admissible excitations.
For closed-loop nonlinear control systems, the region of
attraction is typically bounded due to inaccuracies of the
underlying models or physical limitations of the controls.
By assessing that the region of attraction is sufficiently
large, stable asymptotic behaviour of a nonlinear system can
be verified for the envisaged operating envelope. Recently,
region-of-attraction estimation has seen increased interest in
the context of feasibility of model-predictive control [2], [3],
stability of time-distributed optimization [4], and verification
of neural networks [5]-[7]. For the purpose of verification,
the region-of-attraction estimate should be nonconservative
without overapproximating the true set.

The estimation is often cast as the problem to find a
Lyapunov functions subject to a dissipation inequality but
analytical solutions (such as sum-of-squares optimization
[5]-[10]) often require an algebraic (polynomial) approxima-
tion of the system dynamics. Furthermore, the complexity
of sum-of-squares problems notoriously increases with the
number of states considered, a particular issue for methods
based on optimization and machine learning with numerous
controller states. An alternative are data-driven methods
exploiting converse Lyapunov theorems [11], [12], which
approximate a Lyapunov function based on sampled, stable
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trajectories. These approaches face some major challgenges:
First, judging asymptotic behaviour from finite sequences
involves guess work; and second, there are no guarantees
for the approximation to be a subset of the true region
of attraction. Relaxing asymptotic convergence to finite-step
reachability of a provably stable subset, scenario optimiza-
tion can provide probabilistic bounds for the accuracy of the
region-of-attraction estimate based on the number of samples
[13]. Previous work on data-driven reachable set estimation
considered probabilistic outer approximations by ellipsoids
[14]. For the complementary problem of maximal positively
invariant set, [15] proved probabilistic bounds for sample-
based estimates using arbitrary basis functions; however,
the number of samples to ensure a given confidence level
is difficult to compute and grows exponentially with the
dimension of the basis. In [16], subsets of the region of
attraction were approximated by spheres or polyhedra which
only provide conservative estimates.

In this paper, we focus on estimating the region of
attraction for a class of linear systems commonly arising
in optimization schemes and neural networks. We employ
a limit on the truncated converse Lyapunov function given
by [17] as sufficient condition for asymptotic stability of
a finitely sampled sequence; for the class of systems in
this paper, we can find an upper bound as maximum of
a monotone scalar function. Solving optimization problems
over two independent sets of sampled stable and unstable
trajectories, respectively, we aim to find a probabilistic
(inner) approximations with a polynomial shape obtained
from data. We prove that our approximations converge (in
probability and distance) to the true region of attraction if
the number of samples and the maximum polynomial degree
increases. Parts of our results can, with minor modifications,
also be used for the approximation of reachable sets and/or
applied to general, nonlinear or even unknown dynamics.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows:
Section [[I] states the problem of region of attraction estima-
tion via truncated converse Lyapunov functions. Section [[II-
defines optimization over random variables and relates
the sample complexity to the reliability of the empirical
maximum; Section [[I1I-C| introduces the notion of inner and
outer approximations for the region of attraction; Section
[A]presents our main probabilistic algorithm. The algorithm is
analyzed and its convergence in probability to the true region
of attraction is proven in Section [V} Finally, numerical ex-
amples for saturated LQR and suboptimal model-predictive
control are presented in Section



Notation: Let N and R denote the natural and real
numbers, respectively. We consider the Euclidean space R"
equipped with inner product (-,-) : R® x R” — R and
induced norm || - ||2 : @ — +/{x,x). Let S, (resp., S;})
denote the subset of symmetric (resp., positive semidefinite)
matrices in R™*™ and take A, B € R™*!; the Frobenius
inner product is (A, B) = trace(AT B); and the Kronecker
outer product is A ® B € R™>*™ The norm ball of radius
r > 0, excluding the origin, is defined as B*(r) = {z €
R™ | 0 < |lz|l2 < r}. When applied to vectors of same
lengths, the inequalities “<” and “>" are to be understood
element-wise.

A probability space is a tuple (€2, X, P), where ) is the
sample space, the events X are a o-algebra of subsets of
(), and the probability function P : ¥ — [0,1] satisfies
that P(Q2) = 1 and P(S; U S2) = P(S1) + P(S3) for any
S1,5 C Q with S NSy = @. A random variable defined
on a probability space (£2,X, P) is a measurable function
z: 0 = S, or z € S for short, where S is a finite-
dimensional vector space (the support of z); we write the
probability that z € A for some A C S as P{z € A} =
P({w € Q|z(w) € A}). A sequence of random variables
{2z € Q = S}i>o, or short {z;}r>0 C SY, is said to
converge almost surely to the random variable z € S% if
and only if

P{lim ||z —z|l2=0}=1
k—o0
and to converge in probability to z if and only if
lim P{|lzr —z|2 <€} =1
k—o0

for any € > 0.

We denote the vector of monomials of y € R™ up to degree
q € N by Z,{y}, its length by n,, and the outer product as
Zg = Zy ® Z4. A polynomial function p : D — R with
coefficients § € R™ is given by p : y — (6, Z,{y}).

II. PROBLEM STATEMENT

We consider solutions {zj }r>0 C R™ to the discrete-time
initial value problem

Ti(z) : {xk“ = Az + o)

To =T

(D

where R™ is the state space, A : R — R" is a linear
operator, and ¢ : R” — R™ is a deterministic nonlinear
operator. The dynamics II(x) are possibly unknown but
bestowed with the following assumption.

Assumption 1: The function ¢ is Lipschitz continuous
and satisfies ¢(0) = 0. Moreover, the origin is locally
asymptotically stable for (T)).

Since we assume that (TJ) is locally asymptotically stable
around the origin, trajectories starting sufficiently close to
the origin remain close and there exists a nonempty (but not
necessarily connected) set of initial conditions that lead to
converging state trajectories.

Definition 1: The true region of attraction R, of (I) is
the largest set R C R™ such that any solution {zj}x>¢ of
II(x) converges to the origin if x € R.

We introduce the Hausdorff distance of two bounded sets
A, B CR" as

on (A, B) = max{sup dist(x; B), sup dist(y; A)}
T€EA yeEB
where dist denotes the distance between a point and a set,
ie., dist(z; B) = infyep ||z — yll2-
Problem 1: Solve

H%in QH(RQ,ROO) s.t. Rg C Reo

where Ry C R™ is a set estimate parametrized by 6.

By Assumption [I| the origin is a stationary condition
and ¢ is bound (by ¢ > 0), that is, ||¢(z)|] < (]|z]|
holds for all x € R™. Such systems arise in control of
linear systems by neural networks, where the state space
comprises of system states and hidden layer neurons, and ¢ is
a nonlinear activation function (such as tanh or max{z, 0});
in linear model-predictive control using a convex solver,
possibly with a fixed number of iterations, where ¢ is the
projection onto the feasible set; or, with some relaxation of
the continuity assumptions, in the analysis of transitional
flows for nonlinear fluids [18]. The state space typically is
an Euclidean vector space.

In this paper, we rely on data to compute 6. We assume
that we can sample the solution of II(z) for any (finite) set of
initial conditions = € R™ of our choice and observe a finite-
horizon response {x}},_, with p € N. This approach raises
a number of challenges: To begin with, we cannot decide
beyond doubt whether the solution is going to converge to
the origin, that is, whether x € R . Instead, we are going to
introduce a family of finite-time decidable sets R, C R
approaching R, as p — oo and compute an estimate for
‘R, for some given p. Reliance on finite data samples also
means that we cannot guarantee that our estimate Ry is a true
subset of R ,,. We will hence resort to a notion of probabilistic
set approximation that allows us to bound the probability
that a point is incorrectly predicted to be stable. At last, we
need to carefully choose a parametrization that allows us
to approximate R, arbitrarily well. To that extent, we will
associate %y as the sublevel set of a polynomial function v
and 6 with its vector of coefficients.

Objectives

Let p € N be given. The goal of this paper is to obtain an
estimate Ry of R, parametrized by the vector of polynomial
coefficients 6, based on sample trajectories of subject to
the following probabilistic objectives.

1) Accuracy: The probability that a point z € Ry is not
in R, is bounded by some ¢ > 0.

2) Validity: The bound ¢ is given specifically and inde-
pendently of the polynomial degree.

3) Convergence: With increasing polynomial degree, the
estimates R approaches.

Such estimates of the region of attraction can be used as
certificates for correct behaviour of a nonlinear system.



Related work

The problem of estimating R, for a given system has
a long history in nonlinear analysis. A popular choice are
approaches based on polynomial Lyapunov functions. Poly-
nomial approximation for R, aims to find a sublevel set

Ry.={zeR"|v(z) <c}

where v : R™ — R is a polynomial function and ¢ > 0, that
o minimizes gu (R, ¢, Roo; and
o ensures that R is a subset of R.
Methods to approximate the region of attraction by con-
strained polynomial optimisation include [8], [19]. A more
tractable relaxation is to obtain the shape v(-) by uncon-
strained optimization, then search for the largest level set
that is contained by R.,. This is the strategy employed in
[20]. The works cited here rely on dissipativity conditions
to provide sufficient conditions for a Lyapunov function and
are computationally heavy.

III. MATHEMATICAL BACKGROUND

A candidate Lyapunov function is the partial sum
P
V(@) =aer Y llell3 2)
k=0

where {zx}r>0 C R™ solves II(z) and p € NU {oo}. It is
easy to see that, if converging, V., is a Lyapunov function
and thus, its domain is a subset of R .. Reverse statements,
that is, conditions under which the domain of V., equals
the (true) region of attraction of (I)), are known as converse
theorems [21]-[24]. In general, the region of attraction is
undecidable [25] and hence, there exists no computational
form of V.

A. Truncated Lyapunov function

We rely on the results of [17] for a lower bound on the
truncated series. Choose p € N and ¥ > 0 such that any
trajectory {zy}r>0 With xg € 2*(F) satisfies

zpll2 < llzoll2

forall p € {p,p+1,...,2p — 1}. It can then be showrﬂ
that any trajectory {xy }x>0 with xg € Z*(7) satisfies z, €
28*(7) for all k > p. In order to efficiently decide R,, we
compute a lower bound for 7 in the appendix. For any p > p,
we define

Ry = {r € B" | y(x) < o} 3)

where ¢, = (p+ 1)7%. We obtain the following result.
Theorem 1: Let x € R™ be an initial condition for @;
2 € Ro if and only if there exists p > p such that x € R,,.
Proof: See [17, Theorems 3.7 and 3.10]. |
In other words, when sampling the solution of II(z) for
some given x € R", we can decide whether or not z € R,

'Compare [17, Lemma 3.3].

after a finite number of steps. Given p > p, the polynomial
approximation problem of R, can be written as

min sup |[v(z) — V,(2)]|2 st. RCR, “4)
v(+) TER,
where v is a polynomial function with real-valued coeffi-

cients and fixed degree.

B. Scenario Optimization

When using data to solve optimization problems such
as (@), deterministic constraints are replaced by so-called
chance constraints leading to a probabilistic optimization.
The scenario approach of [13] then links the sample com-
plexity of the randomized algorithm to its reliability and ac-
curacy with respect to the original, deterministic optimization
problem.

Definition 2: Let z € S be a random variable, © € R"®
be a set of parameter vectors, and f : S — R be a measurable
cost function; the probabilistic supremum sup® f(z) for € >
0 is the smallest number ~ satisfying P{f(z) <~} >1—e.
Moreover, the empirical maximum is given as

m]\a[mxf(z): max  f(z%) %)

i€{1,...,N}
where (2, ... 2(N)) c 8% is a tuple of N € N in-
dependent random variables (the samples) with distribution
identical to that of z.

It can be shown [13, Theorem 7.4] that max® f(z)
converges almost surely to sup f(z) if N — oo, provided
that f is continuous at the optimal solution Z of sup f(2)
and P{z € B} > 0 for any neighbourhood B C S of 2.

When estimating the region of attraction using trajectory
samples, we are going to optimize over the empirical max-
imum of a parametrized cost function. To study accuracy
and convergence of our result, we define the probabilistic
optimization problems

5 = minsupg(8, 2) (62)
Ye =min sup g(8, 2) (6b)
7 = min max g (8, 2) (6¢)

where 5 € © and g : S x © — R is measurable. If either
© is compact or g is bounded from below, then 7" is a
well-defined random variable with support in (—oo, 4]. Here,
represents the optimization problem our randomized
algorithm will solve; Eq. (6a) corresponds to the original
problem; and (6b) is used to formulate the following, proba-
bilistic results. Denote the optimal solution(s) to (6) by arg 4,
arg 7., and arg v, respectively.

Lemma 1: Let €,6 > 0 be confidence levels; then there
exists N € N such that

P{yN <4} <6 )

In addition, let © be compact and convex, g(f, ) be convex
in 3, and By € arg~y" be unique; if

efl(log5*1+n@) ®)

eN >



where log(-) denotes the natural logarithm and e its base,
then P{y" < sup¢ g(Bn,2)} < 4.
Proof: See [13, Theorem 8.1 and Corollary 12.1] as
well as remarks. [ ]
In other words, the scenario optimization is d-reliable
in the sense that with probability 1 —J or greater, its optimal
solution is e-accurate, that is, ’yN is an upper bound of
g(Bn,z) for z € S? with probability of at least 1 — e.
The number of samples N that is necessary to satisfy the
confidence levels € and ¢ is called sample complexity. We will
apply scenario optimization to polynomial regression. Here,
© will denote the space of coefficient vectors (up to given
degree) and the cost function is linear in the coefficients.
Optimization in multiple variables: We can extend to

optimization problems with multiple random variables)| viz.
’}/ = mﬁin sup maX{gl(ﬂ,zl),gg(ﬂ,zg)} (9)
Z1,22

where z; € S{! and z; € S§ are random variables and
g1,2 : ©x 812 — R are measurable functions that are convex
in the first variable. It is easy to see that (O) is equivalent
to the optimization problem in (6a) for the extended cost
function

g:(B,2) — max{g1(B, 21), 92(B, 22)}

with z = (z1, 22), which is again convex in [3. Let again
7. and vV denote the optimal values of the probabilistic
optimization problems and (6c)), respectively, for g. We
obtain the following strengthening of Lemma
Proposition 1: Let €, > 0 be confidence levels, let € be
compact and convex, and Sy € argy" be unique; then

P{yN <stipgi(Bn,2)} <9

for i € {1,2} if (§) is satisfied by € and 4.

Proof: For any v € R and f € ©, we have that
g(B,z) < if and only if g1 (B, 21) <y and g2(8, 22) < 3
that is,

P{g(B,2z) <~} <P{gi(B,z:) <~}

and hence, sup$, g;(3, z;) < supg g(3, z) for i € {1,2}. The
desired result then follows from Lemma [1] |

C. Polynomial Set Approximations

We want to establish polynomial estimates of R, by
scenario optimization. As data-driven approaches rarely yield
estimates that are guaranteed to be inner or outer approxima-
tions, we introduce a probabilistic equivalent. We consider a
subset X' C R™ of the state space.

Definition 3: Take € > 0 and let z € X% be a random
variable; a set X C R" is an e-accurate outer approximation
of X ifand only if P{zx € X} > 1 —e.

Intuitively, the probability that € X is not in X is
less than e. We define a probabilistic inner approximation
likewise.

2While we make use of pairs of random variables only, the remainder of
this subsection can easily be extended to arbitrary tuples.

P{x; ¢ X,} <c¢

P{Xo € Xl} <e

Fig. 1. Illustration of e-accurate inner and outer approximations X; and
X, of some set X' with random variables z; € X and z, € R™ \ X.

Definition 4: Take ¢ > 0 and let z € (R™\ X)% be
a random variable; a set X C R™ is an e-accurate inner
approximation of X if and only if P{x ¢ X} > 1 —e.

The concept of probabilistic inner and outer approximates
is illustrated in Fig. [T} Indeed, any sufficiently small (or
large) set is likely to be an inner (outer) approximationE]
Therefore, we aim to find the probabilistic inner approx-
imation which is, at the same time, as close as possible
to an accurate outer approximation. As demonstrated in the
following result, the notion of set approximations is tied to
that of scenario optimization.

Proposition 2: Let z € X% be a random variable, f :
R™ — R be a measurable function, and ¢, > 0 be
confidence levels; then there exists NV € N such that

Xy = {z € R"| f(z) < miax f(2)}

is an e-accurate outer approximation of X with probability
1 — 6 or larger.

Proof: Define vV = max® f(z); by virtue of
Lemma there exists N € N such that P{y, <AV} >1-§
and P{f(z) < 7.} > 1 — ¢, where v = sup® f(z) is the
probabilistic supremum of f on z € X'. Hence,

P{P{f() <"} 21—} 21-9

which is the desired result by definition of X . |

It is not hard to derive a similar result for the inner
approximation of &’; moreover, an explicit bound for N
based on € and ¢ is obtained from with ng = 0. In
Proposition [2] a probabilistic outer approximation of X is
given as sublevel set Xy of a function f of which the level
is determined by sampling f on X. The probability of a
point x € X not being in the sublevel set thus is equal
to the probability of the empirical maximum being smaller
than f(x). Hence, accuracy of Xy is linked to scenario
optimization.

Clearly, an arbitrary choice for the function f(-) is likely
not to lead to a good approximation. The work of [14]
searched for the smallest ellipsoidal set that is an accurate

3This is true even in the deterministic case.



outer approximation of & without any statement for inner ap-
proximations. Unfortunately, this approach cannot be easily
applied to inner approximations as the empirical maximum
of the volume is unbounded. Instead, we are going to use
polynomial functions and compute the vector of coefficients
as randomized algorithm. For the analysis, we apply to the
result of Stone and Weierstrass. Here, let f : D — R be a
given scalar function on D C R".

Lemma 2: Let n > 0; if f is Lipschitz continuous and D
is compact, then there exists ¢ € N such that

sup 10, Zg{y}) — F(W) <

for some vector § € R,

Proof: By [26, Chapter 20, Theorem 3], the polynomi-
als in y form a dense subset of the continuous functions on D,
that is, there exists a sequence of polynomials {p : D — R}
that converges uniformly to f. Take q as the degree of p such
that sup,cp [p(y) — f(y)| < 1 to complete the proof. ]

IV. METHODOLOGY

We will present a relaxed solution to the polynomial
approximation problem of which the accuracy of the inner
approximation is independent of either the polynomial degree
or the number of system states. Our approach is based on
obtaining a probabilistic polynomial approximation for V),
on R,, while guaranteeing that the resulting estimate is
a probabilistic inner approximation. For that purpose, we
solve two empirical optimization problems as summarized
in Alg. the first problem is to obtain a polynomial
approximation of V), and the second problem is to correct for
initial conditions outside of R, lying inside the polynomial
sublevel set of level c,.

As we are going to show, the result of the probabilistic
algorithm is accurate and reliable in the sense that the region
of attraction estimate is an e-accurate inner approximation
of R, with probability 1 —§ or larger, where the confidence
levels (e,6) depend on the number of samples but not the
degree of the polynomial approximation. In addition, in
the next section, we prove that the estimates converge in
probability to R, with increasing polynomial degree and
increasing number of samples.

Algorithm 1 Probabilistic region-of-attraction estimation
algorithm.

Input: parameters p > p, ¢ € N, and N =
as well as compact set D C R”
1: evaluate V,, on Ny iid. samples of R, x (D \ R,)
2: empirically approximate V), by degree-2¢g polynomial
3: evaluate prediction on N iid. samples of D\ R,
4: adjust set level to correct for polynomial predlctlon
Output: empirical region of attraction estimate Ry 4

(N17N2) Cc N

A. Randomized Algorithm

We define a hierarchy of empirical optimization problems.
For any p > p, the set R, is bounded by definition of V,.

Algorithm 2 Compute instance of Oy € argn™

Input: N iid. instances of & € RS} and & € (D \ R,)*
1o =V, (#9) and 2V := Z2{5®} fori =1,...,N
2 2 = 220} for j=1,...,N
3: find (9,0) € R x Sj{q minimizing 7 subject to

(1) (i)
2,0 +n> v
G (3) @n> ol fori=1...N
n-{n,0)2-v for j=1,...,N

<Z§J)v@> +nz= ¢

Output: optimal solution (n™V,Oy)

Take a compact set D C R"™ with R, C D and let T €
Ry and 2, € (D \ Rp) be random variables; observe
that, by definition, V,,(Z) > ¢, holds surely. In the following
problem, we make use of tuples of lengths Ni, Ny € N
comprised of random finite trajectories subject to (I) with
initial conditions (zg))fvll, (ié ))5\711, and (Z (J))Nz being,
respectively, independent and with dlstrlbutlolﬂ 1dent1cal to
Z, &, and Z.

Problem 2: Take ¢ € N and N = (Ny, N3); solve

7™ = min max { njl\éxx (0, Z3{i}) — V, ()],
© N (10a)
max (¢, — (0, Z2{#})) }
where © € S:{q is positive semidefinite, and
N _ e
N =min(Oy, Z2{z}) (10b)

with O € argn™

Problem [2] can be solved as two convex programs, as
detailed in Algorithms [2] and 3] Upon solution, we define
the empirical region of attraction estimate Ry , as

Ryg={z €eR"| (@N7Z§{x}) < cN}.

where O and ¢V are random variables. For the remainder
of the paper, let Ry , be the result of Problem [2]

B. Accuracy & Reliability

Since ¢ is based on given and fixed parameters O v, we
directly obtain a probabilistic bound on the accuracy of the
inner approximation.

Lemma 3: Let €, > 0; if Ny € N satisfies

eNy > ¢ 1 log 6~ *

satisfies

P{inf(Oy, Z2{z}) < N} < §

then ¢V

(1)

for any given O .
Proof: Since D\R,, is bounded, inf(0yn, Z,{Z}) € R.
Then the desired result follows directly from Lemma[l] =

4Note that no further assumptions on the nature of this distributions is
needed.



Algorithm 3 Compute instance of ¢,

Input: N iid. instances of z € (D — R,,)%
1 70 = (O, Zz{a:(J B forj=1,...,N
2: find ¢ € R maximizing c subject to

forj=1,...,N

and © € S}

c< e

Output: optimal value ¢V

It is important to note that the reliability of Ry 4 being
an e-accurate inner subset of R, depends solely on the
number of samples N5 in the second optimization step and
is independent on the parameters in the first step.

Remark 1: The purpose of the second argument in (10a)
is to ensure that the polynomial approximation behaves well
outside of R, which is used in the following analysis. In
practical applications with focus on a probabilistic inner
approximation, the number of samples of & can be reduced
without compromising Lemma

We state the following corollary for later use.

Corollary 1: Let €, > 0; there exists No € N such
that Ry 4 is an e-accurate inner approximation of R, with
probability of at least 1 — J. «

V. CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS

We have already established that the region-of-attraction
estimate Ry, obtained from solving Problem [2] meets the
first two of our objectives. We will now demonstrate that
Ry 4 converges, in probability and with respect to a suitable
measure of distances between sets, to R,,. A key step of this
proof is to show that Ry, is an outer approximation of a
sublevel set of V,, of which the level converges to c,. Here,
we need to ensure that the extrapolation of the polynomial
approximation beyond R, is well behaving; we thus make
the following, technical assumption.

Assumption 2: The random variables z and ¥ are identi-
cally distributed.

We are ready to state our main result for the region of
attraction estimate Ry 4.

Theorem 2: Let €1, €2,01,02,v > 0 be given; there exist
Ni,N2,q € N and a set R” C R, such that Ry 4 is an ep-
accurate inner approximation of R, with probability greater
than 1 — Jo and an e;-accurate outer approximation of R”
with probability greater than 1 — §;, where

supinf ||z — yll2 < v (12)
z Y
with z € R, and y € R”.

If, as it remains to be proven, the optimal solutions to
Problem 2| exist and are unique, it is clear from Lemmas
and [2] that individually, accuracy of the inner and outer ap-
proximations and the goodness of the polynomial fit converge
(in probability) if either N; — oo, Ny — o0, or ¢ — 00,
respectively. In the remainder of the section we show that
convergence (in probability) also holds simultaneously. To
that extent, we will prove:

1) That the optimal solution O € argn® exists and is
unique; that is, we can obtain a bound on the number
of samples N; for given confidence levels € and 6.
2) That, with increasing polynomial degree ¢, the dif-
ference between ¢V and ¢, converges (in probability)
to zero; furthermore, that convergence of the level v
implies convergence of R" in the Hausdorff metric.
3) Combining all of the results, that Ry , converges (in
probability) to R,, with increasing numbers of samples
and polynomial degree.
We start by proving that Ry, is a probabilistic outer
approximation of a sublevel set V! (¢, — 1) C R, for some
w> 0.

A. Existence of the Polynomial Approximation

Prior to showing uniqueness, we prove that the optimal
value 7 of the deterministic min sup-problem becomes ar-
bitrarily small, provided that the polynomial ¢ is chosen
sufficiently large. For the first result, we appeal to Lemma 2]
as well as the structure of V},; namely, recall that V}, maps x
to the finite sum of squares of Lipschitz continuous functions

fklxol—>xk

where k € {0, ...,p} and {x} }r>0 is the solution of II(xz).
Proposition 3: Let n > 0; there exists ¢ € N such that

sup max {l(e, Z}{z}) - Vu(2)],

(cp — (0, Z3{@})} <n

for some matrix © € S .

Proof: Choose > 0 with pu(pu + 2F) < n/p,
where F' is an upper bound of | fi]l2,..., ]| fpll2 on D. By
Lemma [2| there exist ¢ € N and 6,,...,60, € R"*" such
that sup,cp |08 Zg{z} — fu(z)| < p forall k € {1,...,p}.

13)

Then
IGEZq{x}H% = [l ()13
kﬁ: (O Zg{z} — f(2)) T (0% Zy{z} + fu(2))
i 105 Zg {2} = fu(@) 2 - 165 Zo{z} + fio(2)ll2
kzi: 2[| fr()ll2 + 1) <n

holds for all = € D. Note that V,(z') > ¢, if 2’ € D\R by
definition of R,. Let 0 be the vector that gives 0] Z,{z} =
2 and define Lk = 0,0F. Then Lo, L1,...,L, € Sjlq and
© = Lo+ > _; L is the desired result. [ ]
We note an immediate result of Proposition [3| for the
empirical optimization problem in (10a).
Lemma 4: Letn > 0; there exists ¢ € N such that n¥ < 7
holds surely.
Proof: Denote the cost function in by ¢(6,x)
with = (&, ). By Proposition 3} there exist ¢ € N and



Oe S+ such that /) = sup, g(©,z) < n and hence, n™ <

max™ g(6,z) < 7 holds surely. ]

B. Uniqueness of the Polynomial Approximation

In order to apply Lemma |I} we need that the optimal
solution O € argn® of the optimization problem in
is unique. Here, we will assume without loss of generality
that the polynomial regression is overdetermined. For the
following result, note that (n™¥,Oy) is the solution of a
convex program (Alg. of which the feasible set is the
intersection of K; = R x Sflq and Ko = {¢£ € Rm2atL | AE >
b}, where the rows of A € R3N1x("2a+1) and b € R3M are
given as

Af =1 +Zo{2W}], b =+v®  (l4a)
ANy =1 =229}, by =0 (14b)
Ar?rN-H =[1 "‘ZZQ{C%(j)}] y banij=c¢p (14¢)

for all 4,5 € {1,...,N1}. The objective can be written as
n = (c, &) for a suitable linear form ¢ € R™2a "1,

Remark 2: Some monomials of x appear repeatedly in
the square matrix Z2{x} thus adding some ambiguity to
the solution © € S+ Since this is not reflected in the
polynomial (O, Zz{:c} in (T4) we have (with some abuse
of notation) used the vector Zyq{x} of same degree 1nstead

For some optimal solution { € arg minge i, nx, (¢, §), W
denote by A and b those constraints of (14) that & satlsﬁes
with equality. Observe that any set containing ¢ and up to na,
linearly independent rows of A is again linearly independent
and, by (T0a), A includes at least rows with both positive and
negative monomials; the corresponding samples #() (resp.,
2@y with 4,5 € {1,..., N1} are mutually exclusive; as well
as (c,&) > 0.

Proposition 4: The optimal solution © y is unique if the
associated matrix A has rank naq + 1.

Proof: We assume without loss of generality that A
has at most na, + 1 rows. Let £ € argminge i, (¢, €);
that is, (c, &) < {c, &) for all £ € K1 N Ko, which is just the
definition for c to be element of the inwards normal cone,
Nngz (€), of K1 N K> at £. We consider first the case that
£ lies in the interior of K3, that is, 5 is the solution to the
linear program minger,(c,§) and Ny g, () = Ny, (€).
Now, £ is unique if (and only if) ¢ + ¢ € —Ng, (£) for any
e € R™2a %! that is small enough [27, Theorem 1].

Observe that the cone Ny (5) C Rn2atl g spanne °| by
the rows of AE] Since any set containing ¢ and (at most)
naq rows of A is linearly independent, we now claim that
A is square; for otherwise, c € N (f ) could be written as
linear combination of ng, rows of A which contradicts the
linear independence. With the same argument, we conclude
that ¢ = ATX with \ € Rm‘ﬁ As A is square and full
rank, its range is equal to R”%“ Hence, if ||¢||2 is small
enough, there exists k € R"2a+! satisfying ATk = ¢ and
A+ k€ Rn24+ in other words, ¢+ ¢ € Ny ().

SA cone C is spanned by the set of vectors {a1,...,
all elements y € C satisfy y = A1a1 + - -+ + Agay with Aq,...

6See Appendix for a proof.

ag} if and only if
, A > 0.

To complete the proof, assume that £ lays on the boundary
of Kj; but (¢,&) is unbounded on £ € K; and hence,
uniqueness of ¢ is not affected. [ ]

Uniqueness of ©Y then is given, except for some events
of measure zero, if the number of samples is large enough.

Corollary 2: If N1 > ngyg, the optimal solution O is
almost surely unique. '

Proof: Any set of up to my, monomial vectors z%l)
(resp., z(j )y with i ,7 € {1,..., N1} is linearly independent
with probablhty one (see Appendix [-B); thus, any set of
c and up to ng, rows of A is linearly independent and A
has at least na, + 1 rows. Obtain the matrix A from A by
multiplying each row that has —zY) by —1 (such that the
second column of A is all 1) as well as reordering its rows
until the top-left 2 x 2 block reads

2 _ 1
A= 4

and note that A and A are of equal rank. Then one applies the
induction in the proof of Proposition [/| (appendix), starting
with the nonsingular block A2, to verify that A has almost
surely full rank. That is, A has rank ns, + 1 and uniqueness
follows by virtue of Proposition [4] [ ]

In the remainder of this section we will now conclude
that the empirical polynomial approximation converges (in
probability) to V},.

C. Accuracy of the Polynomial Approximation

Having established existence and uniqueness, we obtain
that the polynomial fit © 5 is probabilistically accurate. We
then proceed to show that the empirical bound ¢V does not
add unnecessary conservatism. Furthermore, the sublevel set
can be chosen arbitrarily close to R,,, where we assume that
the distance v is much smaller than /c.

Lemma 5: Let €,0,n > 0; there exist N1, ¢ € N such that

(On,nY) satisty
P{bup|<@N,ZQ{JJ}> Vp(2)] <™}
, N >1-4§ (15)
P{sup(ey — (O, Z2(i1) < 1)
and nN <.

Proof: By Lemma [ there exists ¢ € N such that
n™ < . Choosing N7 > max{na,, € 1 (logd=1 + nay) (1 —
—1)=11, the optimal solution © y is unique with probability
one (Corollary E]) and thus, the desired results follow from
Proposition [I} u
Since the empirical polynomial approximation is e-
accurate (with reliability § > 0), we obtain a probabilistic
bound on the difference between ¢V and ¢p. Here, we make
use of the fact that & and = are equally distributed.

Lemma 6: Let e > 0; provided that (T3) holds, ¢V satisfies

N <, —nV (16)

with probability less than 1 — (1 — €)V2
Proof: Assume (T3) holds; n”V and © then satisfy

P{(ON, ZHzD}) —c, <V, je{l,...,N}} > (1—¢)V



as well. As ¢V < (O, Z2{z1)}) holds surely for any j €
{1,..., N}, this completes the proof. ]
Before proving our main theorem, we derive a bound on
the Hausdorff distance[] between R” and R, based on the
sublevel ¢, — > 0.
Proposition 5: Let v > 0; there exists g > 0 such that

inf ||z — yll2 <v (17)
Y
with y € V7! (¢, — p) for all z € R,

Proof: Since ¢ is Lipschitz continuous and R, is
bounded, there exists £ > 1 such that

)13 < Va(x) < £ll3

for all z € R,. Choose . < ¢, — £*(c, — 2v, /¢, + 1/?) and
denote 11 = sup, [|z|l2 and r2 = inf, [|y[[2; then \/c; >
r1 > 19 > 071/, — p. Hence, infy |z —ylla <ri—ra <wv
is satisfied, the desired result. |

D. Convergence of the Polynomial Approximation

We conclude the theoretical analysis by proving that Ry 4
converges (in probability) to an inner approximation of R,
and an outer approximation of R”, where the sublevel set
‘RY converges (in the Hausdorff metric) to R,,.

Proof of Theorem [2} By Lemma [3] there exists No € N
such that (TI), that is, Ry , satisfies

P{f € RN’q} < €9 (18)

with probability greater than 1 — Jo. Recalling that T € R,
is the definition of an ey-accurate inner approximation
of R,. Let now R be the largest set & C R, such that
y € Rif V,(y) < ¢, — p with probability one, z € R, and
y € RY, where ;o > 0 is chosen according to Proposition [3]
such that holds, implying that is satisfied.

Choose 7 < p/2; assume that n™ < 5. If y € RY, then

P{y & Rnq} <P{(On, Z}{y}) — Vo(y) > N — (¢, — )}
<P{(ON, Z;{y}) = Voly) > p—n}

<P{l{en. Zg{y}h) - Ve > "} < @
(19)

—_ —

where the first inequality follows from the definitions of
Ry, 4 and R, the second from (16), and the third from (I5).
By Lemma [35] and [} there exist Ni,q € N such that (I9)
holds with probability greater than (1 — §’)(1 — ¢;)™2 for
some &’ > 0. Take

8 <1—(1=6)(1—e) N

then Ry 4 IS an €;-accurate inner approximation of R with
probability greather than 1 — §;.
This concludes the proof of Theorem [2] u

"The Hausdorff distance of A, B C R™ simplifies to

sup dist(z; A)
zEB

if AC B.

VI. NUMERICAL EXAMPLES

We present examples from optimization-based and neural
network control. The closed-loop dynamics here are partially
written

Tpy1 = AopZ + (1)

where A,, denotes the open-loop linear part and 7 is a
nonlinear saturation or activation function. In the examples,
Agp is not necessarily stable but 1) is differentiable around
the origin, leading to the closed-loop dynamics with

A=A+ Jo
¢ =1 — Jox

where J; is the Jacobian of v at the origin.

A. Saturated LOR

We consider the classical problem of an open-loop unsta-
ble linear system

1.0745 0.1025 0.1518
Aop = [1.5079 1.0745]’ b= {3.0741} (20)

under saturated LQR control (with Q = I and R = 1)

K =[-0.7999 —0.3397]
Y(x) = Bsat(Kx)

(21a)
21b)

where sat(-) is the scalar projection to the interval [—1,1].
The closed-loop linear part A = Ay, + BK is stable and
satisfies ||A||P < 1 for all p > p = 5. Furthermore, a lower
bound r, = 1.5052 with + = 10~% has been obtained for 7
using the approach in Appendix [I|

We want estimate the set Ro5 for with co5 = 58.9031.
To that extent, we run Algorithms 2] and 3] using N7 €
{100, 250, 500, 1000} and Ny = 2N; samples, respectively,
and a polynomial degree 2¢ = 4. Based on a reliability of
81 = 0o = 1075, these sample sizes correspond to accuracies
s ranging from 10.93 x 1072 to 1.09 x 10~2 for inner
estimation (relative to Ro5) and €1 from 78.81 x 1072 to
7.88x 1072 for outer estimation (relative to the inner sublevel
set R”). Recognizing the randomized nature of our approach,
we have computed each estimate Ry , multiple times. Fig. 2]
shows the estimates Ry , for the saturated LQR.

We evaluate Ry, empirically at M = 10000 sample
points z € D for each estimate. We are interested in those
samples that lie in /Ro5 but not in Ry 4 (false-negative), and
those that lie outside Ros but within Ry , (false-positive).
For each sample size No = 2Ny, the average and worst-case
empirical probabilities (denoted by Pj/{-}) are detailed in
Tab. |l The rate of false-positive test points decreases for
larger sample sizes, in agreement with the theoretical results,
and is well below the predicted accuracies in all cases. The
rate of false-negative test points (relative to Ro5) shows more
variation for smaller samples than for larger, which is also
to be expected.
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Fig. 2. Randomized estimates Ry 4 of the set Ras for @20), 1) with

varying sample sizes and polynomial degree 2q = 4.

TABLE 1
EMPIRICAL ACCURACY OF Ry 4 FOR ) WITH VARYING SAMPLE SIZES
AND DEGREE 2¢ = 4 (RESULTS IN 1072).

Pu{Rp\ Bng} | Pru{Bn,g \Rp}
N1 mean max mean max
100 4.73 14.05 0.40 1.68
250 3.89 6.90 0.19 0.48
500 4.53 8.92 0.09 0.31
1000 4.41 6.71 0.04 0.13

B. Suboptimal MPC

We now turn our attention to a time-distributed optimal
control scheme for the open-loop dynamics in (20). Let z €
R3 be a finite-horizon input sequence. The optimal MPC
feedback is obtained by solving an optimal control problem
parametrized in the initial condition z, namely, minimizing
the finite-horizon (7' = 3) quadratic cost

T—1
(P&r,ér) + Y (Q&k, &) + (Rpk, p)

k=0

where {ék}{zo is a solution to &x11 = Aopér + By for
all £ € {0,...,7T} with & = =z under control inputs
{ur}{=5 C [~1,1]. The terminal weight P is the solution to
the discrete Riccati equation for Q = I and R = 1. Setting

z = (uo,-..,r—1) and eliminating the state sequence
algebraically, we obtain the quadratic program
2 € argmin(Hz, z) + (2Gx, z) (22a)
z€[—1,1]3
U= [1 0 O} 2 (22b)

with suitable matrices G € RT*2 and H € Sy (see [4] for
details).

We employ a suboptimal solution to 22)) given by r = 25
iterations of the projected-gradient descent algorithm

ziv1 = (z; — 2a(Hz; + Gx))
Y(@,z)=[1 0 0]z ifz==z

(23a)
(23b)

S*K—\\qzl */‘\\\qZQ
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Fig. 3. Randomized estimates Ry 4 of the set Raso for €0), 23) with
N7 = 1500, No = 3000, and varying degree 2q.

where 1I is the projection onto the input constraints. The
closed-loop dynamics of (20) and (23) form a linear system
with combined state (x,z) under an extended nonlinear
projection operator. We obtain 7, = 0.6132 for p = 6.

Choosing z = 0 as initial guess, we estimate the set Ras0
with co50 = 94.3704 restricted to the space of z. We run
Algorithms [2] and [3] using N; = 1500 and N> = 3000 sam-
ples, respectively, and polynomial degrees 2¢q € {2,4, 6, 8}.
Based on a reliability of §; = 65 = 1075, these sample sizes
correspond to an accuracy of ez = 0.73 x 102 for inner
estimation and accuracies €; € [2.41 x 1072,25.19 x 1072],
depending on ng, for outer estimation (relative to the inner
sublevel sets R"). Fig. [3] shows the estimates Ry , for the
suboptimal MPC.

TABLE II
EMPIRICAL ACCURACY OF Ry 4 FOR 20), Z3) wiTH N1 = 1500,
Ny = 3000, AND VARYING DEGREE 2¢ (RESULTS IN 1072).

Pr{Rp\ Rn,q} | Pu{Bn,g \Rp}
degree | mean max mean max
g=1 ] 11.85 19.20 0.04 0.18
q=2 5.76 7.26 0.02 0.05
q=3 3.27 4.12 0.02 0.06
qg=4 1.60 2.27 0.03 0.06

For each degree ¢, the average and worst-case empirical
probabilities are detailed in Tab. [[} It is shown that the rate
of false-positive samples remains well below the accuracy
of the inner estimation predicted by Theorem [2] The rate of
false-negative samples (relative to R,) appears to decrease
with increasing polynomial degrees, even though N; was
constant. It is important to note that the apparent fluctuation
in the false-positive rate does not contradict our theoretical
results but can be explained by reduced conservatism of the
estimates Ry 4.



VII. CONCLUSION

Data-driven stability estimates previously lacked proba-
bilistic guarantees, had sample complexities scaling badly
for larger systems, or provided only conservative approxi-
mations. Combining empirical optimization with ideas from
converse Lyapunov theory, we have proposed an hierarchical,
data-driven region-of-attraction estimation. While at each
level the polynomial estimate is a probabilistic inner approx-
imation of some desired accuracy, with sample complexity
independent of the number of states or polynomial degree,
we have proven that the estimates also converge in probabil-
ity to be outer approximations. Thus, our approach is both
accurate and non-conservative.

APPENDIX I

We propose a simple but efficient method for a lower
bound on 7 guaranteeing that () is p-invariant. To that
extent, write ¢ as

(b:BlO¢10K1+"'+Bmo¢7noK7n

with m € N, where ¢1, ..., ¢, : R — R are scalar nonlinear
functions and {(B;, K}') € R™ x R"}™ are pairs of linear
operators. We make the following assumptions.

Assumption 3: ¢1, ..., ¢y, are monotonic functions satis-
fying |¢;(w)| < ¢;(|w|) for all w € R and ¢ € {1,...,m}.

Let {zy } x>0 be a solution of II(xzg) for an arbitrary initial
condition xy € R™ and define w,; = K;z, for all p > 0
and i € {1,...,m}; we bound the state norm after p > 0
steps as

(24)

p—1 m

lzplla < 1AP I+ D7 D 1AP " Bil | ¢ilfwpral) (25)

p’=0i=1

if = ||zo||2, where the i-th output after any p’ < p steps
satisfies the recursive bound

p’fl m

il S NEGAP |7+ Y Y 1EGA” ™ By ¢iwyrr o)
p'=0i'=1

and in particular, |wg ;| < ||K;||r, foralli € {1,...,m}. In

other words, there exists a monotonic scalar bound

[zpll2 < Fp(r) (26)

for all o € A(r).
A sequence of lower bounds r, < 7 for p > 0 can then be
found as solutions to the family of optimization problems

ro=max{r > 0[Fp(r) <r—uv, pe{p,...,2p - 1}}

for ¢ > 0, satisfying Z(r,) C B(T).

Proposition 6: Let ¢ > 0 be small; if ||AP|| < 1 for all
p>pand ¢;(Jw|)| < |w|*onw € Rforalli € {1,...,m}
and some « > 1, then r, exists and satisfies r, > 0.

Proof: Replacing ¢;(-) in (23], we obtain

Fp(r) <ar+plr*

with 7,5 > 0 for all p € {p,...,2p — 1}; moreover, if
|[AP|| < 1 for all p > p, we can choose v < 1. If a > 1,

then there exists #* > 0 such that yr + 8|r|* < r for all r €
(0,7*) and hence, if ¢ is sufficiently small, F,(r') < r' —¢
for some ' € (0,7*). In other words, r, is the maximum of
a nonempty set and r, > r/, the desired result. ]

The sufficient condition in Proposition [§] are satisfied for
any stable matrix A (compare [17, Proposition 3.1] and
functions such as w — w — sat(w) or w — w — tanh(w),
which are obtained in the analysis of optimization algorithms
and neural network control, respectively.

APPENDIX II

The following, auxiliary results are used to prove unique-
ness of the polynomial approximation.

A. Spanning the normal cone
Let the convex set K C R"™¢ satisfy

K C {¢ e R | A < b}

for some A € R™*" and b € R™. The normal cone of K
is defined as

N ={yeR™[(y,£ &) >0forall E€ K} (27)

for any point £ € K.
Lemma 7: Let £ € K satisfy A€ = b and y € R™; there
exist A € R, such that y = AT if and only if y € Nk (€).
Proof: Take A > 0, then (AT\, &) = (\,b—A&) > 0
for any £ € R"¢ satisfying A < b (i.e., for any ¢ € K) and
hence, AT\ € Ng (€). To see the opposite direction, assume
that no such A > 0 exists for y € R™¢; by Farkas’ lemma,

then Av > 0 and (y,v) < 0. Since A({ —v) < b we have
that y & Nk (§), the desired result. ]
Note that, in the main part, the inequalities were flipped

for both Ky and N (), thus recovering the result.

B. Linear independence of monomials

Let (M, ... ™) be N € N samples of a random variable
z € R" and define the matrix

Sy(z) = [Zq{x(l)}

where Z,{z} € R"¢ denotes the vector of monomials of z
(starting with z° = 1) up to degree ¢ € N. We assume
without loss of generality that N = n,. The following
statements are equivalent [28, Theorem 4]:
1) The matrix S, () has full rank;
2) The points 1), ... (™) do not belong to a common
algebraic hypersurface (¢, Z,{x}) = 0 with ¢ # 0;
3) The interpolation S,(x)T0 = v has a unique solution
for any v € RV,
Note that these statements are equivalent to the null space
of Sy(x) being equal to {0}. They also hold independently
of the actual elements or ordering of Z,{xz}. This allows to
prove the following result by induction.
Proposition 7: The matrix S,(x) has almost surely full
rank.
Proof: We show that any top-left & x k block S¥! of
Sq(x) with k € {1,...,n,} has full rank with probability
one: Clearly, this is true for S = 1.

Zy{sM}] € R1*N



Assume that SI¥! has full rank; consequently, the top-
left (k+ 1) x k bloc SIF" of S,(x) has a null space
spanned by ¢ € RE*t — {0}. In other words, the samples
W ... 2 belong to the unique algebraic hypersurface
((¥,0), Z,{z}) = 0. However, the probability that x(*+1)
belongs to the same hypersurface is zero and hence, Sl¥+1l
has full rank with probability one. Repeating this argument
until £ = n, completes the proof. [ ]

Since there are finitely many permutations of /N samples,
we conclude that any combination of up to n, sampled
vectors of monomials is linearly independent with probability
one if N > n,.
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