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Abstract— In this paper, we propose a framework for
studying the probabilistic reachability of stochastic con-
trol systems. Given a stochastic system, we introduce
a separation strategy for reachability analysis that de-
couples the effect of deterministic input/disturbance and
stochastic uncertainty. A remarkable feature of this sep-
aration strategy is its ability to leverage any determin-
istic reachability framework to capture the effect of de-
terministic input/disturbance. Furthermore, this separation
strategy encodes the impact of stochastic uncertainty on
reachability analysis by measuring the distance between
the trajectories of the stochastic system and its associ-
ated deterministic system. Using contraction theory, we
provide probabilistic bounds on this trajectory distance
and estimate the propagation of stochastic uncertainties
through the system. By combining this probabilistic bound
on trajectory distance with two computationally efficient
deterministic reachability methods, we provide estimates
for probabilistic reachable sets of the stochastic system.
We demonstrate the efficacy of our framework through
numerical experiments on a feedback-stabilized inverted
pendulum.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Reachability analysis is a fundamental problem in control
theory and dynamical systems that studies how the trajectories
of a system propagate with time. Reachability analysis has
been successfully used in many real-world applications to
explore the transient behaviors of systems and to verify
their safety over a given time horizon. However, providing
formal guarantees for behaviors of dynamical systems using
reachability analysis is challenging for several reasons. First,
reachability analysis deals with the behavior of an infinite
number of trajectories. Consequently, most simulation-based
methods are insufficient and theoretical methods are needed
to provide guarantees on behavior of the system. Second,
practical systems typically operate in uncertain environments,
where their behaviors are affected by different types of random
and adversarial uncertainties. Therefore, it is crucial to suitably
incorporate the effect of various uncertainties in reachability of
these systems. Moreover, many real-world systems are large-
scale with highly nonlinear dynamics, necessitating computa-
tionally efficient and scalable reachability tools to certify their
behaviors.

The majority of the research on reachability analysis focuses
on control systems with deterministic input/disturbance [1].
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By considering the least favorable or the most detrimen-
tal values of these input/disturbances, these work perform
worst-case uncertainty analysis and provide guarantees for
reachable sets of the system under all possible uncertainty
scenarios. The classical frameworks for reachability of the sys-
tems with deterministic input/disturbance include Hamilton-
Jacobi and dynamic programming approaches [2], [3] and the
set-propagation approaches such as ellipsoidal methods [4]
and polytope method [5], [6]. Despite their deep theoretical
foundations, these approaches are either only applicable to
certain classes of systems or are not computationally tractable
for large-scale systems. Motivated by applications to general
large-scale systems with complex components, various com-
putationally efficient and scalable deterministic reachability
frameworks have been recently developed in the literature [7].
Examples of these methods include reachability using Lips-
chitz bound [8], matrix measure-based reachability [9], [10],
and interval-based reachability [11], [12], [13], [14].

In many real-world applications, systems are subject to
unpredictable and rapidly fluctuating disturbances. For such
disturbances, it is impossible to provide precise bounds on
their magnitudes. Consequently, worst-case uncertainty analy-
sis either offers no guarantees or results in overly conservative
estimates of the reachable sets. Instead, it is more reasonable
to model these disturbances as stochastic variables and use
probabilistic methods for reachability analysis of the sys-
tem. However, the reachability analysis of stochastic systems
is significantly more challenging than that of deterministic
systems due to the probabilistic nature of their evolution.
Several frameworks have been developed in the literature to
analyze the propagation of uncertainties in stochastic sys-
tems. Hamilton-Jacobi and dynamic programming approaches
characterize probabilistic reachability as a the solution of a
game between two players [15], [16], [17]. Despite their
generality, a significant drawback of these reachability ap-
proaches lies in their computational heaviness, rendering them
impractical for reachability analysis of large-size systems.
Recent works have focused on improving the computational
complexity of the dynamic programming for reachability of
stochastic systems [18]. Functional approaches develop barrier
function [19], [20], [21] for measuring the probability of a
trajectory staying inside a reachable set. These functional
approaches are computationally efficient. However, in applica-
tions, they require an exhaustive search for a suitable function
and lack the flexibility to balance the accuracy and efficiency
of reachability analysis.

In this paper, we develop a computationally efficient frame-
work for probabilistic reachability of control systems with
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both deterministic input/disturbance and stochastic uncertainty.
First, we present a separation strategy that decomposes the
effect of deterministic input/disturbance and the effect of
stochastic uncertainty on reachability analysis of the stochastic
control system. We show that the effect of deterministic
input/disturbance on reachability can be captured using reach-
able sets of an associated deterministic system. This is a
key feature of this separation strategy as it allows to use
any frameworks for deterministic reachability to study the
propagation of deterministic input/disturbance in stochastic
systems. The effect of stochastic uncertainty on reachability
is represented by the distance between trajectories of the
stochastic system and the associated deterministic system.
Inspired by the works on incremental stability of stochastic
systems [22], [23], [24], we leverage contraction theory to
study the evolution of stochastic uncertainty in the system.
While the existing literature on contraction analysis of stochas-
tic systems focus on providing conditions for their stability,
we establish probabilistic transient bounds on the distance
between trajectories of the stochastic system and its associated
deterministic system. By combining our probabilistic bound on
propagation of stochastic uncertainties with contraction-based
and interval-based reachability methods for deterministic sys-
tems, we provide high probability bounds on reachable sets of
stochastic systems. Finally, we apply our framework with both
contraction-based and interval-based deterministic reachability
to obtain probabilistic bounds on reachable sets of a feedback
stabilized inverted pendulum.

II. MATHEMATICAL PRELIMINARIES

Vectors, matrices, and functions: we denote the component-
wise vector order on Rn by ≤, i.e., for v, w ∈ Rn, we have
v ≤ w if and only if vi ≤ wi, for every i ∈ {1, . . . , n}. Given
v ≤ w, we define the interval [v, w] = {x ∈ Rn | v ≤ x ≤ w}.
Given a norm ∥ · ∥ on Rn, we define the ball with radius r
centered at z ∈ Rn by B∥·∥(r, z) = {x ∈ Rn | ∥x− z∥ ≤ r}.
Given a norm ∥ · ∥ on Rn and a matrix A ∈ Rn×n, the matrix
measure of A with respect to ∥ · ∥ is defined by µ∥·∥(A) =

limh→0+
∥In+hA∥i−1

h , where ∥·∥i is the matrix norm on Rn×n

induced from ∥ · ∥. Given a nonsingular matrix P ∈ Rn×n,
the P -weighted ℓ2-norm is defined by ∥v∥2,P = vTPv and
the P -weighted ℓ2-matrix measure is denoted by µ2,P . Given
two sets A,B ∈ Rn, we define the Minkowski sum of the sets
A and B by A⊕B = {x+y | x ∈ A, y ∈ B}. Given v ≤ w,
we define the interval [v, w] = {x ∈ Rn | v ≤ x ≤ w}. Given
a set X ⊆ Rn and a transformation T ∈ Rn×n, we define
TX = {Tx | x ∈ X}. Given a square matrix A ∈ Rn×n,
we denote the trace of matrix A by tr(A). For two matrices
X,Y ∈ Rn×n, we denote X ≻ Y if X − Y is a positive
definite matrix. Given a continuously differentiable function
f : Rn → Rm, we denote the Jacobian of f at point x0 by
Dxf(x0).

Dynamical systems: consider the deterministic system

ẋt = f(t, xt, ut), (1)

where xt ∈ Rn is the state of the system, ut ∈ Rp is
the input. Depending on the application, the input ut can be

considered as a controller or a disturbance. We assume that
f : R≥0×Rn×Rp → Rn is a parameterized vector field which
is measurable in t and locally Lipschitz in x and u. Using
Rademacher’s theorem, the Jacobian Dxf(t, x, u) exists for
almost every t, x, u ∈ R≥0×Rn×Rp. Given the initial set X0

and the disturbance set U , the T -reachable set Rf (T,X0,U)
is the set of all possible states the system (1) can achieve at
time T , i.e.,

Rf (T,X0,U) =

{
xT

∣∣∣∣∣ t → xt is a traj of (1)
with x0 ∈ X0, t → ut ∈ U

}
(2)

It is well known that finding the exact reachable set of
general nonlinear systems is computationally intractable [25].
Instead, most existing approaches for reachability focus on ef-
ficient methods for over-approximating the reachable sets [1],
i.e. finding the set Rf (t,X0,U) satisfying Rf (t,X0,U) ⊆
Rf (t,X0,U). Given a norm ∥ · ∥ on Rn, the deterministic
system (1) is contracting with rate c with respect to the norm
∥ · ∥ if, for every t0 ∈ R≥0 and every t 7→ ut ∈ U ,

∥xt − yt∥ ≤ ec(t−t0)∥xτ − yτ∥, for all t ≥ τ

where t 7→ xt and t 7→ yt are two trajectories of the system (1)
with the same input t 7→ ut ∈ U . It can be shown [26, Theorem
36] that the system (1) is contracting with rate c with respect
to the norm ∥ · ∥ if and only if, for almost every t, x, u ∈
R≥0 × Rn × Rp

µ∥·∥(Dxf(t, x, u)) ≤ c.

The function F =
[
F

F

]
: R≥0 × R2n × R2p → R2n is an

inclusion function for the vector field f of the system (1) if,
for every z ∈ [x, x̂] and every w ∈ [v, v̂],

F(t, x, x̂, v, v̂) ≤ f(t, z, w) ≤ F(t, x, x̂, v, v̂). (3)

One can show every vector field f has at least one inclusion
function [13], [27]. However, inclusion function of f is not
generally unique [27].

III. PROBLEM FORMULATION

In this paper, we study reachability of stochastic control
systems with both deterministic input/disturbance and stochas-
tic uncertainty. We consider the stochastic version of the
deterministic system (1) given by

dXt = f(t,Xt, ut)dt+ σ(t,Xt, ut)dWt (4)

where Xt ∈ Rn is the state, ut is the input, Wt is the stochastic
uncertainty, and and σ : R≥0×Rn×Rp → Rn×m is a matrix-
valued function. We assume that the input ut belongs to the
set U ⊆ Rp, for every t ≥ 0, and the stochastic uncertainty
Wt is an m-dimensional Wiener process (standard Brownian
motion). Throughout this paper, we assume that f and σ are
measurable in time and locally Lipschitz in x, u to ensure
the existence and uniqueness of solutions of the stochastic
system (4) and its associated deterministic system (1) [28,
Theorem 5.2.1].

Our goal is to provide probabilistic bounds on trajecto-
ries of the stochastic control system (4) starting from some



x0 ∈ X0 with any input t 7→ ut ∈ U . We first present a
separation strategy that decouples the effect of deterministic
input/disturbance and stochastic uncertainty on reachability
of the stochastic system (4). We show that the effect of
deterministic input/disturbance on reachability can be cap-
tured using the reachable set of the associated deterministic
system (1). We represent the effect of stochastic uncertainty
on reachability using the distance between trajectories of (4)
and their associated trajectories of (1) and leverage contraction
theory to establish high probability bounds on this distance.

IV. DECOMPOSITION OF REACHABILITY ANALYSIS

In this section, we study reachability of the control sys-
tem (4) with both deterministic input/disturbance and stochas-
tic uncertainty. Inspired by the sampling-based approaches
for reachability [17], [29], [30], we focus on probabilistic
reachable sets of stochastic system (4), i.e., the sets that
contain trajectories of the system with certain probability. We
develop a separation strategy that presents a novel perspective
toward constructing probabilistic reachable sets of stochastic
system (4). The key idea in separation strategy is to decouple
the effect of deterministic input/disturbance and the effect of
stochastic uncertainty on the probabilistic reachable set of (4).

The effect of stochastic uncertainty is encoded in the
distance between trajectories of (4) and their associated tra-
jectories of the deterministic system (1). More specifically, for
time t ≥ 0 and probability level δ ∈ [0, 1), we assume there
exists a constant r(t, δ) ∈ R≥0 such that, with probability
1− δ,

∥Xt − xt∥2,P ≤ r(t, δ), (5)

where t 7→ Xt is a trajectory of the stochastic system (4) with
the input t 7→ ut ∈ U starting from an initial condition x0 ∈
X0 and t 7→ xt is the associated trajectory of the deterministic
system (1) with the same input t 7→ ut starting from the same
initial condition x0.

The effect of deterministic input/disturbance is captured us-
ing the reachable set of the associated deterministic system (1).
The probabilistic reachable set of the stochastic system (4) can
then be constructed by combining these two components as
described in the next theorem.

Theorem 1 (Separation strategy). Let t 7→ Xt be a trajectory
of the stochastic system (4) with the input t 7→ ut ∈ U starting
from an initial condition x0 ∈ X0. Then, for every t ≥ 0, with
probability 1− δ,

Xt ∈ Rf (t,X0,U)⊕ B2,P (r(t, δ),0n),

where ⊕ is the Minkowski sum and Rf (t,X0,U) is an
over-approximation of the reachable set of the deterministic
system (1).

Proof. Let t 7→ xt be the associated trajectory of the deter-
ministic system (1) with input t 7→ ut starting from the initial
condition x0. We note that, for every t ≥ 0,

Xt = xt +Xt − xt := xt + ηt.

Using the inequality (5), with probability 1 − δ, we have
∥ηt∥2,P ≤ r(t, δ). By definition of Minkowski sum, with

probability 1 − δ, we have Xt ∈ {xt} ⊕ B2,P (r(t, δ),0n).
Since {xt} ⊆ Rf (t,X0,U), with probability 1 − δ, we have
Xt ∈ Rf (t,X0,U)⊕ B2,P (r(t, δ),0n)

Remark 1 (Decomposition of probabilistic reachable sets).
Theorem 1 decomposes the probabilistic reachability analysis
of the stochastic system (4) into two separate problems: (i)
over-approximating reachable sets of the associated determin-
istic system (1) and, (ii) bounding the propagation of stochastic
uncertainty in the system. This decomposition brings consid-
erable flexibility to probabilistic reachablity analysis of (4)
as any approach for over-approximating reachable sets of the
deterministic system (1) can be used to analyze the effect
of deterministic input/disturbance. In general, computing the
Minkowski sum of two arbitrary sets can be computation-
ally complicated. However, when the sets are ellipsoids or
polytopes, there exist efficient algorithms for estimating their
Minkowski sum [31], [32].

Theorem 1 captures the propagation of stochastic uncer-
tainty in reachability using the distance ∥Xt − xt∥ between
trajectories of the stochastic system (4) and their associated
trajectories of the deterministic system (1) via inequality (5).
In the next section, we use incremental stability properties of
the stochastic system (4) to bound the constant r(t, δ) in (5).

V. BOUNDS ON PROPAGATION OF STOCHASTIC
UNCERTAINTY

In this section, we provide high confidence bounds r(t, δ) on
the distance between trajectories of the stochastic system (4)
and that of the deterministic system (1). Our approach is based
on using contraction properties of the system. We start with
the following assumption.

Assumption 1. There exist a positive definite matrix P ≻ 0
and constants cP , dP ∈ R such that, for almost every t, x, u ∈
R≥0 × Rn × Rp,

(i) µ2,P (Dxf(t, x, u)) ≤ cP , and
(ii) tr

(
σ(t, x, u)TPσ(t, x, u)

)
≤ dP .

Various approaches have been proposed in the literature
to efficiently compute upper bounds on µ2,P (Dxf(t, x, u))
including sum-of-square methods [33] and convex-hull meth-
ods [10]. These methods can readily extend to compute an
upper bound for tr

(
σ(t, x, u)TPσ(t, x, ut)

)
and to search for

the positive definite P ≻ 0 which gives rise to the optimal
constants cP and dP . Now, we can state the main result of
this section.

Theorem 2 (Stochastic Comparison Theorem). Consider the
stochastic system (4) with its associated deterministic sys-
tem (1) and assume that it satisfies Assumption 1. Let t 7→ Xt

be a trajectory of the stochastic system (4) with the input
t 7→ ut starting from an initial condition x0 ∈ X0 and
let t 7→ xt be the associated trajectory of the deterministic
system (1) with the same input t 7→ ut starting from the
same initial condition x0. Then, for every t ≥ 0, the following
statements hold:

(i) E(∥Xt − xt∥22,P ) ≤
dP

2cP

(
e2cP t − 1

)
,



(ii) with probability at least 1− δ,

∥Xt − xt∥2,P ≤
√

dP

2δcP
(e2cP t − 1).

Proof. Regrading part (i), we define the random variable z =[
Xt
xt

]
. Then, by combining dynamical systems (1) and (4),

dzt =

[
f(t,Xt, ut)
f(t, xt, ut)

]
dt+

[
σ(t,Xt, ut)

0n×m

]
dWt.

We define V (zt) = ∥Xt − xt∥22,P = (Xt − xt)
TP (Xt − xt).

Then, using Itó’s formula,

dV (z) =

[
∂V

∂t
+

(
∂V

∂z

)T [
f(t,Xt, ut)
f(t, xt, ut)

]]
dt

+

[
1

2
tr

([
σ(t,Xt, ut)

T0T
n×m

] ∂2V

∂z2

[
σ(t,Xt, ut)

0n×m

])]
dt

+

(
∂V

∂z

)T [
σ(t,Xt, ut)

0n×m

]
dWt.

Using the fact that ∂V
∂z = 2

[
P (Xt−xt)
P (−Xt+xt)

]
and ∂2V

∂z2 =

2
[

P −P
−P P

]
, we can compute

dV = 2(Xt − xt)
TP (f(t,Xt, ut)− f(t, xt, ut))dt

+ tr(σ(t,Xt, ut)
TPσ(t,Xt, ut))dt

+ 2P (Xt − xt)
Tσ(t,Xt, ut)dWt.

By [26, Theorem 15], Assumption 1(i) is equivalent to

(Xt − xt)
TP (f(t,Xt, ut)− f(t, xt, ut))

≤ cP ∥Xt − xt∥22,P , (6)

for every x, y ∈ Rn and every t, u ∈ R≥0 × Rp. Now, we
focus on the curve t 7→ zt =

[
Xt(t)
xt(t)

]
. Following standard Itó

Calculus, for every t, h ≥ 0,

E(V (zt+h))− E(V (zt)) =

(∫ t+h

t

dV (zs)

)

≤
∫ t+h

t

E(dV (zs))

≤
∫ t+h

t

(2cPE(∥Xt − xt∥22,P ) + dP )ds

=

∫ t+h

t

(2cPE(V (zs)) + dP ) ds.

where the first inequality holds by the triangle inequality and
the second inequality holds by (6). Therefore, we have

1
h (E(V (zt+h))− E(V (zt)))

≤ 1
h

∫ t+h

t

(2cPE(V (zx0
(s)) + dP ) ds.

Taking the limsup of both side as h → 0, for every t ≥ 0,
we get D+E(V (zt)) ≤ 2cPE(V (zt)) + dP , where D+ is the
upper Dini Derivative with respect to t. Using the generalized
Gröwall-Bellman lemma [34, Appendix A1, Proposition 2],
we can show that, for every t ≥ 0,

E(V (zt)) ≤ e2cP tE(V (z0)) +
dP

2cP

(
e2cP t − 1

)
.

Since
[
Xt(0)
xt(0)

]
= [ x0

x0
], we have V (z0) = ∥X0 − x0∥2,P = 0

and thus E(V (z0)) = 0. This implies that, E(∥Xt−xt∥22,P ) ≤
dP

2cP

(
e2cP t − 1

)
, for every t ≥ 0. Regarding part (ii), the result

follows by applying Markov inequality [35] to part (i).

Remark 2 (Comparison with the literature). Theorem 2
provides an incremental bound between a trajectory of the
stochastic system (4) and the associated trajectory of the de-
terministic system (1). In [22, Theorem 2] and [23, Lemma 2],
a similar approach is used to bound the distance between every
two stochastic trajectories of the system (4). Compared to [22,
Theorem 2] and [23, Lemma 2], the bound in Theorem 2 is
sharper since is focuses on the distance between a stochastic
trajectory of the system (4) and the associated trajectory of
the deterministic system (1). Moreover, the expectation bound
in [22, Theorem 2] and [23, Lemma 2] is only applicable
to contracting system with cP ≤ 0 and it reduces to an
asymptotic bound when the uncertainty in the initial con-
figuration is deterministic. On the other hand, Theorem 2 is
applicable to systems satisfying Assumption (1) with arbitrary
cP , dP ∈ R and it captures the transient behavior of the
incremental distance between trajectories.

VI. PROBABILISTIC REACHABILITY OF STOCHASTIC
DYNAMICAL SYSTEMS

In this section, we use the separation strategy in Theorem 1
to obtain high probability bounds on the trajectories of the
system (4). In particular, we combine the bounds on propa-
gation of stochastic uncertainty (Section V) with two compu-
tationally efficient methods for over-approximating reachable
sets of the deterministic system (1) namely contraction-based
reachability and interval-based reachability to obtain estimates
for probabilistic reachable sets of the stochastic system (4).

a) Contraction-based Reachability: Contraction theory is a
classical framework that studies stability of dynamical systems
using the incremental distance between their trajectories [36],
[37]. Recently, this framework has emerged as a computation-
ally efficient and scalable method for reachability of dynamical
systems [9], [10]. In this section, we review the contraction-
based reachability for deterministic system (1). Let ∥ · ∥X be
a norm on Rn, ∥ · ∥U be a norm on Rp, and the induced norm
on Rn×p is denoted by ∥ · ∥X,U. We consider the following
assumption.

Assumption 2. There exist constants c, ℓ ∈ R such that, for
almost every t, x, u ∈ R≥0 × Rn × U :

(i) µX(Dxf(t, x, u)) ≤ c, and
(ii) ∥Duf(t, x, u)∥X,U ≤ ℓ.

where µX is the matrix measure associated with the norm
∥ · ∥X. Let t 7→ x∗

t be a trajectory of (1) with the input t 7→
u∗
t . We consider the initial configuration X0 = BX(r1, x

∗
0) for

some r1 > 0 and the input set U = BU(r2, u
∗
0) for some

r2 > 0. If Assumption 2 holds, using the incremental input-
to-state bounds [26, Theorem 37], we can compute an over-
approximation of reachable set of the deterministic system (1)
as follows:

Rf (t,X0,U) = BX(e
ctr1 +

ℓ
c (e

ct − 1)r2, x
∗
t ), (7)



The aforementioned contraction-based reachability can be
used to capture the effect of deterministic input/disturbance
on reachability of stochastic system (4).

Proposition 1 (Contraction-based reachability). Consider the
stochastic system (4) satisfying Assumptions 1 and 2. Suppose
that t 7→ x∗

t is a trajectory of the associated deterministic
system (1) with an input t 7→ u∗

t . Let t 7→ Xt be a trajectory of
the stochastic system (4) with the input t 7→ ut ∈ BU(r2, u

∗
0)

starting from x0 ∈ BX(r1, x
∗
0). Then, for every t ≥ 0, with

probability 1− δ,

Xt ∈ BX(rt, x
∗
t )⊕ B2,P (ρ(t, δ),0n)

where, for every t ≥ 0,

rt = ectr1 +
ℓ
c (e

ct − 1)r2, ρ(t, δ) =
√

dP

2δcP
(e2cP t − 1).

Proof. The proof follows by using the over-approximation (7)
for the reachable sets of the deterministic system (1) in
Theorem 1 and using Theorem 2 for the high probability bound
on the stochastic deviation r(t, δ).

b) Interval-based Reachability: Interval analysis is a well-
established framework for analyzing the propagation of inter-
val uncertainty in mathematical models [38]. Techniques from
interval analysis have been successfully used for reachability
analysis of dynamical systems [11], [12], [14]. In this section,
we review interval-based reachability for the deterministic
system (1). Conisder the dynamical system (1) with an interval
initial configuration X0 = [x0, x0] and an interval input set
U = [u, u]. Let F =

[
F

F

]
: R≥0 × R2n × R2p → R2n be

an inclusion function for f . We define the embedding system
of (1) associated with the inclusion function F by[

ẋt

ẋt

]
=

[
F(t, xt, xt, u, u)

F(t, xt, xt, u, u)

]
(8)

Let t 7→
[ xt
xt

]
be the trajectory of the embedding system (8)

starting from
[ x0
x0

]
. The reachable sets of the deterministic

system (1) can be over-approximated by [27, Proposition 5]:

Rf (t, [x0, x0], [u, u]) = [xt, xt], (9)

The accuracy of the interval over-approximation (9) depends
on the choice of inclusion function F. Given a parameterized
vector field f , there exist several computationally efficient
approaches for finding an inclusion function for f . We refer
to [27, Section IV.B] for detailed discussion on these ap-
proaches and to [39] for a toolbox for computing inclusion
functions. In the next proposition, we use aforementioned
interval-based approach to capture the effect of deterministic
input/disturbance on reachability of the stochastic system (4).

Proposition 2 (Interval-based reachability). Consider the
stochastic system (4) satisfying Assumption 1. Let t 7→ Xt

be a trajectory of (4) with the input t 7→ ut ∈ [u, u] starting
from the initial condition X0 ∈ [x0, x0]. Suppose that F =

[
F

F

]
is an inclusion function for f with the associated embedding
system (8) and t 7→

[ xt
xt

]
is the trajectory of (8) starting from[ x0

x0

]
. Then, for every t ≥ 0, with probability 1− δ,

Xt ∈ [xt, xt]⊕ B2,P (ρ(t, δ),0n),

where ρ(t, δ) =
√

dP

2δcP
(e2cP t − 1).

Proof. The proof follows by using the over-approximation (9)
for the reachable sets of the deterministic system (1) in
Theorem 1 and using Theorem 2 for the high probability bound
on the stochastic deviation r(t, δ).

VII. NUMERICAL SIMULATIONS

In this section, we employ our framework to study prob-
abilistic reachability of a feedback stabilized inverted pendu-
lum. Consider the nonlinear dynamics for the pendulum:

dX1 = X2dt,

dX2 = g
L sin(X1)dt+ (k1X1 + k2X2)dt+ σdWt, (10)

where X1 is the angular position of the pendulum, X2 is the
angular velocity of the pendulum, and the term k1X1 + k2X2

is a feedback controller with k1 = k2 = −20 designed to
stabilizes the unstable equilibrium point x∗ = 02. We assume
that g = 10 is the gravitational constant, L = 1 is the length of
the pendulum. The stochastic disturbance Wt is modeled by a
Wiener process with σ = 0.1 and the deterministic disturbance
is modeled by the uncertainty in the initial configuration X0 =
[− π

10 ,
π
10 ] × [−0.2, 0.2]. The associated deterministic system

for (10) is given by

ẋ1 = x2

ẋ2 = g
L sin(x1)− k1x1 − k2x2, (11)

and we define f(x) =
[ x2

g
L sin(x1)−k1x1−k2x2

]
for x =

(x1, x2)
T. We use Theorem 1 and Theorem 2 to obtain high

probability bounds on trajectories of the stochastic inverted
pendulum system (10). We first check Assumption 1 for this
system. For every x = (x1, x2)

T ∈ R2,

Dxf(x) =
[

0 1
g
L cos(x1)+k1 k2

]
We define the matrices A1, A2 ∈ R2×2 as follows:

A1 =
[

0 1
g
L+k1 k2

]
, A2 =

[
0 1

− g
L+k1 k2

]
.

Note that cos(x1) ∈ [−1, 1], for every x = (x1, x2)
T ∈ R2.

This implies that, for every x ∈ R2, we have Dxf(x) ∈
conv {A1, A2}, where conv is the convex hull. Thus, us-
ing [10, Lemma 4.1], the optimal constant cP can be computed
using the following optimization algorithm:

min
cp∈R,P≻0

cP

s.t. AT
i P + PAi ⪯ 2cPP, for i ∈ {1, 2}. (12)

We solve optimization problem (12) by successively apply-
ing semi-definite programming on P and bisection on cP .
The optimal solution of (12) is given by cP = −0.5 and
P = [ 35.68 2.21

2.21 1.27 ]. With this matrix P , we compute dP =
tr([ 0 σ ]P [ 0σ ]) = 0.0128.



Contraction-based reachability: In this part, we use Propo-
sition 1 to find probabilistic reachable sets of the inverted
pendulum (10). We consider Assumption 2 with ∥·∥X = ∥·∥2,P
with positive definite matrix P as defined above. For every
x = (x1, x2)

T ∈ R2, we have µ2,P (Dxf(x)) ≤ cP = −0.5.
Using Proposition 1 with the initial configuration X 0 = {x ∈
R2 | ∥x∥2,P ≤

∥∥[ π
10
0.2

]∥∥
2,P

} ⊃ X0, the probabilistic reachable
sets of the stochastic system (10) with probability higher than
or equal to 99% are shown in Figure 1 (left).

Interval-based reachability: In this part, we use the sepa-
ration strategy in Theorem 1 with the bounds on propagation
of stochastic uncertainty obtained from Theorem 2 and the
over-approximations of reachable sets of the associated deter-
ministic system (11) obtained using interval-based reachability
via a coordinate transformation. We consider the coordinate
transformation y = Tx with nonsingular matrix T = [ 1 0.2

1 0 ]
for the associated deterministic system (11). The transformed
system is given by

ẏ = Tf(T−1y). (13)

One can show that Y0 = [− π
10 [

1.04
1 ], π

10 [
1.04
1 ]] ⊃ TX0

is a forward invariant set for the transformed system (13).
Moreover, on the forward invariant set Y0, an inclusion
function for the transformed deterministic system (13) is given
by F(y, y) =

[
Tf(T−1y)

Tf(T−1y)

]
. We denote the trajectory of the

associated embedding system starting from π
10

[−1.04
−1
1.04
1

]
by t 7→[

y
t

yt

]
and use equation (9) to over-approximate the reachable

sets of the transformed system (13). More specifically, at time
t, every trajectory of the transformed system (13) starting from
Y0 belongs to the set [y

t
, yt]. This implies that every trajectory

of the associated deterministic system (11) starting from X0

belongs to the parallelotope T−1[y
t
, yt]. The reachable sets of

the system (10) with probability higher than or equal to 99%
obtained using separation strategy in Theorem 1 and interval-
based reachability are shown in Figure 1 (right).

VIII. CONCLUSION

We developed a framework for reachability analysis of
control systems with stochastic disturbances. A key feature
of our framework is that it separates the effect of stochastic
disturbances and deterministic inputs in the evolution of the
system. We use contraction theory to obtain probabilistic
bounds on propagation of stochastic disturbances and use
the existing contraction-based and interval-based reachability
frameworks to over-approximate the effect of deterministic
input/disturbance. It is well-known that, for linear stochastic
systems, the marginal distribution of trajectories is Gaussian
and has an exponential tail [40, Section 6.2]. However, our
results (Propositions 1 and 2) only imply sub-linearity of
the marginal distribution of trajectories for linear stochastic
systems. Future work will explore whether, for nonlinear
stochastic systems, the marginal distributions of trajectories
exhibit the same exponential tail behavior.
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t = 4

Fig. 1: Left: The solid blue shows the boundary of the prob-
abilistic reachable set with probability higher than or equal
to 99% at times t = 1, 2, 4 for the stochastic inverted pendu-
lum (10) obtained using Proposition 1. The dashed blue lines

are the boundary of the ellipsoid B2,P

(
ecP t

∥∥∥[ π
10
0.2

]∥∥∥
2,P

,02

)
which are over-approximations of reachable sets of the associ-
ated deterministic system starting from X0 ⊃ X0. Right: The
solid blue shows the boundary of the probabilistic reachable
set with probability higher than or equal to 99% at times
t = 1, 2, 4 for the inverted pendulum (10) obtained using
Theorem 1 and interval-based reachability. The dashed blue
lines are the boundary of parallelotope T−1[y

t
, yt] which are

over-approximations of reachable sets of the associated deter-
ministic system starting from T−1Y0. The red dots are 2000
random trajectories of the inverted pendulum (10) starting
from T−1Y0 ⊃ X0 at times t = 1, 2, 4.
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