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Abstract—The growing complexity of dynamical systems and
advances in data collection necessitates robust data-driven con-
trol strategies without explicit system identification and robust
synthesis. Data-driven stability has been explored in linear and
nonlinear systems, often by turning the problem into a linear
or positive semidefinite program. This paper focuses on a new
emerging property called contractivity, which refers to the expo-
nential convergence of all system trajectories toward each other
under a specified metric. Data-driven closed loop contractivity
has been studied for the case of the 2-norm and assuming
nonlinearities are lipschitz bounded in subsets of Rn. We extend
the analysis by considering Riemannian metrics for polynomial
dynamics. The key to our derivation is to leverage the convex
criteria for closed-loop contraction developed in [20] and duality
results to efficiently check infinite dimensional membership
constraints. Numerical examples demonstrate the effectiveness
of the proposed method for both linear and nonlinear systems,
highlighting its potential for robust data-driven contraction.

Index Terms—Control Theory, Contraction, Data-driven con-
trol, Nonlinear control

I. INTRODUCTION

The growing complexity of dynamical systems and our
enhanced ability to collect accurate measurements necessitates
the development of robust control strategies derived purely
from data. Traditional model-based approaches are to perform
system identification and design a robust control law on the
identified system. However, for nonlinear systems, system
identification can be particularly challenging, and the robust-
ness of these methods often relies on classical techniques, such
as Lyapunov stability, an extensive review on this topic can
be found in [23].

In response, new data-driven methodologies that bypass the
identification step and go directly to the control design have
been developed. Pioneering work in this space includes virtual
feedback tuning [8] and iterative feedback tuning [9], which
have demonstrated success in solving tracking problems. Sim-
ilarly, there has been a great effort in certifying stability in
a data-driven fashion. In the context of Linear Time-Invariant
(LTI) systems if one can create a quadratic Lyapunov function
compatible with data then that is a necessary and sufficient
condition for stability. There are still many challenges associ-
ated with this task: dealing with rank deficient data, noise, or
switched linear systems. Notable contributions in the LTI data
driven stabilization include [3], [4], [21], [22], [12].
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Stabilizing nonlinear systems can be treated like an LTI
problem if one chooses to do it locally. That is one esti-
mates the Jacobian of the system around a point and locally
stabilizes that system, this is the main idea in data-driven
approaches for nonlinear systems seen in [16], [5]. Global
stability for nonlinear systems is a much harder problem.
Without assuming some form of nonlinearity the problem of
verifying stability certificates becomes intractable furthermore,
methods like quadratic Lyapunov functions are no longer
guaranteed to exist as is the case for LTI systems. To address
these difficulties, [11] assumed systems were polynomial and
resorted to finding a data-driven density function so that
the resulting problem was transformed into linear programs.
Similarly, in [14], a positive semidefinite program is derived by
using quadratic-like Lyapunov to ensure closed-loop stability
of polynomial nonlinear systems.

This paper focuses on deriving data-driven control strate-
gies for a different property that has seen increased interest,
namely contractivity. Contractive systems were brought to the
spotlight of controls research in [19] and [1]. A comprehensive
treatment of the subject is given in the book [7]. Informally,
contractive systems are those where the distance between
different trajectories, measured in a suitable chosen metric,
tends to zero exponentially fast, regardless of the initial
conditions. Furthermore, if a system contains a fixed point and
is contractive then the fixed point is globally asymptotically
stable. Contractive systems enjoy many other useful proper-
ties: invariance under bounded noise, entrainment to periodic
forcing, and boundedness in the infinite horizon.

Closed loop contraction in a model-based setting was first
studied in [20]. The convex criteria developed there will be
the basis of our data-driven results. Several methods have been
built on top of this original framework to improve its compu-
tational efficiency, notably neural network-based contraction
metrics [10], [25], [26]. The core idea is to use a neural
network to specify a contraction metric, then stochastically
minimize a matrix inequality as a function of the metric and
a dataset of trajectories. To prove robustness of the above
usually requires the assumption of independent and identically
distributed samples of trajectories. Hence guaranteeing the
contraction holds over the entire domain of interest can only be
given probabilistically. Additionally, as is often the case with
Neural Network optimization problems, being stuck in local
minima can never be prevented. Therefore, we seek to define
a robust data-driven method that will guarantee contractivity
over the entire domain of interest.

Recent work on robust data-driven contraction has been
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explored in [27] and [17]. The first approach builds on the
insightful discovery that for certain contractive dynamical
systems there exists a lifting via Koopman operators that maps
to an LTI system specified by a Hurwitz matrix. Finding the
lifting amounts to finding functions that solve a PDE and
hence the space of solutions may not be finite or compact.
However, if one assumes certain basis functions for the lifting
then the problem of finding a contraction metric amounts to a
system identification that is bilinear, non-convex and requires
the identified system to be Hurwitz. In general, this is NP-
hard but using certain relaxations the problem was solved
efficiently. The second paper is more closely aligned with
ours. There authors seek a feedback controller that makes
all systems compatible with observed data contractive with
respect to weighted quadratic metrics. The key point is that
the Demidovich condition for a quadratic metric can be made
linear in relation to the feedback controller. Furthermore, it can
be transformed into a semi-definite program if one assumes
noiseless measurements and Lipschitz-bounded nonlinearities
in the subspace considered. In this paper, we generalize these
results by considering noisy measurements, potentially un-
bounded polynomial nonlinearities and non-quadratic metrics.
Rather, we search for contraction metrics in the space of
Riemannian metrics defined by polynomials. The main idea
of our method is to leverage the convex criteria developed in
[20] and duality results akin to the work in [11] to construct a
metric and a control law that enforces a nonlinear semidefinite
condition to be true.

The paper is organized as follows: Section II provides the
definitions and theorems that will be used throughout the
paper, along with the problem definition. Section III presents
a sufficient condition that solves the problem exploiting La-
grange duality. Section IV develops a tractable relaxation of
the dual optimization problem. Section V illustrates these
results with numerical examples. Finally, Section VI presents
conclusions and directions for future researach.

II. PRELIMINARIES

A. Notation

Rn, (Rn
+) n-tuples of real and non-negative reals

1, 0, I vector/matrix of all 1s, 0s, identity matrix
∥x∥∞ ℓ∞-norm of vector x
∥x∥2 ℓ2-norm of vector x

XT the transpose of X
x ⪰ 0 x is element-wise non-negative
S++
n the set of symmetric positive definite matrices
X ⪰ 0 X is positive semi-definite
X ≻ 0 X is positive definite

f ∈ Cd the dth derivative of f exists and is continuous
vec(X) vectorization of matrix X along columns
⊗ matrix Kronecker product

B. Kronecker Product Property

The following property of Kronecker product [15] will be
used in the paper:

vec(BTXTAT ) = (A⊗BT )vec(XT ). (1)

C. Contractions

The idea behind contraction is to show that the distance
between trajectories decreases exponentially. The choice of
metric one considers is crucial, as systems can have trajectories
that exponentially converge to a single trajectory under only
one metric, an example can be found in section C of [1].

Following the presentation of [13], we provide some intu-
ition of how this can be formalized and then give a definition.
Consider f ∈ C1(Rn) and define the ODE:

ẋ(t) = f(x). (2)

Let ψ : R+ × Rn → Rn be the flow operator of the ODE
such that its derivative with respect to time satisfies (2) and
ψ(0, x) = x (an initial value condition). The goal is to bound

l(t) = d(ψ(t, x), ψ(t, y)) (3)

where d(., .) is a distance, by exploiting the structure of ∂l(t)
∂t .

Consider a metric tensor M(x) ∈ C1(Rn) → S++
n and the

associated Riemannian metric ⟨δ1, δ2⟩x
.
= δT1 M(x)δ2. In this

context, a suitable choice for l(t) is the length of a geodesic
between ψ(t, x), ψ(t, y) ∈ Rn. Next, given a C1 curve γ :
[0, 1] → Rn such that γ(0) = x, γ(1) = y, define l(t, γ) as:

l(t, γ)
.
=

∫ 1

0

L(t, γ, s)ds (4)

where:

L(t, γ, s) = (
∂

∂s
ψT (t, γ(s))M(ϕ(t, γ(s)))

∂

∂s
ψ(t, γ(s)))

1
2 .

(5)
Assuming l(t, γ) ∈ C2 and hence satisfies the Leibniz differ-
entiation rule we have that:

∂l(t, γ)

∂t
=∫ 1

0

1

2L(t, γ, s)

∂

∂s
ψT (t, γ(s))C(t, ψ(t, γ(s)))

∂

∂s
ψ(t, γ(s))ds

(6)
where C(t, x) = ∂f(x)

∂x

T
M(x) + M(x)∂f(x)∂x + Ṁ(x) and

Ṁ(x) = Σn
i=1

∂M(x)
∂xi

f(x)T ei where ei is the ith basis vector
in Rn. Hence

C(t, x) ⪯ −2λM(x) ⇒ ∂l(t, γ)

∂t
≤ −λl(t, γ) (7)

which implies l(t, γ) ≤ e−λtl(0, γ). Since l(t) was defined
to be the length of the geodesic between ψ(t, x), ψ(t, y), we
have that l(t) ≤ l(t, γ) for any γ and hence l(t) ≤ e−λtl(0)
(assuming the geodesic exists). Therefore, the matrix inequal-
ity (7) is sufficient to guarantee exponential convergence of
any initial value problem leading to the formal definition:

Definition: [19] We consider a system contractive with
respect



to Rn if ∃M ∈ C1(Rn) → S++
n and a real number λ > 0

such that the following matrix inequality holds for ∀x ∈ Rn:

∂f(x)

∂x

T

M(x) +M(x)
∂f(x)

∂x
+ Ṁ(x) ≺ −2λM(x). (8)

As indicated above and as shown in [19] any system of
the form ẋ = f(t, x) that is contractive, satisfies for any two
solutions ψ(t, x), ψ(t, y):

d(ψ(t, x), ψ(t, y)) ≤ e−λtd(x, y) (9)

which implies that all solutions have bounded norm over the
infinite horizon.

D. The Data-Driven Contraction Problem

In this paper, we will consider continuous-time control-
affine polynomial system of the form

ẋ = f(x) +Gu = Fϕ(x) +Gu (10)

where x ∈ Rn and u ∈ Rm are state and control, f is a
polynomial up to certain degree, ϕ(x) represents a vector of
monomials of x and F, G are constant matrices.

For example,

f(x) =

[
3x2 − x21

x2

]
=

[
3 −1
1 0

] [
x2
x21

]
= Fϕ(x). (11)

Assume that T noisy measurements of {ẋ, x, u} satisfying:

ẋ[i] = f(x[i])+Gu[i]+η[i], ∥η[i]∥∞ ≤ ϵ,∀i = 1, ..., T (12)

are available. Here the ℓ∞ bounded noise η models, for
instance, process disturbances or the error incurred when
approximating ẋ by finite differences.

Definition 1. The consistency set P1 of the system (10) is the
set of all F compatible with the observations (12), e.g.

P1
.
= {F : ∥Fϕ(x[i]) +Gu[i]− ẋ[i]∥∞ ≤ ϵ, i = 1, ..., T}

(13)

Problem 1. Given noisy data {ẋ, x, u} generated by a system
of form (10), with a known G, find smooth M(x) and state
feedback control law u(x) such that for all F ∈ P1, the closed-
loop system is contractive under the metric induced by M .

Remark 1. The case where G is a potentially unknown
polynomial function of x can be reduced to the problem
above by filtering the control action with known dynamics and
absorbing the unknown G(x) into f(x), e.g.:[

ẋ
u̇

]
=

[
f(x) +G(x)u

0

]
+

[
0
I

]
v (14)

III. DATA-DRIVEN CONTRACTION CONTROL

The goal of this section is to establish tractable conditions
for finding a (differential) data-driven control law that renders
all systems in P1 contractive. This will be accomplished by
recasting the problem into a robust optimization problem.

A. Robust Optimization Reformulation

Begin by rewriting the consistency set as

P1
.
= {F : Tr(FΦ±

i,k) ≤ d±i,k, ∀i, k} (15)

where

Φ±
i,k =

[
0, ...,±ϕ(x[i]), ..., 0

]
, d±i,k = ϵ± (ẋ[i]−Gu[i]).

(16)
For example, for x[i] ∈ R2 and a single measurement, we have

Φ±
1,1 =

[
±ϕ(x[1]) 0

]
, d1,1 = ϵ± (ẋ1[1]−Gu[1])

Φ±
1,2 =

[
0 ±ϕ(x[1])

]
, d1,2 = ϵ± (ẋ2[1]−Gu[1]).

(17)
In the sequel the ± superscript in Φ±

i,k and d±i,k is omitted to
keep the notation cleaner.

For systems of the form (10), the contraction condition (8)
becomes:

Ṁ(x) + (F
∂ϕ

∂x
+G

∂u(x)

∂x
)TM(x)

+M(x)(F
∂ϕ

∂x
+G

∂u(x)

∂x
) ≺ −2λM(x)

(18)

Using the change of variable W = M−1 and leveraging
Proposition 2 in [20], the differential control law ∂u(x)

∂x =
− 1

2ρ(x)G
TW−1(x) renders the closed loop system contrac-

tive if there exists W (x) ∈ S++
n and a function ρ(x) such that

∀x ∈ Rn (we omit (x) for brevity hereafter):

−Ẇ +W (F
∂ϕ

∂x
)T + (F

∂ϕ

∂x
)W + 2λW − ρGGT ≺ 0 (19)

and ∑
j

∂W (x)

∂xj
(Gei)j = 0,∀i = 1, ..., n (20)

where ei is the ith basis vector in Rn. For the future, condition
(20) is abbreviated as ∂GW (x) = 0.

In terms of (15), (19) and (20), Problem 1 can be reformu-
lated as:

Problem 2. Find W ∈ S++
n and ρ such that (19)-(20) hold

for all F satisfying (15).

B. Solution via Duality

In principle, Problem 2 can be reduced to a sequence of
SDPs by exploiting Scherer’s Positivstellesatz [24]. However,
this approach is practically limited to relatively small, low-
order systems due to the very poor scaling properties of the
resulting SDP with respect to the size of F and W . To
avoid this difficulty, in this paper, we will pursue a duality-
based approach to obtain an equivalent condition that does not
involve F .

Assume for now that x is fixed and hence ρ and W are
constant. Scalarizing (19) leads to the following equivalent
condition:

yT (W∂ϕTFT + F∂ϕW − Ẇ + 2λW − ρGGT )y < 0

∀∥y∥2 = 1 and all F such that Tr(FΦi,k) ≤ di,k.
(21)



This condition can be reduced to an SDP via Putinar’s Posi-
tivstellenzats in y and the elements of F . However, as before,
this leads to problems with poor scaling properties. Rather than
pursuing this approach, we will enforce (21) by computing

p∗(y,W, ρ) = max
F

yT (W∂ϕTFT + F∂ϕW − Ẇ

+2λW − ρGGT )y

subject to: di,k − Tr(FΦi,k) ≥ 0.

(22)

and finding W (x) and ρ(x) such that p∗(y,W, ρ) < 0 for all
∥y∥2 = 1.

Theorem 1. A metric tensor W (x) ∈ C1(Rn) → S++
n and

a function ρ(x) solve Problem 2 if there exists non-negative
functions µi,k(x, y) such that:

yT (−2λW + ρGGT )y −
∑
i,k

[µ(x, y)d]i,k > 0 (23a)

for all ∥y∥2 = 1

vec(−2∂ϕWyyT +Σi,kµi,kΦi,k)
T (23b)

+ΣiTr(
∂W

∂xi
yyT )(eTi ⊗ ϕT ) = 0

∂W (x)G = 0 (23c)
µi,k(x, y) ≥ 0,W (x) ≻ 0 (23d)

Moreover, if the consistency set P1 has a non-empty interior,
then the condition is also necessary.

Proof. The Lagrangian of (22) for fixed y,W, ρ is given by:

L(F, µi,k) =
∑
ik

µik(dik − Tr(FΦi,k))+

yT (W∂ϕTFT + F∂ϕW − Ẇ + 2λW − ρGGT )y =

Tr

F
2∂ϕWyyT −

∑
i,k

µi,kΦi,k

−

Tr
{(
Ẇ − 2λW + ρGGT

)
yyT

}
+
∑
i,k

µi,kdi,k.

(24)

Expanding Ẇ by leveraging (23c) and (1) yields:

Ẇ = Σi
∂W

∂xi
(ϕTFT )ei =

Σi
∂W

∂xi
(eTi ⊗ ϕT )vec(FT ).

(25)

Using the former identity and the fact that Tr(AB) =
vec(B)T vec(AT ) the Lagrangian becomes:

L(F, µi,k) = vec(2∂ϕWyyT − Σi,kµi,kΦi,k)
T vec(FT )−

ΣiTr(
∂W

∂xi
yyT )(eTi ⊗ ϕT )vec(FT )

+Tr((2λW − ρGGT )yyT ) + Σi,kµi,kdi,k.
(26)

Notice that L(F, µi,k) is affine in F therefore the dual
function:

g(µi,k) = sup
F
L(F, µi,k) (27)

is finite only if (23b) holds. Therefore:

g(µi,k) =


Tr

{
(2λW − ρGGT )yyT

}
+
∑
i,k

[µd]i,k

if (23b) holds and

∞ otherwise

(28)

Hence, if there exists non-negative multipliers µi,k(x, y) ≥ 0
satisfying (23), g(µi,k) < 0. From weak duality [6] it follows
that p∗(y,W, ρ) < 0 for all ∥y∥2 = 1,W (x), ρ(x) such
that x ∈ Rn. Thus (19)-(20) hold for all F satisfying (15).
Moreover, if the consistency set P1 has a non-empty interior,
then (22) is a linear program in F which now satisfies Slater’s
condition at each y,W (x), ρ(x). Hence strong duality holds
and p∗(y,W, ρ) = g∗(µi,k). Thus (23) is also necessary.

Corollary 1. The differential feedback control law ∂u
∂x =

− 1
2ρ(x)G

TM(x) renders all systems in P1 contractive.

IV. TRACTABLE RELAXATIONS

From Theorem 1 it follows that Problem 2 reduces to a
feasibility problem in W (x) ∈ S++

n , µik(x, y) ∈ R+, and ρ(x)
. However, searching for a matrix function W (x) ≻ 0 is gener-
ically intractable. To avoid this problem we will restrict the
search to SoS matrices, that is W (x) = (Ψ⊗ I)TQ(Ψ⊗ I)
where Q ≻ 0 and Ψ is a basis of monomials per [24].
Similarly, to guarantee that µi,k ≥ 0 and (23a), the search
is performed for µi,k belonging to the set of sum of squares
polynomials. Finally, we will also restrict ρ to be a sum of
squares polynomial. Under these assumptions, the problem
becomes a semi-algebraic optimization over W,µ, and ρ that
satisfy the linear constraints in (23). In turn, by using standard
SoS tools, this problem can be solved by solving a sequence
of SDPs.

It is important to get an understanding of the computational
complexity before presenting the examples. Assume the sys-
tem dimension is n, the highest degree in ϕ is p, the highest
degree in W is 2q and T data samples were collected. As
discussed W (x) = (Ψ⊗ I)TQ(Ψ⊗ I) where Ψ is the vector
of all monomials up to degree q of the system state. Hence
the size of the Gram matrix Q is n

(
n+q
q

)
× n

(
n+q
q

)
.

Furthermore, based on the set P1 and the number of data
samples T, there are 2nT SOS functions µi,k each of which
should have degree in x at least 2q+ p− 1 and degree 2 in y.
Thus, the associated Gram matrices have dimension nG ×nG
with nG ≈ (n+ 1)

( p−1
2 +q+n

n

)
.

On the other hand, enforcing (19) directly through Scherer’s
Psatz in the indeterminate x ∈ Rn and F ∈ Rnm, involves
an n × n SoS matrix in (n + nm) variables. Assuming
polynomials of order 2q in W (x) and nF in F the corre-
sponding Gram matrix will have dimension nS × nS where
nS ≈ n

( p−1
2 +q+n

n

)(
nm+nF

nF

)
. In summary, finding higher-order

metrics comes at the cost of combinatorial complexity in the
size of the positive semidefinite matrix constraints. However,
exploiting duality mitigates the growth of the largest Gram



matrix, as compared to straight application of Scherer’s P-
satz, when m > 1, even when choosing nF = 1. Additionally,
while increasing the number of data samples can shrink the
consistency set P1 it increases the amount of SOS functions
µi,k needed.

V. NUMERICAL EXAMPLES

To decrease numerical errors and computational complexity,
the following examples assume the basis function ϕ is known.
Additionally due to the limitations of numerical solvers in
handling zero equality constraints as required in (23b) and
∂WG = 0, we adopt the heuristic that any polynomial
coefficient smaller than 10−5 in W,ρ is set to 0. Each data
driven problem is solved with 40 points coming from four
distinct trajectories and the noise level is assumed to be
∥ϵ∥∞ = 1

20 maxi(|ẋ[i]|)).

A. Linear System

First, we validate our results in a linear system. Consider
the system given by:

ẋ =

[
0.4285 −0.4298
0.4018 1.3036

]
x+

[
−0.7826 0.7731
−0.5110 0.0339

]
u. (29)

If u = [0, 0]T the above is unstable with eigenvalues at
0.7291, 1.0030. The objective is to find a controller u and
metric tensor W that ensures the system is contractive from
data observations. Contractivity for linear systems is equiv-
alent to exponential stability [1], so ideally the optimization
problem would produce a constant positive definite matrix W
and scalar ρ that makes the system contractive. As expected
the results are:

W =

[
1.9710 0.1994
0.1994 0.0290

]
, ρ = 82.3555. (30)

In order to test this in the underlying dynamical system
one needs to define u(x) from ∂u(x)

∂x = − 1
2ρG

TW . Following
[18], but simplifying the control input to track the origin:

u(x) =

∫ 1

0

−1

2
ρ(γ(s))GTW (γ(s))−1 ∂γ(s)

∂s
ds (31)

where γ : [0, 1] → R2, γ(0) = [0, 0]T , γ(1) = x is
the geodesic under the norm induced by W , which if con-
stant implies γ(s) = sx (i.e the straight line connecting
x and (0, 0)). Since both ρ,W are constant we have that
the feedback controller that makes the system contractive is
u(x) = − 1

2ρG
TW−1x.

B. Nonlinear Examples

We alter the system referenced in [2] such that it is no
longer open-loop contractive and it has a control input:[

ẋ1
ẋ2

]
=

[
−x2 − 3

2x
2
1 − 1

2x
3
1

3x1 + x2

]
+

[
1 0
0 1

]
u. (32)

Ten random trajectories under zero control input are shown
below:

Fig. 1. Progression of coordinate x1 for ten different trajectories of (32)

Fig. 2. Progression of coordinate x2 for ten different trajectories of (32)

Running the same optimization program on (32) results in:

W =

[
0.1302 −0.0101
−0.0101 1.8698

]
,

ρ = 97.9804− 0.2792x1 + 96.7093x21 + 96.8508x22.

(33)

Doing the same as in the linear example, define u per (31).
Since W is constant γ(s) = sx, but now ρ is a nonlinear
function of x so there isn’t a simple expression for u(x) and
we resort to numerically integrating (31) at every ODE step.
Creating 10 random initial value conditions and simulating
their evolution under the resulting non-autonomous system
yields:

Fig. 3. Progression of coordinate of x1 for ten different trajectories of (32)



Fig. 4. Progression of coordinate of x2 for ten different trajectories of (32)
.

which validates the control input u found based on the
metric tensor W .

To demonstrate the need for a nonlinear contraction metric,
let’s draw from the example in [20]:

ẋ1ẋ2
ẋ3

 =

 −x1 + x3
−x21 − x2 − 2x1x3 + x3

−x2

+

00
1

u. (34)

and this time with a lower noise level of ∥ϵ∥∞ =
1
50 maxi(|ẋ[i]|). Collecting the same amount of data points as
before and running the optimization program, the following
contraction metric W and ρ are found that make the closed-
loop system contractive (only the (1,1)th entry of W , denoted
as W1,1(x) is shown for the sake of brevity):

W1,1(x) = 0.0147 + 0.0052x1 + 0.0020x2

+0.1193x21 + 0.0063x1x2 + 0.0258x22

ρ(x) = 1− 0.0910x1 + 0.01404x2 − 0.0031x3

−0.4266x1x3 + 151.76085x21 + 0.6901x1x2+

152.6700x22 + 0.4565x2x3 + 150.5090x23.

(35)

VI. CONCLUSION

We study the problem of finding a metric and state feedback
controller that renders all systems compatible with noisy
experimental data contractive. Previous works on this problem
have considered the case of searching for weighted 2-norms
that render a sector-bounded nonlinear system compatible with
data contractive [17]. Our approach extends this by considering
polynomial systems in unbounded domains and searching for
Riemannian metrics. The key to our formulation lies in lever-
aging the convex criteria developed in [20] and applying dual-
ity to turn an infinite-dimensional set-membership constraint
into an equivalent convex finite dimensional optimization. The
problem can be solved efficiently for low dimensional systems
and low order metric tensor W but remains challenging as
the system dimension and tensor order increase, due to its
combinatorial complexity. Future work seeks to address this
complexity by using alternative characterizations of contrac-
tivity based on matrix log norms [7].
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