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Dynamic System Stability Verification Using
Numerical Simulator

Jongrae Kim

Abstract—There are recent shifts in demand for design con-
trollers from simplified to complex model-based. Although sim-
plification approaches are successful in many areas of engineering
control systems, high-fidelity simulation-based control design, for
example, reinforcement learning, has been rising in robotics ar-
eas. On the other hand, the lack of assurances about the stability
and robustness of simulation-based control design restricts its
applications to safety-critical systems. We develop computational
methods to verify the stability and robustness of safety-critical
systems. By extending the inverse Lyapunov theorem, we present
a practical method to compute the constants required to check the
exponential stability conditions of dynamic systems implemented
in a numerical simulator. It is shown that the norm-bound of
the propagated states is a function of the numerical integration
steps, where the numerical simulator may include discontinuous
jumps of states. The energy bounds for the transition states are
obtained based on the exponential stability assumption of the
inverse Lyapunov theorem. Finally, a finite sampling algorithm
provides the deterministic stability guarantee for the continuous
state space.

I. INTRODUCTION

Most control design approaches rely on simplified dynamic
model descriptions for complex real-world systems. These
simplification approaches have been very successful in many
engineering systems over the past few decades [1], [2], [3],
[4]. However, all control system designs must undergo costly,
laborious, and tedious system verification procedures through
computational [5] or experimental methods [6], [7]. While
there are several immediate challenges in implementing ac-
curate and computationally efficient numerical simulators, it
is a common practice to use high-fidelity simulators to verify
the performance and robustness of controllers for many engi-
neering systems. In control system design projects, frequently
high-fidelity dynamic simulators are available. For example,
combining the rotor and wing models for a compound air-
craft simulator is presented in [8]. A detailed quad-copter
vehicle simulator for abnormal simulations including the full
rigid-body dynamics, the propulsion model, the aerodynamics
model and the low-level controller has been shown in [9].
Design procedures for implementing a simulator model of an
electric motor producing the same responses as the real motor
is demonstrated in [10].
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Meanwhile, several simulation-based control design ap-
proaches have been on the rise recently [11], [12]. The rise of
reinforcement learning to solve challenging control problems
is particularly noticeable in robotics. The contact dynamics of
robot manipulators are difficult to take into account explicitly
in the control design steps [13]. The nature of simulation-
based control design approaches of reinforcement learning
makes it the ideal tool for the control design. On the other
hand, the lack of assurances about the stability and robustness
of simulation-based control systems makes it challenging to
deploy the designs in safety-critical systems such as aircraft,
spacecraft and rockets.

In the following sections, we derive the norm bound of
states propagated by numerical simulators. The exact cal-
culation of the norm bounds is critical for applying the
converse Lyapunov theorem in the stability verification. Based
on the norm condition with the exponential stability assump-
tion, a stability assurance algorithm using a finite number
of simulations providing the deterministic stability assurance
is presented. Finally, the conclusions and future works are
discussed.

II. NORM-BOUND OF SIMULATOR PROPAGATED STATES

Consider the nonlinear system given by [14]

ẋ = f(t,x) (1)

where x is a real-valued n-dimensional vector belong to Rn,
which is the n-dimensional real space, ẋ = d(·)/dt is the
derivative of x with respect to the time, t, and f(t,x) is
a continuously differentiable nonlinear function with respect
to x in D = {x|∥x∥ < r} for r > 0. f(t,x) would
include a feedback control system and ∂f/∂x is bounded on
D implying that ∥f(t,x)∥ is bounded. In addition, for the
uniqueness of the solution, the Lipschitz condition must be
satisfied: ∥f(t,x)− f(t,y)∥ ≤ L∥x− y∥ for any x and y in
D and L > 0. The continuous differentiability and Lipschitz
continuity requirements are restrictive for engineering systems
to satisfy without introducing tight bounds on the operational
conditions.

Instead of the differential equation form of a nonlinear
system, (1), consider the following integral-type nonlinear
systems

x(t) = x(t0) +

∫ τ=t

τ=t0

f [t,x(τ)]dτ (2)

where f(t,x) is Lebesgue integrable, which allows discontin-
uous jumps in the finite number of isolated instances, t. This
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is called the Carathéodory solution [15]. By the definition of
(2), the states are automatically continuous and continuously
differentiable for almost all t. The Lipschitz condition is again
required to be satisfied. This is a less restrictive description
of nonlinear systems than (1), but it still does not allow
discontinuous jumps of f(t,x) in x.

From now on, we consider the systems without the explicit
dependence on time such that (2) becomes

x(t) = x(t0) +

∫ τ=t

τ=t0

f [x(τ)]dτ (3)

where the continuity of f [x(t)] in x(t) is to be relaxed later.
The numerical implementation of (3) is

x(t+∆t) = Φ[t+∆t, t,x(t)]

= x(t) +

∫ τ=t+∆t

τ=t

f [x(τ)]dτ (4)

where Φ(t1, t0,x0) is the state transition function from t0 to
t1 starting at the initial state, x0 at t0 and the integral in the
right-hand side is implemented by a numerical method such
as the Euler method, i.e.,

ΦEuler[t+∆t, t,x(t)] = x(t) + f [x(t)]∆t (5)

or the Runge-Kutta method, i.e.,

ΦRK[t+∆t, t,x(t)] = x(t)

+
∆t

6
(k1 + 2k2 + 2k3 + k4) (6)

where

k1[∆t,x(t)] = f [x(t)]

k2[∆t,x(t)] = f [x(t) + k1∆t/2]

k3[∆t,x(t)] = f [x(t) + k2∆t/2]

k4[∆t,x(t)] = f [x(t) + k3∆t]

As the numerical solution of (4), i.e., (5) or (6), given by the
numerical simulators is frequently the only available result in
practice.

Example 1 (Numerical Solution for Non-Lipschitz Systems):
The nonlinear system, ẋ = f(x), where f(x) = x1/3 and
x(0) = 0, has two solutions, i.e., x(t) = 0 and x(t) =
(2t/3)3/2 [14]. The cause of the multiple solutions is that
the slope of x1/3 at x = 0 is infinity. Hence, the Lipschitz
condition restricts the slope of f(x) so that the uniqueness of
the solution is guaranteed. On the other hand, applying the
Euler or the Runge-Kutta integration to the nonlinear system
returns x(t) = 0 as the solution.

Theorem 1 (Lipschitz Condition for ΦEuler and ΦRK): For
any x and y in D, if f(x) satisfies

∥f(x)− f(y)∥ ≤ L∥x− y∥ (7)

then

∥ΦEuler[t+∆t, t,x]−ΦEuler[t+∆t, t,y]∥
≤ (1 + L∆t) ∥x− y∥ (8)

and

∥ΦRK[t+∆t, t,x]−ΦRK[t+∆t, t,y]∥ (9)

≤
[
1 + L∆t+

(L∆t)2

2
+

(L∆t)3

6
+

(L∆t)4

24

]
∥x− y∥

Proof: The proof is straightforward and omitted or see the
proof of Theorem 2.

■

Remark 1: (Conservatism of the bounds for ΦEuler and
ΦRK) Given the Lipshitz condition of f(x) in D, the transition
functions also satisfy the Lipschitz condition with a Lipschitz
constant being a function of ∆t. The bounds in Theorem
1 cannot be arbitrarily small by decreasing ∆t as it is the
simulation marching step in time. ∆t equal to zero provides
the trivial transition function, i.e., the identity.

The function implemented in a high-fidelity computer sim-
ulator, f(x) in (4), typically includes nonlinear and discon-
tinuous components such as saturation, friction, backlash,
hysteresis, deadband and so forth. Given that numerically
solving the dynamic simulator expressed in mathematical form
as (1) or equivalently implementing a numerical integration for
(2) imposes a different condition on f(x).

Theorem 2 (Bound for ΦEuler and ΦRK): For any x and y
in D, if f(x) satisfies

∥f(x)− f(y)∥ ≤ L∥x− y∥+M (10)

where M greater than or equal to zero is the maximum
possible discontinuity of f(x), then

∥ΦEuler[t+∆t, t,x]−ΦEuler[t+∆t, t,y]∥
≤ (1 + L∆t) ∥x− y∥+∆tM (11)

and

∥ΦRK[t+∆t, t,x]−ΦRK[t+∆t, t,y]∥
≤ (1 + Lα)∥x− y∥+ αM (12)

where

α = ∆t

[
1 +

L∆t

2
+

(L∆t)2

6
+ +

(L∆t)3

24

]
(13)

Proof: For the Euler integral, the proof is straightforward. In
the following, we show the proof for the Runke-Kutta integral.

∆k1 = ∥k1(∆t,x)− k1(∆t,y)∥
= ∥f(x)− f(y)∥ ≤ L∥x− y∥+M

∆k2 = ∥k2(∆t,x)− k2(∆t,y)∥
= ∥f [x+ k1(∆t,x)∆t/2]− f [y + k1(∆t,y)∆t/2]∥
≤ L∥x+ k1(∆t,x)∆t/2− y − k1(∆t,y)∆t/2∥+M

≤ L

(
1 +

L∆t

2

)
∥x− y∥+

(
1 +

L∆t

2

)
M
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∆k3 = ∥k3(∆t,x)− k3(∆t,y)∥
= ∥f [x+ k2(∆t,x)∆t/2]− f [y + k2(∆t,y)∆t/2]∥
≤ L∥x+ k2(∆t,x)∆t/2− y − k2(∆t,y)∆t/2∥+M

≤ L

(
1 +

L∆t

2
+

L2∆t2

4

)
∥x− y∥

+

(
1 +

L∆t

2
+

L2∆t2

4

)
M

and

∆k4 = ∥k4(∆t,x)− k4(∆t,y)∥
= ∥f [x+ k3(∆t,x)∆t]− f [y + k3(∆t,y)∆t]∥
≤ L∥x+ k3(∆t,x)∆t− y − k3(∆t,y)∆t∥+M

≤ L

(
1 + L∆t+

L2∆t2

2
+

L3∆t3

4

)
∥x− y∥

+

(
1 + L∆t+

L2∆t2

2
+

L3∆t3

4

)
M

Apply the above inequalities to the following inequality:

∥ΦRK[t+∆t, t,x(t)]−ΦRK[t+∆t, t,y(t)]∥

≤ ∥x− y∥+ ∆t

6
(∆k1 + 2∆k2 + 2∆k3 +∆k4)

=

[
1 + L∆t

(
1 +

L∆t

2
+

(L∆t)2

6
+ +

(L∆t)3

24

)]
∥x− y∥

+∆t

[
1 +

L∆t

2
+

(L∆t)2

6
+ +

(L∆t)3

24

]
M (14)

■

Example 2: A nonlinear system is given by ẋ = −2sgn(x)+
x3/3. The bound for D = {x| |x| < 3/2} and ∆t = 0.01 is
obtained as follows:

|f(x)− f(y)| =
∣∣(−2sgn(x) + x3/3

)
−
(
−2sgn(y) + y3/3

)∣∣
≤ 2|sgn(y)− sgn(x)|+ 1

3
|x3 − y3|

≤ 2× 2 +
1

3
×
[

max
x∈D

∣∣∣∣d(x3/3)

dx

∣∣∣∣ ]
|x− y|

= 2× 2 +
1

3
×
(
3

2

)2

|x− y| = 3

4
|x− y|+ 4

i.e., L = 3/4 and M = 4. Therefore,

∥ΦRK[t+∆t, t, x]−ΦRK[t+∆t, t, y]∥
= 1.0075∥x− y∥+ 0.040

For ∆t = 0.001 or 0.5, α is 0.0010 or 0.606, respectively.

Definition 1 (State-Transition by Numerical Simulator): The
states propagated by the numerical simulator is given by

x(t+∆t) = Φ[t+∆t, t,x(t)] (15)

where Φ is the numerical integrator, e.g., ΦEuler or ΦRK, and
Φ is bounded by (11) or (12).

Assumption 1 (Existence & Uniqueness of the Solution):
There is no unique way to define the solution of the nonlinear

system given by (3) with the discontinuous function bounded
by (10). A good tutorial about various approaches to the
solution is found in [16]. We assume that the category of
nonlinear systems considered here has a unique solution.

Assumption 2 (Nonlinear Simulator): The trajectory ob-
tained by recursive calculations of x(t + ∆t) using (15) is
given by ϕN (t0 + k∆t, t0,x0) for a positive integer k, where
t0 is the initial time and x0 = x(t0) is the initial condition.
ϕN (t0+k∆t, t0,x0) can be made sufficiently close to the true
solution, ϕ(t0 + k∆t, t0,x0), for all positive integers, k.

Theorem 3 (Bound for Longer Propagation): The state
transition from x(t) to x(t + T ), where T is equal to N∆t
and N is a positive integer, is given by

x(t+ T ) = ϕN (N∆t, t,x) (16)
= Φ[t+N∆t, t+ (N − 1)∆t,x(t+ (N − 1)∆t)] ◦ . . .
. . . ◦Φ[t+ 2∆t, t+∆t,x(t+∆t)] ◦Φ[t+∆t, t,x(t)]

where ◦ is the composition operator and Φ is assumed to be
the Runge-Kutta integral. The composition transfer function,
ϕN (N∆t, 0,x), is bounded by

∥ϕN (N∆t, t,x)− ϕN (N∆t, t,y)∥ ≤ a∥x− y∥+ b (17)

where

a = (1 + Lα)N (18)

b =

N−1∑
r=0

(1 + Lα)rαM (19)

Proof: The bound for the time interval equal to [0, 2∆t] is
given by

∥ϕN (t+ 2∆t, t,x)− ϕN (t+ 2∆t, t,y)∥
≤ (1 + Lα)∥ϕN (t+∆t, t,x)− ϕN (t+∆t, t,y)∥+ αM

≤ (1 + Lα) [(1 + Lα)∥x− y∥+ αM ] + αM

= (1 + Lα)2∥x− y∥+ [(1 + Lα) + 1]αM (20)

Similarly, the bound for the time interval equal to [0, 3∆t] is
given by

∥ϕN (t+ 3∆t, t,x)− ϕN (t+ 3∆t, t,y)∥
≤ (1 + Lα)∥ϕN (t+ 2∆t, t,x)− ϕN (t+ 2∆t, t,y)∥+ αM

≤ (1 + Lα)3∥x− y∥+
2∑

ℓ=0

(1 + Lα)ℓαM (21)

By induction

∥ϕN (t+N∆t, t,x)− ϕN (t+N∆t, t,y)∥

≤ (1 + Lα)N∥x− y∥+
N−1∑
r=0

(1 + Lα)rαM (22)

■

Example 3: For the system given in Example 2, where (1+
Lα) = 1.0075, αM = 0.040 and ∆t = 0.01, let the number
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Fig. 1. log(a) and log(b) with respect to T

of ∆t, i.e., N , equal to 2,000 providing the simulation time
interval from 0 to T equal to 20s. Then,

∥ϕ2000(20, 0,x)− ϕ2000(20, 0,y)∥

≤ 1.00752000∥x− y∥+
1999∑
r=0

1.0075r × 0.010

≈ 3.27× 106∥x− y∥+ 1.74× 107 (23)

The values of a and b in the bounds calculated are large.
For T from 1 to 10 seconds, Figure 1 shows their values.
They become several hundred already around T = 10s, where
N = 1000.

In the following section, the bounds are improved by
introducing the exponential stability assumption.

III. STABILITY VERIFICATION

To reduce the bounds obtained in the previous section, the
exponential stability condition is introduced.

Definition 2 (Exponential Stability): The equilibrium point,
xeq = 0, satisfying

xeq = xeq +

∫ τ=t+∆t

τ=t

f [x(τ)]dτ (24)

for all t ∈ [0,∞), where f [x(τ)] is bounded by (10),
is exponentially asymptotically stable if there exist positive
constants, r0, k(≥ 1) and λ such that

∥ϕ(t, t0,x0)∥ ≤ k∥x0∥e−λ(t−t0) (25)

for all x0 = x(t0) ∈ D0 and t ≥ t0 ≥ 0, where D0 = {x ∈
Rn|∥x∥ ≤ r0}.

Finding the maximum r0 satisfying the exponential stability
and the size of the domain of attraction is of high interest in
system stability verification.

Assumption 3 (Exponential Stable): The nonlinear system
given by (3) with the discontinuous function bounded by (10)
is assumed to be exponentially stable at the equilibrium point,
xeq, for all x0 ∈ D0.

Fig. 2. The exponential bounds and the 1000 Monte-Carlo simulations

Theorem 4 (Exponential Bounds): With the exponentially
stable assumption, the following bound is satisfied:

∥ϕN (N∆t, t,x)− ϕN (N∆t, t,y)∥ ≤ 2kr0e
−λT (26)

Proof: By the triangle inequality,

∥ϕN (N∆t, t,x)− ϕN (N∆t, t,y)∥
≤ ∥ϕN (N∆t, t,x)∥+ ∥ϕN (N∆t, t,y)∥ (27)

Due to the exponential stable assumption and the definition of
D0, the following inequalities are satisfied:

∥ϕN (N∆t, t,x)∥+ ∥ϕN (N∆t, t,y)∥
≤ k∥x∥e−λT + k∥y∥e−λT ≤ 2kr0e

−λT (28)

Hence, the inequality, (26), is satisfied.

■

Theorem 5 (Square-root Bound): The solution of the ex-
ponential stable nonlinear systems satisfies the following in-
equality:

∥ϕN (N∆t, t,x)− ϕN (N∆t, t,y)∥

≤
√
2kr0e−λTa∥x− y∥+ 2kr0e−λT b (29)

Proof: Multiplying the bound in (17) and the exponential
bound in (26) and square-root both sides produces the inequal-
ity. ■

Example 4: For the nonlinear system given in Example 2,
it is identified that k = 8/3, r0 = 3/2 and λ = 3. The bounds
for |x0| approaching r0 with 1,000 simulation time histories
are shown in Figure 2. Using the bound obtained in Example
3 with respect to T , the values of the square-root bound in
(29) are shown in Figure 3. Both values become smaller than
0.001 around T = 5s, where N = 500.

Remark 2 (Choice of Simulation Time Interval T ): T
determines the time length of the numerical simulator. The
longer T requires a longer simulation time and the shorter
T results in larger values for the bound. The larger bound
values require tighter samples, i.e., more samples, to check
the stability conditions.
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Fig. 3. log10(2kr0e
−λT a) and log10(2kr0e

−λT b) with respect to T

Definition 3 (Energy & Energy Integral): The system en-
ergy, E[ϕN (τ, t,x(t))], is defined by

E[ϕN (τ, t,x(t))] =
1

2
ϕN [τ, t,x(t)]TP ϕN [τ, t,x(t)] (30)

where P is an n× n positive-definite matrix, and the energy
integral function, V [t,x(t)], is defined by

V [t,x(t)] =

∫ t+T

t

E[ϕN (τ, t,x(t))] dτ (31)

Theorem 6 (Bounds of Energy & Energy Integral): As the
system is exponentially stable, the energy is bounded by

E[ϕN (τ, t,x(t))] ≤ kE
2
k2e−2λ(τ−t)∥x(t)∥2 (32)

where kE is the maximum eigenvalue of P , and the energy
integral is bounded by

V [t,x(t)] ≤ T
kE
2
k2e−2λ(τ−t)∥x(t)∥2 (33)

Proof: The proof is trivial and omitted. ■

Example 5: For the nonlinear system given in Example 2
with the constants identified in Example 4, let the energy be
given by

E(τ, 0, x0) =
1

2
ϕ2
150(τ, 0, x0)

≤ 1

2

(
8

3

)2

e−6τx2
0 =

32

9
e−6τx2

0

where kE = 1 and x0 is the initial state in D0, and V (t, x0)
is bounded by TE(τ, 0, x0).

Theorem 7 (Energy slope bound): The energy function
difference is bounded by

|E[ϕN (τ, t,x)]− E[ϕN (τ, t,y)]|

≤ kE

√
2kr0e−λTa∥x− y∥+ 2kr0e−λT b (34)

Proof: By the definition of the energy function, its slope,
i.e., ∂E/∂ϕ is bounded by kE . Hence, the difference is also
bounded by

|E[ϕN (τ, t,x)]− E[ϕN (τ, t,y)]|
≤ kE |ϕN (τ, t,x)− ϕN (τ, t,y)| (35)

and due to the bound given by Theorem 5,

kE∥ϕN (τ, t,x)− ϕN (τ, t,y)∥

≤ kE

√
2kr0e−λTa∥x− y∥+ 2kr0e−λT b (36)

■

Example 6: For the nonlinear system given in Example 2
with the energy defined in Example 5, the energy slope bound
is obtained as

|E[ϕ300(3, 0, x)]− E[ϕ300(3, 0, y)]|
≤

√
8e−9 × 9.49|x− y|+ 8e−9 × 45.27

≈
√
0.0094|x− y|+ 0.0447

where N = 300 and ∆t = 0.01s.

Theorem 8 (δ-sampling): Choose xδ in Sδ such that

∥x− xδ∥ ≤ δ (37)

where Sδ is a finite subset of S, S is a subset of Rn. Then,

|E[ϕN (τ, t,x)]− E[ϕN (τ, t,xδ)]|

≤ kE

√
2kr0e−λTa∥x− xδ∥+ 2kr0e−λT b

≤ kE
√
2kr0e−λTaδ + 2kr0e−λT b (38)

Definition 4 (Forward Invariant Set): Let S be the set of x,
whose corresponding energy is less than ℓ, i.e.,

S = {x|E(x) ≤ ℓ} (39)

and the following inequality is satisfied for all x in S

E[ϕN (T, 0,x)] ≤ ℓ, (40)

then the set S is forward invariant.

Theorem 9 (Verification of Forward Invariant): For all xδ

in Sδ , if there exists a positive real γ such that

E[ϕN (T, 0,xδ)] ≤ ℓ− γ (41)

and √
2kr0e−λTaδ + 2kr0e−λT b ≤ γ, (42)

then S is forward invariant [17].
Proof: Prove it by contradiction as in [17]. Assume (41) and
(42) are satisfied but there exits x∗ in S such that

E[ϕN (T, 0,x∗)] > ℓ → −E[ϕN (T, 0,x∗)] < −ℓ (43)

Add (41) and (43)

E[ϕN (T, 0,xδ)]− E[ϕN (T, 0,x∗)] < −γ < 0 (44)
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Fig. 4. The inequality condition values for the ranges of the number of xδ

samplings and the simulation time length, T

Hence,

∥E[ϕN (T, 0,xδ)]− E[ϕN (T, 0,x∗)]∥ > γ (45)

Because of the energy slope bound in (34)

γ < ∥E[ϕN (T, 0,xδ)]− E[ϕN (T, 0,x∗)]∥

≤ kE

√
2kr0e−λTa∥xδ − x∗∥+ 2kr0e−λT b (46)

As xδ belongs to the δ-sampling set, Sδ in Theorem 8,

γ < ∥E[ϕN (T, 0,xδ)]− E[ϕN (T, 0,x∗)]∥

≤ kE

√
2kr0e−λTa∥xδ − x∗∥+ 2kr0e−λT b

≤ kE
√
2kr0e−λTaδ + 2kr0e−λT b (47)

The right-most term is bounded by (42) and finally,

γ < ∥E[ϕN (T, 0,xδ)]− E[ϕN (T, 0,x∗)]∥ ≤ γ (48)

The inequality contradicts. Hence, the assumption of the
existence of x∗ is incorrect.

■

Example 7: For the nonlinear system given in Example 2
with the energy difference bound in Example 6, the inequality
for δ and γ must satisfy as follows:√

0.0094|x− y|+ 0.0447 ≤ γ

The inequality provides the minimum γ bound equal to 0.0447,
where δ is equal to zero corresponding to the infinitely many
samples. As (ℓ − γ) in (41) must be positive, the smaller
minimum γ increases the chance that the inequality in (41)
satisfies with a positive value of δ, i.e., a finite number of
samples. Change N = 400, i.e., T = 4s, then the following
inequality is calculated

√
0.0009δ + 0.005 ≤ γ

and the lower bound of the minimum γ is reduced to 0.005.

Algorithm 1 Stability Verification with δ-Samples
1: Set ∆t, N , δ, k, λ and ℓ
2: Generate xδ ∈ Sδ ⊂ S
3: while True do
4: Run Simulator for each xδ

5: Calculate γ = ℓ−maxE[ϕN (T, 0,xδ)]
6: if γ > 0 then
7: if (42) satisfies then
8: if all xδ checked then S is forward-invariant.
9: else go to the next sample

10: end if
11: else reduce δ and go to xδ generation
12: end if
13: else adjust N , δ, k, λ and ℓ and start over
14: end if
15: end while

Algorithm 1 summarizes the stability check using a finite
number of samples.

Remark 3: Overestimating k, which is related to overshoots
of the response, in the Algorithm is allowed with the price
that longer simulation time interval, i.e., larger, N , would
need to satisfy the inequalities. On the other hand, λ must
be underestimated.

Example 8: For Example 2, each variable in Algorithm 1
is given by ∆t = 0.01, k = 8/3, λ = 3 and ℓ = (kEr

2
0)/2,

where kE = 1.0 and r0 = 3/2. N varies from 10 to 100.
T is determined by N∆t. For each N , Nsamp number of xδ

samples are obtained in −r0 < xδ < r0, while the maximum
distance between the samples is kept less than δ/2. The γ
inequality condition for each combination of the number of
xδ samples and T is shown in Figure 4. For this example,
when the stability inequality condition is violated, it is better
to increase T instead of decreasing δ.

IV. CONCLUSIONS & FUTURE WORKS

We present a stability verification method providing the
deterministic stability assurance of dynamical systems imple-
mented as high-fidelity numerical simulators, which may in-
clude hard nonlinear components such as discontinuous jumps
in the states and magnitude/speed constraints, and simulation-
based control design algorithms such as reinforcement learn-
ing, which does not provide a stability guarantee by the design
procedures. For each specific real-world application, there
would be abundant room to improve the proposed algorithm
in terms of a parallelization of the algorithm, an efficient
sampling and a better estimation of k and λ leading to allow
the larger δ and/or the smaller γ. For example, [18] provides
the way of efficient sampling.
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