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Learning and Verifying Maximal Taylor-Neural
Lyapunov functions

Matthieu Barreau, Nicola Bastianello

Abstract— We introduce a novel neural network architec-
ture, termed Taylor-neural Lyapunov functions, designed
to approximate Lyapunov functions with formal certifica-
tion. This architecture innovatively encodes local approx-
imations and extends them globally by leveraging neural
networks to approximate the residuals. Our method recasts
the problem of estimating the largest region of attrac-
tion—specifically for maximal Lyapunov functions—into a
learning problem, ensuring convergence around the origin
through robust control theory. Physics-informed machine
learning techniques further refine the estimation of the
largest region of attraction. Remarkably, this method is
versatile, operating effectively even without simulated data
points. We validate the efficacy of our approach by provid-
ing numerical certificates of convergence across multiple
examples. Our proposed methodology not only competes
closely with state-of-the-art approaches, such as sum-of-
squares and LyZNet, but also achieves comparable results
even in the absence of simulated data. This work represents
a significant advancement in control theory, with broad po-
tential applications in the design of stable control systems
and beyond.

Index Terms— Stability of nonlinear systems, Neural net-
works, Robust control, Machine learning, Region of attrac-
tion

I. INTRODUCTION

Dynamical systems apply to many engineering technologies
and natural phenomena [1], and thus the analysis of their
properties provides key insights. The most fundamental of
these properties is stability, which ensures the evolution of
a dynamic system towards an equilibrium state. The predomi-
nant paradigm in stability analysis is the Lyapunov approach,
which seeks to identify an energy function for the system
[2]. This kind of stability certificate has been demonstrated
to be a valuable tool due to its versatility, as it can be readily
applied to a range of contexts, including controlled systems
[3], performance certification [4], high- or infinite-dimensional
systems [5], and discrete-time systems [2].

Nevertheless, discovering a Lyapunov function for a general
system represents a significant challenge, as evidenced by
decades of literature on the subject. In the context of linear,
time-invariant systems, it is well established that the existence
of a quadratic Lyapunov function is equivalent to global
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exponential stability [6]. Furthermore, the determination of a
quadratic Lyapunov function is equivalent to the resolution
of a linear matrix inequality, for which there exist efficient
numerical solvers [7]. In general, for non-linear systems, the
Lyapunov function is not quadratic, and there is then no
general procedure [2].

Furthermore, the stability of a dynamical system may be
constrained to a limited region around an equilibrium, called
a region of attraction. This region includes all initial states
that will evolve towards the given equilibrium and may not
coincide with the entire state space. Consequently, an addi-
tional challenge is to compute a Lyapunov function that leads
to the largest region of attraction. Such functions are known
as a maximal Lyapunov function [8].

For polynomial systems, sum-of-squares techniques have
been investigated for estimating a maximal Lyapunov function
in [9]–[11]. However, this approach suffers from numerical
errors when dealing with high-dimensional systems and does
not accurately approximate the region of attraction for stiff
systems [12]. For a more general class of systems, rational
Lyapunov functions have been considered in [8], [13], [14] to-
gether with an algorithm to find a maximal Lyapunov function.
However, rational Lyapunov functions suffer from the lack
of efficient numerical tools. Considering quadratic functions,
robust theory encapsulates non-linearities in a cone to compute
an inner estimate of the region of attraction [15]. This approach
is quite conservative and leads to a poor estimate of the
maximal region of attraction for complex systems.

In this work, we plan to take advantage of the physics-
informed machine learning paradigm [16], [17]. The idea
is to approximate a solution to a differential equation by
expressing it as a dynamical constraint in the learning problem.
This approach has been proven to be successful in many
applications [18]–[20], and it has been recently applied to
Lyapunov functions in [21], [22] for instance. As investigated
in [12], the largest region of attraction will be estimated
using Zubov’s theory [23]. More specifically, we will translate
part of the methodology described in [23, p91] with series
expansion to the neural network case.

A. Main contributions

The current literature on neural Lyapunov functions does not
rely on physics biases to improve the convergence properties.
In this paper, we propose the following contributions:

• A Taylor-based neural network as a universal approxima-
tion for Lyapunov functions (discrepancy bias);
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• A new loss function to apply constraints on a null set
(learning bias);

• A new training algorithm using the Taylor decomposition
to enforce local stability (inductive bias);

• A new sampling methodology to certify that the neural
approximation of the Lyapunov function is a Lyapunov
function.

We claim that these modifications enable us to discard the use
of simulated data (observation bias) and improve the robust-
ness of the algorithm, which means that the training algorithm
more often converges to the optimal solution, independently
of the initialization.

B. Background and related work

As first noted by [24] and enlightened more recently by [25]
and in the recent survey by [26], it is possible to construct
Lyapunov functions that are neural networks. The seminal
work by [27] led to the non-convex optimization problem
that the neural network Lyapunov function must satisfy. It
also showed the approximation capabilities of neural networks
but nothing was conducted regarding the region of attraction
or the robustness of the training. In 2019, [28] focused on
learning Lyapunov functions with a specific architecture to
enforce some properties of the Lyapunov function. However,
they used this knowledge for an enhanced learning of stable
dynamical systems.

The key breakthrough was with the Physics-Informed Ma-
chine Learning framework [16] which incorporates physical
priors in the form of a dynamical constraint. This was later
discussed and enlarged by [17]. This new framework fits
perfectly with the Lyapunov methodology. In fact, a Lyapunov
function must satisfy constraints expressed in terms of differ-
ential inequalities. Such an approach has been investigated in
many papers in the last three years.

The authors of [29] proposed to use a neural Lyapunov
function to derive a control law for the system with a provable
guarantee of stability. The control was obtained as the solution
to the constrained optimization problem. The safety is ensured
by, first, estimating the region of attraction and, secondly,
by using a falsifier which penalizes the outer estimate of
the region of attraction. The region of attraction is, however,
computed using a regularization agent, leading to a result that
is highly sensitive to the hyper-parameter, not guaranteed to
converge, and often conservative.

The lack of formal guarantees has been investigated more
thoroughly by [30]. They generate Lyapunov neural networks
using symbolic computations which offer a trade-off between
analytical and numerical methods. The method also relies on
training using a verifier which is building counter-examples to
get a more robust learning. However, the method works only
for global asymptotically stable systems, which means that the
region of attraction is Rn. This is a very restrictive assumption
since many nonlinear systems have several equilibrium points
and thus are not globally asymptotically stable.

Control has been investigated by [31] and [21]. They both
use neural networks to estimate a control Lyapunov function,
which leads to a stable system under the designed control law.

The first one focuses on safety in robotic applications while
the second one provides a better neural network architecture
that enforces positive definiteness. Finally, [22], [32] worked
on a similar topic, trying to combine all the ideas previously
cited into one. They estimated the region of attraction of
an equilibrium of a partially unknown nonlinear autonomous
system using satisfiability modulo theories as a verifier. All
these works obtain a rather conservative estimate of the region
of attraction, and the obtained estimate is not robust across
several trainings. Similar topics with the same conclusions
have been investigated in a discrete-time context by [33]–[36]
to cite a few.

Recent work by [12] aims at learning a neural Lyapunov
function using Zubov’s theorem to maximize the region of
attraction [23]. Consequently, the learning is more robust and
almost always estimates the true region of attraction. However,
as done by [33], a simulator is needed to compute if some
initial states are leading to an unstable equilibrium point. This
knowledge is used as data to enhance learning. In the case of
controller synthesis, for example, we often can’t simulate the
system. This highlights the need for a pure learning procedure
for the maximum region of attraction of a general nonlinear
dynamical system.

From the previous papers, it appears that very little work
was done on the training algorithm. The introduction of a
falsifier or verifier was the only addition to certify the training
a posteriori. Consequently, current works are very sensitive to
initialization. Our main contribution is to improve the training
algorithm designed by [21] to introduce a robust estimation of
the region of attraction. Moreover, the neural architecture has
been changed such that we can derive a universal Lyapunov
function approximation theorem. Similarly to the work by
[12], we use Zubov’s theorem to maximize the region of
attraction but we do not use an external simulator to get some
additional data.

C. Organization
The organization of the paper is as follows. In Section 2,

some preliminaries are given that lead to the formulation of
the problem. Section 3 focuses on the construction of Taylor-
Neural Lyapunov functions. Section 4 focuses on the efficient
learning of such functions. Section 5 explores the certification
aspect. Section 6 is devoted to simulations and discussion.
Section 7 concludes the article.

D. Notation
Throughout the paper, R refers to the set of real numbers,

C3(I, J) is the set of three-times differentiable functions from
I to J . For x = [x1 x2]

⊤ ∈ R2 and ψ : R → R, we use the
notation ψ.(x) = [ψ(x1) ψ(x2)]

⊤, referring to the element-
wise operation. For x ∈ R, we define the rectified linear
function as x+ = max(0, x). For x, y ∈ Rn, the euclidean
scalar product is written as ⟨x, y⟩, the L2 norm is defined as
∥x∥2 =

√
⟨x, x⟩ and the infinity norm is ∥x∥∞ = maxi |xi|.

For two squared symmetric matrices A and B of the same size,
A ≺ B means that A − B has strictly negative eigenvalues.
For a discrete set A, |A| refers to its cardinal.



3

II. PRELIMINARIES AND PROBLEM STATEMENT

This section formalizes the problem and introduces the
working assumptions.

A. Problem formulation
We consider the following dynamical system:{

ẋ(t) = f(x(t)), t ≥ 0,
x(0) = x0 ∈ D = (−1, 1)n (1)

where n ∈ N\{0} is the dimension of the system, f : Rn →
Rn is Lipschitz continuous and possibly non-linear. Under
these conditions, there exists a unique solution to the previous
problem which is forward complete [37].

We assume without loss of generality that the origin 0 is
an equilibrium point of f , i.e. f(0) = 0. We are interested
in showing the asymptotic stability of the origin as defined in
[38, Definition 1.3] and reminded below.

Definition 1: The origin of (1) is said to be locally asymp-
totically stable in the open and connected set R ⊆ D
containing the origin if for each ε > 0 there exists δ > 0
such that

∀x0 ∈ R, ∥x0∥ ≤ δ ⇒ ∀t > 0, ∥x(t)∥ ≤ ε,
and ∥x(t)∥ −−−→

t→∞
0.

R is called a region of attraction of (1) around the origin.
First, let us define a Lyapunov function similar to that

proposed in [2, Theorem 3.1].
Definition 2: A continuously differentiable function V :
D → R+ ∈ is said to be a local Lyapunov function for
f if

V (0) = 0, (2a)
∀x ∈ D\{0}, V (x) > 0, (2b)

∀x ∈ D\{0}, V (x) ≤ 1,
∂V

∂x
(x) · f(x) < 0, (2c)

The Lyapunov direct method [2, Theorem 3.1] provides
a way to demonstrate asymptotic stability in a region of
attraction.

Theorem 1: If there exists a local Lyapunov function V
then the origin is asymptotically stable and a region of
attraction is R(V ) = {x ∈ D | V (x) < 1}.

The existence of a region of attraction is guaranteed by the
following assumption on f .

Assumption 1: Assume that f in (1) can be written as

f(x) = Ax+ o(∥x∥) (3)

such that A has all eigenvalues with strictly negative real parts.
The Lyapunov indirect method [38, Theorem 12.6] then

concludes that there exists a local Lyapunov function V ∈
C∞(D,R+) for (1). Consequently, the set

V =

{
V ∈ C∞(D,R+) | ∀i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, ∂V

∂xi
(0) ̸= 0,

and V is a Lyapunov function for (1)

}
is not empty.

Let the following application µ be such that

µ(V ) = V → R+

V 7→
∫
R(V )

1
.

The function µ is the volume of the region of attraction related
to a Lyapunov function V . This defines a relation of order
between the Lyapunov function such as V1 ⪯ V2 is equivalent
to µ(V1) ≤ µ(V2) for any V1, V2 ∈ V . Since for any V ∈ V we
get R(V ) ⊆ D̄, then µ is upper-bounded by 1. The following
optimization problem is well-defined:

V ∗ ∈ V∗ = argsup
V ∈V

µ(V ).

From the original work of Zubov [23] and later about
maximum Lyapunov functions in [8], we define

VZ =
{
V ∈ V | ∀x ∈ ∂R(V ),

∂V

∂x
(x) · f(x) = 0

}
. (4)

and then get the following set inclusion:

VZ ⊆ V∗.

We are now able to state the problem statement of this
article.

Problem statement We want to find a C∞ approximation
of a Lyapunov function V ∗ leading to the largest region of
attraction for the dynamical system (1) in terms of volume,
i.e.

V ∗ ∈ VZ .

B. General remarks
Note that the assumption x0 ∈ D done when defining the

system in (1) is not restrictive, as any open interval can be
rescaled and shifted to (−1, 1).

In the case of x0 ∈ Rn, one can consider the non-linear
transformation tanh to map R to (−1, 1). However, global
asymptotic stability (R(V ) = D) requires radial unbounded-
ness of the Lyapunov function (V →∞ when x→ ∂D) [2].
As in [8], let a maximal Lyapunov function as
Vm(x) = − log(1− V (x)). If V is a local Lyapunov function
as defined previously then Vm is a Lyapunov function and
Vm(D\R(V )) =∞. Consequently, the radial unboundedness
of Vm is equivalent to

∀x ∈ ∂D, V (x) ≥ 1.

This condition can be added to ensure global stability, but this
point will not be discussed further in this article.

Concerning the definition of the region of attraction, it
differs slightly from the classical ones in [38, Section 12.2]
or [2, Section 3.1], where Rd = {x ∈ D | V (x) < d}.
The proposed version decreased the number of parameters by
scaling the local Lyapunov function such that V = d = 1 on
the boundary of the region of attraction.

Regarding Assumption 1, it is not very restrictive. Indeed,
any analytic function f will admit such a decomposition [39].
The constant term can be removed by an appropriate change
of variable such that the origin becomes an equilibrium point
for (1). If at least one eigenvalue of A has a strictly positive
real part, then the equilibrium point is not asymptotically
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stable [38, Theorem 12.2]. However, if there is an eigenvalue
on the imaginary axis, the equilibrium point might still be
asymptotically stable [38, Example 12.1]. We do not deal with
these corner cases in this article.

III. TAYLOR-NEURAL LYAPUNOV FUNCTIONS

Finding a Lyapunov function V in the set VZ is chal-
lenging, it boils down to solving equations (2) together with
∂V
∂x · f

∣∣
∂R(V )

= 0. This system of equations is generally
numerically intractable. Similar to robust control theory where
the problem is conservatively relaxed by considering quadratic
Lyapunov functions, we introduce Taylor-neural Lyapunov
functions as universal approximations of maximal Lyapunov
functions.

First, let us pick a Lyapunov function V ∗ in VZ . Using
Taylor expansion in several variables [40, Theorem 5.4], we
get that for any x ∈ D:

V ∗(x) = V ∗(0) +∇V ∗(0) · x+
1

2
x⊤H∗x+

+
∑

i1+·+in=3,
ik≥0

∫ 1

0

(1− t)2
2

∂3V ∗

∂xi11 · · · ∂xinn
(t · x)dt︸ ︷︷ ︸

Ri1,...,in (x)

n∏
k=1

xikk ,

(5)

where H∗ ̸= 0 is the Hessian of V ∗ evaluated at 0, ∇V ∗ is
the gradient of V ∗ and Ri1,...,in ∈ C3(D,R).

The following results are classical and related to the indirect
Lyapunov method.

Lemma 1: 1) V ∗(0) = ∇V ∗(0) = 0 and H∗ is a
symmetric definite positive matrix.

2) A⊤H∗ +H∗A ≺ 0
Proof:

1) Since V ∈ C3(D,R), H∗ is a symmetric matrix, and
Ri1,...,in are bounded. From (2a), we get that V ∗(0) = 0.
Evaluated in a neighborhood of the origin, equation (2b)
implies ∇V ∗(0) = 0. Equations (2a) and (2b) lead to a
definite positive H∗.

2) Differentiate (5) and use 1), we get:

∂V ∗

∂x
(x) = H∗x+ o(∥x∥).

Consequently, the time derivative along the trajectories
of (1) leads to:

∂V ∗

∂x
(x) · f(x) = x⊤H∗Ax+ o(∥x∥2)

=
1

2
x⊤

(
A⊤H∗ +H∗A

)
x+ o(∥x∥2).

Equation (2c) evaluated in a neighborhood of the origin
implies A⊤H∗ +H∗A ≺ 0.

Using the previous lemma, we get:

V ∗(x) =
1

2
x⊤H∗x+

∑
i1+·+in=3,

ik≥0

Ri1,...,in(x)

n∏
k=1

xikk , (6)

We now introduce the notion of neural network residual.

Definition 3: Let the neural network residual R̂N where
N > 0 is the number of neurons per layer be

R̂N (x) =WNl+1HWNl
,bNl
◦ · · · ◦HW0,b0(x) + bNl+1 (7)

where Nl ∈ N\{0} is the number of hidden layers, the weights
W0 ∈ RN×n, Wi ∈ RN×N , WNl+1 ∈ Rn3×N , biases bi ∈
RN and

HW,b(x) = ψ.(Wx+ b).

The parameters of the neural network are packed into the
tensor Θ = {(Wi, bi)}i=0,...,Nl+1.

The activation function ψ is of class C∞(R,R) and is
bounded up to the order 3.

A Taylor-neural Lyapunov function can then be proposed as

V̂N (x) =
1

2
x⊤Px+

∑
i∈I

〈
R̂N (x), ei

〉
︸ ︷︷ ︸

R̂
(i)
N (x)

n∏
k=1

xikk (8)

where P ≻ 0 such that A⊤P + PA ≺ 0, I =
{(i1, . . . , in) ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}n |

∑n
k=1 ik = 3} and {ei}i∈I is a

given basis of Rn3

.
Proposition 1: Under Assumption 1, for any ε ∈ (0, 1),

there exist N > 0 and Θ such that V̂N is a Lyapunov function
and

{x ∈ D | V ∗(x) ≤ 1− ε} ⊆ R(V̂N ) ⊆ R(V ∗). (9)
Proof: We provide a formal proof in Appendix A and

briefly outline it here. Select one V ∗ in VF and write it as
in (5). For P = H∗, the proposed Taylor-neural Lyapunov
function in (8) is quadratic and as close to V ∗ as desired in a
sufficiently small neighborhood N around the origin. Outside
of N , one can choose R̂(i)

N to be as close to Ri as desired
provided a sufficient number of neurons [41, Theorem 4], so
that the region of attraction is approximated as well as desired
and that V̂N is a Lyapunov function.

Remark 1: Note that compared to all other papers on the
subject so far [12], [21], [22], [27], [29]–[31], none could
argue that the proposed neural network approximation was
a Lyapunov function. In [21], the authors pointed out this
fact by noticing that a neural network approximation of a
Lyapunov function usually does not have a negative time
derivative everywhere around the origin. Using a third-order
Taylor expansion prevents this phenomenon, leading to the
previous proposition.

We have used here a physics-informed machine learning
approach since we introduce a neural network approximation
of a Lyapunov function and the constraints written in (2)
translate into partial differential equations. Next section will
focus on the optimization problem formulation.

IV. LEARNING A TAYLOR-NEURAL LYAPUNOV FUNCTION

In this section, we discuss how to learn a Taylor-Neural
Lyapunov function. We formulate the training problem as
a suitable constrained optimization problem, encoding the
properties of Lyapunov functions, and we propose an efficient
solver for the resulting problem.
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A. Optimization problem formulation
The Taylor-neural Lyapunov function proposed in (8) does

not enforce any properties of a Lyapunov function presented
in (2a)-(2c). We want to encode in the neural network archi-
tecture as many constraints as possible to minimize the work
of the learning procedure. To that extent, we introduce the
following slightly modified function for γ ̸= 0:

ṼN,γ,ε(x) = min
{
1,
∣∣∣V̂N (x)

∣∣∣
ε

}
+ γ2∥x∥2. (10)

where ∥x∥ε = x tanh
(
xε−1

)
is a smooth approximation of

the absolute value such that for any x ∈ R, limε→0 ∥x∥ε = |x|.
Note that ṼN,γ,ε can be chosen as close to V̂N as desired.

Remark 2: From now on, to ease the reading, we will make
the following abuse of notation Ṽ = ṼN.γ,ε.

For γ > 0, Ṽ is positive definite by construction as in (2b)
and (2a). For Ṽ to be a Lyapunov function, i.e. Ṽ ∈ V , it
remains to satisfy (2c). Since we also approximate the largest
region of attraction, we want Ṽ ∈ VZ . Combining these two
facts leads to the formulation:

∀x ∈ R(Ṽ ),
∂Ṽ

∂x
(x) · f(x) = −

(
1− Ṽ (x)

)
ϕ(x) (11)

where ϕ is definite positive.
The positive definiteness of ϕ in D is equivalent to the

existence of β ̸= 0 such that ϕ(x) ≥ β2∥x∥2 for all x ∈ D.
Equality (11) then translates into

∃β ̸= 0, ∀x ∈ R,

DVβ(x) =
∂Ṽ

∂x
(x) · f(x) + β2

(
1− Ṽ (x)

)
∥x∥2 ≤ 0

(12)

where, to ease the writing, we use R = R(Ṽ ).
Remark 3: In [12], they have a similar equality. The authors

state that equality constraints are much better handled in
training algorithms. However, in their case, they must pick
ϕ as a neural network which prevents the equality from being
strictly enforced for all x ∈ R since the left-hand side can
never equal the right-hand one.

Integrating (12) leads to∫
R

[
DVβ(x)

]2
+
dx = 0. (13)

Any Lyapunov function in V will satisfy (13). To ensure
that ṼN ∈ VF , that is, to maximize the region of attraction,
one needs to add the objective that ∂ṼN

∂x (x) · f(x) = 0 for
x ∈ ∂R. This leads to the following optimization problem:

P ∗,Θ∗ = argmin
P,Θ,β ̸=0,γ ̸=0

∫
∂R

DV0(s)
2 ds

s.t.
∫
R

[
DVβ(x)

]2
+
dx = 0.

(14)

B. Numerical solution to the constrained optimization
problem

The constrained optimization problem (14) is numerically
intractable because of the integrals and the dynamical con-
straint. Therefore, we propose the training method depicted in
Algorithm 1, which consists of the following routines:

1) sampling the integral in the loss and constraints,
2) formulate the problem as a Lagrangian optimization

problem defined on sampled points,
3) apply a primal-dual strategy.

These steps will lead to a practical algorithm for solving (14)
which is numerically efficient.

Algorithm 1 Training a Taylor-neural Lyapunov function
Require: Nepoch, Nλ, N1, N2, αλ, αv, αη, ξ
P0,Θ0, γ0, β0 ← I,Xavier(), 0.01, 1.0
λ0, λ1 ← 0.0, 1.0
Sample N0 points from D0, N1 points from D1

for k = 1 . . . Nepoch do
Update primal using (21)
Update ηk using (26)
Pk+1 ← ProjC(γk+1)

(Pk+1) ▷ Using the SDP (24)
if k mod Nλ is 0 then

Update dual using (22)
Resample D1

end if
if Stopping criteria then

Break
end if

end for
Output: Pk,Θk, γk, βk

1) Sampling of the integrals: The constraint is an integral
over part of the domain D. It is classical [17] to use a uniform
sampling over the whole domain using, for instance, latin-
hyperspace sampling. Considering that we draw N1 points
from the uniform distribution, we get the discrete set D1. The
novelty here comes to consider only a part of this domain,
leading to the following approximation:∫

R

[
DVβ(x)

]2
+
dx ≃ 1∣∣R̄∣∣ ∑

x∈R̄

[
DVβ(x)

]2
+

(15)

where R̄D1
=

{
x ∈ D1 | Ṽ (x) < 1

}
and

∣∣∣R̄(Ṽ )
∣∣∣ is the

cardinal of R̄.
Concerning the objective, one can do something similar by

sampling points on the curve ∂R. We first need to draw N0

points from ∂D to obtain the discrete set D0. Then we scale
these points so that they fall on the boundary of the set R∩D,
i.e., for each point xi in D0, we create the variable ηi ∈ (0, 1]
such that ηixi ∈ ∂R. We then get

¯∂RD0 = {ηixi | xi ∈ D0} .

With the previous definitions, ¯∂RD0 ⊂ ∂R and we get the
following approximation of the integral:∫

∂R
DV0(s)

2 ds ≃ 1∣∣ ¯∂R
∣∣ ∑
s∈ ¯∂R

DV0(s)
2 (16)

Remark 4: The previous approximation is correct if the
set R(ṼN ) is a star domain1 at the origin. Otherwise, there

1A set A is a star domain at x0 if for all x ∈ A the line-segment [x0, x]
lies in A.
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might not be a unique η for each point, and consequently, the
sampling will not be uniform at the boundary.

A sampled version of (14) is then:

P ∗,Θ∗ = argmin
P,Θ,β ̸=0,γ ̸=0

1∣∣ ¯∂RD0

∣∣ ∑
s∈ ¯∂RD0

DV0(s)
2

s.t.
1∣∣R̄D1

∣∣ ∑
x∈R̄D1

[
DVβ(x)

]2
+
= 0

(17)
for any discrete D0 ⊆ D and D1 ⊆ D.

2) Lagrangian formulation: The optimization problem in
(17) is a learning problem under constraints. Some techniques
to solve them are explored in [42] and we will follow the
strategy mentioned in [43], [44]. Let first define the following
costs:

L0(P,Θ, γ) =
1∣∣ ¯∂RD0

∣∣ ∑
s∈ ¯∂RD0

DV0(s)
2,

L1(P,Θ, γ, β) =
1∣∣R̄D1

∣∣ ∑
x∈R̄D1

[
DVβ(x)

]2
+
.

(18)

We use the Lagrange multipliers λ0, λ1 > 0. The extended
cost is expressed as:

Lλ0,λ1
(P,Θ, γ, β) = λ0L0(P,Θ, γ) + λ1L1(P,Θ, γ, β).

(19)
Problem (14) is then equivalent to solving

P ∗,Θ∗ = argmin
P,Θ,

β ̸=0,γ ̸=0

max
λ1

Lλ0,λ1
(P,Θ, γ, β).

(20)

Since L1 > 0, a solution to the previous problem would be
with λ = ∞, ensuring then

[
DVβ(x)

]
+

= 0 for all x ∈ R.
As discussed in the next section, this rephrased problem can
be solved using primal-dual optimization.

3) Training algorithm: The training algorithm is divided into
several parts, each contributing to the overall robustness.

a) The primal-dual algorithm: The training algorithm is
based on primal-dual optimization [45]. A similar training
scheme has been used and investigated in [43], [46] for
physics-informed machine learning problems and has shown
great potential to improve the robustness of the training
algorithm (i.e. decrease the sensitivity to the initialization).
The main idea of this algorithm is to alternate between solving
the min and max problems. The primal problem is expressed
in terms of the primal variables vk = (Pk, Θk, γk, βk), and
a first-order algorithm is generally written as:

vk+1 = vk − αv (∇P ,∇Θ,∇γ ,∇β) · Lλ0,λ1(Pk,Θk, γk, βk)
(21)

where P0,Θ0, β0, γ0 are initial random values and αv is the
primal learning rate.

Remark 5: Note that the update 21 can also be modified to
include momentum and increase the robustness of the training
algorithm (see ADAM [47]).

The dual problem aims at approximating the solution
to the max problem. Let the dual variables be λk =

[
λ0(k) λ1(k)

]⊤
, that leads to the following first-order opti-

mization scheme:

λk+1 = λk + αλ∇λLλ0,λ1
(P,Θ, γ, β)

= λk + αλ

[
L0(P,Θ, γ)
L1(P,Θ, γ, β)

]
(22)

with αλ being the dual learning rate.
Remark 6: In light of curriculum learning [48], it has

been shown that the constraint containing derivatives usually
brings complexity into the original optimization problem [49].
Consequently, a solution to get more robust training is to start
with λ0 = 0, λ1 = 1 and increase their values. Thus, the
objective will be taken into account at a later stage, putting
the focus on the constraint first. Note that λ is increasing since
both L0 and L1 are positive.

b) Projection subroutine: The advantage of the Taylor-
neural Lyapunov functions lies in its explainability locally
around the origin. Since V̂N,γ(x) = x⊤(P +γ2I)x+o(∥x∥2),
using Lemma 1, the following equation should hold:

∃ε > 0,∀x ∈ Rn, ∥x∥2 < ε⇒
x⊤

[
A⊤(P + γ2I) + (P + γ2I)A

]
x ≤ 0.

The previous inequality implies that the matrix P must
belong to the positive cone

C(γ) =
{
P ∈ Sn+ | A⊤(P + γ2I) + (P + γ2I)A ≺ 0

}
.

Checking if a matrix P belongs to this positive cone is a semi-
definite program. However, after one initial step, the obtained
Pk+1 does not necessarily belong to C(γk+1). To enforce this
property, a projection onto the positive cone is needed, defined
as

ProjC(γk)
(Pk) = argmin

P̂∈C(γk)

∥Pk − P̂∥2, (23)

where the norm on the symmetric definite matrix cone is
defined as the spectral radius. However, this problem is
not a semidefinite program. Using Schur’s complement [7,
Section 2.1] leads to the following equivalent formulation for
α > 0: (

Pk − P̂
)⊤ (

Pk − P̂
)
⪯ αI ⇔

MPk
(α, P̂ ) =

[
αI Pk − P̂

Pk − P̂ I

]
⪰ 0.

Matrix MPk
is linear in each of its variables. The projection

can be rewritten into a linear matrix inequality problem and
thus solved efficiently using e.g. cvxpy [50] since it is a
semi-definite program (SDP):

ProjC(γ)(P ) = argmin
P̂∈C(γ)

min
α

α

s.t. MP (α, P̂ ) ⪰ 0.

(24)

c) Boundary estimate subroutine: To estimate correctly the
boundary cost (16) which is related to the largest region
of attraction, one must choose the correct parameters {ηi}i
such that, for a given sampling {xi}i = D0 ⊂ ∂D, we get
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ηixi ∈ ∂R. We use a first-order optimization scheme, defined
as follows for ξ > 0:

gx(η) =

{
1− Ṽ (ηx) if ηx ∈ R̄,
−ξη otherwise.

(25){
ηi(k + 1) = ηi(k) + αη(k)gxi

(ηi(k)),
ηi(0) = 1.

(26)

Lemma 2: Let ξ > 0, αη ∈ (0, ᾱ] such that ξᾱ ∈ (0, 1).
If there exists a unique δi > 0 such that δixi ∈ ∂R \ ∂D,

then the following holds:

∃K > 0, ∀k > K,
ηi(k)− δi

ᾱ
∈ [−ξδi, 1].

Proof: Let xi ∈ ∂D. If there exists a unique δi ∈ (0, 1)
such that δixi ∈ ∂R \ ∂D, then the function gxi can be
equivalently written as:

gxi
(ηi) =

{
1− Ṽ (ηxi) if ηi ≤ δi,
−ξηi otherwise.

Since ηi(0) = 1 > δi and 1 − ξᾱ ∈ (0, 1), the sequence is
decreasing to 0. The smallest attainable value in that case is
infηi>δi(1 − ξᾱ)ηi = (1 − ξᾱ)δi. Since Ṽ (ηx) ≤ 1, gxi

(ηi)
is positive when ηi ≤ δi. Consequently, ηi(k) ≥ (1− ξᾱ)δi at
any k.

Since ηi is a geometric sequence with a common ratio 1−
ξᾱ ∈ (0, 1), there exists K > 0, such that ηi(k) > δi and
ηi(k + 1) ≤ δi. After this K, the largest attainable value is
supηi≤δi ηi + αη(k)

(
1− Ṽ (ηxi)

)
= δi + ᾱ since Ṽ ≤ 1.

Combining these two facts leads to

∀k > K, ηi(k) ∈ [(1− ξᾱ)δi, δi + ᾱ] (27)

which concludes the proof.
The previous lemma ensures that we can approximate the

the boundary of R arbitrarily close provided that the learning
rate αη is sufficiently small. In some specific cases, we can
even prove that limk→∞ Ṽ (ηi(k)xi) = 1.

Proposition 2: Under the same conditions as in Lemma 2
together with

1) ∂Ṽ
∂xi

(δi) ̸= 0;
2) αη is strictly decreasing with limk→∞ αη(k) = 0 and∑

k αη(k) is diverging,
then the following holds:

lim
k→∞

ηi(k) = δi.

Proof: A sketch of the proof is that Lemma 2 applies
but because of the divergence of the series

∑
αη together

with 1), there will be K2 > K such that ηi(K2) > δi. We can
apply Lemma 2 again but ᾱ has decreased and consequently
the convergence interval (27) is tighter around δi. Since αη

strictly decreases to 0, then ηi can be as close as desired to
δi.

d) Resampling subroutine: Inequality (15) holds if the law
of large number is verified, and consequently,

∣∣R̄∣∣ is large.
This might impact the training time and the efficiency of
the solver [51]. That is why we can consider resampling
regularly during the training with fewer points [52]. This has
two advantages:

1) it keeps the computational burden low,

2) each resampling will bring new gradient information for
(21) and prevent redundancy (see [53, Section 8.1.3]).

Remark 7: Note that we do not resample D0 because each
original xi ∈ D0 is associated with a parameter ηi.

e) Stopping criteria: Since ṼN,γ is an universal approx-
imation of the optimal Lyapunov function, that means the
optimal solution has Lλ0,λ1(P,Θ, γ, β) = 0 for any sam-
pling and λ0, λ1 > 0. We will stop the training when
Lλ0,λ1

(P,Θ, γ, β) < ε for multiple different samplings and
where ϵ is the machine precision.

We might want to stop the training early if the algorithm
has converged to a suboptimal solution. This will be indicated
by a slow variation of both L0 and L1. Then a possibility is
to add a refine step which consists of freezing some variables
and updating the others for λ0 = 0 and λ1 = 1. This will
force us to find a valid Lyapunov function and forget about
the optimality.

Once stopped, the Lyapunov function can be verified on
multiple different sampling. If there is one point s∗ ∈ D such
that DV0(s∗) > 0, then one can rescale the Lyapunov function
to exclude this point, i.e.

Ṽ ← Ṽ (s∗)−1 · Ṽ .

V. VERIFIYING A TAYLOR-NEURAL LYAPUNOV FUNCTION

The previous algorithm is not guaranteed to converge to a
valid Lyapunov function, which means that there might exist
a point s ∈ R(Ṽ ) for which the constraint DV0(s) > 0.
Existing works such as [12], [31], [33] are using a verifier to
ensure that the optimized neural Lyapunov function is indeed a
Lyapunov function. This does not extend straightforwardly to
our case. In this section, we will instead derive conditions on
the sampling R̄, which guarantees that DV0 < 0 in a compact
set is strictly included in R.

A. Lipschitz continuity of DV0

We first show that DV0 has bounded variations in the
following two lemmas.

Lemma 3: The function ∂xṼ is Lipschitz continuous on D,
i.e. for any i ∈ {1, . . . , n}

∀x, y ∈ D, |∂xi Ṽ (x)− ∂xi Ṽ (y)| ≤ L∂V ∥x− y∥
Proof: Since ∂xi Ṽ is continuous and almost everywhere

differentiable for any i, its derivative ∂x∂xi Ṽ is bounded.
Therefore, ∂xi

Ṽ is Lipschitz continuous and L∂V is the
maximum over all i ∈ {1, . . . , n} of the previous derivative
on D.

There have been some works focusing on computing the
Lipschitz constant of neural networks [54], [55]. However,
in our case, L∂V is the Lipschitz constant of the derivative
of a neural network. Considering hyperbolic tangent as the
activation function, a symbolic upper bound of L∂V can be
derived manually but this goes beyond the scope of this paper.

Lemma 4: Let f be Lipschitz continuous on D with Lips-
chitz constant Lf . The function DV0 is Lipschitz continuous
on D with Lipschitz constant

LDV =

√
n
(
L2
∂V ∥f∥2∞ + L2

f∥∂xV ∥2∞
)
.
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Proof: Since f is Lipschitz continuous on D, it is also
bounded, and the same holds for ∂xṼ . The result of this
proposition comes from the following inequality:

∀x, y ∈ D, |DV0(x)−DV0(y)|2 ≤
n∑

i=1

∣∣∣(∂xi
Ṽ (x)− ∂xi

Ṽ (y)
)
fi(x)

+∂xi
Ṽ (y) (fi(x)− fi(y))

∣∣∣2
≤

n∑
i=1

(
L2
∂V ∥f∥2∞ + L2

f∥∂xṼ ∥2
)
∥x− y∥2

Using the definition of Lipschitz continuity leads to the
expression of LDV given above.

One can note that LDV depends both on L∂V and the
maximum of ∂xṼ but will also increase with dimension.

B. Local and global certifications

Based on the work in [56], one can estimate the size of the
balls around each sampling point in which DV0 is negative.
The following lemma provides such an estimate.

Lemma 5: Assume L1 = 0 and let xi ∈ R̄ \ {0}. Then, for
any x ∈ B2xi

(
−L−1

DVDV0(xi)
)
, we have DV0(x) < 0.

Proof: Since, for a given sampling, L1 = 0 and
DVβ(xi) < 0, then DV0(xi) < 0. Let x ∈ D, then the
following holds:

DV0(x) ≤ DV0(xi)
+
∣∣∣∂xṼ (x) · f(x)− ∂xṼ (xi) · f(xi)

∣∣∣
≤ DV0(xi) + LDV ∥x− xi∥.

This leads to the main statement of this lemma.
The previous lemma shows a local result. We would like

instead to find a sampling that guarantees that the union of all
balls is a cover of the region of attraction. To that extent, we
introduce the following definition.

Definition 4: A sampling {xi1,...,in} ⊂ D is said to be
uniform with parameters ∆0,∆x when

xi1,...,in = (2i1∆x, · · · , 2in∆x)

for ij ∈ {−N, . . . ,−⌈ ∆0

2∆x
⌉, ⌈ ∆0

2∆x
⌉, . . . , N} with

N = ⌈ 1
2∆x
− 1⌉.

Note that
⋃

xi∈Ds
B∞xi

(∆x) is a cover of D \ B∞0 (∆0). To
find a region of attraction, we must find a level set of the
Lyapunov function Ṽ . Let, for any c ∈ (0, 1), the following
subset of the region of attraction:

Rc(Ṽ ) =
{
x ∈ D | Ṽ (x) ≤ c

}
⊂ R(Ṽ ).

The largest certified region of attraction based on a uniform
sampling is estimated in the following proposition.

Proposition 3: Let δ > 0 such that Rδ(Ṽ ) is a region
of attraction. Consider a uniform sampling Ds = {xi}i of
parameters ∆0,∆x such that

• B∞0 (∆0) ⊂ Rδ(Ṽ );

• ∆x ≤ −
D̄V 0

LDV
√
n

,

where
D̄V 0 = max

x∈Ds\B∞
0 (∆0)

Ṽ (x)<1

DV0(x)

If L1 = 0 on Ds, then the set Rc∗(Ṽ ) is a certified region of
attraction with

c∗ = max c

s.t. Rc(Ṽ ) ⊆ RDs
.

(28)

where
RDs

=
⋃

xi∈Ds

Ṽ (xi)<1

B∞xi
(∆x) ∪ B∞0 (∆0).

Proof: First of all, the approximation properties
of Taylor-neural Lyapunov functions together with projec-
tion (24) ensures the existence of δ > 0 as introduced in the
proposition. Consequently, for any x ∈ B∞0 (∆0), DV0(x) is
definite negative.

For any x ∈ RDs such that ∥x∥ ≥ ∆0, we get that there
exists xi ∈ Ds such that

∥x− xi∥∞ ≤ ∆x.

Consequently, we get ∥x−xi∥2 ≤
√
n∆x which in turn results

in

∥x− xi∥2 ≤ −
D̄V 0(s)

LDV
≤ −DV0(xi)

LDV
.

Since L1 = 0 on Ds, from Lemma 5, we get DV0 < 0 on
RDs

.
The largest region of attraction in RDs

is then obtained by
solving the optimization problem (28).

Since RDs is an open set, we must have c∗ < 1 and RDs ⊂
R(Ṽ ). Therefore, it is impossible to confirm that the entire set
R(Ṽ ) is indeed a region of attraction. Moreover, since L1 = 0
on Ds, we get the following:

∆x ≤
β(1− c∗)∆2

0

LDV
√
n

.

Consequently, the sampling must have a finer grain if
1) c∗ is closer to 1: the certified region of attraction is

larger;
2) β is smaller: the constraint (12) is close to violation;
3) LDV is large: the Lyapunov function Ṽ has very fast

variations or the system is stiff (Lf and ∥f∥∞ is large);
4) ∆0 is small: we cannot find a large region of attraction

around the origin;
5) n is large.
The previous proposition also helps us understand how fine

the sampling should be during training to obtain a region
of attraction that is meaningful. The previous proposition
practically highlights that we need to have a finer sampling
when we are close to the boundary of the region of attraction
and around the origin.

There are still some computational concerns regarding op-
timization problem (28):

1) Finding the largest level set included in RDs might be
a challenge in high dimension and one can consider a
greedy algorithm to estimate it.
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Parameter Nλ N1 N2 αv αλ αη ξ
Value 100 2000 2000 10−2 10−1 10−2 10−2

TABLE I
HYPERPARAMTERS USED FOR THE SIMULATIONS.

2) Finding ∆0 requires estimating a non-optimal region of
attraction. Due to the projection operation (24), one can
find such δ using reasoning similar to that conducted in
Appendix A.

VI. SIMULATIONS AND DISCUSSION

In this section, we present and discuss the results of apply-
ing our proposed method to different systems, both globally
and locally stable. In addition, we compare our solution with
state-of-the-art alternatives. We conclude by discussing the
robustness of the training algorithm to different initializations
to evaluate the consistency of the solutions it provides. To
highlight the robustness of the method, we chose the same
hyperparameters for Algorithm 1 throughout this section.
These parameters are listed in Table I.

A. Simulations

1) Globally stable system: We propose to consider first the
following system:{

ẋ1(t) = −3x1(t) + 0.1 sin(x2)x2,
ẋ2(t) = −15x2(t). (29)

We can rewrite it as ẋ = A(x)x where A belongs to

the polytope [A−1, A1] with Ai =

[
−3 0.1i
0 −15

]
. This system

is globally stable because there exists a common quadratic
Lyapunov function to all A ∈ [A−1, A1]:

Vquad(x) = x⊤
[
2.5 0.55
0.55 0.4

]
x.

We use the method described in this paper with the hyper-
parameters in Table I and a maximum number of epochs of
3000. The result of one training is displayed in Figure 1.

We notice that the early-stopping conditions are always
reached. The difficulty with global systems is that the condi-
tion DV0 on ∂R cannot be enforced. Compared to other works
[12], [21], our methodology is capable of finding regions of
attraction that are the whole domain D.

2) Locally stable equilibrium point: The second system con-
sidered is the model of a generator [38, Example 11.2],
described as follows:{

ẋ1(t) = x2(t),
ẋ2(t) = − sin(x1(t))− 5x2(t).

(30)

Since there are multiple equilibrium points, it is well known
that this system is not globally stable. The system is locally
stable because it satisfies Assumption 1. In [38, Example 12.6],
they provide the following Lyapunov function

Vloc(x1, x2) = 0.5x22 + 1− cos(x1)

which gives a rather conservative region of attraction.

−4 −2 0 2 4
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2
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x
2

Lyapunov function

0.0000

0.1494

0.2989

0.4483

0.5978

0.7472

0.8966

Fig. 1. Taylor-neural Lyapunov function for globally stable system (29).
The estimated region of attraction is colored. Arrows indicate the flow of
the original system.
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2
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0.00
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0.30

0.45

0.60

0.75

0.90

Fig. 2. Taylor-neural Lyapunov function for locally stable system (30).
The region of attraction is the colored area. Blue dots refer to the
sampling points at the boundary {ηixi}i. Arrows indicate the flow of
the original system.

We run the algorithm with the same hyperparameters as
previously and a maximum number of epochs of 3000. The
result is displayed in Figure 2. This time, the stopping condi-
tions were never reached. We can see that the blue dots, which
correspond to the boundary estimate {ηixi}i are very close to
the real boundary, which is a success. From the flow arrows, it
seems that the region of attraction is very close to the real one
(and much larger than the one obtained using Vloc). We can
see that the level lines are not elliptical, which implies that the
Lyapunov function is not quadratic. This indicates that higher-
order terms in the Taylor decomposition have been learned
successfully.
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Fig. 3. Taylor-neural Lyapunov function for Van der Pol oscillator with
µ = 1. The region of attraction is the colored area. Blue dots refer
to the sampling points at the boundary {ηixi}i. Arrows indicate the
flow of the original system. Dash-line is the region of attraction obtained
using SOS.

LyzNet [12] SOS [11] This method
RoA coverage 95.64% 94.17% 90.44%

System dimensions Potentially high Low Intermediate
System characteristic Strictly stable Polynomial Strictly stable

Data Simulated None None

TABLE II
PERFORMANCE OF THE TRAINING ALGORITHM COMPARED TO OTHER

ALGORITHMS ON THE VAN DER POL OSCILLATOR WITH µ = 1.

3) Van der Pol oscillator: The last example considers a
special case of Van der Pole oscillator [57]:{

ẋ1(t) = −x2(t),
ẋ2(t) = x1(t)− µ(1− x1(t)2)x2(t). (31)

We investigate the case µ = 1. This system has a polynomial
structure which makes the use of SOS Lyapunov functions
possible [11]. The region of attraction has a nonconvex shape
which becomes stiffer as µ increases.

We trained the Taylor-neural Lyapunov function using the
same set of hyper-parameters with a maximum of 2000 epochs.
The result is shown in Figure 3. Similarly to the previous
example, the optimal region of attraction is well-estimated.
The obtained result is very close to the SOS result (dashed
line in the figure). The evolution of the training loss is shown
in Figure 4. One can see that without early stop around
2000 epochs, the loss will have spikes which indicates bad
fitting. This shows that it is important to monitor the loss
during training and that it might be necessary to enforce early
stopping for better convergence.

We compare our results with SOS [11] and the LyzNet
method developed in [12] and the results are presented in
Table II. A high-resolution estimation of the largest region
of attraction is estimated using numerical integration. If the
trajectory is close to the origin after some time, we consider
that the initial point is part of the region of attraction. We
computed 3911 points uniformly spread in the region of

0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000 3500 4000

Epoch
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10−2

10−1

100
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o
ss

name
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Total loss

Fig. 4. Training loss for the Taylor-neural Lyapunov function for Van der
Pol oscillator with µ = 1.

attraction based on this criteria. We then checked if these
points were part of the region of attraction for the SOS
formulation, LyzNet, and our method. We found that the best-
performing method in this example is LyzNet, closely followed
by SOS, and then our method is behind by approximately 4%.
Our method still gives a region of attraction very close to
the optimal one (90.44%). However, Lyznet is much slower
and uses external data generated by the simulator, which
significantly restricts the interest in the method. Indeed, using
an external simulator brings no guarantee if the point is stable
or not. Moreover, it involves spending time simulating points.

Note that we also tried the algorithm for larger values of µ,
but the stiffness of the system makes the algorithm diverge.

B. Robustness analysis
Investigating how the training algorithm differs when ini-

tialized differently is of tremendous importance. A robust
training algorithm will almost always produce the same region
of attraction, regardless of the initialization.

To evaluate robustness, the training algorithm is run 10
times with different initial states, and the obtained regions
of attraction are denoted Ri for i ∈ 1, . . . , 10. Results are
reported in Table III. The numbers in the shared volume
column indicate the probability that a point that is part of one
learned region of attraction belongs to another learned region
of attraction. The IoU column refers to the intersection over
the union (also called the Jaccard similarity index). This is the
percentage of points in the largest region of attraction ∪10i=1Ri

which belongs to the smallest region of attraction ∩10i=1Ri.
Globally stable system (29) shows high percentages for

both, indicating a very robust algorithm. This can be explained
easily since there exist many Lyapunov functions that will
return the optimal region of attraction in a bounded domain.
Another explanation comes from the verification section, since
variations in the region of attraction are close to the boundary
of D.

The locally stable system (30) has a more challenging region
of attraction. However, the percentages are still relatively high,
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Example Shared volume IoU
System (29) 99.9% 99.5%
System (30) 93.1% 74.3%
System (31) 88.5% 58.1%

TABLE III
ROBUSTNESS OF THE TRAINING ALGORITHM. IOU REFERS TO THE

INTERSECTION OVER THE UNION. THE HIGHER THE PERCENTAGES,
THE MORE ROBUST THE TRAINING ALGORITHM IS.

which indicates a good convergence of the algorithm. Looking
more carefully at the plots shows convergence to suboptimal
regions of attraction in some rare cases. This significantly
decreases the shared and common volumes.

The last example has a more complex region of attraction.
Without any surprise, it is harder to learn, but the region of
attraction (even if often suboptimal) is relatively consistent
over the tries. One region of attraction was relatively small,
significantly impacting the percentage of shared volumes. To
mitigate this issue, the solution might be to look at the training
losses and stop the training when the loss is relatively low,
and this time might be reached at different epochs for different
initializations. Another issue comes from some non-connected
points which are also identified as stable. A mitigation strategy
could be to consider “ensemble learning”, where the final
region of attraction is the intersection of multiple regions
of attraction, making the process more stable but also more
conservative. However, considering the large common volume
in all cases, this technique would probably only remove
corner-case points and keep a good estimate of the region of
attraction.

VII. CONCLUSION AND PERSPECTIVES

This paper proposes a new class of neural networks which
rely on Taylor expansion. The approximation capabilities of
such neural networks have been proven for candidate Lya-
punov functions. The classical training algorithm based on
gradient descent had been adapted to this case to provide
certification that the obtained candidate Lyapunov function
is indeed valid around the origin. The paper also addresses
the issue of estimating the largest region of attraction, lever-
aging Zubov’s theorem. The efficiency of the approach has
been demonstrated in the estimation of the largest region of
attraction, where results comparable to the state of the art
have been obtained on some examples. An extension to the
numerical certification of the obtained Lyapunov function has
also been discussed.

However, numerical experiments have shown that some
improvement is possible in estimating the region of attraction.
In some cases, the very poor convergence of the algorithms
suggests that a better initialization procedure should be in-
vestigated. One solution would be to consider state-of-the-art
algorithms in robust control, for example. In the same vein,
alternative solutions for maximizing the region of attraction
should be considered to mitigate the convergence to a bad
local minimum. Research from the machine learning side can
provide some insights.

The proposed method opens the way for new research
directions. The capacity to estimate the largest region of

attraction without any data introduces a fundamental change
compared to other methodologies. The extension to controller
synthesis is one of the most promising research directions, but
the consideration of much more complex systems (of infinite
dimension or uncertain, for instance) is another avenue. The
investigation of other sampling strategies to ensure a better
convergence is left for future research.

APPENDIX

A. Proof of Proposition 1

Let pick one V ∗ = V2+V3 from (5) where V2 = 1
2x

⊤H∗x
for x ∈ D and set P = H∗ ≻ 0 (Lemma 1).

a) Approximation of the region of attraction: Since V̂N ∈
V , we get R(V̂N ) ⊆ R(V ∗). The universal approximation
theorem [41, Theorem 4] states that for any ε1 ≤ ε, there
exist N > 0, weights and biases such that

∀i ∈ I, sup
x∈D

∣∣∣R̂(i)
N (x)−Ri(x)

∣∣∣ ≤ n−3ε1. (32)

Noting that D ⊂ [−1, 1]n, equations (6) and (8) lead to: ∀x ∈
D

|V ∗(x)− V̂N (x)| =
∣∣∣∣∣∑
i∈I

(
Ri(x)− R̂(i)

N (x)
) n∏

k=1

xikk

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ε1.
(33)

Consequently, the left inclusion in (9) holds.
b) Positive-definiteness: Since the activation function ψ ∈

C∞(R,R), then R̂
(i)
N is bounded. Consequently, we get

V̂N (0) = 0.
Note that V3 = o(V2) and V2 = O(∥x∥2), consequently,

there is χ > 0 such that ∀x ∈ D, ∥x∥ ≤ χ

3|V3(x)| ≤ V2(x) and 3

∣∣∣∣∣∑
i∈I

n∏
k=1

xikk

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ V2(x). (34)

Let Vχ = inf∥x∥≥χ,x∈D V ∗(x) > 0 and ε̄ = Vχ(n
3 +

1)−1 > 0. The universal approximation theorem [41, Theo-
rem 4] states that for any ε2 ≤ min(1, ε̄), there exist N > 0,
weights and biases such that

∀i ∈ I, sup
x∈D

∣∣∣R̂(i)
N (x)−Ri(x)

∣∣∣ ≤ n3ε2. (35)

Using inequality (35) in (33) leads to ∀x ∈ D, ∥x∥ ≥ χ:

V̂N (x) ≥ V ∗(x)−
∣∣∣V̂N (x)− V ∗(x)

∣∣∣ ≥ Vχ(x)− n3ε2 ≥ ε2.
Using (34) and (35), we get ∀x ∈ D, ∥x∥ ≤ χ:

V̂N (x) = V2(x) + V̂3(x) ≥ V2(x)− |V̂3(x)|

≥ V2(x)− |V3(x)| − ε2
∣∣∣∣∣∑
i∈I

n∏
k=1

xikk

∣∣∣∣∣
≥ 2

3
V2(x)− ε2

∣∣∣∣∣∑
i∈I

n∏
k=1

xikk

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ 1

3
V2(x).

Then, the inequality (2b) holds.
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c) Negative time-derivative: Note first that

∀x ∈ D, ∂V̂N
∂x

(x) =
∂V2
∂x

(x) + o(∥x∥).

Consequently, similarly to the proof of Lemma 1, we get:

∀x ∈ D, ∂V̂N
∂x

(x)·f(x) = x⊤
(
A⊤H∗ +H∗A

)
x+o(∥x∥2).

Note that the universal approximation [41, Theorem 4] also
holds for the first derivative, we get that for any ε3 > 0, there
exist N , weights, and biases such that

∀i ∈ I, sup
x∈D

∣∣∣R̂(i)
N (x)−Ri(x)

∣∣∣ ≤ ε3,
sup
x∈D

∣∣∣∣∣∂R̂(i)
N

∂x
(x)− ∂Ri

∂x
(x)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ε3.
Using Lemma 1.2., a similar reasoning as in the previous
subsection implies that ∂V̂N

∂x · f < 0 on D\{0}.
d) Conclusion: For ε4 = min(ε1, ε2, ε3), there exist N ,

weights and biases such that the universal approximation
theorem holds for ε4 then V̂N is a Lyapunov function. By
optimality of the region of attraction, the right part of the
inclusion (9) holds.

REFERENCES
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