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A Linear Differential Inclusion for Contraction
Analysis to Known Trajectories

Akash Harapanahalli, Graduate Student Member, IEEE, and Samuel Coogan, Senior Member, IEEE

Abstract— Infinitesimal contraction analysis provides
exponential convergence rates between arbitrary pairs of
trajectories of a system by studying the system’s lineariza-
tion. An essentially equivalent viewpoint arises through
stability analysis of a linear differential inclusion (LDI) en-
compassing the incremental behavior of the system. In
this note, we study contraction of a system to a particular
known trajectory, deriving a new LDI characterizing the er-
ror between arbitrary trajectories and this known trajectory.
As with classical contraction analysis, this new inclusion
is constructed via first partial derivatives of the system’s
vector field, and contraction rates are obtained with famil-
iar tools: uniform bounding of the logarithmic norm and
LMI-based Lyapunov conditions. Our LDI is guaranteed
to outperform a usual contraction analysis in two special
circumstances: i) when the bound on the logarithmic norm
arises from an interval overapproximation of the Jacobian
matrix, and ii) when the norm considered is the ℓ1 norm.
Finally, we demonstrate how the proposed approach strictly
improves an existing framework for ellipsoidal reachable
set computation.

Index Terms— Contraction, nonlinear systems, stability

I. INTRODUCTION

Contraction theory provides powerful tools for analyzing
nonlinear systems by studying their linearizations; see [1],
[2], [3] for recent surveys on the rich history of contraction
analysis in dynamical systems. Applications of contraction
analysis include: analysis and design of systems with inputs
[4] and networked systems [5], [6]; incremental stability in
systems with Riemannian [7] or Finsler structures [8]; control
design using control contraction metrics [9]; Lyapunov func-
tion design for monotone systems [10]; robustness analysis of
implicit neural networks [11], [12]; robust stability with non-
Euclidean norms [13]; and observer design with Riemannian
metrics [14].

Consider the nonlinear system ẋ = f(x) for differentiable
f : Rn → Rn. Let J = {∂f∂x (x) : x ∈ Rn} be the set of
all linearizations of the system. A key result from contraction
theory is that if the logarithmic norm µ(·) (induced by some
norm | · | as defined below) of these linearizations is uniformly
bounded by a constant c ∈ R, that is, µ(J) ≤ c for every
J ∈ J , then

|x(t)− x′(t)| ≤ ect|x(0)− x′(0)| (1)
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Fig. 1. A visual comparison of existing approaches (left), and the
proposed approach (right) in R3, with X = [−1, 1]3, x′ = [−0.5 −
0.5 − 0.5]T , and x = [0.5 0.5 0.5]T . Left: using the straight-line
path requires J to include every possible Jacobian matrix Df(x) for
x ∈ X. Right: using the element-wise path requires M to include
every possible mixed Jacobian matrix Mx′f(x, s) for x ∈ X and s ∈
[0, 1]3 (see Definition 1). For a fixed s ∈ [0, 1]3, Mx′f(x, s) consists
of the following three columns: (Mx′f(x, s)):,1 = (Df(−0.5 +
s1,−0.5,−0.5)):,1, (Mx′f(x, s)):,2 = (Df(0.5,−0.5 +
s2,−0.5)):,2, (Mx′f(x, s)):,3 = (Df(0.5, 0.5,−0.5 + s3)):,3.

for any two trajectories x and x′ (see, e.g., [2, Theorem 3.9]).
In Section II-B, we recall how the bound (1) equivalently arises
through stability analysis of the linear differential inclusion
(LDI) ε̇ ∈ co(J )ε, characterizing the error dynamics between
two arbitrary trajectories of the system.

In this note, given a particular known trajectory x′, we build
a new linear differential inclusion ε̇ ∈ co(M)ε, bounding the
error dynamics of the system between an arbitrary trajectory
x and the fixed trajectory x′, which we subsequently use to
study contraction to x′. The key novelty of our approach is
to consider an element-wise path between x′ and x, rather
than the straight line connecting them (see Figure 1), which
potentially improves contraction estimates when x′ is known.
The set of matrices M used to construct this LDI is inspired
by existing results in the interval analysis literature. A result
similar to Corollary 1 was originally proposed in [15] to find
solutions to the system of equations f(x) = 0 and further
used to define the mixed centered inclusion function [16,
Section 2.4.4], which improves upon a class of Jacobian-
based inclusion functions that over-approximates the range of
a function using interval bounds of its Jacobian matrix.

One of the features of contraction theory is its generality
in comparing any two trajectories of the system, rather than
comparing to a known fixed trajectory. For instance, if c < 0
in (1) (strongly contracting), it can be shown that every
trajectory will converge to an a priori unknown unique equilib-
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rium point [2, Theorem 3.9]. However, in many applications
of contraction theory, the trajectory x′ in (1) is fixed to a
known trajectory of the system, motivating the setting of
this work. For example, in reachable set computation [17],
[18], [19], a single trajectory of the system is simulated and
a full reachable tube around this trajectory is computed by
expanding or contracting a norm ball using an upper bound
of the logarithmic norm. For robustness analysis of implicit
neural networks [11], [12], contraction theory adds robustness
by analyzing a contraction condition around nominal data
samples. Finally, contraction has been used to design feedback
controllers for trajectory tracking [9], which fix x′ to the
trajectory to be tracked.

Another feature of contraction theory when c < 0 is
the verification of norm-based Lyapunov functions without
explicitly computing the time derivative of V [2, Thm. 3.9]. In
particular, a negative uniform bound of the logarithmic norm
of the Jacobian provides a sufficient condition verifying that
V (x) = |x − x′| is a Lyapunov function when x′ is fixed to
an equilibrium of the system. As demonstrated in Corollary 2,
the new LDI built in this paper retains this feature: a uniform
bound of the logarithmic norm of the matrices inM provides
the same sufficient condition, avoiding the need to explicitly
compute and verify the time derivative condition on V .

The note is structured as follows. In Section II, we re-
call how the usual contraction bound (1) equivalently arises
through stability analysis of an LDI encompassing the incre-
mental dynamics of the system. In Section III, we build a
similar LDI using our proposed mixed Jacobian operator in
Definition 1, where we traverse an element-wise path resulting
in a different set of matrices bounding the output of a function.
In Section IV, we apply the LDI to study contraction to an
a priori known trajectory x′, where a uniform bound of the
logarithmic norm of our new mixed Jacobian matrix set yields
a contraction bound. Finally, in Section V, we use interval
analysis to bound the mixed Jacobian matrix, culminating in an
improved algorithm for computing ellipsoidal reachable sets.

II. PRELIMINARIES

A. Notation
Let | · | denote a norm on Rn. For a matrix A ∈ Rn×n,

let ∥A∥ = supx∈Rn:|x|=1 |Ax| denote the induced norm on
Rn×n. Let µ(A) = limh↓0

∥I+hA∥−1
h denote the (induced)

logarithmic norm, also called the matrix measure. For x ∈
Rn, let |x|1 =

∑n
i=1 |xi| denote the ℓ1-norm, and µ1 be the

induced logarithmic norm. For x ∈ Rn and positive definite
P ≻ 0, let |x|2,P 1/2 =

√
xTPx be the P -weighted ℓ2 norm on

Rn, µ2,P 1/2 be its induced logarithmic norm, and BPr (x′) :=
{x ∈ Rn : |x − x′|2,P 1/2 ≤ r} be the closed ball of radius r
about x′ ∈ Rn. The following linear matrix inequality (LMI)
provides a convex characterization of µ2,P 1/2 ,

µ2,P 1/2(M) ≤ c ⇐⇒ MTP + PM ⪯ 2cP. (2)

Let IR denote the set of closed intervals of R, of the form
{a ∈ R : a ≤ a ≤ a, a, a ∈ R ∪ {±∞}}. An interval
matrix [S] ∈ IRm×n is a matrix of closed intervals in R,
i.e., [S]ij ∈ IR. [S] is a subset of Rm×n in the entrywise

sense, so A ∈ [S] is Aij ∈ [S]ij for every i = 1, . . . ,m
and j = 1, . . . , n. Given a set S ⊆ Rm×n, there is a unique
smallest interval [S] containing S, i.e.,

⋂
[S]∈IRm×n:S⊆[S][S].

This is well defined since the closed intervals on R are closed
to arbitrary intersection, and [S] is defined entrywise.

For any map f and any subset X , let f(X) = {f(x) :
x ∈ X} denote the set-valued image of f over X . Let
co(X) = cl(co(X)) denote the closed convex hull of X .
Let D+ denote the upper Dini derivative, i.e., D+f(t) =

lim suph↓0
f(t+h)−f(t)

h for a continuous map f : R→ Rn. For
a differentiable map f : Rn → Rm, let Df : Rn → Rm×n

denote the Jacobian map, such that (Df(x))ij =
∂fi
∂xj

(x).
We will make use of the following definitions:
• The system ẋ = f(t, x) is contracting at rate c ∈ R if

for any t0 ∈ R, and any two trajectories t 7→ x(t) and
t 7→ x′(t) each defined on [t0,∞), for every t ≥ t0,

|x(t)− x′(t)| ≤ ec(t−t0)|x(t0)− x′(t0)|.
• Given a known trajectory t 7→ x′(t) defined on [t0,∞)

for some t0 ∈ R, the system ẋ = f(t, x) is contracting
to x′ at rate c ∈ R if for any trajectory t 7→ x(t) defined
on [t0,∞), for every t ≥ t0,

|x(t)− x′(t)| ≤ ec(t−t0)|x(t0)− x′(t0)|,

B. Stability Analysis of LDIs for Contraction Analysis

In this section, we review approaches for stability analysis
of LDIs and their connection to contraction analysis. A linear
differential inclusion (LDI) is given by [20, p.52]

ẋ ∈ Ωx, x(t0) = x0, (3)

where Ω ⊆ Rn×n is a set of matrices. Any t 7→ x(t) satisfying
(3) is called a trajectory of the LDI.

Stability of the LDI (3) has been well studied in the context
of robustness analysis of (time-varying) linear systems under
uncertainties [21], [22]. In these settings, Ω is generally an a
priori known polytope of possible parameters, and the goal is
to ensure that every possible choice of A ∈ Ω leads to stable
system behavior. The following lemma recalls a standard result
whereby if the logarithmic norm of every matrix M ∈ Ω is
uniformly bounded by c, then any trajectory x(t) of the LDI
(3) is norm bounded by a factor of ect.

Lemma 1. Consider the LDI ẋ ∈ Ωx and some norm | · | on
Rn. If µ(M) ≤ c for all M ∈ Ω, then

|x(t)| ≤ ect|x(t0)|,
for any trajectory t 7→ x(t) of the LDI.

Lemma 1 can be viewed as a corollary of Coppel’s inequal-
ities; see, e.g., [23, Theorem 27, p. 34].

Lemma 1 and the linear matrix inequality (2) are the
essential ingredients for quadratic stability analysis of LDIs,
e.g., in [20, Ch. 4 and 5], where the convex criterion is used
as a constraint in a semi-definite program. Next, we recall an
inclusion obtained using the mean value theorem and ideas
from convex analysis.
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Proposition 1 ([20, p.55]). Let f : Rn → Rm be differentiable
and X ⊆ Rn be convex. If J ⊆ Rm×n satisfies

Df(X) ⊆ J ,
then

f(x)− f(x′) ∈ co(J )(x− x′) (4)

for every x, x′ ∈ X .

The proof is in [20, Section 4.3.1, p.55]; we provide it here
for comparison with that of Theorem 1 in the next Section.

Proof. Fix ℓ ∈ Rm and x, x′ ∈ X . Consider the curve γ :
[0, 1] → X , γ(s) = sx + (1 − s)x′. Since γ is continuous
on [0, 1] and differentiable on (0, 1), applying the mean value
theorem, there exists s′ ∈ (0, 1) such that

ℓT (f(γ(1))− f(γ(0))) = ℓTDf(γ(s′))(γ(1)− γ(0)).

Since γ(s) ∈ X by convexity of X , Df(γ(s′)) ∈ J . Thus,

ℓT (f(x)− f(x′)) ≤ sup
J∈co(J )

ℓTJ(x− x′),

which implies that f(x) − f(x′) belongs to every halfspace
containing co(J )(x − x′), since ℓ was arbitrary. But since
co(J )(x − x′) is closed and convex, it equals the the inter-
section of these halfspaces, leading to (4).

Lemma 1 and Proposition 1 recover a standard result from
infinitesimal contraction theory. Consider the system

ẋ = f(x),

for x ∈ Rn, f : Rn → Rn continuously differentiable, and let
X ⊆ Rn be a convex set. If Df(X) ⊆ J , then Proposition 1
builds the following LDI,

ε̇ = f(x)− f(x′) ∈ co(J )(x− x′) = co(J )ε,
for any x, x′ ∈ Rn, and ε = x−x′. Let supJ∈J µ(J) ≤ c. By
convexity of µ, we also have supJ∈co(J ) µ(J) ≤ c, and by
continuity of µ we also have supJ∈co(J ) µ(J) ≤ c. Applying
Lemma 1, we therefore see that

sup
x∈X

µ(Df(x)) ≤ c =⇒ |x(t)− x′(t)| ≤ ect|x0 − x′
0|,

where t 7→ x(t), t 7→ x′(t) are the trajectories from initial
conditions x0, x

′
0 at time 0. In other words, a uniform bound

c for the logarithmic norm µ(Df(x)) implies that the system
ẋ = f(x) is contracting at rate c. In the contraction literature,
this result has been proved in several other ways, including
integrating along the line segment γ connecting x′ and x [4,
Lemma 1], [1, Lemma 2], verifying a Finsler-Lyapunov con-
dition on the tangent bundle [8], [24], and using weak pairings
compatible with the norm [13].

In the next section, we show how the LDI viewpoint allows
for a modification when x′ is fixed to a known trajectory.

III. THE MIXED JACOBIAN LINEAR INCLUSION FOR
DIFFERENTIABLE MAPPINGS

In this section, we build a new linear inclusion that charac-
terizes the behavior of a general differentiable map f : Rn →
Rm when comparing an arbitrary x ∈ Rn to a fixed x′ ∈ Rn.
As with the linear inclusion from Proposition 1, our inclusion
is built using first-derivatives of the function f .

A. The Mixed Jacobian for the New Linear Inclusion

In order to define the linear inclusion, we first define a new
differential operator constructing a matrix with a particular
structure in its partial derivative evaluations.

Definition 1 (Mixed Jacobian matrix). Given x′ ∈ Rn, define
the mixed Jacobian operator Mx′ , such that for differentiable
f : Rn → Rm, Mx′f : Rn × [0, 1]n → Rm×n where

(Mx′f(x, s))ij

=
∂fi
∂xj

(x1, . . . , xj−1, sjxj + (1− sj)x
′
j , x

′
j+1, . . . , x

′
n).

The matrix Mx′f(x, s) is called the mixed Jacobian matrix of
f at (x, s), since it mixes the inputs to the Jacobian between
the point x′ and x.

In the following Theorem, we present the first contribution
of this work: a new linear inclusion bounding the behavior of
a differentiable map f . As seen in its proof, the set of mixed
Jacobian matrices between x′ and x characterizes the partial
derivatives along an elementwise path between them.

Theorem 1. Let f : Rn → Rm be differentiable, X ⊆ Rn,
and consider some fixed x′ ∈ X . If M⊆ Rm×n satisfies

Mx′f(X, [0, 1]n) ⊆M,

then

f(x)− f(x′) ∈ co(M)(x− x′) (5)

for every x ∈ X .

Proof. Fix ℓ ∈ Rm and x ∈ X . For each k = 1, . . . , n,
consider the curve γk : [0, 1]→ Rn,

γk(s) = [x1 · · ·xk−1 sxk + (1− s)x′
k x′

k+1 · · ·x′
n]

T .

Each curve γk is continuous on [0, 1] and differentiable on
(0, 1), thus using the mean value theorem there exists sk ∈
(0, 1) such that

ℓT (f(γk(1))− f(γk(0))) = ℓT (Df(γ(sk))(γk(1)− γk(0)))

= ℓT
n∑

j=1

∂f

∂xj
(γk(sk))((γk(1))j − (γk(0))j).

Note that γk(1) = [x1 · · ·xk x′
k+1 · · ·x′

n]
T = γk+1(0) for

every k = 1, . . . , n − 1. Thus, summing over k = 1, . . . , n,
the LHS is telescoping. Swapping the order of summation on
the RHS, we see that

ℓT (f(γn(1))− f(γ1(0))) = ℓT (f(x)− f(x′))

= ℓT
n∑

j=1

n∑
k=1

∂f

∂xj
(γk(sk))((γk(1))j − (γk(0))j)

= ℓT
n∑

j=1

∂f

∂xj
(γj(sj))(xj − x′

j), (6)

where (6) follows since (γk(1))j − (γk(0))j = xj −xj = 0 if
j ≤ k − 1, (γk(1))j − (γk(0))j = x′

j − x′
j = 0 if j ≥ k + 1,
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and (γk(1))j− (γk(0))j = xj−x′
j when j = k. Finally, since

γj(sj) = [x1 · · ·xj−1 sjxj + (1− sj)x
′
j x′

j+1 · · ·x′
n],

ℓT (f(x)− f(x′)) = ℓT
n∑

j=1

(Mx′f(x, s)):,j(xj − x′
j)

≤ sup
M∈co(M)

ℓTM(x− x′),

since Mx′f(x, s) ∈ M. Thus, f(x)− f(x′) belongs to every
halfspace containing co(M)(x−x′), since ℓ was arbitrary. But
since co(M)(x − x′) is closed and convex, it equals the the
intersection of these halfspaces, leading to (5).

The key feature of the proof of Theorem 1 is the particular
path constructed from x′ to x. Instead of traversing the straight
line segment as in Proposition 1, we construct a path which
only changes along one coordinate at a time (see Figure 1 for a
visualization). Repeated application of the mean value theorem
on these n different segments builds the vector s ∈ [0, 1]n,
characterizing n different points along the elementwise path.
The mixed Jacobian matrix Mx′f(x, s) carries the correspond-
ing Jacobian column at each of these n points.

B. Interval Overapproximations of the (Mixed) Jacobian
In either Proposition 1 or Theorem 1, a natural question

is how to build a matrix set J and M satisfying the stated
assumptions. Analytically, it may be possible to write, in
closed form, the true image of the Jacobian operator Df(X)
or the mixed Jacobian operator Mx′(X, [0, 1]n). This approach
is used in the next section for Examples 2 and 3.

For automated analysis, a closed form expression for the
true images may be difficult to derive. Instead, a more tractable
approach may be to construct a set overapproximating the true
image. For instance, the approach developed in [25], [26] uses
interval analysis [16] to obtain an interval matrix [J ] overap-
proximating the set Df(X). Interval analysis propagates inter-
val overapproximations through functional building blocks to
automatically bound each entry of the Jacobian matrix into
their own intervals as ∂fi

∂xj
(X) ⊆ [J ]ij . Analogously, one

can also use interval analysis to compute an interval matrix
[M] containing the image of the mixed Jacobian operator. The
following Corollary shows how to build an interval matrix [M]
containing the mixed Jacobian matrices, which coincides with
the mixed Jacobian interval matrix from [15], [16]. Further,
the smallest interval matrix [M] is always smaller than the
smallest interval matrix [J ] on an interval initial set.

Corollary 1 (Interval approximations). Let f : Rn → Rm be
differentiable, X = X1× · · · ×Xn ∈ IRn be an interval, and
consider some fixed x′ ∈ X . The following statements hold:

i) An interval matrix [J ] satisfies Df(X) ⊆ [J ] if for every
i = 1, . . . ,m and j = 1, . . . , n,

∂fi
∂xj

(X1, . . . , Xj , Xj+1, . . . , Xn) ⊆ [J ]ij ; (7)

ii) An interval matrix [M] satisfies Mx′f(X, [0, 1]n) ⊆ [M]
if for every i = 1, . . . ,m and j = 1, . . . , n,

∂fi
∂xj

(X1, . . . , Xj , x
′
j+1, . . . , x

′
n) ⊆ [M]ij . (8)

Moreover, the smallest interval matrices [J ] and [M] satisfy-
ing (7) and (8) respectively also satisfy [M] ⊆ [J ].
Proof. The statement (i) is clear, as interval matrix inclusion is
elementwise. Regarding statement (ii), since X is an interval,
any x ∈ X and s ∈ [0, 1]n satisfies that [x1 · · ·xj−1 (1 −
sj)xj + sjx

′
j x′

j+1 · · ·x′
n]

T ∈ X for every j = 1, . . . , n.
Thus, [M] satisfies Mx′(X, [0, 1]n) ⊆ [M]. Lastly, [J ] clearly
satisfies (8) since x′

j ∈ Xj for every j, so if [M] is the smallest
interval matrix satisfying (8), then [M] ⊆ [J ].

The key improvement in using the mixed Jacobian operator
is shown in (8), where for the j-th column, the last j + 1
through n inputs are fixed to x′

j+1 through x′
n, rather than the

entire intervals Xj+1 through Xn as (7). Obtaining interval
matrices satisfying (7) or (8) given differentiable f is auto-
matic using interval analysis toolboxes such as immrax [27].

Remark 1 (Connection to interval analysis literature). Our
bound in Theorem 1 is inspired by known results in the interval
analysis literature, and Corollary 1 (for interval matrices [M])
is essentially equivalent to the result from [15]. The focus
in [15] is in finding solutions to the system of equations
f(x) = 0, rather than analyzing the nonlinear dynamical
system ẋ = f(x). The interval matrix [M] has also been used
to construct interval inclusion functions in [16] for robustness
analysis of the map f .

Remark 2 (Interval overapproximations). More generally,
[M] ⊆ [J ] in Corollary 1 whenever an inclusion monotonic
inclusion function [16, Section 2.4] of ∂fi

∂xj
is used to obtain the

entrywise bounds from (7) and (8). In particular, most interval
methods build such inclusion functions through composition of
inclusion monotonic building blocks.

IV. CONTRACTION ANALYSIS TO KNOWN TRAJECTORIES

In this section, we apply the inclusion from Theorem 1 to
study contraction of nonlinear systems to known trajectories.
Consider the following time-varying nonlinear system

ẋ = f(t, x) = ft(x), x(t0) = x0, (9)

where f : R × Rn → Rn is continuous, with continuous
partial derivatives with respect to x, i.e., (t, x) 7→ ∂f

∂x (t, x) is
continuous. Let ft : Rn → Rn denote x 7→ ft(x) = f(t, x).

A. Contraction to a Known Trajectory

Mirroring the analysis from Section II-B, the following
Theorem uses a uniform bound of the logarithmic norm of
the mixed Jacobian matrices to construct the usual contraction
bound between arbitrary trajectories x and the particular
known trajectory x′ of the system (9).

Theorem 2. Let | · | be a norm with induced logarithmic norm
µ, and let X ⊆ Rn be a set. Consider the dynamical system
ẋ = ft(x) from (9). Let t 7→ x′(t) ∈ X be a known trajectory
defined on [t0,∞). If for some c ∈ R,

sup
t∈[t0,∞), x∈X, s∈[0,1]n

µ(Mx′(t)ft(x, s)) ≤ c,
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then the system is contracting to x′ at rate c, i.e., for any
trajectory t 7→ x(t) ∈ X defined on [t0,∞),

|x(t)− x′(t)| ≤ ec(t−t0)|x(t0)− x′(t0)|,
for every t ≥ t0.

Proof. For every t ≥ t0, set Mt := Mx′(t)f(X, [0, 1]n).
Letting ε = x− x′, we observe that

ε̇(t) = ẋ(t)− ẋ′(t) = ft(x(t))− ft(x
′(t)),

for any t ≥ t0 since x and x′ are trajectories. Applying
Theorem 1 to the map ft : Rn → Rn, since x(t), x′(t) ∈ X ,
for every t ≥ t0,

ε̇(t) ∈ co(Mt)ε(t). (10)

Fix t ≥ t0. Equation (10) implies that for every τ ∈ [t0, t],

ε̇(τ) ∈
(⋃

τ ′∈[t0,t]
co(Mτ ′)

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:N

ε(τ).

Claim: supM∈N µ(M) ≤ c. Indeed, fix M ∈ N ; there exists
τ ∈ [t0, t] such that M ∈ co(Mτ ). Let {Mj}∞j=1 be a
sequence satisfying Mj ∈ co(Mτ ) and Mj → M . Since µ
is convex [2, Lemma 2.11], µ(Mj) ≤ c for every j since
supM∈Mτ

µ(M) ≤ c by assumption. Since µ is continuous,

µ(M) = lim
j→∞

µ(Mj) ≤ sup
j≥1

µ(Mj) ≤ c.

Applying Lemma 1 to the LDI ε̇ = N ε, we arrive at

|ε(t)| ≤ ec(t−t0)|ε(t0)|.
But t ≥ t0 was arbitrary, completing the proof.

The next Corollary considers the special case of a time-
invariant nonlinear system where x′ is fixed to an equilibrium.

Corollary 2 (Time-invariant exponential stability). Consider
the time-invariant system ẋ = f(x) for continuously differ-
entiable f : Rn → Rn. Let x′ ∈ Rn such that f(x′) = 0,
X ⊆ Rn such that x′ ∈ X . If there exists a c < 0 satisfying

sup
x∈X,s∈[0,1]

µ(Mx′f(x, s)) ≤ c < 0,

then x′ is a locally exponentially stable equilibrium point,
whose basin of attraction includes any forward invariant
subset S ⊆ X containing x′, with Lyapunov function V (x) =
|x − x′| satisfying D+V (x(t)) ≤ cV (x(t)) along every
trajectory x starting in S.

Proof. Let S ⊆ X be a forward invariant subset containing
x′, and let x(t) be any trajectory with initial condition x0 ∈ S.
Since S is forward invariant, x(t) ∈ S ⊆ X . Since f is time-
invariant, x′(t) = x′ is a trajectory. Theorem 2 immediately
implies that V (x(t)) ≤ ec(t−t0)V (x(t0)) for every t ≥ t0 ≥ 0.
Thus, considering x(t) and x′(t) as the initial conditions and
bounding to t+ h,

D+V (x(t)) = lim sup
h↓0

|x(t+ h)− x′(t+ h)| − |x(t)− x′(t)|
h

≤ lim sup
h↓0

ech|x(t)− x′(t)| − |x(t)− x′(t)|
h

= c|x(t)− x′(t)| = cV (x(t)),

completing the proof.

Corollary 2 provides another framing of the contribution of
this work: first partial derivatives of the vector field f and
tools from contraction analysis verify a norm-based Lyapunov
condition for the system without explicitly computing the time
derivative of V . In Examples 1 and 2, we use the mixed
Jacobian formulation to verify a quadratic Lyapunov function
for a non-contracting system, without explicitly computing V̇ .

Remark 3 (Comparison to classical contraction). Theorem 2
retains many of the key features of classical contraction anal-
ysis, such as the forgetting of initial conditions when strongly
contracting (c < 0). The main drawback of our approach is
that x′ needs to be known beforehand—considering the set
of all possible linearizations J guarantees the existence of
x′ without knowing it a priori. When s = 0, Mx′f(x, 0) =
Df(x′), so the Jacobian at x′ is included in the set M in
Theorem 2. Fixing x′ is therefore crucial for any benefit from
Theorem 2, since letting x′ vary arbitrarily in X yields the
following containment, MX(X, [0, 1]n) ⊇ Df(X).

Remark 4 (Permuting state variables and varying bases).
Reordering the state variables will result in different element-
wise paths taken from x to x′, generally yielding different
mixed Jacobian matrices and potentially different contraction
rate guarantees from Theorem 2. Generally, for any basis
of Rn, a similar path between x and x′ is constructed
by traversing each basis vector direction individually, which
computationally corresponds to the same elementwise path in
state transformed coordinates.

B. Analytical Examples
In this subsection, we demonstrate the advantage of Theo-

rem 2 with two analytical examples.

Example 1. Consider the system

ẋ = f(x) =

[
f1(x)
f2(x)

]
=

[
−x1 − tan−1(x1)x2

−x2

]
. (11)

This system has a globally asymptotically stable equilibrium
at x′ = 0, which we prove using Corollaries 1 and 2 with the
condition (2) (P = I). First, we have

Df(x) =

[−1− x2

1+x2
1
− tan−1(x1)

0 −1

]
.

For any interval X1 ×X2 ⊆ R2, we have

∂f1
∂x1

(X1, 0) = −1,
∂f1
∂x2

(X1, X2) = − tan−1(X1) ⊆ [−π/2, π/2],

and trivially ∂f2
∂x1

(X1, 0) = 0 and ∂f2
∂x2

(X1, X2) = −1.
Therefore, for all x, f(x) ∈ [M]x where

[M] =

[
−1 [−π

2 ,
π
2 ]

0 −1

]
= co{M+,M−}, M± =

[
−1 ±π

2
0 −1

]
.

It is easy to check that M++MT
+ ⪯ 2cI and M−+MT

− ⪯ 2cI
for c =

(
π
4 − 1

)
< 0, proving that V (x) = xTx is a Lyapunov

function with exponential decay rate
(
π
4 − 1

)
by Corollary 2.
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Fig. 2. Left (Example 1): Level sets of the Lyapunov function
V (x) = xTx from Example 1, verifying global asymptotic stability
with exponential decay rate of c = π

4
− 1, are shown in red. Sample

trajectories are shown in blue. Right (Example 2): Level sets of the
local Lyapunov function V (x) = xTPx, verifying local asymptotic
stability with exponential decay rate of c = −0.1, are shown in red. The
localizing domain X = [−1, 1]2 is pictured in light blue, and sample
trajectories starting in X are pictured in blue.

In contrast, since Df(x) is triangular and ∂f1
∂x1

(x) = −1−
x2

1+x2
1

can be positive, the system cannot be contracting with
respect to any norm.

Example 2. Consider the system

ẋ = f(x) =

[
f1(x)
f2(x)

]
=

[
−2x1 +

1
2 (x1 + x2)

2

−x1 +
1
2x

2
1 − 2x2

]
,

whose Jacobian matrix is

Df(x) =

[
−2 + (x1 + x2) 1 + (x1 + x2)
−1 + x1 −2

]
.

We verify the exponential stability of x′ = 0 and find a region
of attraction within the set X = [−1, 1]2. The mixed Jacobian
matrix is

Mx′f(x, s) =

[
−2 + s1x1 1 + (x1 + s2x2)
−1 + s1x1 −2

]
.

First, note that Df([ 11 ]) =
[
0 3
0 −2

]
, so µ(Df([ 11 ])) ≥ 0

for any logarithmic norm µ. Noting that s1x1 ∈ [−1, 1]
and (x1 + s2x2) ∈ [−2, 2], Mx′f([−1, 1]2, [0, 1]2) ⊆
co{M1,M2,M3,M4}, with

M1 =
[−3 3
−2 −2

]
, M2 =

[−3 −1
−2 −2

]
,

M3 =
[−1 3

0 −2

]
, M4 =

[−1 −1
0 −2

]
.

Using CVXPY, the following SDP is feasible for c = −0.1 and
returns P ≈ [ 1.154 0.747

0.747 1.417 ]:

min
P⪰I

trace(P ) s.t. MT
i P + PMi ⪯ 2cP ∀i ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}.

Thus, x′ is locally exponentially stable at rate c = −0.1, with
Lyapunov function V (x) = |x− x′|2,P 1/2 = xTPx.

C. Contraction to Known Trajectories in the ℓ1-Norm
When comparing to a fixed trajectory x′, there are poten-

tially two sources of conservatism when overapproximating
the logarithmic norm. When using the full set of possible
Jacobian matrices J , no information regarding the comparison
point x′ is used, whereas M from Theorem 1 uses this
information, and in general Df(x) /∈M. However, Theorem 1
requires a mean-value theorem application on n different
segments. Each column is built from a Jacobian evaluation

at a different location, which means that a matrix M ∈ M
may not be a Jacobian matrix of the system. To summarize,
neitherM⊆ J nor J ⊆M are generally true, and as a result,
neither will necessarily give better contraction estimates.

In the case of the ℓ1-norm | · |1, however, the column-wise
structure allows us to show that using M from Theorem 2
outperforms the full Jacobian technique that uses J .

Theorem 3. Let f : Rn → Rn be differentiable, X ⊆ Rn be
an interval, and let x′ ∈ X . Then

sup
x∈X, s∈[0,1]n

µ1 (Mx′f(x, s)) ≤ sup
x∈X

µ1 (Df(x)) .

Proof. The statement follows by swapping the sup with the
max from the definition of the µ1 logarithmic norm [2, Table
2.1, p. 27]. Using the shorthand xk:l = xk, . . . , xl,

sup
x∈X, s∈[0,1]n

µ1(Mx′f(x, s))

= sup
x∈X, s∈[0,1]n

max
j=1,...,n

{
Mx′f(x, s)jj +

∑
i ̸=j

|Mx′f(x, s)ij |
}

= max
j=1,...,n

sup
x∈X

sup
zj∈co(xj ,x′

j)

{
∂fj
∂xj

(x1:j−1, zj , x
′
j+1:n)

+
∑
i ̸=j

∣∣∣∣ ∂fi∂xj
(x1:j−1, zj , x

′
j+1:n)

∣∣∣∣ }
≤ max

j=1,...,n
sup
x∈X

{
∂fj
∂xj

(x) +
∑
i̸=j

∣∣∣∣ ∂fi∂xj
(x)

∣∣∣∣ }
= sup

x∈X
max

j=1,...,n

{
∂fj
∂xj

(x) +
∑
i̸=j

∣∣∣∣ ∂fi∂xj
(x)

∣∣∣∣ } = sup
x∈X

µ1(Df(x)),

where the inequality holds since (x1:j−1, zj , x
′
j+1:n) ∈ X .

The following example demonstrates Theorem 3.

Example 3. Consider the system

ẋ =

[
f1(x)
f2(x)

]
=

[
−x1

−x2 − x1x2

]
.

We verify the stability of the equilibrium x′ = 0 and find a
region of attraction. The Jacobian matrix is

Df(x) =

[
−1 0
−x2 −1− x1

]
,

so µ1(Df(x)) = max(−1 + |x2|,−1 − x1), while
µ1(Mx′f(x, s)) = max(−1+|x′

2|,−1−x1) = max(−1,−1−
x1). On the set X = {x ∈ R2 : x1 ≥ 0, x2 ≥ 0},

sup
x∈X

µ1(Df(x)) = +∞,

and in particular, µ1(Df(x)) < 0 only on the set {x ∈ X :
|x2| < 1}. In contrast, since x1 ≥ 0 on X ,

sup
x∈X,s∈[0,1]2

µ1(Mx′f(x, s)) ≤ max(−1,−1) = −1.

X is a forward invariant set by Nagumo’s theorem (f(x1, 0) =
[−x1 0]T , f(0, x2) = [0 −x2]

T ). Thus, applying Corollary 2,
the origin is an exponentially stable equilibrium with region
of attraction X . In particular, V (x) = |x|1 is a Lyapunov
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Fig. 3. The phase portrait from Example 3 is pictured. The verified re-
gion of attraction X is pictured in blue, and the set where µ(Df(x)) <
0 is pictured in red. While the system is not necessarily infinitesimally
ℓ1-contracting on the blue region X, Corollary 2 is able to verify that
their ℓ1-distance to the origin is exponentially decreasing.

function satisfying D+V (x(t)) ≤ −V (x(t)) along any trajec-
tory t 7→ x(t) with initial condition in X . This is also directly
verifiable since on the positive quadrant X , V (x) = x1 + x2,
so V̇ = −x1 − x2 − x1x2 ≤ −(x1 + x2) = −V .

V. APPLICATION TO ELLIPSOIDAL REACHABILITY

An application of contraction analysis is in computing
overapproximating reachable sets in nonlinear systems through
the following steps: (i) compute a nominal trajectory x′(t);
(ii) bound the logarithmic norm for some region around
x′(t); (iii) expand/contract norm balls using this rate [17].
Several variations of this simulation-guided approach have
been proposed, but to our knowledge, each of the existing
approaches bound the logarithmic norm for the entire Jaco-
bian. One approach uses analytically derived bounds for the
logarithmic norm and has been used in the study of switched
systems [18] and in component-wise contraction techniques
to improve scalability [19]. Another approach automatically
computes upper bounds for the logarithmic norm using interval
bounds for the Jacobian matrix [25], [26], [28].

From Corollary 1, we recall that the smallest interval matrix
[M] containing M is a subset of the smallest interval matrix
[J ] containing J . Thus, by replacing the interval Jacobian
matrix used in [26] with the mixed Jacobian interval matrix
from (8), we immediately obtain an improved automated
approach to bound the logarithmic norm for reachability
analysis. In this section, we provide a basic implementation
of the simulation-guided reachability approach, comparing the
interval Jacobian to the interval mixed Jacobian.

Suppose an initial set is specified as the ellipsoid BP0
1 (x′

0),
and let t 7→ x′(t) denote the fixed trajectory from initial
condition x′(t0) = x′

0. The first step of Algorithm 1 is to
compute an initial interval over-approximation of the reachable
set. In the literature [25], this step has been done using e.g.
Lipschitz bounds of the dynamics. Another approach is to use
an inclusion function to build an embedding system whose
trajectory bounds the behavior of the original system. We
use the interval analysis toolbox immrax, which automates
the construction of this embedding system, and refer to [27]
for a description on how interval analysis constructs these
embedding systems for interval reachability.

Since the initial set for Algorithm 1 is an ellipsoid, we
overapproximate the ellipsoid with an interval as the initial

Algorithm 1 Ellipsoidal | · |2,P 1/2 -norm reachability using
mjacM

1: Input: initial set BP0
1 (x′

0), step horizon ∆t > 0, number
of steps N ∈ N

2: R ← {0} × BP0
1 (x′

0)
3: x′(t)← ϕt(x

′
0) for t ∈ [0, N∆t]

4: for i = 1, . . . , N do
5: [X0]← x′(i∆t) + [−

√
diag(P−1

i−1),
√

diag(P−1
i−1)]

6: Integrate embedding system from 0 to ∆t, with initial
condition [X0], obtaining {[Xt]}t∈[0,∆t]

7: [Mt]← mjacM([Xt])
8: Obtain {M j}j satisfying

⋃
t∈[0,∆t][Mt] ⊆ co({M j}j)

9: Pi ← argminP log det(P ) s.t. (M j)TP+PM j ⪯ 2cP
for all j and Pi ⪯ Pi−1, for smallest c (line search)

10: R ← R∪⋃
t∈(0,∆t]{t+ i∆t} × BPi

ect(x
′(t))

11: Pi ← e−c∆tPi

12: end for
13: return Reachable tube R

condition of the embedding system. To do this, we note that

max
x∈Rn:xTPx≤1

ℓTx =
√
ℓTP−1ℓ,

for any ℓ ∈ Rn. Thus, taking ℓ ∈ {±ei}ni=1 yields that the
smallest interval containing BP1 (x′) is [x′−

√
diag(P−1), x′+√

diag(P−1)], where the
√· is elementwise.

Given the initial condition [X0], the trajectory of the em-
bedding system obtains an initial coarse interval reachable set
[Xt], satisfying x(t) ∈ [Xt]. The function immrax.mjacM
then automatically computes the interval mixed Jacobian ma-
trix [Mt] from Corollary 1 at each time t, using automatic
differentiation. Once a finite set of corners {Mj}j satisfying⋃

t[Mt] ⊆ co({Mj})j is chosen, we search for a feasible
solution (c, P ) satisfying the following constraints,

M jP + PM j ⪯ 2cP ∀j, (†) P ⪯ P0. (⋆)

The condition (†) is the LMI (2) on every corner, implying
µ2,P 1/2(

⋃
t[Mt]) ≤ c by convexity of µ. The condition (⋆) en-

sures the containment of the radius 1 norm balls as BP1 (x′
0) ⊇

BP0
1 (x′

0). Since the constraints are convex only for fixed c or
P , we settle for a line search over c, and a maximization of
log det(P ) to minimize the radius of BP1 (x′

0).
Once a feasible solution (c, P ) is found, Theorem 2 ensures

that for any trajectory t 7→ x(t) with initial condition x(t0) ∈
BP1 (x′

0), it follows that x(t) ∈ BP
ec(t−t0)(x

′(t)) for every
t ≥ t0. Finally, rescaling back to a radius 1 ball allows this
procedure to iterate to any desired horizon.

Example 4 (Robot arm). We compare to the pure Jacobian-
based method from [25], using the 4-state robot arm model
described in [29]

q̇1 = z1, q̇2 = z2,

ż1 =
−2mq2z1z2 − kp1

q1 − kd1
z1

mq22 +ML2/3
+

kp1u1

mq22 +ML2/3
,

ż2 = q2z
2
1 −

kp2
q2

m
− kd2

z2
m

+
kp2

u2

m
,
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Fig. 4. The reachable sets from Example 4, comparing [J ] (top) and
[M] (bottom) for varying sizes of initial sets (columns). The ellipsoidal
projection onto the q1-q2 plane is plotted for every t = 0.5k (s). The
known trajectory t 7→ x′(t) is pictured in black, and several Monte
Carlo simulations of the system are pictured in blue. As the initial set
increases, overapproximating the logarithmic norm using [J ] yields
increasing positive contraction rates, while using [M] increases the
contraction rate but remains negative. [J ] fails for the initial set with
radius r = 0.04.

with u1 = kp1
, u2 = kp2

, M = 1, L = 3, kp1
= 2, kp1

= 1,
kd1

= 2, kd2
= 1.

We run Algorithm 1 with hyperparameters ∆t = 2, N = 5,
with varying initial sets BPr (x′

0) with P and x′
0 from [25], and

r ∈ {0.01, 0.02, 0.04}. We order the state variables into the
following permutation [z1 z2 q1 q2]

T (see Remark 4). For the
embedding system integration step at line (6), we use Euler
integration with a step size of h = 0.001. At line (8), we
take the interval union of the ∆t

h = 2000 interval matrices
computed during the integration step, i.e., the smallest interval
matrix [M] containing all 2000 of these matrices, and sparsely
extract the 64 corners of [M]. There are only 64 corners since
the Jacobian matrix has only 6 nonconstant elements.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this note, we constructed a new linear differential inclu-
sion bounding the behavior of nonlinear systems by traversing
an element-wise path from x′ to x rather than the traditional
straight-line path. When comparing to a known trajectory x′,
this approach provides potential improvement compared to
bounding the full Jacobian matrix as in previous approaches.
For instance, we demonstrated computational improvement for
interval-based algorithms bounding the logarithmic norm for
reachability analysis.
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