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Abstract—Physical systems experience nonlinear disturbances
which have the potential to disrupt desired behavior. For a
particular disturbance, whether or not the system recovers from
the disturbance to a desired stable equilibrium point depends
on system parameter values, which are typically uncertain and
time-varying. Therefore, to quantify proximity to vulnerability we
define the safety margin to be the smallest change in parameter
values from a nominal value such that the system will no longer be
able to recover from the disturbance. Safety margins are valuable
but challenging to compute as related methods, such as those for
robust region of attraction estimation, are often either overly
conservative or computationally intractable for high dimensional
systems. Recently, we developed algorithms to compute safety
margins efficiently and non-conservatively by exploiting the large
sensitivity of the system trajectory near the region of attraction
boundary to small perturbations. Although these algorithms have
enjoyed empirical success, they lack theoretical guarantees that
would ensure their generalizability. This work develops a novel
characterization of safety margins in terms of trajectory sensi-
tivities, and uses this to derive well-posedness and convergence
guarantees for these algorithms, enabling their generalizability
and successful application to a large class of nonlinear systems.

I. INTRODUCTION

Physical systems experience nonlinear disturbances which
have the potential to disrupt desired operation. For example, a
short circuit in a power system can lead to blackout conditions,
and a push on the torso of a humanoid robot can cause it to
fall over. Consider a particular finite-time disturbance, such
as a particular short circuit in a power system or push on a
robot. If the system is able to recover after the disturbance
to a desired stable equilibrium point (SEP), then it is not
vulnerable to that disturbance. Knowledge of the proximity
to vulnerability is important because it provides a quantitative
measure of the margins for safe operation. As disturbance
recovery depends on system parameter values, which are
typically uncertain and time-varying, it is valuable to measure
proximity to vulnerability as a function of system parameters.

Towards that end, we define the recovery region to be
the set of parameter values for which the system recovers
to the desired SEP, and the recovery boundary to be the
boundary in parameter space of the recovery region. Given
an initial nominal parameter value, we call the distance from
this nominal value to the recovery boundary the safety margin.
The safety margin quantifies proximity to vulnerability by
providing a measure of how much conditions would have to
change, or how much uncertainty can be tolerated, before the
system would become vulnerable to the potential disturbance.
Determining the safety margin is a very challenging problem

M. W. Fisher is with the ECE Department, University of Waterloo,
Waterloo, ON Canada, michael.fisher@uwaterloo.edu.

because of the intractability of computing the recovery bound-
ary in high dimensional parameter space.

The recovery boundary depends on the disturbance, which
we model as a map from parameter values to a post-
disturbance initial condition. This map can be implicit, such
as a known dynamic model for a particular contingency, or
explicit, such as a static algebraic map, and is therefore a very
general model. As a special case, consider a constant additive
disturbance to the state of the form x0 + p, where x0 is some
nominal state and p are parameters. In this case, the recovery
boundary in parameter space would be equal to the region of
attraction (RoA) boundary of the SEP in state space, and the
safety margin would be the distance from the nominal state
to the RoA boundary. So, the recovery boundary framework
can be thought of as a generalization of the RoA boundary to
incorporate the impact of parameter variation on safety.

Although the notions of recovery region and recovery
boundary are novel, there is a long history with an extensive
literature on RoA estimation in state space. Some of the
most common approaches to RoA estimation include methods
based on sublevel sets of Lyapunov functions [1]–[3] and
the solutions of related partial differential equations [4]–[6].
However, often these methods are either overly conservative
in practice or computationally intractable for high dimensional
systems. There exist many approaches for robust RoA esti-
mation in the presence of uncertainty [7], [8], including for
parametric uncertainty [9], [10]. However, these methods are
usually derived by extending approaches for RoA estimation
in the absence of uncertainty to this more general setting and,
thus, are prone to inheriting similar properties of conservatism
and/or computational complexity.

To address these limitations, we have developed novel
algorithms for numerically computing safety margins which
are both non-conservative and computationally efficient for
high dimensional nonlinear systems [11]. In particular, in
[11] we successfully apply these algorithms to a realistic,
nonlinear power system model with state space dimension
312 and parameter space dimension 86 to compute the safety
margins in response to a short circuit to within a chosen
tolerance of 10−3. This requires only 39 iterations, each of
which involves a time domain simulation and the solution of
a quadratic program. However, despite the empirical success
of these algorithms, they lack theoretical guarantees such as
well-posedness and convergence certificates that would ensure
their generalizability to a wide variety of nonlinear systems
and operating conditions.

The purpose of the present paper is to address this gap
by providing well-posedness and convergence guarantees for
these algorithms for a large class of parameterized nonlinear
systems. To do so, we begin by noting that the derivative of
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the system trajectory at each time with respect to parameters,
known as the trajectory sensitivity, can be efficiently computed
numerically from a single time domain simulation [12]. It
seems intuitive that the trajectory sensitivities will be very
small for post-disturbance initial conditions near the SEP,
and will diverge towards infinity as the RoA boundary is
approached. Motivated by this intuition, we define a function
G to be the reciprocal of the supremum over time of the
norm of the trajectory sensitivity at each time. Under mild
assumptions about the structure of the RoA boundary - similar
to those in [1] - we prove that for a parameter value p in
the recovery boundary almost everywhere, G(p) = 0 and G
extends to a C2 function on a neighborhood of p. Furthermore,
we show that G is strictly positive and continuous over the
recovery region. Thus, we show that G provides an exact
characterization of the recovery boundary in terms of trajectory
sensitivities.

This characterization allows us to transform the challenging
and abstract problem of computing safety margins into a
concrete numerical optimization problem where we seek the
closest parameter value p∗ to a nominal value subject to the
constraint that G(p∗) = 0. More generally, in [11] algorithms
are presented which use G to (i) find a point on the recovery
boundary in one dimensional parameter space, (ii) numerically
trace the recovery boundary in two dimensional parameter
space, and (iii) find the closest point on the recovery boundary
to a nominal value in arbitrary dimensional parameter space
to compute the safety margin. The optimization problem of
(iii) is nonconvex, can possess multiple solutions, and has a
solution that can vary nonsmoothly with respect to the nominal
parameter value, so it may not be well-posed and is particularly
challenging to solve.

In the present paper, for an initial parameter value suf-
ficiently close to the recovery boundary, we provide well-
posedness and convergence guarantees for algorithms (i) and
(ii), show that there exists a unique solution to the noncon-
vex optimization problem of (iii) that depends smoothly on
the nominal value, and provide convergence guarantees for
algorithm (iii). It is important to note that these convergence
guarantees are for convergence to the true recovery boundary,
not to an estimate or approximation of it, and therefore
represent non-conservative guarantees for these methods of
finding the recovery boundary or the closest point on it. These
theoretical guarantees facilitate successful application of these
algorithms for computing the recovery boundary or the safety
margin to a large class of nonlinear systems.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Sec-
tion II provides background information, Section III shows
a motivating example, Section IV provides the main results,
Sections V and VI show the proofs, and Section VII offers
concluding remarks.

II. BACKGROUND

Let J be a connected smooth manifold that is a subset of
some Euclidean space and represents parameter space. Let P
be a symmetric positive definite matrix, and define the inner
product ⟨p, q⟩P = p⊺Pq, metric dp(p, q)2 = ⟨p − q, p − q⟩P ,

and norm ||p||2P= ⟨p, p⟩P . For any p ∈ J and Q ⊂ J , define
the set distance dP (p,Q) = infq∈Q dP (p, q). Let M = Rn
be Euclidean space and represent state space. Let {Vp}p∈J be
a family of Cr vector fields over M for r ≥ 1 which vary
Cr continuously with parameter.1 We can define a composite
vector field V on M × J by V (x, p) = (Vp(x), 0) and write
ẋ = V (x, p). Then V is Cr so it possesses a Cr flow ϕ, where
ϕ(t,p)(x) denotes the flow from the initial condition x at time
t for parameter value p.

Consider a fixed p̂ ∈ J . For any x ∈ M we say that
x is nonwandering under Vp̂ if for any open neighborhood
U of x and any T ∈ R, there exists t ∈ R of the same
sign as T with |t|> T such that ϕ(t,p̂)(U) ∩ U ̸= ∅. Let
Ω(Vp̂) denote the set of all nonwandering points of Vp̂, and
note that this includes all equilibria and periodic orbits of
Vp̂, as well as chaotic dynamics and other forms of recurrent
behavior. Let a critical element Xp̂ be either an equilibrium
point or a periodic orbit of Vp̂. An equilibrium point Xp̂ of
Vp̂ is hyperbolic if its linearization ∂Vp̂(Xp̂,p̂)

∂x has no purely
imaginary eigenvalues. A periodic orbit Xp̂ of Vp̂ is hyperbolic
if there exists x ∈ Xp̂ and a cross section S containing
x such that the Poincare first return map τ : S → S is
well-defined and its linearization dτ(x)

dx has no eigenvalues
of norm one. Every hyperbolic critical element Xp̂ of Vp̂
possesses a stable manifold W s(Xp̂) and an unstable manifold
Wu(Xp̂) where W s(Xp̂) (Wu(Xp̂)) consists of all initial
conditions that converge to Xp̂ in forwards (backwards) time.
Furthermore, there exist local stable and unstable manifolds,
denoted W s

loc(Xp̂) and Wu
loc(Xp̂) and which are invariant in

forwards and backwards time, respectively. Furthermore, for
any hyperbolic critical element Xp̂ of Vp̂, for J sufficiently
small and any p ∈ J there exists a unique hyperbolic critical
element Xp that is equal to Xp̂ at p = p̂, and such that Xp,
W s

loc(Xp), and Wu
loc(Xp) all vary Cr continuously with p. For

any J ′ ⊂ J , define XJ′ = ∪p∈J′Xp × {p} ⊂ M × J . Define
W s(XJ′) and Wu(XJ′) analogously.

The notion of a generic property is meant to capture typical
or expected behavior, such as if a vector field or parameter
were chosen at random, and can be used to rule out undesirable
pathological behavior. In a measure space, we say a property is
generic if it holds for a set of full measure (i.e., its complement
has measure zero). In a topological space, we say a property
is generic if it holds for a countable intersection of open dense
sets. In this paper, the topological notion of generic is used
when referring to properties of vector fields (for which there is
a natural topology, but no natural measure), and the measure
space notion is used when referring to parameters (which lie
in the smooth manifold J , where the notion of measure zero
is well-defined).

For any set A in a topological space, let ∂A denote its
topological boundary, and let A denote its topological closure.
For any sets A,B in a metric space with metric d, define the
set distance d(A,B) to be the infimum over x ∈ A and y ∈ B
of d(x, y). For any point x in a metric space and any r > 0,
define Br(x) to be the open ball of radius r centered at x. For

1In particular, they vary continuously with respect to the strong Cr topology
(see [13] for a rigorous definition and further background).



any manifold A and x ∈ A, let TxA denote the tangent space
to A at x. Two manifolds A,B ⊂M are transverse if for every
x ∈ A ∩ B, TxA + TxB = TxM . For additional background
in differential topology, including regular values, embedded
submanifolds, tubular neighborhoods, and retractions, we refer
the reader to [14, Chapters 4-6].

Suppose p0 ∈ J such that Vp0 possesses a hyperbolic stable
equilibrium point (SEP) Xs

p0 . Then for J sufficiently small
and any p ∈ J , there exists a unique hyperbolic SEP Xs

p near
Xs
p0 . Note that for p ∈ J , W s(Xs

p) is the RoA of Xs
p , and

∂W s(Xs
p) is the RoA boundary.

We model a finite-time nonlinear parameter-dependent dis-
turbance as a parameter-dependent post-disturbance initial
condition (which we simply refer to as the initial condition)
y : J → M given by yp := y(p). Then, the subsequent
dynamics are given by the vector field Vp for each p ∈ J .
For a parameter value p ∈ J , the system recovers from
the disturbance if and only if yp ∈ W s(Xs(p)). Let the
recovery region R be the set of parameter values in J for
which the system recovers, and define the recovery boundary
to be its topological boundary ∂R in J . For a fixed p0 ∈ R,
the distance d(p0, ∂R) is the recovery margin, and provides
a quantitative measure of the margins for safe operation.
Therefore, it is valuable to develop algorithms for finding
points on the recovery boundary - often, the closest such point
- in order to determine the safety margin.

Proposition 1 was proved in [15], [16], and states that under
general assumptions satisfied by a large class of dynamical
systems, and for sufficiently small J , the following holds. The
RoA boundary in state space varies continuously with respect
to parameter, and is equal to the union of the stable manifolds
of the critical elements it contains. Every parameter value
in the recovery boundary has corresponding initial condition
which lies on the RoA boundary in state space, and therefore
in the stable manifold of some critical element, which we call
the controlling critical element. The unstable manifold of the
controlling critical element intersects the RoA. This proposi-
tion provides an explicit link between the recovery boundary in
parameter space and the RoA boundary in state space, which
will be exploited for the design and theoretical guarantees of
algorithms which compute points on the recovery boundary.

Proposition 1. [15, Theorem 4.17, Corollary 4.18, Theorem
4.21, Corollary 4.23] Assume there exists p0 ∈ J such that:

(i) Every critical element in ∂W s(Xs
p0) is hyperbolic.

(ii) The intersections of the stable and unstable manifolds of
the critical elements in ∂W s(Xs

p0) are transverse.
(iii) The intersection of ∂W s(Xs

p0) with Ω(Vp0) consists of a
finite union of critical elements {Xi

p0}i∈I .
(iv) There exists a neighborhood of infinity which contains no

nonwandering points of Vp0 and no orbits which diverge
to infinity in both forwards and backwards time.

(v) Additional generic assumptions.2

Then for J sufficiently small, ∂W s(Xs
p) varies continuously

2The additional generic assumptions are that certain lower semicontinuous
functions over J are continuous at p0 (see [15, Theorem 4.17] for more
details).

with p,3 ∂W s(Xs
J) =

⋃
i∈IW

s(Xi
J), and for any p∗ ∈ ∂R,

yp∗ ∈ ∂W s(Xs
p∗). Then yp∗ ∈ W s(Xj

p∗) for a unique j ∈
I , we call Xj

p∗ the controlling critical element for p∗, and
Wu(Xj

p∗) ∩W s(Xs
p∗) ̸= ∅.

Note that Assumptions (i), (ii), and (v) are generic, and it
is generically true that Ω(Vp0) is equal to the closure of the
union of the critical elements of Vp0 (compare to Assumption
(iii)), so the conditions of Proposition 1 are very general and
hold for a large class of realistic engineering system models.

As ϕ(t,p)(y(p)) gives the flow of the vector field Vp at time
t starting from initial condition y(p), as t varies from zero
to infinity this traces out the system trajectory after the dis-
turbance. Then dϕ(t,p)(y(p))

dp is the derivative of this flow with
respect to parameter, and represents the sensitivity of the post-
disturbance system trajectory with respect to parameter: the
trajectory sensitivity. The trajectory sensitivities are a function
of parameter p and time t. We note that trajectory sensitivities
can be efficiently computed numerically as a byproduct of the
underlying numerical integration of the system dynamics [12].

We will use local linearizations near an equilibrium point to
analyze the behavior of the trajectory sensitivities. However,
since trajectory sensitivities require a derivative of the flow,
standard C0 linearizations (such as that provided by the
Hartman-Grobman Theorem) will not preserve the trajectory
sensitivities in the local coordinates. Therefore, we will need
to resort to smooth linearizations [17], which require an addi-
tional assumption: the strong Sternberg condition. We define
an integer combination of order Q to be a linear combination
with nonnegative integer coefficients where the sum of the
coefficients is equal to Q. We say that a matrix N satisfies
the strong Sternberg condition of order Q if (i) every integer
combination of its eigenvalues of order between 2 and Q is not
equal to any single eigenvalue, and (ii) the real part of every
integer combination of its eigenvalues of order Q is not equal
to the real part of any single eigenvalue. This is a mild non-
resonance assumption. Define ρ− to the ratio of the maximum
over the minimum of the absolute values of the real parts of
the stable eigenvalues of N , and define ρ+ analogously for
the unstable eigenvalues. Then for any positive integer Q, the
Q-smoothness of N is the largest integer K ≥ 0 such that
Q = Q+ + Q− for Q+, Q− ≥ 0 integers, Q+ ≥ Kρ+, and
Q− ≥ Kρ−. Note that the Q-smoothness approaches infinity
as Q does, so for Q sufficiently large it will be at least three.
For any complex-valued matrix N , let ||N ||1=

∑
i,j |Ni,j |.

Let diag(A1, ..., An) refer to the block diagonal matrix with
matrices A1, ..., An on the diagonal.

III. MOTIVATING EXAMPLE

To motivate the algorithms of this paper, we provide intu-
ition from the simple power system model of a single machine
infinite bus, which has the same structure as a nonlinear
pendulum as follows

ẋ1 = x2

3The continuity is with respect to the Chabauty topology, which is an
extension of the Hausdorff topology to (noncompact) Euclidean space.



(a) The recovery region, recovery boundary,
safety margin, and three highlighted param-
eter values (open circles).

(b) The post-disturbance initial conditions
(open circles) and the RoA boundaries (dot-
ted and dashed lines) corresponding by
color to the highlighted parameter values in
(a).

Fig. 1: Parameter space and state space for the example of
Section III.

ẋ2 = p1 sin(x1)− 0.5x2 + p2

where p1 and p2 are parameters. The disturbance we consider
is a temporary short circuit which is modeled by temporarily
setting p1 = 0 for a time of 0.8 seconds and then restoring p1
to its prior value. We define the reciprocal trajectory sensitivity
function G to be

G(p) = inf
t≥0

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∂ϕ(t,p)(y(p))∂p

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣−1

1

.

Figure 1(a) shows the recovery region and recovery bound-
ary4 in parameter space for this disturbance, and the safety
margin for a nominal parameter value of

[
p1 p2

]
=[

1.9 1.5
]
. Figure 1(b) shows the (post-disturbance) initial

condition and the RoA boundary of the SEP in state space
for three parameter values shown in Figure 1(a). For the
parameter values inside the recovery region, on the recovery
boundary, and outside the recovery boundary, their initial
conditions lie inside the RoA, on the RoA boundary, and
outside the RoA boundary, respectively. Figure 2(a) shows a
contour plot of G in parameter space. Note that G converges
to zero exactly at the true recovery boundary.5 Figure 2(b)
plots a representative trajectory sensitivity as a function of
time for three parameter values shown in Figure 2(a). Note
that the trajectory sensitivities grows large as parameter values
approach the recovery boundary, providing intuition for the
contour plot of G shown in Figure 2(a).

IV. MAIN RESULTS

A. Expressing Recovery Boundary via Trajectory Sensitivities

The recovery boundary ∂R is defined abstractly, is typically
nonsmooth and nonconvex, and is usually intractable to com-
pute or approximate accurately, especially in high dimensions.
The first main result of this work is to provide an exact
characterization of the recovery boundary in terms of trajectory
sensitivities, which measure the derivative of the flow with

4In this simple example the recovery boundary is linear, but this is typically
not the case for more complex systems.

5In this simple example G approaches zero monotonically as the recovery
boundary is approached, but this is not always the case for more complex
systems.

(a) Contour plot for the trajectory sen-
sitivity function G and three highlighted
parameter values.

(b) The trajectory sensitivity of state x1 with
respect to parameter p2 as a function of time
for the highlighted parameter values in (a).

Fig. 2: Trajectory sensitivities for the example of Section III.

respect to parameters and can be efficiently computed numer-
ically. This characterization will then be used to transform the
abstract problem of finding points on the recovery boundary
into a concrete formulation which can be solved using tractable
and efficient numerical algorithms [11], [18], as discussed
further in Section IV-B. Before presenting the main result of
this section, several assumptions and definitions are required.

Assume the conditions of Proposition 1. Then for each p∗ ∈
∂R there exists a controlling critical element X∗(p∗) such
that y(p∗) ∈ W s(X∗(p∗)). All of the assumptions below are
made for J sufficiently small; in other words, they are local
assumptions in parameter space.

Assumption 1. By Proposition 1, ∂W s(Xs
J) =⋃

i∈IW
s(Xi

J). Assume that yJ is transverse to W s(Xi
J) for

all i ∈ I .

Remark 1. Assumption 1 is generic because C1 submanifolds
are generically transverse [19, Theorem A.3.20].

Assumption 2. Assume that for each p ∈ R, there exists some
time t ≥ 0 such that dϕ(t,p)(y(p))

dp ̸= 0.

Remark 2. Assumption 2 implies that the parameter p has a
nonzero effect on the flow, which is a very mild assumption.

Assumption 3. The vector field family {Vp}p∈J is strong C3

continuous, each vector field Vp for p ∈ J is C∞ at each
equilibrium point in W

s
(Xs(p)), and y is C3.

Remark 3. Assumption 3 is required to ensure the existence
of a smooth local linearization (see Assumption 4) near
equilibrium points. It is possible to relax the condition that
each vector field be C∞ at equilibria to CQ for a particular
finite Q, but for simplicity of presentation we focus on the C∞

case. It may be possible in future work to relax the assumption
of C3 continuity to certain classes of piecewise smooth vector
fields (see, e.g., [20]).

Assumption 4. For any p ∈ R, if p ∈ R let X = Xs(p)
and if p ∈ ∂R let X = X∗(p). Assume that the matrix
∂Vp(X)
∂x satisfies the strong Sternberg condition for Q with Q

sufficiently large such that the Q-smoothness is at least three.

Remark 4. The strong Sternberg condition for Q of As-
sumption 4 is a non-resonance condition that will ensure the
existence of a C3 local linearization about the controlling
critical element. Note that this is stronger than the C0 local



linearization given by the Hartman-Grobman Theorem, and
is required to ensure that the trajectory sensitivities in the
local linear coordinates can be related to those of the original
nonlinear system.

Assumption 5. For every p∗ ∈ ∂R, if W s(X∗(p∗)) has
codimension one then X∗(p∗) is an equilibrium point.

Remark 5. For many practical nonlinear systems including
power systems, Assumption 5 is ubiquitous and has been
observed through numerical experiments on a wide range of
realistic models [21].

For any p∗ ∈ ∂R where W s(X∗(p∗)) has codimen-
sion one, since by Assumption 5 X∗(p∗) is an equilibrium
point, this implies by hyperbolicity that the unstable manifold
Wu(X∗(p∗)) is one dimensional.

Assumption 6. Let p∗ ∈ ∂R such that W s(X∗(p∗)) has
codimension one. We will define a function f(t, p) that is
equal to g(p)

∣∣∣∣∣∣dϕ(t,p)(y(p))

dp

∣∣∣∣∣∣
1
, where g(p) is a particular

scalar function, in the limit as p → p∗. We will show that
f(t, p∗) attains a finite maximum over t ≥ 0. Assume that this
maximum is attained at a unique time t̃.

Remark 6. Assumption 6 is required to ensure the trajectory
sensitivities vary C2 with parameter near ∂R. It could be
relaxed to attaining the maximum at a finite number of times.

Define a function H : [0,∞) × R → [0,∞] by H(t, p) =∣∣∣∣∣∣dϕ(t,p)(y(p))

dp

∣∣∣∣∣∣−1

1
. Then H(t, p) represents the reciprocal of

the norm of the trajectory sensitivity at time t and for
parameter value p. Define the function G : R → [0,∞) by
G(p) = inft∈[0,∞)H(t, p). Then G gives the infimum over
time of the reciprocal of the norm of the trajectory sensitivity.

Intuitively, it is natural to expect that the flow would become
infinitely sensitive to perturbations along the RoA boundary,
and less sensitive from within the RoA. This would imply that
the trajectory sensitivities would diverge to infinity along the
RoA boundary and stay finite within the RoA, and that the
reciprocal trajectory sensitivities would approach zero along
the RoA boundary and stay positive within the RoA. By
Proposition 1, p∗ ∈ ∂R implies that the initial condition y(p∗)
lies on the RoA boundary. Therefore, it seems intuitive that
p∗ ∈ ∂R would imply that G(p∗) = 0, and that p ∈ R
would imply that G(p) > 0. Theorem 1 makes this intuition
explicit, thus providing a characterization of R in terms of the
reciprocal trajectory sensitivities G. Furthermore, it shows that
G is continuous so that G(p) approaches zero as p approaches
∂R, motivating algorithms which find points on ∂R by solving
for roots of G [11], [18]. It also shows that G extends to a C2

function near ∂R, which is valuable for providing convergence
guarantees for these algorithms, as presented in Section IV-B.

Theorem 1. Assume the conditions of Proposition 1 and
Assumptions 1-6. Then G is finite, strictly positive, and con-
tinuous over R. For generic6 p∗ ∈ ∂R, G(p∗) = 0, G is

6By Lemma 2, ∂R consists of a finite union of C3 submanifolds. The
generic assumption is that p∗ belongs to a submanifold with codimension
one.

continuous at p∗, and G extends to a C2 function over an open
neighborhood of p∗ in J which is strictly negative outside of
R.

Remark 7. If all critical elements in the RoA boundary are
equilibria, it can be shown that G(p∗) = 0 for all p∗ ∈ ∂R,
so that ∂R = G−1(0). We conjecture that the same holds even
in the presence of periodic orbits in the RoA boundary.

B. Recovery Boundary Algorithms and Convergence Guaran-
tees

Based on the characterization of the recovery boundary in
terms of trajectory sensitivities from Theorem 1, we present
algorithms that minimize inverse trajectory sensitivities to find
points on the recovery boundary, and provide convergence
guarantees for these algorithms. We note for use in these
algorithms that for any p ∈ R, G(p) and DG(p) can be
efficiently computed numerically from a single time domain
simulation [11], [18]. The algorithms are organized based on
the dimension of the parameter space J in which the points on
the recovery boundary are computed, which is determined by
the user based on their selection of the parameters of interest.

1) Finding Recovery Boundary in One Dimensional Param-
eter Space: When the parameter space J is one dimensional,
a connected component of the recovery boundary consists of
a single point. Therefore, in this setting our goal is to find a
single point on the recovery boundary, i.e., p∗ ∈ ∂R. To do
so, motivated by Theorem 1 we wish to solve for p∗ which
satisfies G(p∗) = 0. To solve this nonlinear equation, we
would like to apply Newton-Raphson, which results in the
following update at each iteration s:

F̃ (ps) := ps −DG(ps)−1G(ps). (1)

However, it is possible that for ps ∈ R, F̃ (ps) ̸∈ R. As the
asymptotic behavior of the system is not known outside of R,
where the system will not recover from the disturbance, and
since G is not defined outside of R, it is desirable to enforce
that each iteration of the algorithm lies inside R. This is
achieved with a backtracking line search performed by bisec-
tion which is defined formally as follows. Let m ∈ {0, 1, ...},
F̃ be as in (1), and define

Fm(ps) = ps +
1

2m

(
F̃ (ps)− ps

)
m(ps) = min{m ∈ {0, 1, ...} : Fm(ps) ∈ R}
ps+1 = F (ps) := Fm(ps)(p

s).

(2)

As R = {p : G(p) > 0} is open by continuity of G, for any
ps ∈ R, m(ps) is finite. Thus, ps+1 ∈ R so R is forward
invariant under this algorithm.

Theorem 2 provides convergence guarantees for finding a
point on the recovery boundary in one dimensional parameter
space using the algorithm defined by (2) with F̃ as in (1).

Theorem 2. Assume the conditions of Theorem 1 and an
additional generic assumption.7 Then there exists an open
neighborhood N of ∂R such that for p0 ∈ N , the sequence

7The generic assumption is that zero is a regular value of the C2 function
G̃.



{ps}∞s=1 starting from p1 = p0 and defined by the algorithm
(2) with F̃ as given by (1) is well-defined and converges to a
unique p∗ ∈ ∂R.

2) Tracing Recovery Boundary in Two Dimensional Param-
eter Space: When the parameter space J is two dimensional,
by the proof of Theorem 1 (in particular, Lemma 2) the re-
covery boundary consists of a finite union of one dimensional
manifolds (i.e., smooth curves). Therefore, in this setting
our goal is to numerically trace the recovery boundary by
generating a sequence of points along it. To do so, we use
a predictor-corrector algorithm [11] which alternates between
predictor steps, which start from a point on ∂R and move
along the tangent to ∂R to find a predicted point, and corrector
steps, which project onto a point in the intersection of ∂R with
the hyperplane containing the predicted point and orthogonal
to that tangent. More formally, for p̂ ∈ ∂R the predicted point
is given by

ppred(p) = p̂+ κη(p) (3)

where κ > 0 and η(p) is the tangent to ∂R at p. Next, the
hyperplane for the correction step is equal to the set of p ∈ J
that satisfy

(p− ppred(p))⊺(ppred(p)− p̂) = 0

which is equivalent by (3) to

(p− p̂)⊺η(p)− κ = 0,

so let Hκ denote this hyperplane. Thus, to find a point in the
intersection of Hκ and G−1(0), it suffices to solve

f(p) :=

[
G(p)

(p− p̂)⊺η(p)− κ

]
= 0.

To solve these nonlinear equations, we use the following
Newton-Raphson update at each iteration s:

F̃ (ps) := ps −Df(ps)−1f(ps) (4)

together with the backtracking line search of (2) so that R is
forward invariant under this algorithm. If ppred(p̂) ∈ R then
we set p1 = ppred(p̂). Otherwise, observing that Hκ is a line in
J , we perform a line search using, for example, the bisection
or golden section search methods, to find p1 ∈ Hκ ∩R.

Theorem 3 provides convergence guarantees for finding the
next point on the recovery boundary from the current point
using the algorithm defined by (2) with F̃ as in (4). Repeated
application of this theorem therefore guarantees that this
algorithm will numerically trace a sequence of points along
the recovery boundary, and can approximate the recovery
boundary to arbitrary accuracy as the step size κ→ 0.

Theorem 3. Assume the conditions of Theorem 1 and an
additional generic assumption.8 Then for generic p̂ ∈ ∂R
there exists r > 0 such that for generic κ ∈ (0, r), the
sequence {ps}∞s=1 starting from p1 ∈ Hκ ∩ R and defined
by the algorithm (2) with F̃ as given by (4) is well-defined
and converges to a unique p∗ ∈ ∂R ∩Hκ.

8The generic assumption is that zero is a regular value of the C2 function
G̃.

3) Closest Point on Recovery Boundary in Arbitrary Di-
mensional Parameter Space: For parameter space J of high
dimension, it is no longer feasible to numerically trace the
recovery boundary. Instead, our goal in this setting is to find
the closest point on the recovery boundary to some initial
parameter value p0 ∈ J , which provides a quantitative measure
of the margins for safe operation. Therefore, we wish to solve
the following (abstract) optimization problem for some p0 ∈ J
and P symmetric positive definite:

min
p

1

2
(p− p0)

⊺P (p− p0)

s.t. p ∈ ∂R.
(5)

Note that the choice of P determines the metric for measuring
distance in parameter space (e.g., P = I results in the
Euclidean metric). This is a very challenging problem to
solve, because efficient computational methods for identifying
the constraint set ∂R are not known, especially in higher
dimensional parameter spaces, and ∂R is in general nonconvex
and nonsmooth. However, Theorem 1 allows us to transform
the abstract problem of (5) into the following concrete opti-
mization problem:

min
p

1

2
(p− p0)

⊺P (p− p0)

s.t. G(p) = 0.
(6)

Unfortunately, in general (6) may not be feasible, there may
be many - possibly infinite - solutions, and the solution(s) may
vary discontinuously with the initial parameter value p0. These
imply that there may not exist a unique closest point on the
recovery boundary for every p0 and, even if there does, that
it may experience discrete jumps as p0 varies. These present
serious potential challenges for numerical algorithms which
aim to solve (6).

Fortunately, Theorem 4 shows that for generic p0 suf-
ficiently close to the recovery boundary, p0 has a unique
closest point on the recovery boundary that varies smoothly
with respect to p0. This ensures that (6) is a well-posed
and well-behaved problem, as it has a unique solution which
varies smoothly with p0, which will be crucial for proving
convergence of the main algorithm of this section.

Theorem 4. Assume the conditions of Theorem 1. Then there
exists an open neighborhood N of ∂R such that for generic
p0 ∈ N there exists a unique solution to (6), and that this
solution varies C3 with initial parameter value p0.

As our goal is to solve (6) numerically, as with any
numerical optimization problem we can only require that the
equality constraints (in this case, G(p) = 0) be satisfied up
to some finite tolerance ϵ > 0. In the following we explicitly
introduce this tolerance ϵ for use in the convergence analysis.
This leads to the following numerical optimization variation
of (6):

min
p,x

1

2
(p− p0)

⊺P (p− p0)

s.t. G(p) = x

|x|≤ ϵ.

(7)



We will show (in Lemma 5 below) that the solution to this
optimization problem is given by the following optimization:
9

min
p,s

1

2
(p− p0)

⊺P (p− p0)

s.t. G(p) = ϵ
(8)

To solve (8) we consider the sequential quadratic program-
ming algorithm employed in [11] which solves the following
quadratic program at each iteration s obtained by linearizing
the nonconvex constraint G(p) = ϵ from (8):

F̃ (ps) := argmin
p

1

2
(p− p0)

⊺P (p− p0)

s.t. G(ps) +DG(ps)⊺(p− ps) = ϵ.

(9)

We combine (9) with the backtracking line search of (2) so
that R is forward invariant under this algorithm.

Theorem 5 provides convergence guarantees for finding
the closest point on the recovery boundary from an initial
parameter value p0 using the algorithm defined by (2) with
F̃ given by (9).

Theorem 5. Assume the conditions of Theorem 1. Then there
exists an open neighborhood N of ∂R such that for generic
p0 ∈ N there exists a unique solution p̂ to (6) and the
following holds. Under an additional generic assumption,10

for any ϵ ∈ (0, G(p0)) there exists a unique solution p∗ to (8)
and the sequence {ps}∞s=1 starting from p1 = p0 and defined
by the algorithm (2) with F̃ as given by (9) is well-defined
and converges to p∗.

V. PROOF OF THEOREM 1
This section contains the proof of Theorem 1. Before

providing it, however, a number of technical lemmas are
required. Lemma 1 will establish the first claim of Theorem 1.

Lemma 1. G is well-defined, positive, and continuous on R.

Proof of Lemma 1. Define the functions F : [0,∞) × R →
[0,∞) by F(t, p) =

∣∣∣∣∣∣dϕ(t,p)(y(p))

dp

∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

and F : R → [0,∞] by

F (p) = supt∈[0,∞) F(t, p). Then G = 1
F , so to prove the claim

it suffices to show that F is positive, finite, and continuous over
R. Fix p̂ ∈ R. First we show that F is positive over R. As p̂ is
arbitary, it suffices to show that F (p̂) > 0. By Assumption 2,
there exists some time t ≥ 0 such that dϕ(t,p̂)(y(p̂))

dp ̸= 0. This
implies that F(t, p̂) > 0, so F (p̂) ≥ F(t, p̂) > 0.

By Assumption 4 and [17, Theorem 7], there exists a
neighborhood N of Xs(p̂), a neighborhood J ′ of p̂ in J ,
and a C3 conjugacy h : N × J ′ → Rn known as a smooth
linearization such that for p ∈ J ′, Xs(p) ∈ N and the vector
field Vp is conjugate by h to a linear vector field in Rn. In
particular, in these coordinates the vector field Vp has the
form Vp(x) = As(p)x where As(p) is a C3 matrix such
that ||eAs(p)||< 1 for all p ∈ J ′. As y(p̂) ∈ W s(Xs(p̂)),
there exists t′ > 0 such that ϕ(t′,p̂)(y(p̂)) ∈ N . Shrink

9The only exception is the trivial special case where |G(p0)|≤ ϵ, in which
case the solution is p∗ = p0. This case is not of practical concern.

10The additional generic assumption is that p̂ lies in a set of full measure
in ∂R and zero is a regular value of the C2 function G̃.

J ′ if necessary so that ϕ(t′,p)(y(p)) ∈ N for all p ∈ J ′,
and let ŷ(p) = ϕ(t′,p)(y(p)). Then the dynamics in these
coordinates are given by the flow ψ(t,p)(ŷ(p)) = eAs(p)tŷ(p).
There exist invertible matrices W (p), and block diagonal
matrices J(p) = diag(J1(p), ..., Jm(p)) where each Ji(p)
is an elementary Jordan block of size ni with eigenvalue
λi(p), such that As(p) = W (p)J(p)W (p)−1. Define

Nn =


1 t . . . tn−1

(n−1)!

. . .
. . .

...
. . . t

1

,

E(p) = diag(eλ1tNn1 , ..., e
λntNnm), Λ(p) =

diag(λ1In1 , ..., λmInm), dΛ(p)
dp =

[
∂Λ(p)
∂p1

. . . ∂λ(p)
∂pdim J

]
,

and dW (p)
dp =

[
∂W (p)
∂p1

. . . ∂W (p)
∂pdim J

]
. Although in general

W (p) and Λ(p) may not be C1 everywhere (in fact, W may
not even be C0), as the flow ψ is at least C1 the above
expression for dψ(t,p)(ŷ(p))

dp is well-defined and continuous. As
As(p) is Hurwitz, and hence the eigenvalues Λ(p) are stable,
limt→∞

dψ(t,p)(ŷ(p))

dp = 0.
We have that ϕ(t+t′,p)(y(p)) = h−1 ◦ ψ(t,p)(ŷ(p)). Let

x(t, p) = ψ(t,p)(ŷ(p)). Then this implies that
dϕ(t+t′,p)(y(p))

dp =
∂h−1(x(t,p),p)

∂p + ∂h−1(x(t,p),p)
∂x

dψ(t,p)(ŷ(p))

dp .

As limt→∞ ψ(t, p̂) = 0 and limt→∞
dψ(t,p̂)(ŷ(p̂))

dp = 0,

limt→∞
dϕ(t+t′,p̂)(y(p̂))

dp = ∂h−1(0,p̂)
∂p = dXs(p̂)

dp , which is finite
since Xs is (at least) C1 in p, so limt→∞ F(t′ + t, p̂) exists
and is finite. As [0, t′] is compact, F(t, p̂) achieves a finite
maximum cm over t ∈ [0, t′]. Thus, either F (p̂) = cm or
F (p̂) = supt≥0 F(t

′ + t, p̂) which is finite, so F (p̂) is finite.
Let ϵ > 0. As h is a diffeomorphism, the derivaties

of h−1 are continuous. Therefore, there exist δ, δ′ >
0 such that ||x||1< δ and p ∈ Bδ′(p̂) implies that∣∣∣∣∣∣∂h−1(x,p)

∂p − ∂h−1(0,p̂)
∂p

∣∣∣∣∣∣
1
< ϵ

4 . As limt→∞ ψ(t, p̂) = 0, there
exists T > 0 such that t ≥ T implies ||ψ(t, p̂)||1< δ. By
continuity of ψ(T, p̂), and since ||ψ(t, p)||1 is monotonically
decreasing in t for any p ∈ J ′, shrinking δ′ if necessary
implies that for p ∈ Bδ′(p̂) and t ≥ T , ||ψ(t, p)||1< δ.
As ∂h−1(x,p)

∂x is continuous and B := Bδ(0) × Bδ′(p̂) is
compact, there exists cm > 0 finite such that the maximum
of

∣∣∣∣∣∣∂h−1(x,p)
∂x

∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

over B is equal to cm. Furthermore, as

limt→∞
dψ(t,p)
dp = 0 and As(p) and its eigenvalues are

continuous, increasing T and shrinking δ′ if necessary implies
that for t ≥ T and p ∈ Bδ′(p̂),

∣∣∣∣∣∣dψ(t,p)dp

∣∣∣∣∣∣
1
< ϵ

4cmn3 where n

is the dimension of x. Thus, for any t ≥ T and p ∈ Bδ′(p̂),11∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣dϕ(t, p)dp
− dϕ(t, p̂)

dp

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

≤
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∂h−1(ψ(t, p), p)

∂p
− ∂h−1(ψ(t, p̂), p̂)

∂p

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

+

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∂h−1(ψ(t, p), p)

∂x

dψ(t, p)

dp
− ∂h−1(ψ(t, p̂), p̂)

∂x

dψ(t, p̂)

dp

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

11It is straightforward to verify that for matrices A and B, ||AB||1≤
n3||A||1||B||1 since |(AB)ij |≤ ||A||1||B||1.



≤
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∂h−1(ψ(t, p), p)

∂p
− ∂h−1(0, p̂)

∂p

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

+

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∂h−1(0, p̂)

∂p
− ∂h−1(ψ(t, p̂), p̂)

∂p

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

+

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∂h−1(ψ(t, p), p)

∂x

dψ(t, p)

dp

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

+

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∂h−1(ψ(t, p̂), p̂)

∂x

dψ(t, p̂)

dp

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

≤ ϵ

4
+
ϵ

4
+ n3

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∂h−1(ψ(t, p))

∂x

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣dψ(t, p)dp

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

+ n3
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∂h−1(ψ(t, p̂))

∂x

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣dψ(t, p̂)dp

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

≤ ϵ

2
+
ϵ

4
+
ϵ

4
= ϵ.

Furthermore, as [0, T ] is compact and dϕ(t,p)
dp is continuous,

shrinking δ′ further if necessary implies that for t ∈ [0, T ]

and p ∈ Bδ′(p̂),
∣∣∣∣∣∣dϕ(t,p)dp − dϕ(t,p̂)

dp

∣∣∣∣∣∣
1
≤ ϵ. Thus, for any p ∈

Bδ′(p̂) and t ≥ 0,∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣dϕ(t, p)dp

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

≤
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣dϕ(t, p)dp

− dϕ(t, p̂)

dp

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

+

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣dϕ(t, p̂)dp

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

≤
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣dϕ(t, p̂)dp

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

+ ϵ.

Taking the supremum over time implies

F (p) = sup
t≥0

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣dϕ(t, p)dp

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

≤ sup
t≥0

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣dϕ(t, p̂)dp

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

+ ϵ = F (p̂) + ϵ.

By an analogous argument, reversing the roles of p and p̂ we
have F (p̂) ≤ F (p) + ϵ. Thus, p ∈ Bδ′(p̂) implies |F (p) −
F (p̂)|≤ ϵ, so F is continuous at p̂. Therefore, as p̂ ∈ R was
arbitrary, F is positive, finite, and continuous over R.

Lemma 2. ∂R consists of a finite union of C3 embedded
submanifolds.

Proof of Lemma 2. By Assumption 1, yJ is transverse to
W s(Xi

J) for all i ∈ I . Therefore, Mi = yJ ∩W s(Xi
J) is a C3

embedded submanifold with codimension equal to the sum of
the codimensions of yJ and W s(Xi

J) in M ×J . In particular,
the dimension of Mi is less than the dimension of yJ , which is
equal to the dimension of J . As yJ = graph y, y : J → yJ is
a C3 diffeomorphism onto its image with inverse y−1 = πJ |yJ
the projection that sends (x, p) → p. Thus, πJ |yJ is a C3 dif-
feomorphism onto its image, so since Mi ⊂ yJ , its restriction
πJ |Mi

is a C3 embedding into J . Thus, πJ(Mi) = πJ |Mi
(Mi)

is a C3 embedded submanifold in J for each i ∈ I . However,
by Proposition 1 we have ∂R = πJ (yJ ∩ ∂W s(Xs

J)) =
πJ

(
yJ ∩ ∪i∈IW s(Xi

J)
)
= ∪i∈IπJ(Mi) so ∂R consists of a

finite union of C3 embedded submanifolds in J . Moreover,
for any p∗ ∈ ∂R there exists a unique critical element
Xi∗(p∗) such that y(p∗) ∈W s(Xi∗(p∗)). Then we have that
p∗ ∈Mi∗ = πJ(yJ ∩W s(Xi∗

J )).

Lemma 3. For any p∗ ∈ ∂R, by Proposition 1 y(p∗) ∈
W s(X∗(p∗)) for some critical element X∗. Then for p∗ ∈ ∂R
almost everywhere, W s(X∗(p∗)) has codimension one.

Proof of Lemma 3. By Lemma 2 and its proof, ∂R =
∪i∈IMi, where each Mi is a C3 embedded submanifold in J

(a) The system trajectory (cyan dashed line) for
parameter values near the recovery boundary.

(b) The system trajectory (cyan
dashed line) in the smooth local
coordinates N .

Fig. 3: Local coordinates for the proof of Theorem 1.

with codimension equal to the codimension of W s(Xi(p∗))
for each p∗ ∈ Mi. Note that no Mi can have codimension
zero, since this would contradict that Mi ⊂ ∂R. As R is open
and not dense in J , by [22, Corollary 2] there must exist at
least one i∗ such that Mi∗ has codimension one. Therefore,
∂R has positive Lebesgue measure in (dim J−1) dimensions.
Furthermore, for each Mi which corresponds to W s(Xi(p∗))
for p∗ ∈ Mi with codimension greater than one, that Mi

also has codimension greater than one and, therefore, zero
Lebesgue measure in (dim J − 1) dimensions. Hence, the set
of p∗ ∈ ∂R such that W s(X∗(p∗)) has codimension greater
than one is equal to the finite union of the Mi which each have
codimension greater than one, and therefore has zero Lebesgue
measure in (dim J−1) dimensions. Thus, for p∗ ∈ ∂R almost
everywhere, W s(X∗(p∗)) has codimension one.

Proof of Theorem 1. Let p∗ ∈ ∂R. Then y(p∗) ∈
W s(X∗(p∗)) for some critical element X∗(p∗). Assume that
W s(X∗(p∗)) has codimension one, which is true almost
always by Lemma 3. By Assumption 5, X∗ is an equilibrium
point. By Assumption 4 and [17, Theorem 7], there exists a
neighborhood N of X∗(p∗), a neighborhood J ′ of p∗ in J ,
and a C3 conjugacy h : N×J ′ → Rn known as a smooth lin-
earization such that for p ∈ J ′, X∗(p) ∈ N and the vector field
Vp is conjugate by h to a linear vector field in Rn. Shrinking
N and J ′ if necessary, there exist local coordinates on N as
constructed in [23, p. 81] which straighten out the stable and
unstable manifolds of a hyperbolic equilibrium point so that
they are orthogonal linear subspaces of the local coordinates.
With an abuse of notation, let h denote the composition
of the smooth linearization h with these local coordinates.
Figure 3 illustrates the coordinate systems and notation used
in this proof. Under the local conjugacy h, Vp becomes linear
and decomposable into orthogonal eigenspaces representing
the (straightened out) stable and unstable eigenspaces of the
linearization of Vp at X∗(p). In particular, in these coordinates

Vp has the form Vp(x) =

[
Au(p) 0

0 As(p)

]
where Au(p)

and As(p) are C3 matrices such that eAu(p) > 1 (since
by Assumption 5 the unstable manifold of X∗(p) is one
dimensional) and ||eAs(p)||< 1 for all p ∈ J ′. Let πu and
πs denote projection onto the unstable and stable manifolds
(which are also eigenspaces) of the equilibrium point in these
coordinates. As y(p∗) ∈ W s(X∗(p∗)) and X∗(p∗) ∈ N ,



there exists t′ > 0 such that ϕ(t′,p∗)(y(p
∗)) ∈ N . Let

ŷ(p) = h ◦ ϕ(t′,p)(y(p)). By continuity of the flow and y(p),
shrinking J ′ if necessary implies that for p ∈ J ′, ŷ(p) is well-
defined and C3. Let xu(p) = πuŷ(p) and xs(p) = πsŷ(p)
for p ∈ J ′. Then the dynamics in these coordinates are
given by (where we let ψ denote the flow in this coordinate

system) ψ(t,p)(ŷ(p)) =

[
eAu(p)txu(p)
eAs(p)txs(p)

]
. Assume that As(p∗)

has distinct eigenvalues, which is generically true. As this
is an open condition, shrinking J if necessary implies that
As(p) is diagonalizable for all p ∈ J . Thus, we can write
As(p) = W (p)Λ(p)W (p)−1 where Λ(p) is diagonal and
W (p) is invertible. Note that by the implicit function theorem,
and since the eigenvalues are distinct, Λ(p) and V (p) are (at
least) C3 over J . Define dW (p)

dp =
[
∂W (p)
∂p1

. . . ∂W (p)
∂pdim J

]
and dΛ(p)

dp =
[
∂Λ(p)
∂p1

. . . ∂Λ(p)
∂pdim J

]
. Then the derivative of

the flow with respect to p is given by the following, where we
omit the dependence on p for brevity

dψ(t,p)(ŷ(p))

dp
=

[
teAut dAu

dp xu + eAut dxu

dp
dW
dp

(
I ⊗W−1eAstxs

) ]

+

[
0

eAst
((
tW dΛ

dp − dW
dp

) (
I ⊗W−1xs

)
+ dxs

dp

)]
. (10)

As ϕ(t′,p)(y(p∗)) ∈W s(X∗(p∗))∩N and h(W s(X∗(p∗))∩
N) = {x : πux = 0}, xu(p∗) = 0. Note that, by
Assumption 1, dxu(p

∗)
dp ̸= 0 since otherwise y(J) would

not be transversal to W s(Xs(p∗)) at p∗. Then evaluating
(10) at p∗ implies πu

dψ(t,p∗)(ŷ(p
∗))

dp = eAu(p
∗)t dxu(p

∗)
dp since

xu(p
∗) = 0. Thus, we have limt→∞ πu

dϕ(t,p∗)(ŷ(p
∗))

dp =

∞dxu(p
∗)

dp since dxu(p
∗)

dp ̸= 0 and Au(p
∗) is an unstable

eigenvalue. Assume that dxu(p
∗)

dp is nonzero in each entry,
which is generically true. The flow in the original coordi-
nates is given by ϕ(t′+t,p)(y(p)) = h(·, p)−1 ◦ ψ(t,p)(ŷ(p)).
Taking a derivative with respect to p yields

dϕ(t′+t,p)(y(p))

dp =
∂h−1(ψ(t,p)(ŷ(p)),p)

∂p +
∂h−1(ψ(t,p)(ŷ(p)),p)

∂x

dψ(t,p)(ŷ(p))

dp . As h is a

diffeomorphism, ∂h
−1

∂x is full rank everywhere. Thus, by (10),
at p = p∗ we have supt≥0

∣∣∣∣∣∣dϕ(t′+t,p)(y(p))

dp

∣∣∣∣∣∣
1
= ∞, which

implies that G(p∗) = 0. For any p ∈ R ∩ J ′, xu(p) ̸= 0 since
otherwise ŷ(p) would lie in the stable manifold of X∗(p),
which it cannot by definition of R. Without loss of generality,
suppose xu(p) > 0, and fix a constant cu > 0. For p ∈ R∩J ′,
let t(p) denote the time that πuψ(t(p),p)(ŷ(p)) = cu. Then
solving for t(p) yields t(p) = 1

Au(p)
log cu

xu(p)
.

As p∗ ∈ ∂R, by Lemma 2 and its proof there exists a C3

embedded submanifold M̂ in J with codimension one such
that p∗ ∈ M̂ . As M̂ is an embedded submanifold, there exists a
local slice chart centered at p∗: i.e. local coordinates in J such
that the intersection of M̂ with this coordinate neighborhood
is equal to Rdim J−1×{0}. Shrink J ′ if necessary so that J ′ is
contained in the neighborhood of these slice chart coordinates.
As M̂ ⊂ ∂R, without loss of generality we may assume that
in this slice chart any point (p, s) with s < 0 lies in R, and any
point (p, s) with s > 0 lies outside of R. In this slice chart,
abuse notation to represent p∗ as (p∗, 0) and let γ : [0, 1] → R

be represented by γ(s) = (p∗, s − 1) for all s ∈ [0, 1]. Then
γ(s) ∈ R for all s ∈ [0, 1) and γ(1) = p∗. Also, γ′(1) =
(0, 1) ̸= 0, so γ is transverse to M̂ , and thus to ∂R, at p∗.

For p ∈ γ, say p = γ(s), define ŷ′(γ′(s)) = d(ŷ ◦ γ)s.
Define ŷ′′(γ′′(s)) and ŷ′′′(γ′′′(s)) analogously for the second
and third derivatives, which exist and are continuous since y
is C3. For the remainder of the proof, let xu(s) = πuŷ(γ(s)),
xs(s) = πsŷ(γ(s)), and define x′u(s), x

′
s(s), x

′′
u(s), x

′′
s (s),

x′′′u (s), and x′′′s (s) analogously by composing the ith derivative
of ŷ with πu or πs for i ∈ {1, 2, 3}, respectively. By
Assumption 1, x′u(γ

′(1)) ̸= 0 since otherwise y(J) would not
be transversal to W s(Xs(p∗)) at p∗. As y(J) is transverse to
W s(X∗(J)) by Assumption 1 and h is C3, ŷ(J) is transverse
to W s(X∗(J)) in the coordinates of h. This implies that
πud(ŷ)p∗ is full rank (i.e. nonzero). So, since γ′(1) ̸= 0,
x′u(γ

′(1)) = πud(ŷ)p∗(γ
′(1)) ̸= 0. For brevity we often omit

the dependence on s. For p ∈ γ∩R∩J ′, say p = γ(s), define

Φ(p) :=
dψ(t,p)(ŷ(p))

dp
|t=t(p)=

[
πuΦ(p)
πsΦ(p)

]
Φ(s) := Φ(γ(s)) =

[
cu
Au

dAu

dp log cu
xu

+ dxu

dp
cu
xu

dW
dp

(
I ⊗W−1e

As
Au

log cu
xu xs

)]

+

[
0

e
As
Au

log cu
xu

((
log cu

xu

Au
W dΛ

dp − dW
dp

) (
I ⊗W−1xs

)
+ dxs

dp

)]

=:

[
B1(s) log

cu
xu

+B2(s)
1
xu

B4(s)
(
I ⊗W−1eB3(s)As log cu

xu xs

)]

+

[
0

eB3(s)As log cu
xu

(
log cu

xu
B5(s) +B6(s)

)] (11)

where it is straightforward to verify that B1(s), B2(s), B3(s),
B4(s), B5(s), and B6(s) are C2. Note B3(s)As(s) =

As(s)
Au(s)

is Hurwitz since As(s) is Hurwitz and Au(s) > 0. For the
following, we omit the explicit dependence on s and indicate
derivatives with respect to s using primes. We compute

πsΦ
′(s) = B′

4

(
I ⊗W−1eB3As log cu

xu xs

)
+B4

(
I ⊗W−1eB3As log cu

xu

(
x′s +

(
−W ′

+W

(
log

cu
xu

(Λ′B3 + ΛB′
3)− ΛB3

x′u
xu

))
W−1xs

))
+

(
W ′W−1eB3As log cu

xu + eB3As log cu
xu

(
W

(
−ΛB3

x′u
xu

+ log
cu
xu

(Λ′B3 + ΛB′
3)

)
−W ′

)
W−1

)(
log

cu
xu
B5 +B6

)
+ eB3As log cu

xu

(
log

cu
xu
B′

5 −B5
x′u
xu

+B′
6

)
=: B′

4

(
I ⊗W−1eB3As log cu

xu xs

)
+B4

(
I ⊗W−1eB3As log cu

xu

(
B7 log

cu
xu

+B8
x′u
xu

+B9

))
+

(
eB3As log cu

xu

(
B11 log

cu
xu

+B12
x′u
xu

+B13

)
+B10e

B3As log cu
xu

)(
log

cu
xu
B5 +B6

)



+ eB3As log cu
xu

(
log

cu
xu
B′

5 −B5
x′u
xu

+B′
6

)
(12)

where it is straightforward to verify that B7(s), B8(s), B9(s),
B10(s), B11(s), B12(s), and B13(s) are C1. We compute

πsΦ
′′(s) = B′′

4

(
I ⊗W−1eB3As log cu

xu xs

)
+ 2B′

4

(
I ⊗W−1eB3As log cu

xu

(
B7 log

cu
xu

+B8
x′u
xu

+B9

))
+B4

(
I ⊗W−1eB3As log cu

xu

(
W

(
(Λ′B3 + ΛB′

3) log
cu
xu

−ΛB3
x′

x

)
−W ′

)
W−1

(
B7 log

cu
xu

+B8
x′u
xu

+B9

))
+B4

(
I ⊗W−1eB3As log cu

xu

(
B′

7 log
cu
xu

−B7
x′u
xu

+B′
8

x′u
xu

+B8
x′′uxu − (x′u)

2

x2u
+B′

9

))
+

((
eB3As log cu

xu

(
B11 log

cu
xu

+B12
x′u
xu

+B13

)
+ B10e

B3As log cu
xu

)(
B11 log

cu
xu

+B12
x′u
xu

+B13

)
(13)

+ eB3As log cu
xu

(
B′

11 log
cu
xu

−B11
x′u
xu

+B′
12

x′u
xu

+B12
x′′uxu − (x′u)

2

x2u
+B′

13

)
+B′

10e
B3As log cu

xu

+B10

(
B10e

B3As log cu
xu + eB3As log cu

xu

(
B11 log

cu
xu

+B12
x′u
xu

+B13

)))(
log

cu
xu
B5 +B6

)
+ 2

(
eB3As log cu

xu

(
B11 log

cu
xu

+B12
x′u
xu

+B13

)
+B10e

B3As log cu
xu

)(
log

cu
xu
B′

5 −B5
x′u
xu

+B′
6

)
+ eB3As log cu

xu

(
log

cu
xu
B′′

5 −B′
5

x′u
xu

−B′
5

x′u
xu

−B5
x′′uxu − (x′u)

2

x2u
+B′′

6

)
(14)

We compute

πuΦ
′(s) = B′

1 log
cu
xu

+ (B′
2 −B1x

′
u)

1

xu
−B2x

′
u

1

x2u
(15)

πuΦ
′′(s) = B′′

1 log
cu
xu

+ (B′′
2 − 2B′

1x
′
u −B1x

′′
u)

1

xu

+ (B1(x
′
u)

2 − 2B′
2x

′
u −B2x

′′
u)

1

x2u
+ 2B2(x

′
u)

2 1

x3u
(16)

Let x(p) = ψ(t(p),p)(ŷ(p)) for p ∈ J ′ ∩ R. We can write
ϕ(t,p)(x(p)) = ϕ(t,p) ◦ h(·, p)−1 ◦ ψ(t(p),p)(ŷ(p)). Taking a
derivative implies

dϕ(t,p)(x(p))

dp
=
∂ϕ(t,p)(x(p))

∂p
+
∂ϕ(t,p)(x(p))

∂x

∗
(
∂h−1(x(p), p)

∂p
+
∂h−1(x(p), p)

∂x
Φ(p)

)
.

(17)

For t ≥ 0, we define the function

f(t, p) = xu(p)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∂ϕ(t,p)(x(p))∂p
+
∂ϕ(t,p)(x(p))

∂x

∗
(
∂h−1(x(p), p)

∂p
+
∂h−1(x(p), p)

∂x

cu
xu(p)

dxu(p)

dp

)∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

.

Let x̃ = h−1
([
cu 0

]⊺)
. Note limp→p∗ x(p) = x̃. As

xu(p
∗) = 0, f(t, p∗) = cu

∣∣∣∣∣∣∂ϕ(t,p∗)(x̃)

∂x
∂h−1(x̃,p∗)

∂x
dxu(p

∗)
dp

∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

is finite and well-defined. As limt→∞ ϕ(t,p)(x) = Xs(p) for
any p ∈ R and x ∈W s(Xs(p)), limt→∞

∂ϕ(t,p)(x)

∂x = 0. Thus,
since ∂ϕ(t,p)(x)

∂x , ∂h−1(x,p)
∂x , and dxu(p)

dp are all full rank for p
near p∗, f(t, p) is strictly positive for all t ≥ 0 and zero in
the limit as t → ∞, so it must have a finite supremum over
t ≥ 0. As f is continuous, this supremum must be a maximum
that is attained in finite time. By Assumption 6, there exists a
unique time t̃ at which the maximum of f(t, p∗) over t ≥ 0

is attained. As this is a local maximum, ∂f(t̃,p∗)
∂t = 0 and

∂2f(t̃,p∗)
∂t2 < 0. Thus, by the implicit function theorem there

exist neighborhoods U of p∗ and T of t̃, and a C2 function
t̂ : U → T such that t̂(p∗) = t̃ and p ∈ U implies
∂f(t̂(p),p)

∂t = 0. As f(t, p) attains a maximum over t ≥ 0
in finite time for any p near p∗, and since f is C2, shrinking
U if necessary implies that for each p ∈ U , t̂(p) will be the
unique global maximum of f(t, p) over t ≥ 0. Shrink J ′ if
necessary so that J ′ ⊂ U .

As xu(p) is constant in time, note that
argmaxt≥0

1
xu(p)

f(t, p) = argmaxt≥0 f(t, p) = t̂(p).
In the limit as p → p∗, (11) implies that Φ →

[
πuΦ 0

]⊺
and that πuΦ → cu

xu(p)
dxu(p)
dp . Thus, in the limit as p → p∗,

by (17)
∣∣∣∣∣∣dϕ(t,p)(x(p))

dp

∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

→ 1
xu(p)

f(t, p), so it attains a

unique global maximum over t ≥ 0 at t̂(p). Then for t ≥ 0,

we define the function H(t, p) =
∣∣∣∣∣∣dϕ(t,p)(x(p))

dp

∣∣∣∣∣∣−1

1
and

note that in the limit as p → p∗, G(p) = inft≥0H(t, p) =(
supt≥0

∣∣∣∣∣∣dϕ(t,p)(x(p))

dp

∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

)−1

=
∣∣∣∣∣∣dϕ(t̂(p),p)(x(p))

dp

∣∣∣∣∣∣−1

1
=

H(t̂(p), p). Write p = γ(s). Then we define the functions

C(s) =
∂ϕ(t̂(p),p)(x(p))

∂p
+
∂ϕ(t̂(p),p)(x(p))

∂x

∂h−1(x(p), p)

∂p

D(s) =
∂ϕ(t̂(p),p)(x(p))

∂x

∂h−1(x(p), p)

∂x
.

Then the above implies that for p = γ(s) ∈ J ′ ∩R,

G(s) := G(γ(s)) = H(t̂(p), p) = ||C(s) +D(s)Φ(s)||−1
1 .
(18)

Define sign(M) by sign(M)ij = sign(Mij). We compute,
omitting the explicit dependence on s, and letting primes
denote derivatives with respect to s,

G′ = −G2vec(sign(C +DΦ))⊺vec(C ′ +D′Φ+DΦ′)
(19)

G′′ = 2G3 (vec(sign(C +DΦ))⊺vec(C ′ +D′Φ+DΦ′))
2

−G2vec(sign(C +DΦ))⊺vec(C ′′ +D′′Φ+ 2D′Φ′ +DΦ′′)
(20)



where G′′ is well-defined only in regions where sign(C+DΦ)
is locally constant.

Next, we will take the limit as p → p∗ along γ, which
is equivalent to the limit as s → 1. Note that each term in
(18)-(20) can be expressed as a signed sum of the elements
in C + DΦ or its derivatives. Thus, in the limit as s → 1,
these terms will be dominated by the entries of C +DΦ (or
its derivatives) with the fastest asymptotic growth as s → 1.
Based on (11)-(16), in the limit as s → 1 the only terms
which do not converge are the terms involving 1

xu
because

lims→1 xu(s) = xu(p
∗) = 0. In πsΦ, πsΦ′, and πsΦ

′′, the
fastest growth rate is e

As
Au

log cu
xu

1
xu

, which is strictly slower
than 1

xu
because As

Au
is Hurwitz since As is Hurwitz and Au >

0. In contrast, the fastest growth rates for πuΦ, πuΦ′, and
πuΦ

′′ are 1
xu

, 1
x2
u

, and 1
x3
u

, respectively, and the coefficients of
these terms are nonzero because they are a product of B2 =
dxu

dp and powers of x′u, both of which are nonzero at s = 1
by Assumption 1 since y(J) is transverse to W s(Xs(p∗)),
and since γ is transverse to M̂ . Thus, in the limit as s → 1,
the entries in Φ, Φ′, and Φ′′ with the fastest growth rates
lie within πuΦ, πuΦ′, and πuΦ

′′, respectively, and dominate
all the entries in πsΦ, πsΦ′, and πsΦ

′′, respectively. Note
that D(1) is full rank since the flow ϕ and local coordinates
h are each diffeomorphisms. Therefore, based on the terms
appearing in (18)-(20), for purposes of computing the limits

as s → 1 of G, G′, and G′′, it suffices to consider
[
πuΦ
0

]
,[

πuΦ
′

0

]
, and

[
πuΦ

′′

0

]
in place of Φ, Φ′, and Φ′′, respectively.

Furthermore, this implies

lim
s→1

vec(sign(C(s) +D(s)Φ(s)))

= lim
s→1

vec
(

sign
(
C(1) +D(1)

[
πuΦ(s)

0

]))
= vec

(
sign

(
D(1)

[
B2(1)
0

]))
=: σ

which is nonzero (and thus constant sign) in each entry since
B2(1) = cu

dxu(p
∗)

dp is nonzero in each entry. Thus, G′′ is well-
defined for s sufficiently close to 1. By (11)-(20) we have

lim
s→1

G(s) = 0 = G(1)

lim
s→1

G′(s) = x′u(1)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣D(1)

[
B2(1)
0

]∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣−1

lim
s→1

G′′(s) = σ⊺vec
(
−2x′uD

′(1)

[
B2(1)
0

]
− 2x′uD(1)

[
B′

2(1)
0

]
+ 3(x′u)

2D(1)

[
B1(1)
0

]
+x′′uD(1)

[
B2(1)
0

]) ∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣D(1)

[
B2(1)
0

]∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣−2

Furthermore, using L’Hospital’s Rule we compute

G′(1) = lim
s→1

G(s)−G(1)

s− 1
= lim
s→1

G′(s)

G′′(1) = lim
s→1

G′(s)−G′(1)

s− 1
= lim
s→1

G′′(s).

Thus, G, G′, and G′′ are all continuous at p∗ = γ(1) along
any smooth curve γ from inside R to ∂R. In particular, G is
C2 along any such curve.

Next, we extend G to a neighborhood of p∗ in J ′ using
the slice chart coordinates constructed above. As G is already
well-defined for any p ∈ J ′ ∩ R, we define G̃ for p ̸∈ R
as follows. If p ̸∈ R, we can abuse notation to write it as
(p, s) for some s > 0 in the slice chart coordinates. Then we
define G̃((p, s)) = −G̃((p,−s)), which is well-defined since
(p,−s) ∈ R ∩ J ′. Let γ̂(s) = (p∗, 1 − s). Then G̃(γ̂(s)) =
−G(γ(s)) for all s ∈ [0, 1], so the limit as s→ 1 of G̃(γ̂(s))
and its first and second derivatives is equal to the same limit of
G(γ(s)) and its first and second derivatives. This implies that
G̃ and its first and second partial derivatives in the direction of
the s coordinate in the slice chart exist and are continuous. The
other standard coordinate directions for approaching (p∗, 0)
in the slice chart are all in the set with s coordinate equal
to zero, which is precisely the linear subspace that lies in
∂R, and therefore G̃ and its first and second derivatives are
identically zero over this subspace. Thus, G̃ and its first and
second partial derivatives exist and are continuous in all of the
standard coordinate directions in the slice chart, so G̃ is C2

at p∗. Furthermore, by definition of G̃, ∂R = {p : G̃(p) = 0}
and R = {p : G̃(p) > 0} since G̃(p) < 0 for all p ̸∈ R.

VI. PROOFS OF THEOREMS 2-5
Lemma 4. Suppose p∗ ∈ J , r > 0, and k ∈ (0, 1) satisfy
||F̃ (p)− p∗||≤ k||p− p∗|| for all p ∈ Br(p

∗), and one of the
following:

(a) R ∩ Br(p
∗) is forward invariant under F and ∂R ∩

Br(p
∗) = {p∗}.

(b) For some hyperplane H , R ∩ Br(p
∗) ∩ H is forward

invariant under F and ∂R ∩Br(p∗) ∩H = {p∗}.
(c) R ∩Br(p∗) is forward invariant under F and for each

p̂ ∈ ∂R ∩Br(p∗) with p̂ ̸= p∗, F̃ (p̂) ∈ R.
Then the sequence {ps}∞s=1 with p1 = p0 and generated by
the rule ps+1 = F (ps) converges to p∗.

Proof of Lemma 4. For cases (a) and (c) let B = Br(p
∗),

and for case (b) let B = Br(p
∗) ∩ H . Recall that for any

p ∈ R
⋂
B, F (p) = Fm(p)(p) = p+ 1

2m(p)

(
F̃ (p)− p

)
where

m(p) is the smallest integer such that Fm(p)(p) ∈ R, which
is finite since R is open. Furthermore, for any nonnegative
integer m let km =

(
1− 1

2m (1− k)
)

and note km ∈ (0, 1)
since k ∈ (0, 1). Then for any p ∈ B,

||Fm(p)− p∗||P =

∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
(
1− 1

2m

)
(p− p∗) +

F̃ (p)− p∗

2m

∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
P

≤
(
1− 1

2m
(1− k)

)
||p− p∗||P= km||p− p∗||P .

As p1 ∈ R ∩ B, by forward invariance ps ∈ R ∩ B for
all s ≥ 1. As {ps}∞s=1 ⊂ R ∩ B ⊂ R ∩ B and R ∩ B
is compact, this implies that the ω limit set of {ps}∞s=1 is
nonempty and contained in R∩B. So, let q be in the ω limit
set of {ps}∞s=1. Then there exists a subsequence {psn}∞n=1

such that limn→∞ psn = q. We will show that q = p∗.



First suppose q ∈ ∂R. For cases (a) or (b) this implies
that q = p∗, so suppose case (c) holds. Assume towards a
contradiction that q ̸= p∗. Then since q ∈ ∂R∩B, F̃ (q) ∈ R.
Thus, since F̃ is continuous and R is open, there exists
N > 0 sufficiently large such that n ≥ N implies that
F̃ (psn) ∈ R. So, n ≥ N implies F (psn) = F̃ (psn). Then
||F (psn)− p∗||P= ||F̃ (psn)− p∗||P≤ kn−N ||F (psN )− p∗||p.
As k ∈ (0, 1), taking the limit as n → ∞ implies that
limn→∞||F (psn) − p∗||P= 0, which implies that F (psn) →
p∗. As F (psn) → q, this implies that q = p∗, which yields a
contradiction. So, we must have q = p∗.

Next suppose q ∈ R. As F (q) = Fm(q) ∈ R, since Fm(q)

is continuous and R is open, there exists N > 0 sufficiently
large such that n ≥ N implies that Fm(q)(p

sn) ∈ R. This
implies that for n ≥ N , m(psn) ≤ m(q). Thus, n ≥ N

implies F (psn) ∈ {Fm(psn)}m(q)
m=0. Note that for m1 < m2,

km1
< km2

. Hence, for n ≥ N ,

||F (psn)− p∗||P ≤ max{||Fm(psn)− p∗||P }m(q)
m=0

≤ max{km}m(q)
m=0||F (psn−1)− p∗||P

= km(q)||F (psn−1)− p∗||P .

Applying this iteratively we obtain ||F (psn) −
p∗||P≤ kn−Nm(q) ||F (p

sN )− p∗||P . As km(q) ∈ (0, 1), taking the
limit as n → ∞ implies that limn→∞||F (psn) − p∗||P= 0,
which implies that F (psn) → p∗. As F (psn) → q, this
implies that q = p∗ ∈ ∂R, which contradicts that q ∈ R.
Thus, combining the two cases implies that q = p∗.

Hence, as q was arbitrary, the ω limit set of {ps}∞s=1 is equal
to the single point p∗. This implies that {ps}∞s=1 converges
and that lims→∞ ps = p∗. Recall that p∗ was any arbitrary
solution to (8), so let p∗ be any other solution. By the above,
the sequence {ps}∞s=1 starting from p1 = p0 converges to p∗

and to p∗, so we must have p∗ = p∗. Therefore, there exists
a unique solution p∗ to (8), and lims→∞ ps = p∗.

Proof of Theorem 2. As J is one dimensional and R is open
and path connected, ∂R consists of at most two points, say
∂R = {p1, p2}. As the only subset of ∂R with full measure
is ∂R itself, by Theorem 1 this implies that G extends to a
C2 function G̃ on an open neighborhood J ′ of ∂R. By Sard’s
Theorem [14, Theorem 6.10], the set of regular values of G̃
has full measure, so it is generically true that zero is a regular
value of G̃. Thus, dG̃p is full rank over ∂R = G̃−1(0). Let
r > 0 such that Br(p1), Br(p2) ⊂ J ′ and Br(p1), Br(p2)
are disjoint. Let B = Br(p1) ∪ Br(p2) and let N be the
interior of B, which is an open neighborhood of ∂R. As dG̃p
is continuous over B compact, there exist constants cm, cM
such that cm ≤ |dG̃p|≤ cM for all p ∈ B. As dG̃p is full rank
over ∂R, |dG̃p|> 0 on ∂R, so shrinking r if necessary implies
that cm, cM > 0. Let d > 0 such that k := d

cm
< 1. As dG̃p

is continuous over B compact, it is uniformly continuous, so
there exists α > 0 such that p, q ∈ B with |p− q|< α implies
that |dG̃p−dG̃q|< d. Shrink r further if necessary so that p, q
in one connected component of B implies that |p−q|< α. For
any p ∈ R∩B, by (1) we have that F̃ (p) = p−(dGp)

−1G(p).
Let p∗ be the closest point in ∂R to p, which is unique since
Br(p1), Br(p2) are disjoint. By the mean value theorem, there

exists q such that q = tp + (1 − t)p∗ for some t ∈ [0, 1] and
dG̃q(p − p∗) = G̃(p) − G̃(p∗) = G̃(p) = G(p), where the
last equality holds since G̃(p∗) = 0 since p∗ ∈ ∂R, and since
G̃(p) = G(p) since p ∈ R. This implies that

F̃ (p)− p∗ = p− p∗ − (dGp)
−1G(p)

= p− p∗ − (dGp)
−1dG̃q(p− p∗)

= p− p∗ − (dGp)
−1(dG̃q − dGp + dGp)(p− p∗)

= −(dGp)
−1(dG̃q − dGp)(p− p∗).

Hence, the above bounds on |dG̃p| and |dG̃p − dG̃q| yield
|F̃ (p)−p∗|≤ d

cm
|p−p∗|= k|p−p∗|. As p∗ ∈ ∂R = {p1, p2},

p ∈ B ∩R implies that |p− p∗|≤ r so that |F̃ (p)− p∗|≤ kr.
Thus, as p ∈ R and R is open, m(p) is finite so |F (p)−p∗|< r.
Since ∂R ∩ Br(p

∗) = {p∗}, by Lemma 4(a) the sequence
{ps}∞s=1 converges to p∗.

Proof of Theorem 3. Fix p̂ ∈ ∂R. Let η be the unit vector
which is orthogonal to dGp̂. For any κ ≥ 0, let Hκ denote
the hyperplane defined by (p − p̂)⊺η = κ, and note that
Hκ is a one dimensional C∞ manifold. By Lemma 2, ∂R
consists of a finite union of C2 manifolds {Mi}i∈I . As J is
two dimensional, each Mi has dimension one or less. As C1

submanifolds are generically transverse [19, Theorem A.3.20],
it is generically true that Hκ is transverse to Mi for each
i ∈ I for generic κ ≥ 0, including at κ = 0. Thus, as J is
two dimensional, Hκ ∩Mi has dimension zero (or is empty)
for each i ∈ I . Hence, Hκ ∩ ∂R = ∪i∈IHκ ∩Mi is a zero
dimensional manifold, so it consists of a countable number of
isolated points. As H0 ∩ ∂R contains p̂, there exists j ∈ I
such that H0 ∩Mj is nonempty and H0, Mj are transverse.
Thus, by the openness of points of transveral intersection [19,
Corollary A.3.18], since Hκ varies C∞ with κ, there exists
r > 0 such that κ ∈ [0, r] implies that Hκ ∩Mj is nonempty,
with at least one point of intersection, call it p(κ), varying
C2 with κ and approaching p̂ as κ → 0. Furthermore, by
the proof of Theorem 1, G extends to a C2 function G̃ on
a neighborhood of every manifold Mi with codimension one,
so assume that p̂ lies in one such manifold, say Mj , which
is true almost always (i.e., for generic p̂). By Sard’s Theorem
[14, Theorem 6.10], zero is generically a regular value of G̃.
As Mj ⊂ G̃−1(0), this implies that dG̃p is full rank over Mj .
In particular, as p̂ ∈Mj , dG̃p̂ is full rank so it is nonzero. As
dG̃p is continuous and dG̃⊺

p̂dG̃p̂ = ||dG̃p̂||22> 0 , shrinking r if
necessary implies that for p ∈ p([0, r]), dG̃⊺

pdG̃p̂ > 0. As p(κ)
is continuous, there exists r̂ > 0 such that ||p̂+κη−p(κ)||≤ r̂
for all κ ∈ [0, r]. As the closed r̂-neighborhood of p([0, r])
is compact and dG̃p is continuous, shrinking r further if
necessary there exists cm > 0 such that

0 < cm ≤ dG̃⊺
pdG̃p̂ (21)

for all p in the r̂-neighborhood of p([0, r]). This implies that
the above bound holds for any κ ∈ [0, r] and any p such that
||p− p(κ)||≤ ||p̂+ κη − p(κ)|| as the latter is bounded by r̂.
As p(κ) is isolated in Mj ∩ Hκ for all κ ∈ [0, r], and since
the r̂-neighborhood of p([0, r]) is compact, shrinking r further
if necessary implies that this r̂-neighborhood does not contain
any points in Mj other than p([0, r]) (otherwise, transversality



of Mj and Hκ over this compact neighborhood would have to
be lost for new points of intersection to arise arbitarily close
to p̂ = p(0)). Shrink r further if necessary so that the r̂-
neighborhood of p([0, r]) does not intersect Mi for any i ∈ I
with i ̸= j (this is possible since p([0, r]) is compact and Mi,
Mj are pairwise disjoint for i ̸= j). Choose d > 0 such that

k :=
4d||dG̃p̂||

cm
< 1 (22)

As dG̃p is continuous over the r̂-neighborhood of p([0, r]),
which is compact, it is uniformly continuous, so there exists
α > 0 such that ||p− q||< α implies

||dG̃p − dG̃q||< d. (23)

Shrink r further if necessary so that p, q in the r̂-neighborhood
of p([0, r]) implies that ||p− q||< α.

Fix κ ∈ [0, r] and let p∗ = p(κ). For any p in the domain
of G̃, write wp = dG̃p =

[
a b

]⊺
and define the map

ηp = η(p) =
[
−b a

]⊺
. Then η(p) is orthogonal to dGp

and satisfies ||η(p)||= ||dGp||. Note that η(p̂) = η. Fix any
p ∈ Br̂(p(κ)) ∩ Hκ, where Br̂(p(κ)) is the closed ball of

radius r̂ centered at p(κ). We have that dF̃p =
[
w⊺
p

η⊺

]
, and its

inverse is given by dF̃−1
p = 1

w⊺
pwp̂

[
wp̂ ηp

]
, which is well-

defined by the choice of p due to (21). By the multivariate
mean value theorem, there exists q such that q = tp+(1−t)p∗
for some t ∈ [0, 1] and F̃ (p) = F̃ (p)− F̃ (p∗) = dF̃q(p− p∗)
where the first equality follows since F̃ (p∗) = 0 because p∗

satisfies G(p∗) = 0 and p∗ ∈ Hκ. This implies that

F̃ (p)− p∗ = p− p∗ − dF̃−1
p F̃ (p)

= p− p∗ − 1

w⊺
pwp̂

[
wp̂ ηp

] [w⊺
q

η⊺

]
(p− p∗).

(24)

As wp̂ and η = ηp̂ are orthogonal, we can decompose the
identity matrix I as I =

wp̂w
⊺
p̂

w⊺
p̂wp̂

+ ηη⊺

w⊺
p̂wp̂

since, letting R denote
rotation of a vector by 90◦, we have that η = Rwp̂ so η⊺η =
w⊺
p̂R

⊺Rwp̂ = w⊺
p̂wp̂ because R is orthogonal so R⊺ = R−1.

Writing p−p∗ = I(p−p∗) and substituting this decomposition
into (24) yields

F̃ (p)− p∗ =

(
I −

wp̂w
⊺
q + ηpη

⊺

w⊺
pwp̂

)
(p− p∗)

=

(
w⊺

pwp̂

w⊺
p̂wp̂

− 1 + 1
)
wp̂w

⊺
p̂ − wp̂w

⊺
q

w⊺
pwp̂

(p− p∗)

+

(
w⊺

pwp̂

w⊺
p̂wp̂

− 1 + 1
)
ηη⊺ − ηpη

⊺

w⊺
pwp̂

(p− p∗)

=

(wp−wp̂)
⊺wp̂

w⊺
p̂wp̂

wp̂w
⊺
p̂ + wp̂(wp̂ − wq)

⊺

w⊺
pwp̂

(p− p∗)

+

(wp−wp̂)
⊺wp̂

w⊺
p̂wp̂

ηη⊺ + (η − ηp)η
⊺

w⊺
pwp̂

(p− p∗).

For vectors u, v, we have ||uv⊺||2= ||u||2||v||2. Thus, by
submultiplicity, the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, since ||η||=
||wp̂||, and by (23), (21) we have

||F̃ (p)− p∗||2 ≤ 4d||wp̂||2
cm

||p− p∗||2= k||p− p∗||2

where k ∈ (0, 1) by (22).
Note that, as (p − p̂)⊺η − κ is a linear equation (which

defines the hyperplane Hκ), Newton’s method automatically
ensures that F̃ (p) satisfies this equation (i.e., that F̃ (p) ∈ Hκ).
If the initial condition p1 lies in R∩Hκ∩Br̂(p∗), then F (ps)
must also lie in Hκ for all future iterations as well, so Hκ

is forward invariant under F . In general, p̂ + κη may not lie
in R ∩ Br̂(p

∗), as will be required to show convergence of
the method. Therefore, to find a suitable starting point, we
use a line search (such as with the bisection or golden section
methods) along Hκ starting from p̂+κη. This procedure yields
p1 ∈ R ∩Hκ ∩Br̂(p∗). Suppose p ∈ R ∩Hκ ∩Br̂(p∗). Then
||p−p∗||2≤ r̂ so ||F̃ (p)−p∗||2≤ k||p−p∗||2≤ kr̂ < r̂. Thus,
as p ∈ R and R is open, m(p) is finite so ||F (p)− p∗||2< r̂.
Thus, Br̂(p∗) is forward invariant as well. By the choice of
r and κ, the r̂-neighborhood of p([0, r]) does not contain any
points of Mj other than p([0, r]), and also does not intersect
Mi for any i ̸= j. Thus, ∂R∩Hκ∩Br̂(p∗) = {p∗}. Therefore,
by Lemma 4(b) the sequence {ps}∞s=1 converges to p∗.

Lemma 5. Assume the conditions of Theorem 5. Then for any
ϵ ∈ (0, G(p0)), the solutions to (7) are equal to the solutions
to (8).

Proof of Lemma 5. As (7) has the same objective function and
a strictly larger feasible set than (8), the optimal cost of (7) is
less than or equal to the optimal cost of (8). Assume towards
a contradiction that there exists a solution p∗ to (7) that is not
a solution to (8). If G(p∗) = ϵ then p∗ would be feasible for
(8), but suboptimal since by assumption it is not a solution
to (8). However, this contradicts that the optimal cost of (8)
is no less than that of (7). So, we must have G(p∗) < ϵ. Let
γ : [0, 1] → J be a length-minimizing geodesic with respect
to the metric dP such that γ(0) = p0, γ(1) = p∗, and γ
is continuous. As G extends to a continuous function on a
neighborhood of ∂R by Theorem 1, G ◦ γ is continuous and
satisfies (G◦γ)(0) = G(p0) > ϵ and (G◦γ)(1) = G(p∗) < ϵ.
Thus, by the intermediate value theorem there must exist s ∈
(0, 1) such that (G◦γ)(s) = ϵ. Define p̂ = γ(s) and note that
G(p̂) = ϵ so p̂ is feasible for (7). As γ is length-minimizing
and s < 1, dP (p0, p̂) = dP (γ(0), γ(s)) < dP (γ(0), γ(1)) =
dP (p0, p

∗) which, since p̂ is feasible for (7), contradicts that
p∗ is a solution to (7). Thus, every solution to (7) is a solution
to (8). In particular, as (7) has the same objective function
and a strictly larger feasible set than (8), this implies that they
have the same solutions.

Proof of Theorem 4. By Lemma 2, ∂R = ∪i∈IMi where each
Mi is a C3 embedded submanifold, I is finite, and Mi and
Mj are disjoint for all j ̸= i in I . Therefore, for each i ∈ I
there exists a tubular neighborhood Ni of Mi in J and a C3

retraction ri : Vi → Mi such that for every p0 ∈ Vi, ri(p0)
is the unique closest point in Mi to p0 [14, Problem 6-5]



where distance is measured by the metric dP . Note that, for
any p0 ∈ J , dP (p0, ∂R) = dP (p0,Mi) for some i ∈ I since
∂R = ∪i∈IMi, and ri(p0) is the unique closest point in Mi

to p0 (in particular, dP (p0,Mi) = dP (p0, ri(p0))).
Let N = ∪i∈IVi, and note that N is an open neigh-

borhood of ∂R. Let V̂ consist of the set of p0 such that
dP (p0, ∂R) = dP (p0,Mi) = dP (p0,Mj) for at least two
distinct i, j, and define V = N − V̂ . We claim that V
is open and dense (in particular, generic) in N . For, let
p0 ∈ V . Then there exists a unique i ∈ I such that
dP (p0, ∂R) = dP (p0,Mi) = dP (p0, ri(p0)), so ri(p0) is
the unique closest point to p0 in ∂R. By uniqueness, this
implies that dP (p0, ∂R) = dP (p0, ri(p0)) = dP (p0,Mi) <
dP (p0,Mj) = dP (p0, rj(p0)) for all j ̸= i in I . As each
ri is continuous and dP is continuous, there exists an open
neighborhood J ′ of p0 in J such that p ∈ J ′ implies that
dP (p, ri(p)) < dP (p, rj(p)) for all j ̸= i in I . In turn, this
implies that dP (p,Mi) = dP (p, ri(p)) < dP (p, rj(p)) =
dP (p,Mj) for all j ̸= i in I . Thus, dP (p, ∂R) = dP (p,Mi) =
dP (p, ri(p)), and ri(p) is the unique closest point in ∂R to p.
Therefore, p ∈ V for all p ∈ J ′, so V is open.

Next, suppose p0 ∈ N−V and let ϵ > 0. Let I ′ ⊂ I be such
that for i ∈ I , dP (p0, ∂R) = dP (p0,Mi) if and only if i ∈ I ′.
By the choice of p0, I ′ must contain at least two elements.
Fix any i ∈ I ′. As dP (p0,Mi) = dP (p0, ri(p0)), and by
construction of the tubular neighborhood Vi, there exists a
unique length-minimizing geodesic γ : [0, dP (p0,Mi)] → J
such that γ(0) = p0, γ(1) = ri(p0), dP (γ(t), γ(s)) = s − t
for every t < s ∈ [0, dP (p0,Mi)], and ri is constant
over γ (i.e. ri(γ(s)) = ri(p0) for all s ∈ [0, dP (p0,Mi)]).
Consider γ(ϵ). First of all, dP (p0, γ(ϵ)) = dP (γ(0), γ(ϵ)) =
ϵ. Furthermore, dP (γ(ϵ),Mi) = dP (γ(ϵ), ri(γ(ϵ))) =
dP (γ(ϵ), γ(dP (p0,Mi))) = dP (p0,Mi)− ϵ so γ(ϵ) is ϵ closer
to Mi than p0. Consider any j ∈ I ′ with j ̸= i. If γ(ϵ) lies on
the same length-minimizing geodesic as the one from rj(p0)
to p0 (i.e. the geodesic from Mj to p0), then by uniqueness
this must be the same geodesic (extended to larger s) as γ. In
this case, we must have dP (γ(ϵ),Mj) = dP (p0,Mj) ± ϵ =
dP (p0,Mi) ± ϵ. But, if dP (γ(ϵ),Mj)) = dP (p0,Mi) − ϵ
then dP (γ(ϵ), rj(p0)) = dP (γ(ϵ),Mj)) = dP (p0,Mi) −
ϵ = dP (γ(ϵ), ri(p0)) and dP (p0, rj(p0)) = dP (p0, ri(p0))
so ri(p0), rj(p0) both lie on the same geodesic γ and are
equidistant from p0 and γ(s), which are distinct and also lie on
γ. This is only possible if ri(p0) = rj(p0), which contradicts
that Mi and Mj are disjoint. Thus, in case γ(ϵ) lies on the
same geodesic as the one from p0 to rj(p0), we must have
dP (γ(ϵ),Mj) = dP (p0,Mi) + ϵ > dP (γ(ϵ),Mi).

In case γ(ϵ) does not lie on the same geodesic as the one
from p0 to rj(p0) (which is the unique length-minimizing
geodesic from p0 to Mj), dP (γ(ϵ),Mj) > dP (p0,Mj)− ϵ by
uniqueness of the length-minimizing geodesic. This implies
that dP (γ(ϵ),Mj) > dP (p0,Mj) − ϵ = dP (p0,Mi) − ϵ =
dP (γ(ϵ),Mi). Finally, for any j ∈ I − I ′, dP (p0, ri(p0)) =
dP (p0,Mi) < dP (p0,Mj) = dP (p0, rj(p0)). So by conti-
nuity of rj and dP , as dP (γ(ϵ), p0) = ϵ, for ϵ sufficiently
small it will hold that dP (γ(ϵ),Mi) = dP (γ(ϵ), ri(γ(ϵ))) <
dP (γ(ϵ), rj(γ(ϵ))) = dP (γ(ϵ),Mj). Combining the above
cases implies that dP (γ(ϵ),Mi) < dP (γ(ϵ),Mj) for all j ̸= i

in I . The implies that dP (γ(ϵ), ∂R) = dP (γ(ϵ),Mi) and
dP (γ(ϵ), ∂R) < dP (γ(ϵ),Mj) for all j ̸= i in I , so γ(ϵ) ∈ V .
As γ(ϵ) → p0 as ϵ→ 0, this implies that V is dense in N .

Let p0 ∈ V . Then there exists a unique i ∈ I such that
ri(p0) is the unique closest point in ∂R to p0. As any solution
to (6) is a closest point on ∂R to p0 in terms of the metric
dP , this implies that ri(p0) is the unique solution to (6) for
p0. Furthermore, by the proof of openness of V above, there
exists an open neighborhood J ′ of p0 such that J ′ ⊂ V and
for p ∈ J ′, dP (p, ∂R) = dP (p, ri(p)), and thus ri(p) is the
unique solution to (6). As each ri is C3, this implies that the
solution varies C3 over J ′. Hence, as p0 ∈ V was arbitary,
this implies that the solution varies C3 over V .

Proof of Theorem 5. By Lemma 2, ∂R = ∪i∈IMi a finite
union of C3 submanifolds. By Lemma 3 and its proof, the set
of p∗ ∈ ∂R such that W s(X∗(p∗)) has codimension one is
a subset of the {Mi}i∈I , call them Y := {Mi}i∈Î for some
Î ⊂ I , with full Lebesgue measure in ∂R. By Theorem 1, for
each p∗ ∈ Y there exists an open neighborhood Np∗ of p∗ such
that G extends to a C2 function G̃ on Np∗ . For each i ∈ Î , let
N̂i = ∪p∗∈MiNp∗ , and note N̂i is an open neighborhood of
Mi on which G̃ exists and is C2. By the proof of Theorem 4,
for each i ∈ I there exists an open neighborhood Vi of Mi

such that for generic p0 ∈ Vi there exists a unique solution to
(6). For each i ∈ Î , let Ni = N̂i∩Vi, and for each i ∈ I− Î let
Ni = Vi. Let N = ∪i∈INi. Then N is an open neighborhood
of ∂R. Let p0 ∈ N . By construction, there exists a unique
solution p̂ to (6) for p0, which implies that p̂ ∈ ∂R. Assume
that p̂ ∈ Y , which is generic since Y has full measure in ∂R.
This implies that p̂ ∈ N̂i =: J ′ for some i ∈ Î . Then G̃ is
well-defined and C2 over J ′ by construction.

For any r > 0, define Br(p̂) = {p ∈ J : dP (p, p̂) ≤ r} to
be the closed ball of radius r centered at p̂. Then there exists
r > 0 sufficiently small such that Br(p̂) ⊂ J ′. As G̃ is C2

over Br(p̂), dG̃p is C1 over Br(p̂) compact. Thus, dG̃p is
L-Lipschitz over Br(p̂), and satisfies

||dG̃p − dG̃q||P≤ L||p− q||P (25)

for all p, q ∈ Br(p̂). As G̃ is C2, by Sard’s Theorem [14,
Theorem 6.10] zero is generically a regular value of G̃, so
dG̃p is full rank over G̃−1(0). As p̂ ∈ G̃−1(0), dG̃p̂ is full
rank, so ||dG̃p̂||P> 0. As ||dG̃p||P is continuous over Br(p̂)
compact, it achieves a maximum cM and a minimum cm over
Br(p̂). As ||dG̃p̂||P> 0, shrinking r yields cm > 0. Thus,

0 < cm ≤ ||dG̃p||P≤ cM (26)

for all p ∈ Br(p̂). Furthermore, as dG̃p̂ is full rank and full
rank is an open condition, shrinking r further if necessary we
may have that dG̃p is full rank for all p ∈ Br(p̂). As P is
symmetric positive definite, its eigenvalues are real and posi-
tive. Let λmax and λmin denote the maximum and minimum
eigenvalues of P , respectively. Choose any ϵ ∈ (0, G(p0)).
Shrink r if necessary and choose d > 0 such that

k :=
λ2maxcM
λ2minc

2
m

(d+ 2rL) < 1 (27)(
1− λ2maxcM

λ2minc
2
m

d

)
ϵ− r

λmin

(
1 +

λ2maxc
2
M

λ2minc
2
m

)
d > 0. (28)



As dG̃p is continuous over Br(p̂) compact, it is uniformly
continuous, so there exists α > 0 such that for ||p− q||P< α,

||dG̃p − dG̃q||P< d. (29)

Shrink r if necessary so that p, q ∈ Br(p̂) implies that ||p −
q||P< α. As for Theorem 5, assume that dP (p0, ∂R) < r

3 .
Consider now the program in (8). As G−1(ϵ) is closed and

{p0} is compact, there exists at least one point p∗ ∈ G−1(ϵ)
such that dP (p0, G−1(ϵ)) = dP (p0, p

∗). Thus, p∗ is a solution
to (8), so it is also a local optimum. Therefore, since dG̃p∗
is full rank, by the Lagrange multiplier theorem there exists
a unique λ∗ ̸= 0 such that dfp∗ = −λ∗dGp∗ , where f(p) =
1
2 (p− p0)

⊺P (p− p0). As dfp = P (p− p0), this implies that

P (p∗ − p0) = −λ∗dGp∗ , G(p∗) = ϵ. (30)

Let γ(t) = (1 − t)p0 + tp̂. As ϵ ∈ (0, G(p0)) =
(G(γ(1)), G(γ(0))), by the intermediate value theorem there
exists t ∈ (0, 1) such that G(γ(t)) = ϵ. This implies that
dP (p0, p

∗) = dP (p0, G
−1(ϵ)) ≤ dP (p0, γ(t)) < dP (p0, p̂) =

dP (p0, ∂R) < r
3 . Hence, for any x ∈ BdP (p0,p∗)(p

∗),
dP (x, p̂) ≤ dP (x, p

∗)+dP (p
∗, p0)+dP (p0, p̂) =

r
3 +

r
3 +

r
3 =

r. So, BdP (p0,p∗)(p
∗) ⊂ Br(p̂).

Consider now the quadratic program given by (9) whose
solution is F̃ (ps) for ps the current iteration. The Lagrangian
for this constrained optimization is given by

L(ps+1, λ) =
1

2
(ps+1 − p0)

⊺P (ps+1 − p0)

+ λ(G(ps) + dG⊺
ps(p

s+1 − ps)− ϵ).

Stationary points of the Lagrangian are given by

0 = ∇L(ps+1, λ) =

[
P (ps+1 − p0) + λdGps

G(ps) + dG⊺
ps(p

s+1 − ps)− ϵ

]
.

Write p = ps, F̃ (p) = ps+1, and wp = dG̃ps . Then a
stationary point of the Lagrangian is given by[

P wp
w⊺
p 0

] [
F̃ (p)
λ

]
=

[
Pp0

ϵ−G(p) + w⊺
pp

]
.

For any p ∈ Br(p̂), wp = dG̃p ̸= 0, so the above equation
has a unique solution (F̃ (p), λ) given by[

F̃ (p)
λ

]
=

[
P−1(w⊺

pP
−1wpI − wpw

⊺
pP

−1) P−1wp
w⊺
pP

−1 −1

]
∗ 1

w⊺
pP−1wp

[
Pp0

ϵ−G(p) + w⊺
pp

]
.

for each p ∈ Br(p̂). This implies that

F̃ (p) = p0 +
P−1wpw

⊺
p

w⊺
pP−1wp

(p− p0)−
P−1wp
w⊺
pP−1wp

(G(p)− ϵ).

(31)

Fix p ∈ Br(p̂). By the multivariate mean value theorem,
there exists q with q = tp + (1 − t)p∗ for some t ∈ [0, 1]
and (G(p)− ϵ)− (G(p∗)− ϵ) = w⊺

q (p− p∗). As G(p∗) = ϵ,
this implies that G(p) − ϵ = w⊺

q (p − p∗). Substituting this
into (31), writing p0 − p∗ = p0 − p + p − p∗, and writing
p− p0 = p− p∗ + p∗ − p0, we compute

F̃ (p)− p∗ =

(
I +

P−1wp(wp − wq)
⊺

w⊺
pP−1wp

)
(p− p∗)

+ p0 − p+
P−1wpw

⊺
p

w⊺
pP−1wp

(p∗ − p0). (32)

The last term in this expression can be written, using (30), as

P−1wpw
⊺
p

w⊺
pP−1wp

(p∗ − p0)

= −λ∗
w⊺
pP

−1wp∗

w⊺
pP−1wp

P−1(wp∗ − wp∗ + wp)

=
w⊺
pP

−1(wp − wp + wp∗)

w⊺
pP−1wp

(p∗ − p0)

+
w⊺
p (p

∗ − p0)

w⊺
pP−1wp

P−1(wp − wp∗)

= p∗ − p0 +
w⊺
pP

−1(wp∗ − wp)

w⊺
pP−1wp

(p∗ − p0)

+
w⊺
p (p

∗ − p0)

w⊺
pP−1wp

P−1(wp − wp∗).

Substituting this expression back into (32), taking the norm
||·||P , and applying (25), (26), and (29) we obtain

||F̃ (p)− p∗||P ≤ |(wp − wq)
⊺(p− p∗)|

|w⊺
pP−1wp|

||P−1wp||P

+
|w⊺
pP

−1(wp∗ − wp)|
|w⊺
pP−1wp|

||p∗ − p0||P

+
|w⊺
p (p

∗ − p0)|
|w⊺
pP−1wp|

||P−1(wp − wp∗)||P

≤
1

λ2
min

dcM
1

λ2
max

c2m
||p− p∗||P+

1
λ2
min

cMLr

1
λ2
max

c2m
||p− p∗||P

+

1
λ2
min

cMrL

1
λ2
max

c2m
||p− p∗||P

=
λ2maxcM
λ2minc

2
m

(d+ 2rL)||p− p∗||P= k||p− p∗||P

where we have used (27) and that

|v⊺w|= |⟨v, P−1w⟩P |≤ ||v||P ||P−1w||P≤
1

λmin
||v||P ||w||P

(33)

|c⊺P−1c|= |⟨P−1c, P−1c⟩P |= ||P−1c||2P≥
1

λ2max
||c||2P

(34)

where the former follows by the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality.
Thus, for any p ∈ Br(p̂), we have

||F̃ (p)− p∗||P≤ k||p− p∗|| (35)

where k ∈ (0, 1) by (27). As BdP (p0,p∗)(p
∗) ⊂ Br(p̂) and p∗

was arbitrary, the same inequality holds for any solution p∗ to
(8) and any p with dP (p, p∗) ≤ dP (p0, p

∗).
Next, for any solution p∗ to (8), let p ∈ ∂R with

dP (p, p
∗) ≤ dP (p0, p

∗). Then p ∈ ∂R implies that G̃(p) = 0.
By Theorem 1, R ∩ J ′ = {p : G̃(p) > 0} ∩ J ′. By (35),

dP (p̂, F̃ (p)) ≤ dP (p̂, p0) + dP (p0, p
∗) + dP (p

∗, F̃ (p))

< dP (p̂, p0) + dP (p0, p
∗) + dP (p, p

∗)

≤ dP (p̂, p0) + 2dP (p0, p
∗) ≤ r

3
+

2r

3
= r,



so F̃ (p) ∈ Br(p̂) ⊂ J ′. So, to show that F̃ (p) ∈ R it suffices
to show that G̃(F̃ (p)) > 0. By the multivariate mean value
theorem, there exists q such that q = tF̃ (p) + (1 − t)p for
some t ∈ [0, 1] and G̃(F̃ (p)) − G̃(p) = w⊺

q (F̃ (p) − p). As
G̃(p) = G(p) = 0, this implies that G̃(F̃ (p)) = w⊺

q (F̃ (p) −
p). Substituting Eq. 31 for F̃ (p), noting that G(p) = 0, and
writing wq = wp − wp + wq , we obtain

G̃(F̃ (p)) =
(wp − wp + wq)

⊺P−1wp
w⊺
pP−1wp

(w⊺
p (p− p0) + ϵ)

− w⊺
q (p− p0)

=

(
1 +

(wq − wp)
⊺P−1wp

w⊺
pP−1wp

)
ϵ

− (wp − wq)
⊺P−1wp

w⊺
pP−1wp

w⊺
p (p− p0)− (wq − wp)

⊺(p− p0)

≥
(
1− λ2maxcM

λ2minc
2
m

d

)
ϵ− r

λmin
d− λ2maxc

2
M

λ2minc
2
m

r

λmin
d

≥
(
1− λ2maxcM

λ2minc
2
m

d

)
ϵ− r

λmin

(
1 +

λ2maxc
2
M

λ2minc
2
m

)
d > 0

using (33)-(34), (28), and dP (p, p0) ≤ 2r
3 < r. Thus, p ∈ ∂R

with dP (p, p∗) ≤ dP (p0, p
∗) for any solution p∗ to (8) implies

G̃(F̃ (p)) > 0 and, thus, that F̃ (p) ∈ R. Combining the above,
by Lemma 4(c) the sequence {ps}∞s=1 converges to p∗.

VII. CONCLUSION

This work provided theoretical guarantees for recent al-
gorithms which efficiently and non-conservatively compute
safety margins for vulnerability assessment. A function G was
defined to be the reciprocal of the supremum over time of the
norms of the trajectory sensitivities. Then, a characterization of
the recovery boundary in terms of trajectory sensitivities was
provided in terms of G. In particular, it was then shown that G
is strictly positive over the recovery region, and for a generic
parameter value p∗ in the recovery boundary, G(p∗) = 0, G
is continuous at p∗, and G extends to a C2 function over a
neighborhood of p∗.

Next, this characterization was used to show the following
results under generic assumptions and for initial parameter val-
ues sufficiently close to the recovery boundary. Well-posedness
and convergence guarantees were provided for algorithms
which use G to find a point on the recovery boundary in
one dimensional parameter space, and to numerically trace
the recovery boundary in two dimensional parameter space. It
was then shown that the closest point on the recovery boundary
to a nominal parameter value exists, is unique, and depends
smoothly on the nominal value. In turn, this was then used to
provide well-posedness and convergence guarantees for an al-
gorithm which uses G to find the closest point on the recovery
boundary in arbitrary dimensional parameter space in order
to compute the safety margin. These theoretical guarantees
ensure that these recent algorithms can be successfully applied
to a large class of nonlinear systems.
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