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Verifying Closed-Loop Contractivity of Learning-Based Controllers via
Partitioning

Alexander Davydov

Abstract— We address the problem of verifying closed-loop
contraction in nonlinear control systems whose controller and
contraction metric are both parameterized by neural networks.
By leveraging interval analysis and interval bound propagation,
we derive a tractable and scalable sufficient condition for closed-
loop contractivity that reduces to checking that the dominant
eigenvalue of a symmetric Metzler matrix is nonpositive. We
combine this sufficient condition with a domain partitioning
strategy to integrate this sufficient condition into training.
The proposed approach is validated on an inverted pendulum
system, demonstrating the ability to learn neural network
controllers and contraction metrics that provably satisfy the
contraction condition.

I. INTRODUCTION

Problem motivation. Designing and verifying controllers
for nonlinear systems using first-principles tools is often
computationally intractable. As a result of these challenges, it
has become increasingly common to employ neural networks
as feedback controllers and to train them to promote closed-
loop stability, e.g., by penalizing instability at sampled
states [14]. However, these empirical training techniques
typically do not guarantee that the learned controller will
generalize closed-loop stability properties to regions of state
space away from these data samples.

To address this gap, a growing body of research has begun
exploring formal verification of (i) Lyapunov stability [1],
[16], (ii) barrier functions for safety guarantees [12], and (iii)
differential contraction properties [9]. While these works of-
fer promising approaches toward theoretical guarantees, they
generally draw upon computationally expensive primitives
including satisfiability modulo theories (SMT) or branch and
bound (BnB) algorithms, both of which are known to face
significant scalability challenges in higher-dimensional or
more complex systems.

In this work, we focus on learning both a feedback con-
troller and a neural contraction metric that jointly guarantee
closed-loop contraction in a prescribed region of interest.
Our approach builds on scalable sufficient conditions for
contraction which avoid the computational burden of using
SMT or BnB-based verification. Contraction analysis is
particularly appealing because establishing contraction yields
strong corollaries including input-to-state stability, robust-
ness to unmodeled dynamics, and robustness to stochastic
disturbances [15], [3].

Related work. One related line of research is focused
on learning contracting dynamical systems from data [2],
[8]. In these works, the task is to learn a dynamical system
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& = f(z) which is guaranteed to be contracting everywhere
in state space. In comparison, in this work, we are given
a known control system @ = f(z) + Bu and instead are
trying to learn a feedback controller and contraction metric
that ensures contraction in a subset of the state space.

The work that is most closely related to ours is [17] where
the authors use the theory of control contraction metrics [11]
to ensure closed-loop contraction with a neural network-
based controller and neural contraction metric. The authors
use a Gershgorin-type sufficient condition in Theorem 2 to
provide a finite-dimensional scalar condition as a sufficient
condition for contraction. Moreover, in Proposition 1, they
parametrize the neural contraction metric to enforce certain
Killing vector field conditions which appear in the strong
control contraction metric conditions [11, Section IIT.A].

Contributions. We develop a scalable approach for veri-
fying contraction of nonlinear control systems with neural
network controllers and neural contraction metrics. First,
we introduce a Metzler majorant sufficient condition that
reduces the infinite-dimensional contraction inequality to
checking the dominant eigenvalue of a single symmetric
Metzler matrix. This sharpens the Gershgorin-type bound
of [17] and circumvents expensive SMT or BnB tools.

Second, we combine interval bound propagation, interval
arithmetic, and interval Jacobian bounds to construct over-
approximations of all terms in the contraction inequality.

We additionally propose a domain-partitioning strategy
that reduces conservatism and yields verifiable certificates
on large regions of the state space. Finally, we integrate our
verification procedure into training, enabling direct learning
of closed-loop contracting controllers. A numerical experi-
ment on the control of an inverted pendulum illustrates the
effectiveness of the proposed approach.

In this extended technical report, we present proofs of all
results and include more remarks throughout.

II. PRELIMINARIES

We collect the necessary background on contraction theory
and interval methods used throughout the paper.
Contraction theory. We consider the dynamical system

&= f(x) (D

where z(t) € R™ for all ¢ and f : R™ — R" is continuously
differentiable. Contraction aims to address the question of
when all solution trajectories of (1) converge to one another
exponentially quickly in some metric. For arbitrary metrics,
this question is intractable. As a result, it is common to
restrict oneself to metrics induced by Riemannian metrics
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on R™. To be specific, a matrix-valued mapping M : R" —
R™*" satisfying M(x) = M(x)" = 0 for all = induces
a Riemannian metric on R" and the distance between two
points x,y € R"™ is defined by the length of the geodesic
connecting x and y, see [13] for more details.

One of the key results in contraction theory is that contrac-
tion with respect to the Riemannian metric can be established
via a matrix inequality in terms of M, Df, and M +,» which
we highlight below.

Lemma 1 (Contraction inequality [10]). The dynamical
system (1) is contracting with rate ¢ > 0 if there exists a
continuously-differentiable matrix-valued map M : R™ —
R™ "™ and two constants ag,a; > 0 such that for all
r € R", M(z) = M(x)" and agl, < M(x) < aiI, and
additionally satisfies for all x

M (x)Df () + Df(x) " M(x) + Mg(z) < —2cM(z). (2)

M ¢ denotes the Lie derivative of M along the vector
field f and it is defined componentwise by [M;(z)];; =
VM;;(z)" f(z). In essence, Lemma 1 ensures that for
any pair of initial conditions, zy,yo € R", the solutions
x(t),y(t) of (1) initialized at these initial conditions satisfy
d(z(t),y(t)) < e “td(wg,yo), where d is the geodesic
distance induced by M.

Interval arithmetic. For two vectors z,7 € R", we will
use the partial order z < 7 if and only if z, < 7; for all
i € {1,...,n}. We use an analogous partial order on the
set of matrices R™"*™ (not to be confused with the partial
order < on the set of symmetric matrices). For two vectors
(or matrices) < T, we define the hyperrectangle [z, ] :=
{z e R" | z < 2 < T}. We recall the following useful facts
from interval arithmetic:

Lemma 2. Suppose a € [a,q]

nr a be b CRAEC
[A, A] CR"¥*, and B € [B, x

C R,
B] C R¥*™_ Then
(i) a+bela+ba+b;
(ii) ab € [min{ab, ab, ab, ab}, max{ab, ab, ab, ab});
(iii) [AB];; € [pr1 min{a;, pj’a’zpbpj’a’lpbpj’alp bys}

k
Zp 1max{azp pj,alpbpjaazpbp]7alp py}]~

We will frequently use the result in Lemma 2(iii). For
succinctness, we will write IMM([A4, A], [B, B]) to denote
the mappings which outputs the intervals from Lemma 2(iii).

We also define the Metzler majorant of a matrix A €
R™™ by [[Almalij = lai| if © # j and [[Almali =
a;;- The name Metzler majorant alludes to the fact that
[A]mz is Metzler even if A is not (off-diagonal elements
are nonnegative) and that A < [Alpmy-

Interval bound propagation. To construct overapproxi-
mations of neural network outputs, we will leverage interval
bound propagation (IBP) [6] which provides constant lower
and upper bounds on the intermediate and output layers of
a feedforward neural network. To be precise, given a neural

network N : R™ — R™ parametrized by

N(x) =& (3a)
Epp1 = Wrzp + b, 20 =z, (3b)
21 = 0(Eky1) (3¢)

where W; are weight matrices, b; are bias vectors, the ; are
pre-activation variables, and z; are post-activation variables.

Given a set of possible inputs in a hyperrectangle X =
[z, T], IBP generates a hyperrectangular overapproximation
of the set N(&X) := {N(z) | « € X}. To be specific,
letting [W]t = ReLU(W) and [W]~™ = W — [W]|* and
assuming that o acts entrywise and is monotone increasing,
IBP provides the outputs

k+1 = [Wi]t 2, + [Wi] " Zk + by (4a)

1 = Wil "2 + (W] 24 + by (4b)

Zeyr = a(fm) (4c)

Zp1 = 0(Epy) (4d)

with the initial bounds z, = z and Zp = z. Then IBP

provides the estimate N (X) C [§, N 1,5 r+1)- Notably, when
x =T = x, then §L+1 = ELH = €141, SO we can see that as
the set of possible inputs shrinks, the IBP overapproximation
of the output set shrinks as well.

III. TECHNICAL RESULTS

Verification of infinite-dimensional matrix inequalities.
The main challenge in verification of contraction of a non-
linear system is that the condition (2) must be verified at
infinitely many x. Namely, the condition (2) is an infinite-
dimensional linear matrix inequality in M. To abstract away
the details of the specific form of the contraction inequal-
ity (2), we will investigate arbitrary matrix inequalities of
the form A(z) < 0 where A : X — R™ " is a matrix-
valued mapping satisfying A(z) = A(x)" for all z € X.
Our main theoretical result is the following one.

Theorem 3. Consider a matrix-valued mapping A : X —
R™*" satisfying A(x) = A(x)" for all x. Suppose there
exists a symmetric G € R™*" such that G > [A(z)|mz for
all x € X. If Anax(G) <0, then A(z) <0 for all x € X.

Proof. Let v € R™ and let x € X. Then

U—ZU2A “+Z Z viv; A

= 13 17J751
< Z’ng‘l )i + Z Z |vil [v; ][ A(z)i4]
i=1 ifljfld#i
n n
Z 12 ’L’L+Z Z |vl||vJ|G7J

i= i=1 j=1,j%#1
=[v|"Glv| <0,

where we denote by |v| the entrywise absolute value of v. We
have used that G > [A(z)|mz and that Ay (G) < 0. O



Theorem 3 demonstrates that a sufficient condition for the
infinite-dimensional matrix inequality A(z) < 0 can be veri-
fied by finding the dominant eigenvalue of a constant Metzler
matrix, which is much more tractable. Of course, there are
even constant matrices .4 which are negative semidefinite
but whose Metzler majorant is not. Therefore, the sufficient
condition in Theorem 3 trades off computational efficiency
for tightness.

Interval bounds on Jacobians of neural networks.
Consider a feedforward neural network N : R" — R™
given by (3a). Since the contraction condition (2) involves
Jacobians of mappings, it will be useful to have bounds on
DN (z) for x € X. First note that because of the feedforward
structure of N, DN (x) admits the form

DN(Z‘) = WLJL_l(.I‘)WL_le_Q(.I) e Jl (.I)W1 (5)

where J;(z) = Do (§;) where Do(z) is the diagonal matrix
with j-th diagonal entry equal to o’(x;) and & is given
in (3b). Notably, to attain a bound on DN (z), we simply
need to bound the product of constant matrices (the W;) and
diagonal matrices (the .J;(z)).

To find upper and lower bounds on each J;(z), we will
make the following simplifying assumption:

Assumption 1. Suppose o is twice continuously differen-
tiable and o' (x) > 0 for all x.

In addition to monotonicity of o, Assumption 1 im-
poses convexity on o as well. Common activation functions
which satisfy this assumption include the softplus activation,
o(x) = log(l + exp(x)) and the smooth leaky ReLU,
o(z) = ax+(1—a)log(1+exp(z)) with o € (0,1). Under
Assumption 1, we get the following bounds on each J;(x):

Lemma 4. Suppose Assumption 1 holds. Then J; < J;(z) <
J; where
li = DO’(f )7

24

Ji=Do(¢;) (6)
and ;,El are given in the IBP algorithm (4a), (4b).

Lemma 4 highlights how the IBP bounds for pre-activation
variables immediately provide us with bounds on the J;(z).
These bounds improve on those in [17] where they instead
use J, = al,J; = bl where 0 < a < o'(x) < b for all x.

With these bounds in hand and the fact that the W;
are constant, we can recursively apply Lemma 2(iii) to get
interval bounds on the Jacobian of the neural network. The
full algorithm is presented in Algorithm 1.

Remark 5. In the case that Assumption 1 does not hold, then
Lemma 4 and Algorithm I can be modified as follows. Denote
by §i,j’€iaj the j-th components of §Z and &, respectively.
Then we can define

[Lilis = Jiljj = o'(y),
(7

and zero on the off-diagonal entries. It is easy to see

that these are lower and upper bounds on each J;(x).

Under Assumption 1, these minimization and maximization

max

a'(y), X
ye[éihf&i,j]

min
y€[§i7j7517j]

Algorithm 1 Output bounds on DN (z) for z € [z, T]

1: Require = € [z,T], N feedforward neural network

2: Call IBP(N; z,T) to get bounds &; € [€,&,] for z € X
and i€ {1,...,L+1} B

3: # Create running variable that tracks matrix bounds as
we multiply right to left

4: Initialize matrix interval [P, P] where P = P = I,

5: fori=1to L—1do

6: # Multiply on the left by constant matrix W;

7

8

9

# Get diagonal bounds J;, J;
: J; Da(fi),ji + Do(€,)
10: # Multiply on the left by interval diagonal matrix .J;

11: [Ba?] — IMM([lijL[BvF])
12: end for

13: # Multiply on the left by output matrix Wi,
14: [P, P] + IMM([Wg, W], [P, P])

i15: return [P, PJ; optionally return {[¢,&;]}/!

problems have explicit closed-form expressions which are
presented in Lemma 4.

Suppose we want to provide bounds on BDN (z) given
that NV is a feedforward neural network, B is a matrix
and x € [z,Z]. Then we could get the bounds by call-
ing Algorithm 1 to get bounds on DN (x) and then use
Lemma 2(iii) to get bounds on the product between B and
DN (z). Alternatively, we could define a new feedforward
neural network N which shares all the same weights and
biases except for output weight BW,y_; and output bias
Bby_1. It is clear that N(z) = BN (z) and that DN (z) =
BDN (). This means that we can run Algorithm 1 on the
neural network N to get bounds on BDN (z). In the IBP
literature this approach is called eliding the last layer and
it has been shown to produce tighter estimates than using
Lemma 2(iii) [6]. Note that this procedure is only possible
if the last layer is affine.

IV. CONTRACTION VERIFICATION

Consider the control system
& = f(x) + Bu, (8)

where z € R”, u € R™, B € R"*™, Suppose we train a
feedforward neural network feedback controller v : R™" —
R™ and a neural contraction metric M : R™ — R"*™
for (8). We aim to verify whether the contraction condi-
tion (2) is satisfied for the closed-loop dynamics fcp(z) =
f(z)+ Bu(z) in a hyperrectangular region of interest in the
state space, X := [z,T].

Define the matrix-valued mapping A : R" — R"*" by
Ax) = M(z)Dfe(w) + Dfer(x)  M(z) + My, (z) +
2¢M (). In view of Definition 1, contraction with rate ¢ > 0
with respect to metric induced by M is guaranteed provided
A(x) < 0. For simplicity, going forward, we will take ¢ = 0,
but the following analysis will work just as well with ¢ > 0.



We can decompose A into the component coming from
the dynamics and the one from the controller, i.e.,

Az) = Ap(z) + Au(z), '
As(x) = M(2)Df () + Df (x)" M(x) + M (x)
Au(z) = M(z)BDu(z) + Du" BT M (z) + Mp.,(z)

where

In the end, our goal will be to construct a constant matrix
G for which G > [A(x)]|mz for all x € X. To this end, we
make the following standing assumption on the dynamics

Assumption 2. For all x < T, there exist f(z,T), f(z,T) €
R" and Df(z,%), Df(z,T) € R"™*" such that for all z € X

f(z,7) < f(z) < flz,T) 9)

Df(z,7) < Df(x) < Df (z.7). (10)

For simple dynamical systems, these bounds may be
analytically computable in terms of z, T, e.g., as we will do
in Section VI. Otherwise, for some more complex dynamical
systems, dedicated software for interval arithmetic may be
used, e.g., npinterval [7]. When the bounds x and T are
clear from context, we will simply write f, f, Df, Df.

Since u is a feedforward neural network, we can directly
apply IBP and Algorithm 1 to attain bounds on wu(z) and
Du(z) for x € [z,Z]. On the other hand, since M must be
constrained to be positive definite for all inputs, we need to
tailor IBP and its variation to effectively bound M (z) and
M¢(z), and Mg, (z) in terms of the bounds = € [z, 7].

Neural contraction metric bounds. To enforce positive
definiteness of M (x) for all ;, we use the same parametriza-
tion for the neural contraction metric as used in [14]. Namely,
the contraction metric is parametrized via

M(z) = N(z)" N(z) + eI, (11)

where ¢ > 0 is a small constant enforcing strict positive
definiteness of M and N : R® — R"*™ is parametrized
by a feedforward neural network where the output has been
reshaped to be an n X n matrix.

In addition to bounds on M (z) for z € X, for the
computation of the terms of M + and M Bu, We need estimates
on each of the VM;;(z) for i,j € {1,...,n}. Since
Ml(l‘) = 6(51']‘ + ZZ:l Nki(l‘)Nkj(l‘), where 6ij is the
Kronecker delta, we can compute

VM;j(x) = DNi(x)" Nj(z) + DN;(z) ' Ni(z),  (12)

where N;(x) denotes the i-th column of the matrix N(x)
and DN;(x) is the Jacobian of the map N; evaluated at .

To get bounds on M (z) and each of the VA (x), we
apply IBP to the network IV, reshape the last-layer bounds to
get matrix-valued bounds and then use the interval Jacobian
procedure in Algorithm 1 to each column, N;(z). Combining
these bounds using (12) and Lemma 2(iii) provides interval
bounds on VAM;;(x).

Remark 6. In certain cases, it may be sufficient to use a
constant M instead of a state-varying one. In this case,
bounds on M and V M;; are immediate since M is constant
and VM;; =0 forall i,j € {1,...,n}.

Putting all the bounds together. We are now prepared to
combine all the bounds together to construct the matrix G.

First, given the bounds on VM, ;(x), we can get bounds
on M¢(z) and Mp,(x) by applying Lemma 2(iii) to the
inner products between the interval matrices [V, j,Wi j]
and either [f, f] or [Bu, Bu). These products give us bounds
N (x) € [y, ] and Mp, () € M, M.

Finally by two more applications of Lemma 2(iii),
we can construct bounds M (z)Df(x) € [Ly,Uy] and
M (z)BDu(z) € [Ly,U,]. Recalling the definitions then of
Ay and A, we attain the bounds

Ap(@) € [Ly + L] + My, Up + U] + M| =: [As, Af)

Au(@) € [Lu+ LT + Mp,, Uy + U] + Mp,] = [A,, A
Finally, A(z) € [A; + A, A+ A = [A AL

To apply Theorem 3, we need to construct a matrix G
such that [A(z)]mzr < G. We can do this using the bounds
on A(z). We define the matrix one element at a time:

G — max{A;;, —A;;}, if 4 # j
By construction, [A(z)]mzx < G for all # € X by definition

of A, A. Then we arrive at our main sufficient condition for
verifying contraction on a hyperrectangular domain.

Corollary 7. If A\pax(G) <0, then A(x) <0 forallx € X.
In particular, the closed-loop dynamics are contracting with
respect to the neural contraction metric M in (11).

13)

Proof. First we note that by construction of M, we have
that M(xz) > el,. Moreover, by continuity of M and
compactness of the domain X, we also have that M (z) <
RI,, for some R > 0. Moreover, since Apmax(G) < 0 and
G > [A(z)|mz for all z € X, we also have that A(x) <0
by Theorem 3. As a result, we verify contraction with respect
to the neural contraction metric M. O

We summarize the full algorithm from going from input
bounds x € [z,7] to the construction of G in Algorithm 2.

V. DOMAIN PARTITIONING AND TRAINING ALGORITHM

Domain partitioning. For the time being, we have as-
sumed that X = [z,7] and that we run IBP over this
domain. However, it is known that for deep networks, IBP
can be conservative, especially when the input domain X is
large. Similarly, the interval matrix multiplication bound in
Lemma 2(iii) can also be conservative when the sets [A, A]
and [B, E] are large. However, as the sets become smaller,
the estimates also become tighter. This observation motivates
the idea of partitioning the domain of interest.

Suppose we can partition our domain of interest X into
the union of hyperrectangles, i.e., X = U™, [z%, 7] . Then
if we can verify that (2) is satisfied for each x € [z?, '] and
for each ¢ € {1,...,m}, then the closed-loop dynamics are
contracting on all of X'. Then for each i € {1,...,m}, we
can apply Algorithm 2 on the domain [z%,Z"] to construct a
constant G*. Moreover, if each G satisfies A\pax(G?) < 0,



Algorithm 2 Construction of G matrix from z € [z, ]

1: Require € [z,Z], N and u are feedforward neural
networks

2: Get bounds f(z) € [f, f] and Df(x) € [Df,Df

3: Call Algorithm 1 to get bounds Bu(z) € [Bu, Bul,
BDu(x) € [BDu, BDul

4: Use Algorithm 1 and Lemma 2(iii) to get bounds
M(z) € [M, M], VMg;(x) € [VM,;, VM) for i,j €
{1,...,n}

5: for (i,j) €{l,...,n}* do

6 [[Mylij, [Mylis] eUVU\/I([VJV[Z»VM RV

7: [[M p,)ij, [MBu]w] =
IMM((Y M, 77, (Bu, Bl

8: end for

9: # Get bounds on M (x

10: [Ly¢,Ug] = IMM([M,

11: [Ly, Uy < IMM([M,

12: Construct G via (13)

13: return G

)Df(z) and M(z)BDu(x)
M],[Df, Df])

|, [BDu, BDu)

then we have verified contraction on the entirety of X.
Intuitively, rather than checking that the eigenvalues of a
single symmetric matrix G are nonpositive, we now check
that a family of matrices, G’ all have nonpositive eigenval-
ues, where each matrix G* is used to verify the contraction
inequality (2) on the subdomain [z, T¢].

For verification, this insight can be used to design an al-
gorithm to adaptively partition the domain when contraction
cannot be verified on the entirety of the X. Suppose that
a single application of Algorithm 2 yields a matrix G with
Amax(G) > 0. Then one can partition the domain X into
2™ hyperrectangular subdomains and run Algorithm 2 on
each of these subdomains. If /\maX(Gi) < 0 on any of these
subdomains, then we have verified that (2) holds on that
subdomain. For any subdomain where Apax(G?) > 0, we
can again partition it into 2" more subdomains.

Intuitively, in the limit as the number of partitions goes
to infinity, the sets [z, Z!] begin converging to singletons at
which point IBP, Lemma 2(iii), and the extension of IBP to
Jacobians of neural networks become exact. Then G* will be
arbitrarily close to [A(z)]mz and verifying Apax(G?) < 0
will be equivalent to verifying Apax ([A(z) M) < 0.

Training algorithm. The sufficient condition based on
Theorem 3 and domain partitioning motivate the following
training algorithm for formal guarantees of contraction on a
domain of interest X. First, partition X into a collection of
hyperrectangles {[z?, ']} . Then initialize the weights and
biases of the neural networks v and IV for the controller and
the neural contraction metric. Then define the loss function

=3 A (G),

where \;(G?) denotes the j-th largest eigenvalue of the sym-
metric matrix G generated by Algorithm 2 and € denotes the
collection of trainable parameters in v and N. It is important

Loss(0) . ReLU( (14)

Closed-Loop Vector Field

0 (rad/s)

0 (rad)

Fig. 1.  Closed-loop vector field of the inverted pendulum (15) with a
neural network controller trained using the loss function (14).

to note that Loss(f) = 0 only if each G* has nonpositive
eigenvalues and thus Corollary 7 implies that the closed-loop
dynamics are contracting on X’

VI. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENT

We consider the classical inverted pendulum

(ﬁl) - (gsmfil)/e) - (1/@?162)) !

where 1 = 6 denotes the angular position, x5 = 6 denotes
the angular velocity, g is the gravitational constant, m is the
mass, and /£ is the length of the pendulum.

We train a controller with two hidden layers of width 16
and train our NCM using (11) where N has two hidden
layers of width 32 and € = 0.1. For both networks, we use
the softplus activation and for the controller network, we
constrain inputs to satisfy |u(z)| < 4mg¥ by adding a scaled
tanh at the output. We train using the Adam optimizer with a
learning rate of 0.01 and we partitioned the domain into 162
equal-sized hyperrectangles and used the loss function (14).
Code to reproduce our results is available.'

We initialize training with a small domain =z =
(7/100,0.05), x = —7 and every time the loss hits zero,
we increase the size of the domain Z + T + (7/100, 0.06).
After 20000 epochs, we certify closed-loop contraction for
T = (897/100,5.33),2 = —=. Figure 1 shows the closed-
loop phase portrait and 20 trajectories in phase space.

We can pictorially see that even for this open-loop unstable
system, we are able to certify contraction of the closed-
loop system with a neural network controller and a neural
contraction metric in a rectangular subset of the state space.

15)

VII. CONCLUSIONS
In this work we studied the problem of contraction verifi-
cation of nonlinear systems with neural network controllers

"https://github.com/davydovalexander/
interval-bound-contraction
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and neural contraction metrics. By leveraging interval anal-
ysis and IBP, we provide a scalable sufficient condition for
contraction which corresponds to checking that all eigen-
values of a symmetric Metzler matrix are nonpositive. We
integrate this sufficient condition and a domain partitioning
strategy to enable learning of neural network controllers and
neural contraction metrics with certificates of closed-loop
contraction. We demonstrate our methodology in the control
of an inverted pendulum.

Future work entails more empirical validation in larger-
scale nonlinear systems. Additionally, less conservative suf-
ficient conditions than Theorem 3 or sharper neural network
bounding methodologies than IBP could yield new train-
ing algorithms that provide sharper theoretical guarantees.
Moreover, it could be of interest to verify contraction with
respect to non-Euclidean norms [4] or Finsler metrics [5]
where Metzler matrices often appear in the analysis.

APPENDIX I
ADDITIONAL TRAINING DETAILS

In this section, we elaborate a bit more on some of the
details for training.

For the neural network controller, we enforce that «(0) =
0 over the duration of training and that |u(x)| < 4mgl as
well. To ensure these constraints are satisfied, we let N be
an unconstrained neural network of the form (3a). Then the
controller network is parametrized by

u(z) = scaledtanh(N (z) — N(0)),

where scaledtanh(z) = stanh(z/s), where s denotes the
scale factor and enforces that the output is in the interval
[—s, s]. In the case of the inverted pendulum, since it is a
single-input system, the output u is scalar and we let s =
4dmgl.

We can routinely apply interval bound propagation to this
parametrization of the controller because subtracting N (0)
is a constant shift at the last layer. To apply Algorithm 1,
we apply the same procedure to acquire bounds on each
J;. The only modification is in the last layer for interval
bounds on the Jacobian of scaledtanh. We get interval
bounds using Remark 5. In particular, the expressions in
Remark 5 can be written more concretely: for scalar x, 7,
we have that for all z € [z,7], | < scaledtanh’(z) < u
where | = min{scaledtanh’(z),scaledtanh’(Z)} and u =
1 if 0 € [z,7] and max{scaledtanh’(z),scaledtanh’(Z)}
otherwise.

In training, we start with 7~ equal-sized partitions (with
r = 16). We then refine the partition further by resetting
7 < r+ 2 if the loss function does not converge to 0 within
2000 epochs. The code is written to handle batches so we are
able to compute all the eigenvalues of all the G in parallel.
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