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Abstract. As the Riccati equation for control of linear systems, the Hamilton-
Jacobi-Bellman (HJB) equations play a fundamental role for optimal control

of nonlinear systems. For infinite-horizon control problem, the optimal control

can be represented by the stable manifold of the characteristic Hamiltonian
system of HJB equation. In this paper, we study the deep neural network (NN)

semiglobal approximation of the stable manifold. Our main contribution in-

cludes twofold: firstly, from the mathematical point of view, we theoretically
prove that if an approximation is sufficiently close to the exact stable man-

ifold of the HJB equation, then the corresponding control derived from this

approximation stabilizes the system and is nearly optimal. Secondly, based
on the theoretical result, we propose a deep learning approach to approximate

the stable manifold and compute optimal feedback control numerically. Our
algorithm is based on the geometric features of the stable manifold and relies

on adaptive data generation through finding trajectories randomly within the

stable manifold. To achieve this, we solve two-point boundary value prob-
lems (BVPs) locally near the equilibrium and extend the local solutions using

initial value problems (IVPs) for the characteristic Hamiltonian system. We

randomly choose a number of samples along each trajectory, and adaptively se-
lect additional samples near points with large errors from the previous round of

training. Our algorithm is causality-free basically, hence it has the potential to

apply to a wide range of high-dimensional nonlinear systems. We demonstrate
the effectiveness of our method through two examples: stabilizing the Reaction

Wheel Pendulums and controlling the parabolic Allen-Cahn equation.
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1. Introduction

1.1. Motivation and literature review. It is well known that the theory and
computation tools for the Riccati equation were well developed and have been ap-
plied widely to various fields. In contrast, Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman (HJB) equa-
tions present greater challenges since in general they are nonlinear first-order partial
differential equations, and finding analytical solutions is infeasible. As a result, re-
search on HJB equations is more complicated and requires advanced computation
tools and techniques. In this paper, we focus on the stationary HJB equations
which are related to infinite horizon optimal control and H∞ control problems.
The stabilizing solutions of the stationary HJB equations correspond to the sta-
ble manifolds of the characteristic Hamiltonian systems at certain equilibriums (cf.
e.g. [43, 48]). Once the stable manifold is obtained, the optimal control can be
represented directly by the stable manifold ( [43]) without using the gradient of
the solution of the HJB equation. This approach can be considered as a natural
generalization of LQ theory to nonlinear systems.
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Computing stable manifolds for Hamilton-Jacobi equations is generally chal-
lenging. In [43], the authors proposed an iterative procedure for approximating the
exact trajectories of the characteristic Hamiltonian system on the stable manifold.
Although this method has produced promising feedback controls for certain initial
conditions or in the vicinity of nominal trajectories, as demonstrated in [20,21,42],
it can become time-consuming when attempting to compute feedback controls for
more general initial conditions or for high-dimensional state systems.

Numerous works have been devoted to numerically solving Hamilton-Jacobi
equations, motivated by various applications, as in [4, 6, 7, 15, 23, 24, 26, 32, 35, 36]
and the references therein. However, these existing methods may suffer from one
or more of the following limitations, as pointed out in [33]: heavy computational
cost for higher-dimensional systems, difficulty in estimating solution accuracy for
general systems, solution obtained only in a small neighborhood of a fixed point or
nominal trajectory, and requirement for special structures in the nonlinear terms
of the system.

Recently, various deep learning methods have been developed for efficiently solv-
ing Hamilton-Jacobi equations in large domains of high dimensions, using grid-free
sampling. For instance, [45, 47] propose to seek neural network (NN) approxi-
mate solutions of the Hamilton-Jacobi equation by minimizing the residual of the
PDE and boundary conditions on a set of randomly sampled collocation points
with a certain size. The papers [18] and [39] propose deep learning methods for
solving PDEs, including HJB equations, by reformulating the PDEs as stochastic
differential equations. [31] establishes a theory for searching neural networks to ap-
proximate optimal feedback laws on suitable functional spaces. Moreover, [27, 33]
propose a causality-free data-driven deep learning algorithm for solving HJB equa-
tions, making NN training more effective through adaptive data generation. This
data generation relies on solving a two-point BVP of the characteristic system of the
HJB equation, also known as Pontryagin’s Maximum Principle. These approaches
are grid-free and can be applied to high-dimensional problems.

1.2. Contributions. The aim of the paper is to seek deep NN semiglobal approx-
imations of stable manifolds. The main contributions are as follows.

The first main contribution of this paper is to provide theoretical proof that, un-
der appropriate accuracy assumptions, the control derived from the neural network
(NN) approximation of the stable manifold stabilizes the system and is sufficiently
close to the exact optimal control. The related results are presented in Theorems
3.2 and Corollary 3.2 in Section 3. The proof involves a meticulous asymptotic
analysis of the closed loop trajectories from the controller generated by the NN
approximation.

It is important to note that our approach differs from those focused on solving
the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman (HJB) equations, such as those discussed in [33, 45].
Our method is based on the stable manifold, an intrinsic geometric property of
the HJB equation. With our framework, we can ensure the stability of the closed
loop from the controller generated by the trained NN satisfying certain accuracy.
Relative to the literature on this topic, there are few theoretical results. In em-
pirical algorithms, the ‘equilibrium’ of the closed loop system from the NN may
become unstable or disappear as time goes to infinity, as shown in [34]. Moreover,
our method is different from that in [34], which devises certain architectures for
approximate NN to stabilize the system.
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The second main contribution of this paper is the development of an algorithm
for generating deep NN approximations of the stable manifold, which is based on the
theoretical results presented above. One of the crucial aspects of this algorithm is
the selection of the loss function for the NN. To achieve this, we utilize a composite
loss function that incorporates the maximum error, the mean error of the NN from
the exact stable manifold on the sample set, and the error between the derivative of
the NN at the origin and the stabilizing solution of the Riccati equation (as shown
in equation (4.3)).

Another crucial issue is adaptive data generation by solving the characteristic
Hamiltonian systems which is motivated by [33]. Procedure of algorithm is as fol-
lows. Firstly, we solve a small set of trajectories in the stable manifold by using a
two-point boundary value problem (BVP) for the characteristic Hamiltonian sys-
tem. The boundary conditions are randomly chosen within a small sphere centered
at 0, as shown in equation (2.10)-(2.12) . These trajectories are then extended by
solving the initial value problem (IVP) of the characteristic Hamiltonian system.
Next, we randomly select a specified number of samples on these trajectories and
denote this set of samples as D1. Secondly, we train a deep NN approximation of the
stable manifold on D1. Thirdly, we select samples in D1 with large errors, randomly
choose a certain number of samples around these points as the boundary conditions,
and solve the BVP to generate a larger sample set D2 ⊃ D1. Finally, we train the
neural network again on D2 to obtain a more accurate NN approximation of the
stable manifold. We repeat this process until the desired accuracy is achieved. This
approach is causality-free and does not depend on discretizing the space, making
it suitable for high-dimensional problems. Causality-free algorithms have proven
successful in various applications, such as those discussed in [12,18,28–30,49].

In comparison to [33, 45], our algorithm trains NN to approximate the stable
manifold without requiring the computation of the gradient of the NN approximate
solution of the HJB equation, thereby reducing computation costs. Moreover, our
algorithm has three key ingredients.

Firstly, we solve the two-point BVP in the neighborhood of the origin and extend
the local trajectories to larger ones by solving the initial value problem on a negative
time interval. This approach has several advantages, including better convergence
rates for the two-point BVP solver since the boundary condition is restricted near
the origin, and more flexibility in solving the IVP due to the availability of various
numerical methods such as Runge-Kutta, symplectic integrators, and variational
integrators.

Secondly, we select a certain number of samples on each trajectory according to
an exponential distribution near the equilibrium with respect to time t > 0 and a
uniform distribution away from the equilibrium with respect to the negative time
interval. This technique reduces the number of trajectories that must be found and
generates samples using the geometric feature of the stable manifold, making the
training of the NN approximation more efficient.

Thirdly, we rescale the model at the beginning of the algorithm to enhance the
convergence of the BVP solver and make the NN training more effective.

It is worth noting that in [42, 43], the algorithms are based on an iterative pro-
cedure in a small neighborhood of the equilibrium, which is difficult to estimate
accurately. In contrast, our algorithm directly solves two-point BVP with a bound-
ary point on a relatively larger sphere and extends the local trajectories by solving
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IVP. The convergence rate of the BVP solver can be flexibly controlled by testing
on a small set of randomly chosen samples. Additionally, we use deep NNs to ap-
proximate the stable manifold. Compared to traditional approximations such as
polynomials ( [10]), the parameters of deep NN can be updated more flexibly by
adding adaptive samples to the training set to improve accuracy.

To demonstrate the effectiveness of our method, we present two applications.
Firstly, we use our algorithm to compute the approximate optimal feedback con-
trols for swinging up and stabilizing the Reaction Wheel Pendulum. This highly
nonlinear problem is widely regarded as a benchmark for testing nonlinear control
methods. With the proposed method, we can efficiently compute feedback control
for points in a semi-global domain. Secondly, we apply our algorithm to the opti-
mal control of the parabolic Allen-Cahn equation. We approximate this nonlinear
infinite-dimensional control problem by a high-dimensional control problem (e.g.,
30-dimensional in our implementation). The NN training for both problems is per-
formed on an ordinary laptop, demonstrating the practicality and efficiency of our
approach. In particular, by simulation, the time to generate the control signal from
the trained NN takes less than one millisecond on average. This implies that our
method enables real-time control in practice.

1.3. Organization. The paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we provide
a brief overview of the stable manifolds of HJB equations. Section 3 presents
a rigorous asymptotic analysis for the NN approximation of the stable manifold.
Section 4 outlines the details of the deep learning algorithm. Section 5 focuses on
the implementation of our algorithm for swinging up and stabilizing the Reaction
Wheel Pendulum. Section 6 discusses the application of our method to the optimal
control of the parabolic Allen-Cahn equation. In Appendix A, we provide detailed
proofs of Theorem 3.2 and Corollary 3.2.

2. The stable manifolds of the HJB equations

In this section, we outline some basic results about the stable manifolds of the
HJB equations from nonlinear control theory.

To illustrate the main points of our approach, we restrict our attention to the
optimal control problem

ẋ = f(x) + g(x)u, in Ω, (2.1)

where g is Lipchitz continuous n×m matrix-valued function, u is an m-dimensional
feedback control function of column form, Ω ⊂ Rn is a bounded domain with piece-
wise smooth boundary containing 0. We assume the instantaneous cost function is
given by

L(x, u) = q(x) +
1

2
uTWu, (2.2)

where W is a positive definite symmetric m×m matrix, q(x) ≥ 0 is smooth function.
Define the cost functional by

J(x, u) =

∫ +∞

0

L(x(t), u(t))dt.
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The Hamiltonian is H(x, p) = pT f(x) − 1
2p
TRp + q(x) and the Hamilton-Jacobi-

Bellman equation is

H(x,∇V ) (2.3)

= ∇V T (x)f(x)− 1

2
∇V T (x)R∇V (x) + q(x) = 0.

Here ∇V = ( ∂V∂x1
, · · · , ∂V∂xn )T is the gradient of the unknown function V of column

form, and

R := g(x)W−1g(x)T . (2.4)

The corresponding feedback control function

u(x) = −W−1g(x)T∇V (x). (2.5)

Plugging (2.5) into (2.1), we obtain the closed-loop system

ẋ = f(x)−R(x)∇V (x), in Ω. (2.6)

Throughout the paper, the following assumption will be made:

(C1) Assume that f(x) and q(x) are C∞ in Ω. For |x| small, f(x) = Ax+O(|x|2)
and q(x) = 1

2x
TQx+O(|x|3) with A ∈ Rn×n, and Q ∈ Rn×n is symmetric.

Function g : Ω→ Rn×m is C∞.

Definition 2.1. A solution V of (2.3) is said to be the stabilizing solution if
∇V (0) = 0 and 0 is an asymptotically stable equilibrium of the vector field f(x)−
R(x)∇V (x).

The characteristic Hamiltonian system of (2.3) is ẋ = f(x)−R(x)p

ṗ = −(
∂f(x)

∂x
)T p+

1

2

∂(pTR(x)p)T

∂x
− (

∂q

∂x
)T .

(2.7)

Assume V is a stabilizing solution of (2.3), let

ΛV := {(x, p) | p = ∇V (x)} .
It is well known that ΛV is invariant under the flow (2.7) (see e.g. [48]). Note that
0 is an equilibrium of (2.7). The Hamiltonian matrix is given by

Ham :=

(
Hpx(0) Hpp(0)
−Hxx(0) −Hxp(0)

)
=

(
A −R(0)
−Q −AT

)
.

We assume the following condition:

(C2) Ham is hyperbolic and the generalized eigenspace E− for n-stable eigen-

values is complementary, that is, E− ⊕ Im (0, In)
T

= R2n, where In is the
identity matrix of dimension n.

We have the following result on stable manifolds obtained by [48].

Theorem 2.1. Assume that f, q, R satisfy conditions (C1 − C2). Then the stable
manifold M of (2.7) through 0 is a smooth submanifold of dimension n in R2n.
Moreover, in a neighborhood of 0, this smooth submanifold can be represented by
the graph ΛV . In particular, there exist δ > 0 and k > 0 such that for all |x| < δ,

|p(x)− Px| ≤ k|x|2,
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where P = ∂2V
∂x2 (0).

Recall that P is also the stabilizing solution of the Riccati equation ( [48])

PA+ATP − PR(0)P +Q = 0, (2.8)

which can be considered as the linearization of the HJB equation (2.3) at 0.

Remark 2.1. According to the stable manifold theorem established by [48], the tan-
gent space of the stable manifold is given by {(x, p) | p = Px}. Since the Hamilton-
ian matrix satisfies the hyperbolicity assumption, the stable manifold can be locally
represented by the graph ΛV in a neighborhood of the equilibrium point. See [48]
and [43]. Furthermore, it follows that the value function V (i.e., the stabilizing
solution of the HJB equation (2.3)) is C∞ in a neighborhood of the origin in Rn.

It is challenging to determine the exact domain where the graph representation
of the stable manifold holds due to its close relationship with the regularity of the
value function V . Specifically, if V is not differentiable at a point x0, then the graph
representation may not hold in the neighborhood of x0. In this paper, we assume
that V is a C2 function, and the graph representation of the stable manifold is
semiglobal, meaning that it holds in a properly large domain containing the origin,
where the stable manifold is the graph of ∇V . Further study on the regularity of V
is beyond the scope of this work. We refer the interested reader to [8] for a detailed
review on this topic.

Remark 2.2. It is worth noting that although the stable manifold method can be
applied to problems that are not linear in control, the notation for such systems can
become more cumbersome. Therefore, in this paper, we will focus on control-affine
systems of the form (2.1) to emphasize our main point clearly.

In [43], an iterative method for finding trajectories that lie within the stable
manifold was proposed (see also [10] for some improvements). However, in this
paper, we adopt a different approach based on a two-point BVP to achieve the
same goal in a small neighborhood of the origin. Following [43], we set

T =

(
I S
P PS + I

)
, (2.9)

where S is the solution of the Lyapunov equation (A−R(0)P )S+S(A−R(0)P ) =
R(0). Then we have that

T −1HamT =

(
A−R(0)P 0

0 −(A−R(0)P )T

)
.

Set (
x̄
p̄

)
= T −1

(
x
p

)
The characteristic system (2.7) becomes{

˙̄x = (A−R(0)P )x̄+Ns(x̄, p̄)
˙̄p = −(A−R(0)P )T p̄+Nu(x̄, p̄).

(2.10)
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Here Ns(x̄, p̄), Nu(x̄, p̄) are the nonlinear term f(x)−R(x)p

−(
∂f(x)

∂x
)T p+

1

2

∂(pTR(x)p)T

∂x
− (

∂q

∂x
)T


−Ham

(
x
p

)
(2.11)

with respect to the coordinates (x̄, p̄). We find the trajectories in the stable manifold
by solving (2.10) with boundary condition

x̄(0) = x̄0, p̄(+∞) = 0. (2.12)

From [43, Theorem 5], we have that

Proposition 2.1. Suppose conditions (C1)-(C2) hold. For x̄0 sufficiently small,
there exists unique trajectory of the two-point BVP (2.10)-(2.12) contained in the
stable manifold M.

3. Asymptotic analysis of closed-loop system from the NN
approximations

This section provides a theoretical analysis of the asymptotic behavior of the
closed-loop system, which is obtained using the controller generated from the NN
approximation of the stable manifold.

In this paper, we use certain deep NN functions pNN (θ, ·) to approximate the
gradient of the value function V , denoted by p(x). The universal approximation
theorem for neural networks guarantees that we can find an NN approximation
pNN (θ, ·) whose graph is sufficiently close to the stable manifold, provided that the
number of parameters θ of the NN is large enough (see [22]). For NNs with one
hidden layer (i.e., shallow networks), the number of parameters θ grows exponen-
tially with the dimension of the state space. This is commonly known as the curse
of dimensionality in NN approximation. However, deep NN can overcome this dif-
ficulty. A detailed review of this topic can be found in [38]. Thus, we use deep NNs
to handle high-dimensional problems in this paper. See Section 4 below.

In this section, we begin by omitting the details of the NN architecture and
assuming that, for any given ε > 0, there exists an NN function pNN (θ, ·) satisfying
the condition

|pNN (θ, x)− p(x)| < ε for all x ∈ Ω.

Here, p(x) denotes the gradient of the value function V .

Remark 3.1. It is important to note that pNN is an approximation of the gradient
of the value function V , but it may not be the gradient of any function itself. In
the following, we will demonstrate mathematically that the approximation pNN can
be effectively used for designing optimal feedback controllers under certain natural
assumptions.

Hereafter, we assume that f , q, and R satisfy the conditions outlined in Theorem
2.1, and that V is the stabilizing solution of (2.3). Since p(x) = ∇V (x), it follows
from equation (2.5) that the optimal control is given by

u(x) = −W−1g(x)T p(x). (3.1)
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Subsequently, the approximation of the optimal control derived from pNN (θ, ·) is
given by

uNN (x) = −W−1g(x)T pNN (θ, x). (3.2)

Let x(t) be the solution of

ẋ = f(x)−R(x)p(x), x(0) = x0. (3.3)

Assume xNN (t) is the solution of the approximate closed-loop equation

ẋ = f(x)−R(x)pNN (θ, x), x(0) = x0. (3.4)

From Assumption (C1), it holds that there exist constants a > 0 and k > 0 such
that for all |x| < a,

|f(x)−Ax| < k|x|2, |g(x)− g(0)| < k|x|,
|R(x)−R(0)| < k|x|. (3.5)

Since f, g,R are C∞ in Ω, we have that f, g,R are Lipchitz continuous in compact
set Ω̄ (the closure of Ω). Moreover, Remark 2.1 yields that p is Lipchitz continuous
in Ω. Hereafter, without loss of generality, the Lipschitz constant of f, g,R, p can
be chosen as some same constant L.

Theorem 3.1. Let x(t) be the solution of (3.3). There exist constants C > 0,
b > 0, α > 0 such that

|x(t)| ≤ C|x0|e−αt, (3.6)

for t ≥ 0 and |x0| ≤ b.

Proof. From Theorem 2.1 and (3.5), there exists k0 > 0 and a > 0 such that

|f(x)−R(x)p(x)− (Ax−R(0)Px)| ≤ k0|x|2,
for all |x| < a.

Recalling that B := A−R(0)P is Hurwitz, i.e., B = A−R(0)P has all eigenvalues
with negative real part, we have the result by [11, Theorem 2.77]. �

Remark 3.2. Since B = A−R(0)P is Hurwitz, there exists a constant β > 0 such
that

|eBtx0| ≤ |x0|e−βt. (3.7)

Hence α → β− as b → 0 in Theorem 3.1. In other words, Theorem 3.1 gives the
decay rate of the trajectories of (2.7) in the stable manifold near the equilibrium.

Corollary 3.1. For any ε > 0, by Theorem 3.1, there exists a constant Tε > 0
such that

|x(t)| < ε/2, ∀t ≥ Tε. (3.8)

We call Tε an admissible time of x with respect to ε.

Remark 3.3. It is possible to obtain a numerical estimation of Tε in practical
scenarios. Additionally, examples in Section 5 and Section 6 indicate that Tε is
typically not large. For instance, in Section 5, from Figure (2) (b) (d), we see that
Tε can be chosen as 5 since |x(t)| (t ≥ 5) is almost 0.

For xNN , we have the following asymptotic result whose proof will be included
in the Appendix.
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Theorem 3.2. Assume that pNN (θ, ·) satisfies the following conditions:

(a) |pNN (θ, x)− p(x)| < δ for all x ∈ Ω, where δ > 0 is sufficiently small.
(b) |pNN (θ, x)− Px| ≤ η|x| for |x| < γ0, where η > 0 is sufficiently small.

Here, P is the stabilizing solution of Riccati equation (2.8), and γ0 > 0 is a fixed
constant. Then, the trajectory xNN (t) of the closed-loop system (3.4) generated by
the NN controller is sufficiently close to the exact trajectory x(t) of (3.3) with the
same initial state x0 ∈ Ω, and xNN (t) decays exponentially as t→ +∞.

Corollary 3.2. Assume that the conditions of Theorem 3.2 are satisfied. Then the
NN generated controller uNN is nearly optimal, i.e., the cost J(x, uNN ) of controller
uNN (3.2) is sufficiently close to the cost J(x, u) of exact controller u (3.1).

The proof of this corollary will be given in the Appendix.

Remark 3.4. The proofs of Theorem 3.2 and Corollary 3.2 in the Appendix provide
more precise estimates for the decay rate of xNN (t) (see equation (A.6) below),
|xNN (t)−x(t)| (see equation (A.4) below), and |J(xNN , uNN )−J(x, u)| (see (A.7)
below).

4. Algorithm

Section 3 shows that an NN approximation pNN (θ, ·) under certain accuracy can
lead to a nearly optimal feedback controller. In this section, we propose a deep
learning algorithm based on the theoretical result in Theorem 3.2 to find pNN (θ, ·)
that is sufficiently close to p(·) in the sense of conditions (a)-(b) in Theorem 3.2.

4.1. Architecture of the NN.

4.1.1. Basic architecture of the NN. To mitigate the curse of dimensionality when
numerically solving partial differential equations (PDEs), two crucial challenges
should be addressed. The first challenge is related to using NN to approximate
functions defined on state spaces with high dimensionality. The complexity of
shallow networks, which have only one hidden layer, grows exponentially with the
dimension of the state space. In contrast, the complexity of deep NN with a binary
tree structure grows only linearly with the dimension of the state space. Readers
interested in this topic can refer to [38] for more details. The second challenge is
related to the way in which samples are generated. Traditional numerical methods
based on grids of the state space suffer from the curse of dimensionality. However,
recent progress has been made in using a combination of Monte Carlo methods and
deep learning for numerically solving PDE. Interested readers can refer to [17] for
a review of this topic.

Although there exist many sophisticated architecture of deep NNs for various
purposes, we shall use a neural network architecture introduced by [45] which is
similar to long short term memory (LSTM) (see for example [19]). Let L, M ∈ N
be two key hyper-parameters. In the following NN, L+ 1 is the number of hidden
layers and M is the number of units in each sub-layer. Let σ : RM → RM , σ(z) =
(sin(z1), · · · , sin(zM )) be the activation function. The function sin(·) makes the NN
more similar to the Fourier series. Moreover, the derivative of sin(·), namely cos(·),
has more global support than the derivatives of the traditional activation functions
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such as sigmoid. Define the NN of the following structure:

S1 = σ(W 1x+ b1),

Zi = σ(Uz,ix+W z,iSi + bz,i), i = 1, · · · , L,
Gi = σ(Ug,ix+W g,iSi + bg,i), i = 1, · · · , L,
Ri = σ(Ur,ix+W r,iSi + br,i), i = 1, · · · , L,
Hi = σ(Uh,ix+Wh,i(Si �Ri) + bh,i), i = 1, · · · , L,
Si+1 = (1−Gi)�Hi + Zi � Si, i = 1, · · · , L,
p(x, θ) = WSL+1 + b, (4.1)

where x is the input, the output is p(x, θ), the number of hidden layers is L + 1,
and � denotes the Hadamard (element-wise) multiplication. The parameters are
given by

θ =
{
W 1, b1, (Uz,i,W z,i, bz,i)Li=1, (U

g,i,W g,i, bg,i)Li=1,

(Ur,i,W r,i, br,i)Li=1, (U
h,i,Wh,i, bh,i)Li=1,W, b

}
,

where W 1 ∈ RM×n, b1 ∈ RM , Uz,i ∈ RM×n, W z,i ∈ RM×M , bz,i ∈ RM , Ug,i ∈
RM×n, W g,i ∈ RM×M , bg,i ∈ RM , Ur,i ∈ RM×n, W r,i ∈ RM×M , br,i ∈ RM ,
Uh,i ∈ RM×n, Wh,i ∈ RM×M , bh,i ∈ RM , W 1×M and b ∈ R. For optimization, we
use Adam from PyTorch.

In the following, we define an NN of form (4.1), pNNo := pNNo (θ;x), whose input
x and output p are n-dimensional.

Remark 4.1. The architecture of the NN also plays an essential role to avoid the
curse of dimensionality. For instance, the complexity of deep NN with binary tree
structure to provide approximation with certain accuracy depends linearly on the
dimension n. See e.g. [38, Theorem 2]. However, the complexity of the NN with
just one hidden layer increases exponentially with respect to the dimension n to
satisfy certain accuracy. See e.g. [38, Theorem 1]. In this paper, we use a deep
NN with architecture of LSTM type. However, we should emphasize that other
types of deep NN may also work well. As in [33, 37, 45], to mitigate the curse
of dimensionality, we focus the main investigation on control aspect and develop
the algorithm based on grdfree method. Further research on the influence of the
architecture of deep NN is out the scope of the present work.

4.1.2. Modified NN. In order to find an approximate NN that satisfies condition (b)
in Theorem 3.2, we need to modify the architecture of the original NN. Specifically,
we define

pNN (θ, x) = pNNo (θ, x)− pNNo (θ, 0), (4.2)

where pNNo is the output of the original NN architecture given by (4.1). With this
modification, it is guaranteed that pNN (θ, 0) = 0, which is a necessary condition
for pNN to satisfy condition (b) in Theorem 3.2.

4.1.3. Loss function. To train an NN function pNN (θ, ·) to fit a given dataset D =

{(xi, pi)}|D|i=1 on M and ensure that its derivative at 0 is close to P , we define the
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following loss function for ν ∈ [1,∞]:

Lν(θ;D) := σ1

 1

|D|

|D|∑
i=1

‖pi − pNN (θ;xi)‖ν


+σ2 max
pi∈D

|pi − pNN (θ;xi)|

+σ3

∥∥∥∥∂pNN∂x
(θ, 0)− P

∥∥∥∥ , (4.3)

where | · | denotes the standard Euclidean norm in Rn, ‖ · ‖ is the operator norm of
the matrix, |D| is the number of samples in D, and σi > 0 for i = 1, 2, 3 are weight
constants.

To fit our theoretical conclusion in Section 3, the loss function consists of three
terms: the first term measures the mean error with exponent ν between the NN
predicted value pNN (θ;xi) and the standard value pi on dataset D; the second
term enforces a maximum error constraint, ensuring that the maximum difference
between the predicted and observed values is small; and the third term ensures that
the derivative of the NN function at 0 is close to the stabilizing solution P of the
Riccati equation (2.8). The weight constants σi control the relative importance of
these terms in the overall loss function. Moreover, it is worth noting that the loss
function presented here is distinct from that used in [33], which only employs the
first term of the loss function (4.3).

Remark 4.2. When ν = 2, the first part of the loss function is the mean square
error (MSE), and when ν = 1, the first part of the loss function becomes the mean
absolute error (MAE).

4.2. The algorithm. In this subsection, we provide a step-by-step procedure for
the algorithm used to train an NN to approximate the stable manifold. The outline
of the algorithm is as follows.
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Algorithm: NN approximation for stable manifold

1. Generate training sample set D1 by BVP solver and
extension IVP. Given training loss tolerance ε > 0,
test tolerance δ > 0, test/train rate γ ∈ (0, 1),
large error sample selecting rate ζ ∈ (0, 1).
Generate a test sample set Dval

1 with size γ|D1|
using the same method as D1.

2. For j = 1, 2, 3, · · · , do
Train the NN on Dj until Lν(θ;Dj) < ε.
if the test error on Dval

j is greater than δ, or,
there exist some initial point x0 ∈ Dval

j solution
of (3.4) is unstable.
then Select the large error samples of size
ζ|Dj |, generate a sample set D+

j by BVP

solver, set Dj+1 = Dj ∪ D+
j .

Generate a test sample set Dval,+
j with size

γ|D+
j | using the same method as Dval

1 .

Set Dval
j+1 = Dval

j ∪ D
val,+
j .

End if
End for

We now provide the details of the deep learning algorithm used to find an NN
approximation pNN (θ, ·) for the stable manifold. Our algorithm is inspired by [33]
and is built on a procedure of adaptively generating data by solving two-point
BVPs for the characteristic Hamiltonian system (2.10)-(2.12). The main steps are
as follows.

Step 0. Transformation of the model. To enhance the effectiveness of train-
ing, we begin by applying a coordinate transformation, such as rescaling, to the
characteristic Hamiltonian system (2.7). The necessity of such a transformation is
explained in Subsection 4.3.4 below.

Step 1. First selection of trajectories and sampling. We first select some initial
points x on the sphere ∂Br(0) using the Monte Carlo sampling method, where
Br(0) ⊂ Ω is a small ball with radius r centered at the origin. We then use a
numerical BVP solver, such as ‘scipy.integrate.solve bvp’, to solve the BVP (2.10)-
(2.12) for each initial point x by taking zero as the initial guess of the solution on a
certain number of time nodes. The BVP solver typically converges for x0 ∈ ∂Br(0)
with r small. Choosing an appropriate small ball is not a rigorous process, but we
can test the convergence rate of the BVP solver for different balls in practice. For
example, in Section 5, we choose B0.5(0).

Assume that we obtain K1 trajectories (xi(t), pi(t)), t ≥ 0, with i = 1, 2, · · · ,K1

that are contained in the stable manifold. For each trajectory i, we then solve the
IVP (4.5) on some interval (T−, 0] (T− < 0). If the numerical error restrictions are
satisfied, then we obtain trajectories that are contained in the stable manifold. We
denote the set of K1 trajectories by S1. Note that the choice of the sphere ∂Br(0)
the interval (T−, 0] can affect the accuracy and efficiency of the algorithm, and may
require some tuning in practice.

On each trajectory (xi(t), pi(t)), t ∈ (T−,∞), we select a certain number of sam-
ples for (T−, 0] and [0,∞), separately. Specifically, on the positive time interval
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[0,∞), we choose M+
1 samples according to the exponential distribution with re-

spect to time t as explained in (4.6) below. On the negative interval (T−, 0], we take
M−1 samples according to the uniform distribution with respect to t. Therefore,
letting M1 = M+

1 +M−1 , we now have N1 := K1 ×M1 samples. Denote the set of
those samples contained in the stable manifold by

D1 := {(xi, pi)}N1
i=1.

Step 2. First NN approximation training. We train an NN of the form (4.1) on
the data set D1. Specifically, we aim to train the NN so that it satisfies

pNN (θ, xi) ≈ pi, i = 1, · · · , N1.

After a certain number of epochs of training, we obtain an NN approximation
pNN (θ, ·) with parameters θ that satisfies the training loss Lν(θ,D1) < ε.

Step 3. Adaptive data generation. After the first NN training, we record the
absolute errors of the NN approximation on the data set D1 as

|pNN (θ, xi)− pi|, i = 1, · · · , N1. (4.4)

We then select the largest R1 = [µN1] points in D1 according to the errors (4.4),
where [y] denotes the integer part of y and µ ∈ (0, 1) is chosen as in [33, Section

4.1]. Denote the set of these samples by D̂1. We randomly sample J1 points yj ∈ Ω

(j = 1, · · · , J1) around xi with (xi, pi) ∈ D̂1 according to a certain distribution,
such as the normal distribution. We then find solutions of the BVP (2.10)-(2.12)
with initial condition x(0) = yj using ‘scipy.integrate.solve bvp’. Here, we set the
initial guess of the solution to be the trajectory, (xi(t), pi(t)), t ∈ (T−,∞), for
which (xi, pi) lies on. We then choose L1 samples on each trajectory according to a
certain normal distribution with respect to t. This process generates more samples
near the points whose errors are large. By adding these new samples to D1, we
obtain a larger sample set D2.

Step 4. Model refinement. Based on the NN model obtained in Step 2, we
continue training the NN function pNN (θ, ·) on the updated data set D2. This re-
finement of the NN model can improve its accuracy and generalization capabilities.

Step 5. Approximate optimal feedback control. Using the trained NN approxi-
mation pNN (θ, ·), we can generate the optimal feedback controller uNN (3.2) and
compute the closed-loop trajectories at certain initial conditions x(0) = x0 by solv-
ing (3.4). For example, see Section 5 and Section 6 below. The computation cost
of this procedure is relatively cheap.

Remark 4.3. We can prove the convergence and effective sample size selection of
our algorithm using a progressive batching method, similar to the approach in [33,
Section 4]. To enhance the performance and convergence of our algorithm while
minimizing computational costs, we utilize a sample size selection scheme based
on the sample variances of the training sets Di, where i = 1, 2, · · · , following the
approach proposed in [33, Section 4.1].

Remark 4.4. The approach in [33] mainly focuses on finding solutions of the
HJB equations, specifically the value function V of the optimal control problem.
The NN function V NN (θ, ·) approximates the solutions V , and (ti, xi, V

NN
x (θ, xi))

approximates the sample points (ti, xi, pi), where pi denotes the costate. In that
procedure, the gradient V NNx (θ, ·) should be calculated. Additionally, to obtain the
optimal feedback control, the gradient should also be computed.
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In our algorithm, we focus on computing the stable manifolds, and the NN func-
tion pNN (θ, ·) is defined to approximate the points on the stable manifolds. There-
fore, the training target is (xi, p

NN (θ, xi)) ≈ (xi, pi). Although the output of the
NN is n-dimensional, the computation cost can be reduced since we do not need to
calculate the gradients of the NN function.

4.3. Key techniques of the algorithm. To improve the effectiveness of our al-
gorithm, we incorporate several useful techniques as follows.

4.3.1. Solving two-point BVP in a small ball Br(0). To obtain trajectories in the
stable manifold, we use ‘scipy.integrate.solve bvp’ to solve the two-point BVP (2.10)-
(2.12) for x0 ∈ ∂Br(0), where r > 0 is small. Here, ∂Br(0) denotes the sphere
centered at 0 with radius r. The details of this BVP solver can be found in [25].
The algorithm implements a 4th-order collocation method with control of residuals
similar to [44].

To implement this BVP solver, we need to provide an initial mesh for time and
an initial guess for the solution values at each mesh node. The iterative procedure of
the BVP solver may diverge if the initial guess is not well chosen. For our problem
(2.10)-(2.12), the initial points x0 are chosen on the ball ∂Br(0) with small radius
r, and the initial guess is constantly 0 on each mesh node. Therefore, the BVP
solver converges for most points on this small ball. If r is too large, then the success
rate of the BVP solver is not good enough.

To select a proper radius r, we use the Monte Carlo method. Specifically, we
first choose a small value of r, randomly generate some points on the ball ∂Br(0),
and then solve the problem (2.10)-(2.12). If the success rate of the BVP solver is
100%, then we choose a slightly larger value of r. This process continues until the
success rate of the BVP solver is not 100%. Finally we choose the previous value
of r as the radius.

4.3.2. Extension of the local trajectories. Let (x̃(t), p̃(t)), t ≥ 0 be a trajectory
obtained by the BVP solver. On some interval (T−, 0], T− < 0, we solve the
following IVP:  ẋ = f(x)−R(x)p,

ṗ = −(
∂f(x)

∂x
)T p+

1

2

∂(pTR(x)p)T

∂x
− (

∂q

∂x
)T ,

with

{
x(0) = x̃(0),
p(0) = p̃(0).

(4.5)

To numerically solve this IVP, various methods can be used, such as ‘scipy.integrate.solve ivp’
with various methods (e.g., ‘RK45‘, ‘Radau‘, etc.), symplectic methods, and vari-
ational integrators. Comparing to the BVP solver, the IVP (4.5) is usually much
easier to solve. By solving (4.5), we can extend trajectories in the stable manifold.
To approximate T−, we also use the Monte Carlo method. Specifically, we first
choose a value T 0

− < 0 and check whether the IVP solver successfully computes the
solution for all initial conditions (x̃(0), p̃(0)) on the interval (T 0

−, 0]. If the success
rate is 100%, we then choose a slightly smaller value T 1

− < T 0
− < 0 and repeat

the procedure. We continue this process until the IVP solver fails to compute the
solution for some initial conditions, and we choose the previous value of T− as the
final negative time.
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4.3.3. Exponential distribution sampling along trajectories near the equilibrium.
Theoretically, every point on the trajectory of (2.10) lies on the stable manifold.
Hence, we can pick a certain number of samples along each trajectory. The tra-
jectories on the stable manifold approach the origin exponentially with respect to
time t, as shown in Theorem 3.1. Therefore, it is reasonable to select samples on
the trajectories near the origin according to an exponential distribution:

ρ(t) =

{
1
λe
− t
λ , t > 0,

0, t ≤ 0,
(4.6)

where λ > 0 is a fixed rate parameter. That is, if we take t0, t1, t2, · · · from the
exponential distribution, then (x(t0), p(t0)), (x(t1), p(t1)), (x(t2), p(t2)), · · · lie on
the stable manifold.

As a special case, suppose x(t) = x0e
−γt (γ > 0) with x0 > 0 and t ∈ [0,+∞).

If we want to select samples on [0, x0] by t, then t should be chosen according to
the exponential distribution (4.6) with λ−1 = γ.

Choosing a different type of distribution may lead to an accumulation of samples
around some points. For instance, if we take the uniform distribution on [0, T ] for
some T > 0 sufficiently large, then there may be many samples near the origin. The
key point is the choice of the parameter λ. From Theorem 3.1 and Remark 3.2, we
see that the decay of x(t) is almost e−βt as t→ +∞. In practice, we choose λ = β,
where β > 0 is the distance between the set of eigenvalues and the imaginary axis.
Using this technique, we can obtain many more samples on the stable manifold by
solving fewer two-point BVPs.

Remark 4.5. Compared to the approach in [33], in our algorithm, we implement
BVP solver for x0 in a small sphere ∂Br(0) with a constant initial guess. The con-
vergence rate of the BVP solver is good without using the time-march trick as in [33].
Local trajectories are extended by solving the IVP (4.5). We take more samples in
each trajectory randomly with certain distributions (e.g., exponential distributions
with respect to time t > 0 and uniform distributions on (T−, 0]), which yields more
samples indicating geometric features of the stable manifold. We expand the data set
by randomly selecting samples near points with large errors after previous training,
improving the accuracy of the NN quickly.

4.3.4. Rescaling. For concrete applications, the original formulation of a model may
not be suitable for numerical methods. Hence, modifications should be made at the
beginning of the algorithm. From a mathematical point of view, these modifica-
tions usually can be chosen as coordinate transformations. In our deep learning
algorithm, we use rescaling, which also appears in computational optimal control
(see, for example, [40, 41]). Compared to directly solving the HJB equation, such
as in [33] and [45], our algorithm is based on the geometric features of the HJB
equation. Therefore, it is natural to apply the rescaling of the variables to modify
the original model at the beginning of the algorithm.

In (2.7), we apply a rescaling

(x̂1, x̂2, · · · , x̂n) = (λ1x̄1, λ2x̄2, · · · , λnx̄n)

so that the variables (x̂1, x̂2, · · · , x̂n) (and their derivatives) have the same orders of
magnitude. This modification avoids the stable manifold being too steep in some
direction. This modification is essential to the success of the algorithm because
it increases the proportion of convergence of the BVP solver and ensures that all
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variables have the same contribution in the training of the NN approximation. To be
more precise, there are two advantages of rescaling in our algorithm. Firstly, after
rescaling, the proportion of convergent solutions by the BVP solver increases. As we
mentioned, ‘scipy.integrate.solve bvp’ requires an initial mesh and an initial guess of
the solutions. The most convenient guess may be constant at the beginning. Hence
if the value and derivative of the exact solution are too large, then the BVP solver
may diverge. Secondly, rescaling makes the performance of the NN approximation
much better. From the definition of the loss function (4.3), we see that if the orders
of magnitude of x1, x2, · · · , xn are different, then the weights of some variables in
(4.3) are heavy, whereas the weights of others are relatively small and can even
be negligible. This may make the training of the NN ineffective. The example in
Section 5 below shows that the rescaling technique is essential.

5. Application to the Reaction Wheel Pendulums

The Reaction Wheel Pendulum is a mechanical system that consists of a physical
pendulum with a rotating disk (see Figure 1 for a schematic diagram). Nonlinear
control researchers have been interested in the swing up and stabilization of various
pendulums for the past two decades (see, e.g., [1–3,9,21,42,46]). However, existing
methods suffer from one or more of the following drawbacks: the controller is not
optimal and requires switching between two different laws; the controller may only
be valid in a small neighborhood of a certain point; and the computation cost
is expensive. For a detailed description of the Reaction Wheel Pendulum device,
see [5].

The ideal dynamical system of the Reaction Wheel Pendulum is given by ẋ1 = x2
ẋ2 = a sinx1 − bpu
ẋ3 = bru.

(5.1)

Here u is an input function, x1 = θ, x2 = θ̇, x3 = θ̇r. In this implementation, we
borrow the parameters of instrument in [5, Page 21]. That is,

a = 78.4, bp = 1.08, br = 198. (5.2)

θ

θr

Pendulum

Rotating disk

Figure 1: The Reaction Wheel Pendulum
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For training the NN function pNN (θ, ·), it may be better that x1, x2, x3 and
their derivatives have the same orders of magnitude. Hence we redefine the unit of
x1, x2, x3. From mathematical point of view, we define a rescaling by x1 = λ1x̄1

x2 = λ2x̄2
x3 = λ3x̄3

Then (5.1) becomes 
˙̄x1 = λ2

λ1
x̄2

˙̄x2 = a
λ2

sin(λ1x̄1)− bp
λ2
u

˙̄x3 = br
λ3
u.

Let k = λ2

λ1
=
√
a and σ =

bp
λ2

= br
λ3

. We choose λ1 = 1 since we are mainly

concerned with x1 ∈ [−π, π]. Then λ2 =
√
a and λ3 = br

bp
λ2. With a little abuse of

notations, we still use (x1, x2, x3) instead of (x̄1, x̄2, x̄3) for simplicity. From (5.2),

k = λ2 ≈ 8.85, λ3 ≈ 1623.30, σ =
bp
λ2
≈ 0.12.

We now rewrite (5.1) as an optimal control problem. Let x = (x1, x2, x3)T ,
f(x) = (kx2, k sinx1, 0)T , g(x) = (0,−σ, σ)T . Then (5.1) becomes

ẋ = f(x) + g(x)u.

Define the instantaneous cost function is given by

L(x, u) =
1

2
(xTx+ ru2) (5.3)

where r = 0.01. We implement an NN, pNN (θ, ·), of form (4.1) with L = 2 and
M = 50 in PyTorch. The input data of NN is x (3-dimensional) and the output
is the approximation p (3-dimensional). Denote the NN function by pNN (θ, ·). We
shall use the loss function of form (4.3) with ν = 2. We train the NN approximation
with the algorithm as in Section 4. It is important to note that we perform this
implementation on an ordinary laptop (ThinkPad T480s) without using GPU.

5.1. Training the NN approximation. We are now in a position to train the
NN approximation by the procedure as in Section 4.2.

5.1.1. First sampling, training and validation. We use scipy.integrate.solve bvp to
solve (2.10)-(2.12) with an error tolerance of 10−7. Since the distance between
the eigenvalues and the imaginary axis is greater than 1.2, we replace the infinite
interval [0,+∞) with [0, 20] to achieve numerical accuracy. The initial mesh of t is
chosen to be 0, h, 2h, · · · , 100h, with h = 0.2, and the initial guess of the solution
is 0 at all nodes.

To obtain initial conditions for (2.10)-(2.12), we randomly select 200 points xi
on the sphere ∂B0.5(0) according to the uniform distribution. We use these points
as initial conditions x0 for the BVP solver, which successfully solves the problem
for all 200 initial conditions.

Next, we solve the IVP (4.5) using scipy.integrate.solve ivp with the following
settings: ‘method=Radau’, ‘rtol=10−5’ (relative tolerance), and ‘atol=10−7’ (ab-
solute tolerance). By Monte Carlo testing, we set T− = −0.2. The IVP solver
successfully solves the problem, and we obtain 200 trajectories on the stable mani-
fold.
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(a) Simulation for x0 = (−π, 0, 0) after first

round training

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
t

3

2

1

0

1

x

x1
x2
x3

(b) Simulation for x0 = (−π, 0, 0) after second

round training
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(c) Simulation for x0 = (0.7π, 0, 0) after first
round training
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(d) Simulation for x0 = (0.7π, 0, 0) after second
round training

Figure 2: The subfigures on the left show the simulations with certain initial boundary conditions

based on first round of training of pNN (θ, ·), the right ones are the trajectories obtained by the

second round of training of pNN (θ, ·). In particular, subfigure (b) shows that the controller swings

up and stabilizes the pendulum from hanging position.

Finally, we select a sequence of t 0 = t1 < t2 < · · · < t5 < 20 where ti (i =
2, 3, · · · , 5) obeys the exponential distribution (4.6) with λ = 2. Moreover, we select
20 points on the negative interval [−0.2, 0] according to the uniform distribution.
Then, we pick out the samples (xi, pi) such that xi ∈ Ω := [−3.2, 3.2]× [−3.2, 3.2]×
[−3.2, 3.2]. The set of these samples is denoted by Dtrain

1 , with |Dtrain
1 | = 4363.

Following the same sampling procedure, we solve 50 trajectories contained on
the stable manifold, select 25 points on each trajectory, and pick out those samples
in Ω. This yields a validation data set denoted by Dval with a size of 1081.

We train the NN using the internal optimizer Adam in PyTorch with 6000 epochs
and a learning rate of lr = 0.001 × 0.5j (j = [m/1000], where m is the number of
iterations). We set the weights of (4.3) to σ1 = 1.0, σ2 = 0.01, and σ3 = 0.01.
After this round of training, the Loss (4.3) on Dtrain

1 is 7.5 × 10−3, and the test
Loss on Dval is 1.09× 10−2. The running time of the training is approximately 250
seconds on a ThinkPad T480s laptop.

5.1.2. Adaptive sampling and improvement of the NN accuracy. After the first
round of training, we observe that the NN approximation does not work well at some
points, as shown in Figure 2 (a)(c). To refine the NN model, we select the largest

[0.1× |Dtrain
1 |] samples in Dtrain

1 and denote the set of these samples by D̂train
1 . We

randomly sample 5 points around xi with (xi, pi) ∈ D̂train
1 according to a Gaussian

distribution with standard deviation σ = 0.1. We solve the two-point BVP (2.10)-
(2.12) with these 5 points as the initial conditions using scipy.integrate.solve bvp.
We choose the trajectory containing (xi, pi) as the initial guess for the solution
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(c) x0 = (−π, 0.5, 0.3)
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(d) x0 = (−0.3π,−0.78, 0.26)

Figure 3: Sample closed-loop stabilizing trajectories of the Reaction Wheel Pendulum with

different initial positions x0 after the second round of training.

with an initial mesh of 50 points in time. The BVP solver successfully solves the
problem (2.10)-(2.12) for all but one of the initial points.

On each of these new trajectories, we choose 3 samples according to a Gauss-
ian distribution with σ = 0.1 for positive time. We add these samples to Dtrain

1 ,
obtaining a new sample set Dtrain

2 with a size of 10652.
Based on the NN trained after the first round, we continue to train pNN (θ, ·) on

the larger data set Dtrain
2 . We use the same optimizer procedure as in the first round

of training with 6000 epochs, and the learning rate is lr = 2 × 10−4 × 0.5[j/1500],
where j denotes the epoch. The training loss on Dtrain

2 is 7.3× 10−3, and the test
loss is 9.3× 10−3. The running time of the second round training is approximately
1000 seconds on a ThinkPad T480s laptop.

5.2. Simulations. Using the trained NN approximation, we perform numerical
simulations of the stabilization of the Reaction Wheel Pendulum. Recall that the
approximate optimal feedback control law is given by (3.2), and the closed-loop
stabilizing trajectories starting from x0 can be numerically computed using the
initial problem (3.4). Figure 3 shows the closed-loop trajectories from the NN
feedback controllers at some points.

Remark 5.1. To explain the domain of attraction for the controller (3.2), we
assume that Ft is the flow map given by (3.3). That is, for x0 ∈ R3, t ∈ R, Ft(x0) =
x(t, x0), where x(t, x0) is the solution of (3.3) with x(0) = x0. The domain of
attraction is given by Ft−(B0.5(0)) ∩ Ω with t− = −0.2, where Ft−(B0.5(0)) =
{x ∈ R3 |x = Ft(x0) for some x0 ∈ B0.5(0), t ∈ [−0.2, 0]} and Ω = [−3.2, 3.2] ×
[−3.2, 3.2] × [−3.2, 3.2]. It is clear that B0.5(0) ⊂ Ft−(B0.5(0)). Figure 4 provides



20 G. CHEN

Figure 4: The region F−0.2(B0.5(0)) in R3.

a rough representation of the region Ft−(B0.5(0)). If a larger domain is required,
then a longer extension time t− and a larger restriction domain Ω should be chosen.

Furthermore, we compare the cost of the stable manifold (SM) method with the
classical LQR and the optimal control obtained from the BVP solver. Table 1 shows
the costs at several points. It is evident that the cost of the stable manifold method
is much smaller than that of LQR and is very close to the optimal control obtained
from the BVP solver when |x0| is relatively large, whereas the difference between
the three costs is small when x0 is near the origin. Note that here we obtain the
optimal control based on the trained NN. Specifically, instead of using constants as
the initial guess for the BVP solver, we use (xNN (t), pNN (t)) generated by the NN
as the initial guess to solve the BVP (2.10)-(2.12) successfully.

Table 1: Comparison of the costs at certain points

Points SM method LQR Optimal control
(π, 0, 0) 12.4 38.0 11.7

(−0.8π, 0.1, 0.2) 14.2 25.0 14.0
(−0.6π,−0.2,−0.4) 20.5 25.5 20.4

(0.1π, 0, 0) 0.8096 0.8115 0.8096
(0.2, 0.03,−0.08) 0.4055 0.4060 0.4055

Finally, we illustrate the influence of rescaling. If we do not modify the model by
rescaling at the beginning of the algorithm and keep all the parameters unchanged,
then the NN approximation obtained cannot generate good feedback controllers.
See Figure 5.

6. Application to optimal control for the parabolic Allen-Cahn
equation

In this section, to illustrate the effectiveness of our algorithm in high-dimensional
optimal control problem, we give an application to optimal control of the parabolic
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Figure 5: Sample closed-loop trajectories after the second round of training without rescaling

at the beginning.

Allen-Cahn equation as follows,

∂tX (γ, t) = σ∂γγX (γ, t) + X (γ, t)−X (γ, t)3 + u,

in I × R+, (6.1)

X (γl, t) = 0, X (γr, t) = 0, t ∈ R+, (6.2)

X (γ, 0) = X0, γ ∈ I. (6.3)

Here I = [−1, 1]. The cost function is given by

J(u,X0) :=
1

2

∫ ∞
0

(
‖X (·, t)‖2L2(I) + ‖u(t)‖2L2(I)

)
dt. (6.4)

The Allen-Cahn equation is a prototype equation that models a phase separation
process ( [16]). The optimal control of Allen-Cahn equations is a typical infinite
dimensional control problem ( [13,14]). In this example, we approximate the Allen-
Cahn equation by a high-dimensional system.

6.1. Difference approximation. Let N be a positive integer greater than 3, h =
2
N and

γi = −1 +
2i

N
, i = 0, 1, · · · , N. (6.5)

Then

X (γ0, t) = 0, X (γN , t) = 0, (6.6)

and for i = 1, · · · , N − 1,

Xγγ(γi) ≈
1

h2
(X (γi+1)− 2X (γi) + X (γi−1)). (6.7)

Let

X(t) = (X1(t), · · · , XN−1(t)) = (X (γ1, t), · · · ,X (γN−1, t)).

Hence from (6.5), (6.6), and (6.1)-(6.3), (6.7), we get

Xγγ ≈ AX := (6.8)

1

h2


−2 1 0 0 · · · 0 0
1 −2 1 0 · · · 0 0
0 1 −2 1 · · · 0 0
...

...
...

...
...

...
...

0 0 0 0 · · · 1 −2




X1

X2

X3

...
XN−1
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Set u = (u1, u2, · · · , uN−1)T . Then the control problem (6.1)-(6.3) becomes a
discrete control system

d

dt
X = σAX +X −X3 + u, X(0) = X0,

where the terms X3 = (X3
1 , · · · , X3

N−1), and X0 = (X0(γ1), · · · , X0(γN−1)). Set

f(X) = (σA+ IN−1)X −X3.

The corresponding cost function of (6.4) is

1

2

∫ ∞
0

(
N−1∑
i=1

X2
i (t)h+

N−1∑
i=1

u2ih

)
dt

=

∫ ∞
0

(
1

N
‖X(t)‖2 +

1

N
‖u(t)‖2

)
dt,

where ‖ · ‖ denotes the standard Euclid norm in RN−1.

6.2. The HJB equation. The corresponding HJB equation of the optimal control
problem is

H(X,∇V ) = (6.9)

∇V T (X)f(X)− 1

2
∇V T (X)R∇V (X) +

1

N
XTX = 0.

Here

R :=
N

2
IN−1, (6.10)

where IN−1 is identity matrix of order N − 1. The feedback controller is given by

u(x) = −N
2
∇V (X).

The characteristic Hamiltonian system is
Ẋ = f(X)−RP

Ṗ = − 2

N
X −

(
∂f(X)

∂X

)T
P.

(6.11)

The Hamiltonian matrix is

Ham :=

(
σA+ IN−1 −R
− 2

N
IN−1 −σAT − IN−1

)
,

which is hyperbolic for any positive integer N greater than 3.

6.3. Implementation of the algorithm. In the numerical experiment, we choose
N = 31 as an example. We utilize PyTorch to implement an NN, denoted as
pNN (θ, ·), with L = 2 and M = 60. The input data of the NN is a 30-dimensional
vector x, and its output is the approximation p (30-dimensional). To be specific,
we implement the NN function in the form of (4.2). Based on direct numerical
computation, the Hamiltonian matrix is verified to be hyperbolic, with a gap of
approximately 1.021 between its spectrum and the imaginary axis. We employ the
loss function of the form (4.3) with ν = 1, and set σ1 = 1 and σ2 = σ3 = 0.1. The
NN approximation is trained using the algorithm presented in Section 4. Notably,
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we carry out the implementation of the algorithm on an ordinary laptop (ThinkPad
T480s) without GPU acceleration.

6.4. Sampling, training and validation. To solve (2.10)-(2.12), we utilize the
scipy.integrate.solve bvp function with an error tolerance of 10−7. Since the dis-
tance between the eigenvalues and the imaginary axis is greater than 1.021, we
replace the infinite interval [0,+∞) with [0, 30] to ensure numerical accuracy. We
use an initial mesh of t given by 0, h, 2h, · · · , 100h, where h = 0.3, and the initial
guess of the solution is set to 0 at all nodes.

By performing a Monte Carlo test, we select a ball B0.8(0) ⊂ R3, and randomly
choose 1500 points xi on the sphere ∂B0.8 according to a uniform distribution. Here
we utilize the norm in R30 defined as

|X| =

√√√√ 1

30

30∑
i=1

X2
i .

We then use these points as initial conditions x0 in (2.10)-(2.12). The BVP solver
with these settings successfully solves the problem for all 1500 initial conditions.

Next, we solve the initial value problem (4.5) using the scipy.integrate.solve ivp
function with the following settings: ‘method=Radau, rtol=10−5 (relative toler-
ance), atol=10−7 (absolute tolerance)’. From a Monte Carlo test, we have T− =
−0.03, and the IVP solver with these settings successfully solves the problem. As
a result, we obtain 1500 trajectories on the stable manifold.

Finally, we choose a sequence of t given by 0 = t1 < t2 < · · · < t23 < 30,
where ti (i = 2, 3, · · · , 23) follows the exponential distribution (4.6) with λ = 1.
Furthermore, we select 3 points uniformly at random from the negative interval
[−0.03, 0]. This results in a total of 39000 samples on the stable manifold, denoted
by the set Dtrain

1 .
Following the same sampling procedure as described above, we solve 200 trajec-

tories on the stable manifold and select 26 points on each trajectory. This results
in a validation dataset Dval with a total of 5200 samples.

We use the internal optimizer Adam in PyTorch with a learning rate of lr =
0.01× 0.5j and train the NN for 6000 epochs. Here, j = [m/1500], where m is the
iterative times. After training, we achieve a small loss, with the train loss (4.3) on
Dtrain

1 being 1.3 × 10−3 and the test loss on Dval being 1.6 × 10−3. The training
process takes approximately 5383 seconds on a ThinkPad T480s laptop.

In this example, the first round training as described above resulted in a good
approximation, with both the training loss and test loss being under 2×10−3. The
subsequent simulations in the following subsection demonstrate the effectiveness of
this approximate NN.

6.5. Simulations. In this subsection, we give simulations with various initial func-
tions X0 to demonstrate the effectiveness of the feedback control generated from
the trained NN.

In Figure 6 and Figure 7, we present a comparison between the dynamics of the
uncontrolled system and the NN-controlled system. The simulations demonstrate
that the NN-generated controller is effective in stabilizing the system.

Remark 6.1. We mention that each evaluation of our NN-generated control signal
takes on average less than one millisecond (0.95 × 10−3 second) on a ThinkPad
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Figure 6: The dynamics of the uncontrolled system and NN controlled system with initial state

X0 = 3.5 cos(1.5πx).
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Figure 7: The dynamics of the uncontrolled system and NN controlled system with initial state

X0 = 2(x2 − 1).

T480s laptop. This is significantly faster than the controllers presented in [37]
and [33], whose time to generate control signals is at least several milliseconds.
This fast control signal generation time is crucial for real-time applications.

Finally, we compare the cost of the NN-generated controller, the LQR, and
the standard BVP solver. When the initial function is large, the cost of the NN-
generated feedback controller is much smaller than that of the LQR, and is very
close to that of the standard BVP solver. When the initial point is close to the
equilibrium, the costs of these three cases are almost the same. This is an obvious
fact from a theoretical point of view. It is worth noting that, as in the example of
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Table 2: Comparison of the costs for certain initial states

Points SM method LQR Optimal control
3.5 cos(1.5πx) 1.91 3.36 1.86

2(x2 − 1) 2.04 2.92 1.96
2.5(x− 1)(x+ 1)3 2.15 4.39 2.10

0.3 sin(πx) 0.09673 0.09678 0.09667
0.5(x− 1)(x+ 1)3 0.0488 0.0513 0.0488

the control of the wheel reaction pendulum, we use (xNN (t), pNN (t)) generated by
the trained NN as the initial guess to solve the BVP (2.10)-(2.12).

7. Conclusion

In this paper, we provide a theoretical proof that, under some natural condi-
tions, neural network approximations of the stable manifold of the HJB equation
can generate nearly optimal controllers. Our theoretical analysis verifies that the
approximate NN-controlled system is exponentially stable at the origin as t tends
to +∞.

Based on this theoretical conclusion, we propose an algorithm to construct a
type of deep NN semiglobal approximations for the stable manifold. Our method
relies on the geometric properties of the HJB equations, and the main advantage
is that the derivatives of the value function of the optimal problem need not be
calculated in the training procedure and computation of feedback control. We use
adaptive data generation by finding trajectories in the stable manifold based on
a combination of two-point boundary value problems (BVP) near the equilibrium
and initial value problems (IVP) far away from the equilibrium for the Hamiltonian
systems of the HJB equations. We randomly select a certain number of samples on
each trajectory, which allows the data set to inherit the geometric features of the
stable manifold and reduce the computation cost of data generation. The adaptive
samples are chosen near the points with large errors after the previous round of
training to rapidly improve the accuracy of the NN approximations.

We illustrate the effectiveness of our framework by stabilizing the Reaction Wheel
Pendulum and seeking optimal control of the parabolic Allen-Cahn equation. The
simulations demonstrate that our approach has good performance. The algorithm
is causality-free and adaptive sampling, and it is suitable for high-dimensional sys-
tems.

It is worth noting that similar analysis and algorithms may be used for systems
with other geometric features, such as Lie group symmetry or contact geometry.
These topics deserve further exploration.

Appendix A. Proof of Theorem 3.2 and Corollary 3.2

Proof of Theorem 3.2. Inspired by [11, Proof of Theorem 2.77], we give a proof
which focuses on the perturbation feature of the equations.
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Recalling that f(x) = Ax+O(|x|2), R(x) = R(0) +O(|x|), p(x) = Px+O(|x|2)
and B = A−R(0)P , we rewrite (3.3) and (3.4) as

ẋ = Bx+ (f(x)−Ax)− (R(x)p(x)−R(0)Px)

:= Bx+ n(x), x(0) = x0 (A.1)

and

ẋ = Bx+ (f(x)−Ax)− (R(x)pNN (θ, x)−R(0)Px)

:= Bx+ nNN (x), x(0) = x0. (A.2)

1. Note that

x(t) = eBtx0 +

∫ t

0

eB(t−s)n(x(s))ds

and

xNN (t) = eBtx0 +

∫ t

0

eB(t−s)nNN (xNN (s))ds.

It follows that

xNN (t)− x(t)

=

∫ t

0

eB(t−s)(nNN (xNN (s))− n(x(s)))ds.

We first assume xNN (t) ∈ Ω. Hence

|R(xNN (t))| < C, |p(xNN (t))| < C,

|R(xNN (t))−R(x(t))| ≤ L|xNN (t)− x(t)|.

From the Condition (a) in Theorem 3.2, we have∣∣nNN (xNN (s))− n(x(s))
∣∣

≤ |f(xNN )− f(x)|+ |R(xNN )| ·
|pNN (θ, xNN )− p(xNN )|

+|p(xNN )||R(xNN )−R(x)|
+|R(x)||p(xNN )− p(x)| ≤ CL|xNN − x|+ Cδ.

Using (3.7), it holds that

|xNN (t)− x(t)|

≤
∫ t

0

e−β(t−s)(CL|xNN (s)− x(s)|+ Cδ)ds

≤ Cβ−1δ + C

∫ t

0

Le−β(t−s)|xNN (s)− x(s)|ds.

Set y(t) = |xNN (t)− x(t)|. Hence

y(t) ≤ Cβ−1δ +

∫ t

0

CLe−β(t−s)y(s)ds. (A.3)
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Some direct computations yield that

d

dt

(
Cβ−1δ +

∫ t

0

CLe−β(t−s)y(s)ds

)
= CLy(t)− β

∫ t

0

CLe−β(t−s)y(s)ds

≤ CLy(t) ≤ CL(Cβ−1δ +

∫ t

0

CLe−β(t−s)y(s)ds).

Hence

d

dt
log

(
Cβ−1δ +

∫ t

0

CLe−β(t−s)y(s)ds

)
≤ CL.

We obtain

log

(
Cβ−1δ +

∫ t

0

CLe−β(t−s)y(s)ds

)
≤ log(Cβ−1δ) + CLt.

By (A.3),

|xNN (t)− x(t)| = y(t) ≤ Cβ−1δeCLt. (A.4)

Using (3.8), it holds that for δ < C−1βe−CLTεε/2,

|xNN (t)− x(t)| < ε/2, (A.5)

|xNN (Tε)| < ε, and, xNN (t) ∈ Ω, for all t ∈ [0, Tε],

provided some 0 < ε < γ0. Hence the assumption at the beginning of the proof
is satisfied if x(0) = x0 ∈ Ω := {x ∈ Ω |dist(x, ∂Ω) < ε}. Here dist(x, ∂Ω) < ε}
denotes the distance between x and the boundary of Ω.

2. Let ε0 be an some positive constant sufficiently small in (0, γ0), and let ε < ε0.
Assume I = {t ≥ Tε | |xNN (t)| < ε0}. Moreover, we have

xNN (t) = eBtxNN (Tε) +

∫ t

Tε

eB(t−s)nNN (xNN (s))ds.

For t ∈ I, since |pNN (θ, xNN (t))− PxNN (t)| ≤ η|xNN (t)| (Condition (b) in Theo-
rem 3.2), it holds that

|nNN (xNN (t))|
≤ |f(xNN (t))−AxNN (t)|

+|(R(xNN (t))pNN (θ, xNN (t))−R(0)PxNN (t)|
≤ k|xNN (t)|2 + |R(xNN (t))−R(0)||PxNN (t)|

+|R(xNN (t))||pNN (θ, xNN (t))− PxNN (t)|
≤ C1((k + 1)ε0 + η)|xNN (t)|,
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where C1 is a constant depending only on f,R, p. It follows that

|xNN (t)| ≤ C|xNN (Tε)|e−β(t−Tε)

+C

∫ t

Tε

e−β(t−s)|nNN (xNN (s))|ds

≤ C|xNN (Tε)|e−β(t−Tε)

+CC1((k + 1)ε0 + η)

∫ t

Tε

e−β(t−s)|xNN (s)|ds.

Using the Gronwall inequality, we find that

|xNN (t)| ≤ C|xNN (Tε)|e−(β−CC1((k+1)ε0+η))(t−Tε)

= C|xNN (Tε)|e−α(t−Tε), (A.6)

where α = β − CC1((k + 1)ε0 + η). If we choose the two positive constants ε0, η
sufficiently small, then α > 0. In the following, we assume that the consant C in
(A.6) is greater than 2.

3. We prove that for ε < ε0/C, I = [Tε,∞). If not, then there exists a T̄ < ∞
such that J = [Tε, T̄ ). Since |xNN (Tε)| < ε0/C, from (A.6) we get that

|xNN (t)| < ε0e
−α(t−Tε) < ε0, ∀t ∈ [Tε, T̄ ).

Then by the extension theorem of ODE, there is some small τ > 0 such that the
solution is defined in the [Tε, T̄ + τ) and

|xNN (t)| ≤ ε0e−α(t−Tε) < ε0, ∀t ∈ [Tε, T̄ + τ).

That is a contradiction by the definition of I.
4. In summary, let C be fixed constant in (A.6) larger than 2, and let ε0 be a con-

stant in (0, γ0) sufficiently small. For 0 < ε < ε0/C < γ0 and δ < C−1βe−CLTεε/2,
we have that

|xNN (t)− x(t)| ≤ ε0, ∀t ∈ (0,∞),

and

|xNN (t)| < ε0e
−α(t−Tε), ∀t ∈ (Tε,∞).

That yields the result in Theorem 3.2. �

Proof of Corollary 3.2. From the proof of Theorem 3.2, we have that

|q(xNN )− q(x)| ≤ 2|Q||x||xNN − x| ≤ C|xNN − x|,
and

|uNN (xNN )− u(x)|
≤ |W−1|[(|g(xNN )− g(x)||pNN (xNN )|+
|g(x)||pNN (xNN )− p(xNN )|+ |g(x)||p(xNN )− p(x)|)]

≤ C(|xNN − x|+ δ),

where C > 0 is a constant depending only on g, p,W . Hence by Theorem 3.2, for
δ > 0 sufficiently small, it holds that for some ε0 < γ0,

|J(xNN , uNN )− J(x, u)| ≤ C2ε0, (A.7)

where C2 is a constant depending only on f, g,R, p,W . This completes the proof.
�



HAMILTON-JACOBI-BELLMAN EQUATIONS 29

Acknowledgements

The author is greatly indebted to Prof. Wei Kang for many helpful discussions
and suggestions. The author would like to express his appreciation to Prof. Qi Gong
and Dr. Tenavi Nakamura-Zimmerer for the useful suggestions and comments on
the paper.

References

[1] David Angeli. Almost global stabilization of the inverted pendulum via continuous state feed-

back. Automatica, 37(7):1103–1108, 2001.
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