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A Dynamical Systems Framework for
Reinforcement Learning Safety and Robustness

Verification
Ahmed Nasir, Abdelhafid Zenati

Abstract—The application of reinforcement learning to safety-
critical systems is limited by the lack of formal methods for
verifying the robustness and safety of learned policies. This
paper introduces a novel framework that addresses this gap by
analyzing the combination of an RL agent and its environment
as a discrete-time autonomous dynamical system. By leveraging
tools from dynamical systems theory, specifically the Finite-
Time Lyapunov Exponent (FTLE), we identify and visualize
Lagrangian Coherent Structures (LCS) that act as the hidden
"skeleton" governing the system’s behavior. We demonstrate that
repelling LCS function as safety barriers around unsafe regions,
while attracting LCS reveal the system’s convergence properties
and potential failure modes, such as unintended "trap" states.
To move beyond qualitative visualization, we introduce a suite
of quantitative metrics, Mean Boundary Repulsion (MBR), Ag-
gregated Spurious Attractor Strength (ASAS), and Temporally-
Aware Spurious Attractor Strength (TASAS), to formally mea-
sure a policy’s safety margin and robustness. We further provide
a method for deriving local stability guarantees and extend the
analysis to handle model uncertainty. Through experiments in
both discrete and continuous control environments, we show
that this framework provides a comprehensive and interpretable
assessment of policy behavior, successfully identifying critical
flaws in policies that appear successful based on reward alone.

Index Terms—Reinforcement Learning, Dynamical Systems,
Safety Verification, Robustness, Lagrangian Coherent Structures,
FTLE.

I. INTRODUCTION

Artificial Intelligence (AI) aims to create machines capable
of reasoning, learning, and acting autonomously, mirroring the
faculties of human intelligence [1]. A driving force behind
modern AI is Machine Learning (ML), a field dedicated
to developing algorithms that enable systems to learn from
data and experience rather than being explicitly programmed
for a task [2]. Within ML, the advent of Deep Learning,
which utilizes deep neural networks with many layers, has
triggered a revolution, achieving unprecedented performance
in perception-heavy domains like computer vision and natural
language processing [3], [4]. Parallel to this, Reinforcement
Learning (RL) has emerged as a powerful framework for
tackling sequential decision-making problems, where an agent
learns to achieve a goal in an uncertain environment through
a process of trial and error [5], [6].

The fusion of these fields has given rise to Deep Rein-
forcement Learning (DRL), a paradigm that leverages the
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powerful representation learning of deep networks to solve
complex RL problems with high-dimensional state spaces
[7], [8]. DRL has produced remarkable successes, achieving
superhuman performance in complex strategic games like
Go, Chess, and StarCraft [9], [10], [11], and demonstrating
significant potential in fields as diverse as robotics [12], [13],
autonomous driving [14], [15], and fluid dynamics [16], [17].
Foundational DRL algorithms, including Deep Q-Networks
(DQN) [18], Proximal Policy Optimization (PPO) [19], and
Soft Actor-Critic (SAC) [20], have become standard tools for
training agents that can learn sophisticated policies directly
from raw sensory inputs.

However, despite these achievements in simulated or con-
trolled environments, the transition of DRL agents to safety-
critical, real-world systems remains a formidable challenge
[21], [22], [8], [14]. Unlike the forgiving nature of a video
game, applications in autonomous navigation or medical
robotics demand stringent guarantees of safety and robustness.
Policies learned by DRL agents often function as "black
boxes," making their decision-making processes opaque and
difficult to trust [23], [17]. This lack of interpretability is
compounded by a critical vulnerability: the susceptibility of
deep neural networks to adversarial perturbations. It has been
repeatedly demonstrated that minuscule, often imperceptible,
changes to an agent’s sensory input can cause catastrophic
failures in its policy, leading to unsafe and unpredictable
behavior [24], [25], [26], [27], [28], [26]. This fragility poses
a significant barrier to deployment, as real-world sensors are
inherently noisy and environments can be unpredictable or
even adversarial [27], [29].

The DRL community has actively pursued solutions to this
robustness problem. Strategies range from safe RL, which of-
ten uses constrained optimization or Lyapunov-based methods
to ensure stability [30], [31], to robust RL, which formulates
the problem as a zero-sum game against an adversary to find
policies that are resilient to worst-case disturbances [32], [33].
Formal verification techniques have also been explored, using
methods like abstract interpretation to provide probabilistic
guarantees on policy safety [34], [35]. While these approaches
have made significant strides, they often rely on statistical
assumptions, are computationally intensive, or do not provide
a clear, intuitive picture of the policy’s global behavior and
potential failure modes [8], [25], [35]. A critical gap remains
for frameworks that can offer deterministic, interpretable, and
formal guarantees of a policy’s safety and robustness.

This paper addresses this gap by introducing a novel ver-
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Fig. 1: Illustration of trajectory separation, the fundamental
principle quantified by the Finite-Time Lyapunov Exponent
(FTLE). Initially nearby particles (left) follow distinct paths
over time. The maximal rate of their separation (right) reveals
the underlying stability and structure of the dynamical flow,
forming the basis for identifying Lagrangian Coherent Struc-
tures.

ification framework rooted in the principles of dynamical
systems theory. Our central premise is that the combination
of a deterministic RL policy and its environment constitutes
a discrete-time autonomous dynamical system. The behavior
of any agent within this system, how it navigates, where
it succeeds, and where it might fail, can be understood by
studying the geometry of the flow it induces on the state
space. This perspective allows us to move beyond simple
performance metrics, like cumulative reward, and probe the
underlying structures that govern trajectory evolution.

To achieve this, we employ a key tool from the analysis
of complex flows: the Finite-Time Lyapunov Exponent
(FTLE). The FTLE is a scalar field that measures the maximal
rate at which initially close trajectories separate over a finite
time window. Regions with high FTLE values form sharp
ridges known as Lagrangian Coherent Structures (LCS),
which function as the hidden "skeleton" of the dynamics [36].
These structures act as the most influential material surfaces,
partitioning the flow into distinct, coherent regions and funda-
mentally governing the transport and mixing properties of the
system [37], [38].

The power of this framework lies in the direct and intuitive
mapping of these dynamical structures to critical properties of
an RL agent’s policy:

• Safety Verification via Repelling LCS: By computing
the FTLE field for the forward-time flow, we identify
repelling LCS. These structures function as dynamical
barriers or "divides" that nearby trajectories cannot cross.
For a safe policy, we hypothesize that the agent must
learn to create strong repelling LCS that effectively "wall
off" obstacles and unsafe regions of the state space.
Visualizing these barriers provides a powerful qualitative
assessment of the policy’s safety mechanisms.

• Robustness Verification via Attracting LCS: Con-
versely, attracting LCS act as dynamical "highways" and
attractors. For a robust policy, we expect to find a single,
dominant basin of attraction centered on the desired goal
state. The existence of other strong attractors reveals
potential robustness failures, such as unintended "trap"
states or suboptimal cyclic behaviors where the agent

could become permanently stuck.

Building on this qualitative foundation, this paper introduces
a suite of quantitative tools to formalize the verification
process. Our primary contributions are:

1) A formal framework for analyzing a deterministic RL
policy and its environment as a discrete-time dynamical
system.

2) The application of FTLE and LCS to qualitatively vi-
sualize the safety barriers and state-space attractors that
define a learned policy’s behavior.

3) The development of novel scalar metrics, Mean Bound-
ary Repulsion (MBR), Aggregated Spurious Attractor
Strength (ASAS), and Temporally-Aware Spurious At-
tractor Strength (TASAS), to quantify the policy’s safety
margin and its robustness of convergence to the goal.

4) A formal, local stability guarantee derived from the
FTLE field, which provides an (ϵ, δ)-style certificate of
robustness against small state perturbations.

This paper is structured to guide the reader from founda-
tional concepts to advanced applications. We begin by for-
mally establishing the dynamical systems preliminaries, then
introduce our quantitative metrics, present our formal stability
results, and conclude with advanced robustness analysis and
experimental validation across multiple environments.

II. REINFORCEMENT LEARNING THROUGH THE LENS OF
DYNAMICAL SYSTEMS

We begin by conceptualizing the interaction between a
trained reinforcement learning (RL) agent and its environment
as a dynamical system. This perspective allows us to analyze
the global behavior and stability of the learned policy. Let the
agent’s state space be a subset of an n-dimensional space, S ⊆
Rn, and let its action space be A. A trained, deterministic RL
policy can be modeled as a map π : S → A, which prescribes
an action for every possible state. The environment’s dynamics
are described by a transition function T : S ×A → S , which
dictates the next state given the current state and action.

A. The Closed-Loop System and the Flow Map

When the policy π is deployed, it creates a closed-loop
system with the environment. In this system, the state at the
next time step, sk+1, is determined solely by the current
state sk. This defines an autonomous, discrete-time dynamical
system governed by the function f :

sk+1 = f(sk) ≜ T (sk, π(sk)). (1)

To understand the system’s behavior over longer periods, we
introduce the flow map, Φ. This map describes the evolution
of the system over a fixed time horizon of Tint steps, advancing
an initial state s0 to its final state:

Φ(s0) = fTint(s0) ≜ f ◦ f ◦ · · · ◦ f︸ ︷︷ ︸
Tint times

(s0). (2)
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B. Quantifying Trajectory Separation with the FTLE
A key question in dynamical systems is how nearby trajecto-

ries separate over time. This separation reveals the stability and
structure of the flow. The Finite-Time Lyapunov Exponent
(FTLE) is a scalar field that quantifies the maximum rate
of separation of infinitesimally close trajectories over a finite
interval.

To compute the FTLE, we must first characterize how an in-
finitesimal neighborhood around a point s0 is deformed by the
flow. This local deformation is captured by the deformation
gradient tensor, which is the Jacobian of the flow map:

J(s0) =
∂Φ(s0)

∂s0
. (3)

The Jacobian J(s0) describes both the stretching and rotation
of the neighborhood. To isolate the stretching, which governs
trajectory separation, we use the right Cauchy-Green defor-
mation tensor, C:

C(s0) = J(s0)
TJ(s0). (4)

This symmetric, positive-semidefinite matrix removes the ro-
tational component. Its largest eigenvalue, λmax(C(s0), rep-
resents the maximum squared stretching initiated at s0.

Definition II.1 (Finite-Time Lyapunov Exponent). The FTLE
field, σ(s0, Tint), is defined as the average exponential rate of
this maximal stretching:

σ(s0, Tint) =
1

|Tint|
ln
√
λmax(C(s0)). (5)

The FTLE field reveals the hidden structure of the dynamics.
Ridges of high FTLE values, which are locally maximizing
curves, are identified as Lagrangian Coherent Structures
(LCS). These structures act as the organizing skeleton of
the flow, forming barriers that partition the state space into
dynamically distinct regions.

C. Numerical FTLE Calculation in a Discrete State Space
In a practical RL setting with a grid-based state space, the

flow map Φ is not an analytical function, so its Jacobian cannot
be computed directly. We therefore approximate the Jacobian
using a finite difference scheme.

For each point s0 on the grid, we consider its immediate
neighbors. Specifically, for a small step size h (typically the
grid spacing), we define perturbed initial points along each
coordinate axis i: s0,i = s0 + hei, where ei is the unit vector
in the i-th dimension.

We advect both the central point s0 and each perturbed point
s0,i forward in time by Tint using the learned flow map Φ.
The final perturbation vectors, which describe how the initial
orthogonal perturbations have been stretched and rotated by
the flow, are:

ui = Φ(s0,i)− Φ(s0). (6)

These vectors allow us to construct an approximation of the de-
formation gradient tensor J . Each column of the approximate
Jacobian is the transformed perturbation vector, normalized by
the initial step size: J ≈ 1

h [u1|u2| . . . |un]. From this matrix,
we compute the Cauchy-Green tensor C and the FTLE value
for s0 using Eq. (5).

D. Interpreting LCS for Policy Analysis

The LCS framework provides a powerful lens for analyzing
the safety and robustness of an RL policy by revealing the
structure of the learned dynamics. We consider two types of
LCS.

1) Forward-Time FTLE (Repelling LCS): By computing the
FTLE for the forward-time flow map as described above, we
identify repelling LCS. These structures act as dynamical
divides or barriers that trajectories tend to move away from.
For safety verification, we expect high-FTLE ridges to form
protective barriers around obstacles and unsafe regions. Their
presence verifies that the agent has learned an effective avoid-
ance policy, treating these areas as "keep-out" zones.

2) Backward-Time FTLE (Attracting LCS): Conversely, at-
tracting LCS function as dynamical "highways" or collectors
that attract and guide nearby trajectories. Direct computation
of these structures would require inverting the flow map,
which is generally infeasible for a learned RL policy. Instead,
we can approximate the locations of the system’s attractors
by simulating a large number of trajectories from random
initial positions and creating a 2D histogram of their final
states after time Tint. High-density regions in this histogram
correspond to attractors. For robustness, we expect to find a
single, dominant attractor at the goal state. The presence of
other strong attractors could signify policy vulnerabilities, such
as a tendency to get stuck in local optima (trap states) or a
failure to converge reliably to the desired goal.

III. LOCAL STABILITY GUARANTEES

In regions of low FTLE, we can provide a formal guarantee
that initially close trajectories remain close, certifying local
robustness.

Proposition III.1 (Bounded Divergence). Let R be a convex
region in the state space, and let σmax = sups∈R σ(s, Tint).
For any two initial states sa, sb ∈ R, their separation after
time Tint is bounded by:

∥Φ(sb)− Φ(sa)∥ ≤ e(σmax·Tint) · ∥sb − sa∥ . (7)

Proof. By the Mean Value Theorem for vector-valued func-
tions, for any sa, sb ∈ R, there exists a point c on the
line segment between them such that ∥Φ(sb)− Φ(sa)∥ ≤
∥J(c)∥2 · ∥sb − sa∥, where ∥J(c)∥2 is the induced 2-norm of
the Jacobian. The norm is defined as the largest singular value
of J(c), which is

√
λmax(J(c)TJ(c)) =

√
λmax(C(c)). From

the definition of FTLE in Eq. (5), we have
√
λmax(C(c)) =

e(σ(c,Tint)·Tint). Combining these facts yields:

∥Φ(sb)− Φ(sa)∥ ≤ e(σ(c,Tint)·Tint) · ∥sb − sa∥ .

Since c ∈ R, σ(c, Tint) ≤ σmax. The final bound follows
directly.

This proposition allows for a formal (δ, ϵ) certificate of
robustness. For a desired final separation tolerance ϵ, we can
guarantee that any initial perturbation smaller than δ will be
tolerated, where δ < ϵ · exp(−σmax · Tint).
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IV. QUANTITATIVE METRICS AND ALGORITHMS

While visualizing Lagrangian Coherent Structures provides
a rich, qualitative understanding of policy behavior, a rigorous
comparison requires objective, scalar metrics. We introduce
three novel metrics derived from the FTLE and trajectory
analysis.

A. Metric 1: Mean Boundary Repulsion (MBR)

Purpose: To measure the policy’s commitment to avoiding
danger. This metric directly quantifies the strength of the re-
pelling barriers the agent erects around known unsafe regions.
A high score indicates a wide margin of safety.

1) Formulation: Let S be the total state space and O ⊂ S
be the set of all unsafe states. We define the obstacle bound-
ary, ∂O, as the set of all safe states immediately adjacent to
an unsafe state:

∂O = {s ∈ S \O | ∃s′ ∈ O such that ∥s− s′∥1 = 1}. (8)

The Mean Boundary Repulsion (MBR) is the arithmetic mean
of the forward-time FTLE values on this boundary:

MBR =
1

|∂O|
∑

s0∈∂O

σ(s0, Tint). (9)

A high MBR indicates strong, robust avoidance; a low MBR
suggests the policy is vulnerable to perturbations near obsta-
cles.

B. Metric 2: Aggregated Spurious Attractor Strength (ASAS)

Purpose: To measure the policy’s focus on the goal. This
metric quantifies the pull of unintended attractors relative to
the pull of the true goal. A low score indicates a robust policy.

1) Formulation: Let h(s) be the final state density map
(histogram) from trajectory simulations and G ⊂ S be the
goal region.

1) Benchmark Goal Attraction: hgoal = maxs∈G h(s).
2) Identify Spurious Peaks: Find all local peaks in h(s)

outside the goal region, Pspurious.
3) Filter for Significance: Create a set of significant peaks,
Psig = {s ∈ Pspurious | h(s) ≥ α·hgoal}, using a threshold
α ∈ (0, 1].

4) Aggregate Spurious Pull: Sum the densities of all
significant peaks: hagg_spurious =

∑
s∈Psig

h(s).
5) Compute ASAS Ratio: ASAS = hagg_spurious/hgoal. If

hgoal = 0, ASAS ≜∞.

An ASAS ≈ 0 indicates ideal robustness, while ASAS ≥ 1
signals a critical lack of robustness where spurious attractors
dominate the goal.

C. Metric 3: Temporally-Aware Spurious Attractor Strength
(TASAS)

Purpose: To refine ASAS by distinguishing between tran-
sient "highways" and terminal "traps."

Algorithm 1 FTLE Calculation for a Grid-Based System

1: procedure CALCULATEFTLE(Grid G, Obstacles O, Pol-
icy π, Horizon Tint)

2: Input: Grid G, Obstacles O, Policy π, Horizon Tint.
3: Output: FTLE field σ.

▷ Step 1: Compute Flow Map Φ
4: Initialize map Φ; f(s)← Transition(s, π(s))
5: for each state s0 ∈ (G \O) do
6: scurrent ← s0
7: for k = 1 to Tint do
8: scurrent ← f(scurrent)
9: end for

10: Φ(s0)← scurrent
11: end for

▷ Step 2: Compute FTLE field σ
12: Initialize σ as a zero matrix.
13: for each state s0 = (r, c) ∈ (G \O) do
14: ϕs0 ← Φ(s0)
15: u1 ← Φ(s0 + (0, 1))− ϕs0

16: u2 ← Φ(s0 + (1, 0))− ϕs0

17: J ← [u1
T ,u2

T ]
18: C ← JTJ
19: λmax ← max(eigenvalues(C))
20: if λmax > 0 then
21: σ(s0)← 1

2·Tint
ln(λmax)

22: end if
23: end for
24: return σ
25: end procedure

1) Formulation: TASAS weights each spurious attractor’s
strength by a persistence factor, ρ(p). For each significant
peak p ∈ Psig, we run new simulations starting from p and
measure the fraction that reach the goal, known as the escape
ratio E(p). The persistence factor is ρ(p) = 1− E(p).

The persistence-weighted spurious strength is:

htasas =
∑

p∈Psig

h(p) · ρ(p). (10)

The final TASAS ratio is:

TASAS =
htasas

hgoal
. (11)

A non-zero TASAS confirms the existence of at least one
genuine terminal trap region, providing a more accurate as-
sessment of policy failure than ASAS alone.

D. Algorithm Implementations and Complexity

Here we present the pseudocode for our methods and
analyze their computational complexity. |S| is the number of
valid states in the grid.

1) FTLE Calculation:
a) Complexity Analysis: The dominant step is the flow

map calculation. For each of the |S| states, the algorithm
simulates the policy forward for Tint steps. The total time
complexity is O(|S| · Tint).
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Fig. 2: Neural Network Architecture

2) Mean Boundary Repulsion (MBR):
a) Complexity Analysis: Identifying the boundary re-

quires iterating through all |S| valid states and checking a
constant number of neighbors. The complexity is O(|S|).

3) Aggregated Spurious Attractor Strength (ASAS):
a) Complexity Analysis: The main work involves iterat-

ing through all |S| states to find local peaks in the attractor
field h. This is a constant-time check per state, so complexity
is O(|S|).

4) Temporally-Aware Spurious Attractor Strength (TASAS):

a) Complexity Analysis: This metric iterates
through each significant spurious peak, |Psig|, and runs
Nsim simulations for Tescape steps. The complexity is
O(|Psig| · Nsim · Tescape).

V. AGENT ARCHITECTURE AND TRAINING PROTOCOL

To ensure a consistent and fair comparison, we use a single,
standardized Deep Q-Network (DQN) agent configuration.

A. Q-Network Architecture

The action-value function, Q(s, a), is approximated using a
feed-forward neural network in PyTorch.

• Input Layer: A 2D state vector (x, y).
• Hidden Layers: Three hidden layers with 128, 256,

and 128 neurons, respectively, each followed by a ReLU
activation.

Algorithm 2 Mean Boundary Repulsion (MBR)

1: procedure CALCULATEMBR(σ, Grid G, Obstacles O)
2: Initialize boundary set ∂O ← ∅
3: Define neighbors D ←
{(0, 1), (0,−1), (1, 0), (−1, 0)}

4: for each state s ∈ (G \O) do
5: for each direction d ∈ D do
6: if (s+ d) ∈ O then
7: Add s to ∂O; break
8: end if
9: end for

10: end for
11: if |∂O| = 0 then return 0
12: end if
13: MBR← 1

|∂O|
∑

s∈∂O σ(s)
14: return MBR
15: end procedure

Algorithm 3 Aggregated Spurious Attractor Strength (ASAS)

1: procedure CALCULATEASAS(h, Ggoal, α)
2: hgoal ← maxs∈Ggoal

h(s)
3: if hgoal = 0 then return ∞
4: end if
5: Pspurious ← ∅; Psig ← ∅
6: for each state s ∈ (G \Ggoal) do
7: if h(s) is a local maximum then Add s to Pspurious
8: end if
9: end for

10: for each peak p ∈ Pspurious do
11: if h(p) ≥ α · hgoal then Add p to Psig
12: end if
13: end for
14: hagg_spurious ←

∑
p∈Psig

h(p)

15: return hagg_spurious/hgoal, Psig
16: end procedure

Algorithm 4 Temporally-Aware Spurious Attractor Strength
(TASAS)

1: procedure CALCULATETASAS(h, Psig, hgoal, π,N, Tesc)
2: if hgoal = 0 then return ∞
3: end if
4: htasas ← 0
5: for each peak p ∈ Psig do
6: escaped← 0
7: for i = 1 to N do
8: s← p
9: for k = 1 to Tesc do

10: s← Transition(s, π(s))
11: if s is in Goal then
12: escaped← escaped+ 1; break
13: end if
14: end for
15: end for
16: E(p)← escaped/N ; ρ(p)← 1− E(p)
17: htasas ← htasas + h(p) · ρ(p)
18: end for
19: return htasas/hgoal

20: end procedure

• Output Layer: A linear layer producing Q-values for
each discrete action.

B. Training Details

The agent is trained using the standard DQN algorithm with
experience replay and a fixed Q-target.

• Replay Memory: Capacity of 10,000 transitions.
• Optimization: Adam optimizer with learning rate 1 ×

10−4 and Mean Squared Error loss.
• Target Network: Weights updated periodically from the

policy network.
• Hyperparameters: Discount factor γ = 0.99.
• Exploration: An ϵ-greedy strategy, with ϵ annealed over

time. All policy evaluations in this paper are performed
in a purely greedy mode (ϵ = 0).
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The same protocol is used across all environments to isolate
the effect of environmental complexity.

VI. EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS

We validate our framework using a DQN agent trained in
three 2D grid-worlds: a Simple Wall, Scattered Blocks, and
a U-Shape Trap. We analyze the learned policy at episodes
0, 150, 750, and 1200, generating FTLE fields, attractor plots,
and our quantitative metrics (MBR, ASAS, TASAS).

A. Environment 1: Simple Wall

This baseline environment tests fundamental avoidance be-
havior.

Visual Analysis: As shown in Figure 3, the policy evolves
from chaos (a) to a highly structured state. By episode 1200
(d), a prominent high-FTLE ridge acts as a safety barrier along
the wall, while the attractor plot shows a clear "highway"
guiding the agent to the goal.

Quantitative Analysis: Table I confirms this. The MBR
score climbs to a robust 0.0994, quantifying the strong safety
barrier. The ASAS and TASAS scores plummet to near-zero,
certifying that the mature policy is free of persistent traps.

TABLE I: Metrics for the Simple Wall Environment.

Episode MBR ASAS TASAS

0 0.0040 21.1217 21.0317
50 0.1029 0.4961 0.0577

150 0.0901 0.7437 0.1519
750 0.1058 0.7496 0.2028
1200 0.0994 0.4427 0.0544

B. Environment 2: Scattered Blocks

This environment requires navigation through a more clut-
tered space.

Quantitative Analysis: Table II shows successful, albeit
imperfect, learning. The MBR value stabilizes around a
healthy 0.08-0.11. The TASAS value, while low, settles at
a non-zero 0.0550. This is a key insight: our framework
quantitatively flags that the faint, spurious attractor visible in
the final plot (Figure 4d) is indeed a minor but persistent trap
state.

TABLE II: Metrics for the Scattered Blocks Environment.

Episode MBR ASAS TASAS

0 0.0845 515.8000 515.8000
150 0.0900 0.8182 0.0501
750 0.1100 0.7674 0.2244

1200 0.0807 0.8311 0.0550

C. Environment 3: U-Shape Trap

This environment is designed to be deceptive, requiring a
non-greedy path.

Quantitative Analysis: Our metrics tell a clear story of
successful learning (Table III). MBR improves to a strong
0.0911. The evolution of ASAS and TASAS is especially

insightful. The ASAS value remains relatively high (1.2258),
which might suggest poor robustness. However, the TASAS
metric plummets to just 0.0727. This crucial distinction shows
that the attracting "highways" are transient waypoints, not ter-
minal traps, powerfully demonstrating the framework’s ability
to untangle complex behaviors.

TABLE III: Metrics for the U-Shape Trap Environment.

Episode MBR ASAS TASAS

0 0.0101 82.5876 82.5876
150 0.0955 1.2938 1.2938
750 0.0911 1.9835 1.9835

1200 0.0911 1.2258 0.0727

Trajectories in three environments. We have plotted the
trajectories on top of the attraction field. Trajectories move
towards brighter regions to reach the goal. Figure 6 shows
how trajectories converge onto learned routes that funnel them
towards the goal while avoiding obstacles.

VII. APPLICATION TO CONTINUOUS CONTROL
ENVIRONMENTS

To demonstrate the versatility of our framework beyond
discrete grid-worlds, we apply it to several classic continuous
control environments from the Gymnasium library. For this
analysis, we utilize high-performance, pre-trained policies
available on the Hugging Face Hub, trained with state-of-the-
art algorithms such as Truncated Quantile Critics (TQC), Soft
Actor-Critic (SAC), and Twin-Delayed Deep Deterministic
Policy Gradient (TD3). This approach allows us to directly
analyze well-converged policies and showcases the frame-
work’s utility for evaluating agents trained by any standard
deep reinforcement learning method.

For environments with a state space dimension greater than
two, we analyze 2D slices of the dynamical landscape. This
is achieved by fixing the remaining state variables to logical
constant values (e.g., zero velocity and zero angle), allowing
us to visualize the policy’s behavior in a critical subspace of
operation.

A. Case Study 1: MountainCarContinuous-v0

The MountainCarContinuous-v0 environment is a
classic problem requiring an agent to build momentum to
escape a valley. A successful policy must learn a non-trivial,
dynamic strategy.

The analysis in Figure 7 reveals a highly robust and suc-
cessful policy. The FTLE plot on the left clearly delineates
the valley walls as strong repelling structures (bright yellow).
The spiral pattern in the center of the state space visualizes
the agent’s learned strategy of oscillating to build velocity.
The attractor plot on the right is even more telling: it shows
a single, dominant "highway" that collects trajectories from
across the state space and guides them directly to the goal
region. There are no other significant basins of attraction,
indicating that the agent does not get stuck.

Quantitative Analysis: The calculated metrics confirm this
visual interpretation. With an ASAS score of 0.0000 and a
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(a) Attraction and repulsion fields in Simple Wall environment at 0 Episodes

(b) Attraction and repulsion fields in Simple Wall environment at 500 Episodes

(c) Attraction and repulsion fields in Simple Wall environment at 1200 Episodes

Fig. 3: Evolution of dynamical structures for the Simple Wall environment. The untrained agent (a) is chaotic. As training
progresses (b-c), a distinct repelling LCS (bright ridge) forms along the wall, and the attractor field consolidates around the
goal (G).

TASAS score of 0.0000, the policy exhibits ideal robustness.
According to our definitions, this signifies the complete ab-
sence of significant or persistent spurious attractors. The agent
has learned a globally effective strategy.

B. Case Study 2: Pendulum-v1

The Pendulum-v1 environment involves a different chal-
lenge: stabilization. The goal is to swing a pendulum upright
and maintain its balance at the top (angle = 0, velocity = 0).
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(a) Attraction and repulsion fields in Scattered Blocks environment at 0 Episodes

(b) Attraction and repulsion fields in Scattered Blocks environment at 750 Episodes

(c) Attraction and repulsion fields in Scattered Blocks environment at 1200 Episodes

Fig. 4: Dynamical evolution for the Scattered Blocks environment. The agent learns to form localized repelling structures
around each obstacle (b-c), creating a safe, winding path to the goal.

Figure 9 illustrates a perfectly learned stabilization policy.
The FTLE field is low and flat, which is expected for a stable
system where nearby trajectories are not driven apart. The
attractor plot is the key result: it shows a single, tight, and
dominant hotspot precisely at the goal state. All trajectories
in the analyzed state space converge to this single desired

equilibrium point.
Quantitative Analysis: The metrics provide definitive con-

firmation of the policy’s quality. Both the ASAS and TASAS
scores are 0.0000, signifying perfect robustness. The system
contains no competing attractors, and its dynamics are entirely
focused on achieving and maintaining the goal state.
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(a) Attraction and repulsion fields in U-Shape Trap environment at 0 Episodes

(b) Attraction and repulsion fields in U-Shape Trap environment at 750 Episodes

(c) Attraction and repulsion fields in U-Shape Trap environment at 1200 Episodes

Fig. 5: Dynamical evolution for the U-Shape Trap environment. Visually assessing robustness is difficult, as the agent forms
attracting "highways" (b, c) whose persistence is not obvious.

Case Study 2.1: Formal Stability Verification for the Pendulum
We now apply our local stability guarantee (Proposition 4.1)

to this successful policy. To demonstrate the utility of our local

stability proposition, we analyze the trained Pendulum agent.
We define a stable region R as a circle of radius 1.60 around
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(a) Trajectories and attraction field in simple all (b) Trajectories and repulsion field in simple wall

(c) Trajectories and attraction field in scattered blocks environment (d) Trajectories and repulsion field in scattered blocks environment

(e) Trajectories and attraction field in U Shaped Trap (f) Trajectories and repulsion fields in U Shaped Trap

Fig. 6: Trajectories in all three grid environments following the attraction fields and avoiding the repulsion field regions

the goal state ([θ, ω] = [0, 0]). From the computed FTLE field,
we find the maximum FTLE value within this region to be
σmax ≈ 0.7158 with an integration time of Tint = 20 steps.

Using our derived bound, we can formally certify that for
any desired final separation tolerance, ϵ = 0.05, the policy
is robust to any initial state perturbation smaller than δ <
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Fig. 7: Dynamical analysis of a TQC policy on
MountainCarContinuous-v0. The FTLE field (left)
reveals a strong repelling boundary corresponding to the
valley walls and a spiral structure indicating the momentum-
building strategy. The attractor plot (right) shows a clear
"highway" of trajectories that successfully reach the goal
region (G) on the right.

Fig. 8: Trajectories on repulsion fields showing how they loop
around the spiral avoiding certain regions near 0.00 velocity
and gaining momentum and moving towards the goal. On
atrraction fields we see transcribers following a specified path
with increasing attraction field and moving towards the goal
region.

Fig. 9: Dynamical analysis of an SAC policy on
Pendulum-v1. The FTLE field (left) is largely featureless,
indicating stable, non-chaotic behavior. The attractor plot
(right) shows an extremely powerful and compact attractor
at the goal state (G), representing the upright and stationary
position and a "highway" leading to the goal state.

3.0 × 10−8. Although the maximum tolerable perturbation is
small (due to the exponential nature of the bound and a non-
trivial σmax), this provides a concrete, formal guarantee of
the policy’s stability near its equilibrium point. The process is

Fig. 10: The trajectories follow attraction fields into the goal
region while repulsion fields on both sides of the attracting
structures make sure the trajectories don’t veer to far from the
goal region

visualized in Figure 11.

Fig. 11: Visualization of the certified stable region R for
the Pendulum-v1 policy. The dashed cyan circle represents
the region R where the stability guarantee is calculated. This
region is overlaid on the learned attractor field, demonstrating
that the area of certified stability coincides with the policy’s
primary goal attractor.

C. Case Study 3: LunarLanderContinuous-v2

The LunarLanderContinuous-v2 environment
presents a more complex, 8-dimensional control problem.
To analyze it, we examine a 2D slice of the state space
corresponding to the lander’s (x, y) position, while holding
all other states (velocities, angle, leg contact) at zero. This
represents the policy’s behavior during a critical final descent
or hover phase.

The analysis in Figure 12 uncovers a critical flaw in the
pre-trained policy, demonstrating the diagnostic power of our
framework. The FTLE field is noisy and lacks the strong,
coherent barriers seen in robust policies. The attractor plot
is damning: although some trajectories land at the goal (G),
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Fig. 12: Dynamical analysis of a TD3 policy on a 2D slice of
LunarLanderContinuous-v2. The FTLE field (left) is
noisy and lacks coherent structures. The attractor plot (right)
reveals a critical flaw: while an attractor exists at the goal (G),
two powerful spurious attractor "highways" dominate the flow,
pulling trajectories away from the landing pad.

Fig. 13: Trajecctoire tend to follow two "highways" to a goal
region but there seems to be other regions of high attraction
other than the goal. Thus not all trajectories make it to the goal
regions and end up getting trapped in the attraction fields.

the flow is dominated by two large, bright attractor arms.
These structures act as highways that lead trajectories into
undesirable looping patterns rather than toward the landing
pad.

Quantitative Analysis: The metrics powerfully quantify
this failure. The policy yields an ASAS score of 3.9038
and a TASAS score of 3.9038. According to our definitions,
an ASAS score greater than 1.0 indicates "extremely poor
robustness," meaning the cumulative pull of the spurious
attractors is stronger than the pull of the goal. The high TASAS
score confirms that these attractors are not transient but are
persistent traps from which the agent fails to escape. This
policy is demonstrably unsafe, a conclusion that would be
difficult to reach without this dynamical systems analysis.

D. Summary of Continuous Control Results

Table IV summarizes the quantitative safety and ro-
bustness metrics for the analyzed policies. The results
clearly distinguish between the ideally robust policies for
MountainCar and Pendulum, and the critically flawed
policy for LunarLander.

TABLE IV: Quantitative robustness metrics for continuous
control policies.

Environment ASAS Score TASAS Score
MountainCarContinuous-v0 0.0000 0.0000
Pendulum-v1 0.0000 0.0000
LunarLanderContinuous-v2 3.9038 3.9038

This extension to continuous domains validates that our
framework is a general and powerful tool for RL verification,
capable of providing deep insights and uncovering critical
failure modes that are not apparent from standard performance
metrics like cumulative reward.

VIII. CONCLUSION

This paper introduced a novel framework for the verification
of safety and robustness in reinforcement learning agents by
treating the combined policy-environment system through the
lens of dynamical systems theory. By applying the Finite-Time
Lyapunov Exponent (FTLE) and analyzing Lagrangian Coher-
ent Structures (LCS), we demonstrated a powerful method for
visualizing the underlying dynamical mechanisms of a learned
policy. Repelling LCS were shown to correspond to safety
barriers, while the system’s attractors revealed its convergence
properties and potential failure modes.

To formalize this analysis, we developed a suite of quanti-
tative metrics, MBR, ASAS, and TASAS, that provide scalar
measures of a policy’s safety margin and robustness. These
metrics proved effective across a range of environments,
successfully distinguishing between safe, robust policies and
those with critical, hidden flaws. The framework’s ability
to identify spurious attractors and quantify their persistence
proved essential for uncovering critical flaws in policies that
might otherwise appear successful based on reward-based
evaluation alone, highlighting its diagnostic power.

The framework’s applicability to both discrete and contin-
uous control tasks, as well as its foundation in established
mathematical theory, offers a promising path toward building
more trustworthy and reliable autonomous systems. Future
work could extend this analysis to stochastic systems, explore
its use in guiding policy training directly, and develop more
computationally efficient methods for high-dimensional state
spaces. Ultimately, by bridging the gap between the empirical
success of RL and the rigorous demands of formal verification,
this dynamical systems perspective provides a crucial tool for
deploying intelligent agents safely and confidently in the real
world.
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