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Abstract

An attractor of a dynamical system may represent the system’s ‘desirable’ state. Perturbations to the
system may push the system out of the basin of attraction of the desirable attractor and into undesir-
able states. Hence, it is important to quantify the stability of such systems against reasonably large
perturbations. In this paper, we introduce a distance-based measure of stability, called ‘basin stability
bound’, to characterise the stability of dynamical systems against finite perturbations. This stability
measure depends on both the size and the shape of the basin of attraction of the desirable attrac-
tor. A probabilistic sampling-based approach is used to estimate basin stability bound and quantify
the associated estimation error. This approach allows for the easy estimation of basin stability bound
regardless of the structure of the basin of attraction and is readily applicable to high-dimensional sys-
tems. We demonstrate the merit of the proposed stability measure using an ecological model of the
Amazon rainforest, a ship capsize model, and a power grid model.
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1 Introduction

Dynamical system models of real-world phenom-
ena often have more than one attractor [1], one
of which can be an ‘attractor at infinity’. Some
examples of such systems include the human brain
[2], ecosystems [3], climate systems [4], and power
grids [5]. The desirable states for these systems
are generally limited to a single desirable attrac-
tor. External disturbances may drive a system
away from the desirable attractor in the phase
space, which may cause the system to converge
on an undesirable attractor. Thus, studying the
response of a system in a desirable state to such
perturbations can aid in quantifying the system’s
stability.

Linear stability analysis, which involves the
evaluation of the eigenvalues of the Jacobian
matrix at an equilibrium point or the master sta-
bility function [6], quantifies the local stability
of a system. However, since perturbations affect-
ing systems can be large, linear stability analysis
cannot be employed to quantify the stability of
a system against finite perturbations. To deal
with the effect of finite perturbations, the analytic
method of Lyapunov functions [7] is often used
to estimate basins of attractions and thus act as
a quantifier of stability. However, Lyapunov func-
tions are extremely hard to construct for many
dynamical systems.
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There exist several non-analytical approaches
to quantify the stability of a system against finite
perturbation [8–14]. A popular measure of sta-
bility against finite perturbations known as basin
stability [8, 15] relates to the volume of the desir-
able attractor’s basin of attraction. The basin
stability of an attractor is defined as the fraction
of states that are part of the attractor’s basin of
attraction in a finite subset of the phase space.
Basin stability is numerically estimated using a
Monte Carlo simulation. This involves sampling
points in a finite region of the phase space and
counting the number of points that are part of
the attractor’s basin of attraction. The ratio of
the number of points in the basin of attraction
to the total number of points sampled estimates
basin stability. A key feature of basin stability is
that its computation is numerically tractable for
high-dimensional systems, as the standard error
associated with the estimation only depends on
the number of points sampled and not on the
dimension of the system. Basin stability, however,
is dependent on a phase space region chosen a
priori. Moreover, basin stability does not say any-
thing about the structure of the basin of attraction
or the minimum perturbation that can push the
system out of its basin of attraction.

The stability of dynamical systems can also
be characterised by the shortest distance from
the system’s desirable attractor to the bound-
ary of the desirable attractor’s basin of attraction
[11–13, 16, 17]. This distance is indicative of the
minimum perturbation that can push the system
out of the basin of attraction of the desirable
attractor. There have been a few approaches to
numerically estimate this minimum perturbation.
One such approach is known as stability threshold
[12]. The stability threshold, however, is only com-
putable for basins with smooth boundaries. Many
dynamical systems have fractal basins [18], for
which the stability threshold cannot be computed.
Another approach presented by R. R. Kerswell et
al. [11] and L. Halekotte et al. [13] makes the use of
an optimisation scheme to find the minimum per-
turbation from an attractor to its basin boundary.
However, no criteria exists to determine whether
the algorithm has found a local minimum pertur-
bation or the true global minimum perturbation.
Furthermore, there is no way of quantifying how
much the estimated minimum perturbation devi-
ates from the true minimum perturbation. Due

to these reasons, numerically estimating the mini-
mum perturbation that pushes a system out of its
basin of attraction may not be reliable.

Instead of knowing the exact value of this
minimum perturbation, understanding the pertur-
bation level beyond which the stability of a system
gets fairly compromised may provide a good indi-
cator of the system’s stability against finite per-
turbations. To quantify this, we propose a stability
quantifier called basin stability bound. This quan-
tifier shares similarities to the manner in which
the linear size of a basin of attraction is defined
by Delabays et al. [19]. Similar to basin stability, a
probabilistic sampling-based procedure is used to
estimate basin stability bound and approximate
the estimation error. This procedure allows for the
easy estimation of basin stability bound regard-
less of the structure of the basin of attraction and
the application of basin stability bound to high-
dimensional systems. Unlike basin stability, basin
stability bound does not directly depend on an a
priori choice of phase space region. Since the phase
space of a dynamical system can be unbounded,
the basin stability bound is computed in a finite
subset of the phase space. However, if the cho-
sen phase space region is large enough, the basin
stability bound is independent of this choice.

This paper is organised as follows. We define
basin stability bound in section 2 and outline
the method of its computation. In section 3, we
demonstrate the applicability of this stability mea-
sure to various dynamical systems. Section 4 dis-
cusses the applicability of basin stability bound to
high-dimensional basins, and section 5 concludes
the work.

2 Basin stability bound

2.1 Definition

Consider an N dimensional dynamical system
having a phase space X and at least one finite
attractor. The basin stability of a finite attractor
A of the dynamical system is defined as [8, 15]

SB(XP ) =

∫
χ(x) ρ(x,XP ) dx (1)

where x ∈ X, and XP is a bounded subset of the
phase space representing the states to which the
system can be perturbed. χ(x) indicates whether a
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state is in the basin of attraction B of the attractor
A. χ(x) is defined as

χ(x) =

{
1 if x ∈ B
0 otherwise

(2)

ρ(x,XP ) is the probability density of perturba-
tions. It takes non-zero values for x ∈ XP , such
that

∫
ρ(x,XP ) dx = 1.

The probability density function ρ(x,XP ) used
to define basin stability is typically taken to be
a uniform distribution in the region XP [8, 15].
This implies that every perturbation in the region
XP is equally likely. If the state of the system
is represented in Cartesian coordinates, then this
density function can be written as

ρ(x,XP ) =

{
1/|XP | if x ∈ XP

0 otherwise
(3)

With such a distribution of perturbations, basin
stability is defined as

SB(XP ) =
Vol(XP ∩ B)
Vol(XP )

(4)

where Vol(XP∩B) is the volume of the phase space
region XP ∩ B, and Vol(XP ) is the volume of the
phase space region XP .

Consider a bounded region X0 ⊆ X of the
phase space, which represents the extent of per-
turbations we would like to consider. The basin
stability bound is defined in this region. XD(d)
is the set of points within a distance d from the
attractor that lie in the set X0. It is defined as

XD(d) = {x ∈ X0 | dist(x,A) < d} (5)

where dist(x,A) is the distance of the state x to
the attractor A. If d̄ is a distance metric on X,
then

dist(x,A) = inf{d̄(x, y)|y ∈ A} (6)

For all the examples in this paper, we use the
Euclidean distance as the distance metric, such
that

d̄(x, y) =

√√√√ N∑
i=1

a2i (xi − yi)2 (7)

is the distance between the states x =
(x1, x2, ...., xN ) and y = (y1, y2, ...., yN ). For all

examples, we chose ai to be one with the dimen-
sion of 1/xi.

Define D, the set of distances at which the
corresponding basin stability is less than a basin
stability tolerance t. D is written as

D = {d ∈ (0, dmax] | SB(XD(d)) < t} (8)

where t ∈ (0, 1] is a predefined basin stability
tolerance indicating the allowed fraction of unde-
sirable states, and dmax is the maximum distance
at which basin stability is computed. We define
dmax as

dmax=sup{d ∈ (0,∞]|{x∈X|dist(x,A)<d}⊆X0}.
(9)

The basin stability bound is the minimum dis-
tance at which the corresponding basin stability
is less than the tolerance t. We define the basin
stability bound of the attractor A as

BS =

{
inf(D) ifD ̸= ∅
dmax otherwise

(10)

Although the basin stability bound is defined
in a finite subset X0 of the phase space, its value
would not necessarily depend on this choice. The
states in the region XD(d) for d ∈ (0, dmax) are
independent of the choice of X0 and would be
the same had XD(d) been defined using the entire
phase space X instead of X0. Thus, if BS < dmax,
then the basin stability bound is independent of
the choice of X0.

2.2 Numerical computation

A Monte Carlo experiment is used to estimate the
basin stability SB(XP ) [8]. To do this, a number of
initial conditions, n, are sampled from the distri-
bution ρ(x,XP ) in the region XP . If the number
of initial conditions that converge to the attractor
A is nA, then the estimated basin stability of the
attractor is

ŜB(XP ) =
nA

n
(11)

The basin stability SB(XP ), calculated using
n trials out of which nA are considered suc-
cesses, is the expected probability of success of
a Bernoulli experiment. To quantify the uncer-
tainty in the estimate of basin stability, we use
the Clopper-Pearson interval (which has coverage
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guaranteed to be greater than any desired con-
fidence level) [20] to provide a 95% confidence
interval for the estimated basin stability. With
this, the estimated basin stability can be reported
within the confidence interval [ŜL

B , Ŝ
U
B ], where

ŜL
B(nA, n, α) = inf{p | P[Bin(n, p) ≥ nA] > α/2}

(12)
and

ŜU
B (nA, n, α) = sup{p | P[Bin(n, p) ≤ nA] > α/2}

(13)
Here, Bin(n, p) is a binomial random variable with
n number of trials and probability of success p,
and α = 0.05 for a 95% confidence interval.

The expression of ŜL
B and ŜU

B , with α = 0.05,
can be also written as

ŜL
B(nA, n) = B(0.025, nA, n− nA + 1) (14)

and

ŜU
B (nA, n) = B(0.975, nA + 1, n− nA) (15)

where B is the quantile function of the beta dis-
tribution. The confidence interval associated with
the estimated basin stability is independent of the
dimension of the system, making basin stability
easily computable for high-dimensional systems.

Assuming the basin stability ŜB(XD(d)) is
computed ∀d ∈ (0, dmax] using n samples for every
basin stability computation, then, the basin stabil-
ity bound can be computed using equation (8) and
equation (10). At the distance d, the correspond-
ing estimate of basin stability with a confidence
level of 0.95 is reported in the confidence interval
[ŜL

B(XD(d)), ŜU
B (XD(d))]. Because of the statisti-

cal uncertainty in estimating basin stability, the
estimate of basin stability bound is also subject to
a degree of uncertainty. The basin stability bound
computed using the lower bound of the confidence
interval of the estimated basin stability provides a
conservative estimate of the basin stability bound,
whereas the basin stability bound computed using
the upper bound of the confidence interval of the
estimated basin stability provides a less conserva-
tive estimate of the basin stability bound. These
two basin stability bound values can serve as the
lower and upper bound of a confidence interval
representing the uncertainty in the computation
of basin stability bound that stems from the

uncertainty in the basin stability computation. To
quantify the uncertainty in computing the basin
stability bound, we have assumed that the basin
stability is computed ∀d ∈ (0, dmax]. However, it
is only numerically possible to compute the basin
stability at discrete values of d. This marginally
adds to the basin stability bound’s computational
error. Appendix A describes the detailed com-
putation procedure, computational efficiency and
computational error of basin stability bound.

At a distance arbitrarily close to the attrac-
tor, the basin stability is always one. The lower
bound of the confidence interval of an estimated
basin stability of 1 is ŜL

B(n, n) = B(0.025, n, 1). If
B(0.025, n, 1) < t, then the minimum distance at
which the lower bound of the confidence interval of
basin stability is less than t does not exist. Thus,
if B(0.025, n, 1) < t, then the lower bound of the
confidence interval of the estimated basin stability
bound does not exist. Hence, it is necessary that
B(0.025, n, 1) ≥ t for the numerical estimation of
the basin stability bound to be tractable. Since
B(0.025, n, 1) increases with an increase in n, the
higher the value of t, the larger the number of sam-
pled points required for the basin stability bound
computation. When t tends to 1, the number of
sampled points n needed for B(0.025, n, 1) ≥ t to
be satisfied tends to infinity. Hence, in this case,
numerical errors are not tractable, and thus, this
sampling procedure cannot be used to compute
the basin stability bound for t = 1.

A higher value of t would indicate that a lesser
number of undesirable states are allowed within
the basin stability bound. For most purposes, one
would ideally like a value of t close to one, imply-
ing that very few undesirable states are within the
basin stability bound. However, for computing the
basin stability bound, the larger the value of t, the
more the number of samples required for its com-
putation. To balance computational efficiency and
reliability, we have chosen t = 0.95 and n = 300
for the examples in this paper, thus satisfying the
criterion B(0.025, n, 1) ≥ t. This value of t = 0.95
indicates that at most 5% of undesirable states are
within the basin stability bound.
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3 Results

3.1 Amazonian vegetation model

As the first example, we examine an ecological
model of the Amazon rainforest [8, 21–23]. This
model shows two stable states, one being a fertile
forest state and the other being a barren savanna
state. The following differential equation describes
the model

dC

dt
=

{
r(1− C)C − xC if C > Ccrit

−yC if C < Ccrit

(16)

C is the relative forest cover. C grows at a rate
r and dies at a rate x, when C is greater than
the critical forest cover Ccrit. C dies at a rate y,
when C < Ccrit. The higher the aridity A of the
region, the more the critical forest cover. We set
Ccrit = A.

This system has two fixed points, CF = 1 −
x/r, corresponding to the stable forest state, and
CS = 0, corresponding to the stable savanna state.
The stable forest state exists if CF > Ccrit, and
the stable savanna state exists if Ccrit > 0. Factors
such as global warming can affect the aridity of the
rainforest, thus changing the critical forest cover.
If the system is in the forest state, an increase
in aridity can push the system to a bifurcation
point, after which the forest state ceases to exist.
As the aridity increases, the border dividing the
basin of attraction of the forest state and the basin
of attraction of the savanna state moves towards
the stable forest state until it collides with the
forest state, causing the forest state to vanish.

The local stability of the forest state fails to
detect the shrinking of the basin of attraction
captured in the state’s basin stability [8]. How-
ever, basin stability fails to capture the gradual
loss in stability of the system near the bifurcation
point. When the forest state is close to the bifur-
cation point, small perturbations in the direction
of the basin boundary can push the system into
the savanna state. Basin stability bound captures
this aspect.

The parameters chosen for the differential
equation are r = 1, x = 0.5 and y = 1. The basin
stability and basin stability bound of the forest
state are computed in the phase space region [0, 1].
We use n = 300 points sampled from a uniform
distribution for every basin stability computation.

When the forest state does not exist, the forest’s
state basin stability and basin stability bound are
considered zero.
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Fig. 1: Stability of the forest state. Basin stability
and basin stability bound plotted versus aridity,
A. The shaded region represents the 95% confi-
dence interval.

Fig. 1 shows that basin stability bound cap-
tures the gradual loss of stability near the bifur-
cation point of the forest state, whereas basin
stability fails to capture this.
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Fig. 2: Basin stability bound of the forest state
versus Aridity A, for different values of the tol-
erance t. The shaded region represents the 95%
confidence interval.

In Fig. 2, the basin stability bound of the for-
est is plotted for different values of the tolerance
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t. The basin stability bound for t = 1 is equal
to the minimum distance from the attractor to
the basin boundary, which is given as CF − Ccrit.
It is observed that for all four tolerance values,
the gradual loss of stability of the forest state is
captured by the basin stability bound.

3.2 Ship capsize model

Waves and wind forces constantly buffet ships at
sea, and under some conditions, ships may capsize.
It is interesting to find the ship’s stability against
such perturbations.

The motion of a ship can be defined in six
degrees of freedom [24]. We are concerned here
with the motion of a ship in one specific degree of
freedom: the rotation of a vessel about its longi-
tudinal axis, which runs horizontally through the
length of the ship. The ship’s motion in this degree
of freedom is called roll, which is responsible for
capsizes.

The roll motion of a ship at sea can be
modelled as [25]

ẍ+ βẋ+ c(x) = F sin(ωt) (17)

where x is the scaled roll angle of the ship, t is
the scaled time, β is the damping coefficient of the
ship, c is restoring moment of bouyancy forces.
Forcing due to wind and waves in regular beam
seas is assumed to be sinusoidal, with amplitude
F and angular frequency ω.

In high winds, capsizing towards the wind is
discounted. The restoring force in such conditions
is modelled as c(x) = x − x2. The restoring force
c(x) can be expressed in terms of a potential
v(x) = 1

2x
2− 1

3x
3, such that c(x) = dv(x)/dx. This

potential has a local maxima at x = 1. Escape over
the local maxima of this potential corresponds to
capsize.

The equations describing the rolling motion of
a ship in high winds can be written as

ẋ = y (18a)

ẏ = −βẋ− x+ x2 + F sin(ωt) (18b)

These differential equations have been exten-
sively studied before [26–28]. The dynamical sys-
tem described by the differential equations can
have multiple attractors, all of which are desirable.
The set of initial conditions that converge to the

attractors of the system is known as the system’s
safe basin. Thus, the safe basin describes the set
of all states that are safe for the system and do
not lead to capsizing.

With an increase in the forcing amplitude
F , the safe basin gets eroded by fractal incur-
sions, thus compromising the system’s stability.
This erosion of the safe basin of a system is
known as basin erosion. To understand how basin
erosion affects the stability of a system, various
integrity measures that quantify the stability of
such systems have been proposed [17, 29]. These
integrity measures include the global integrity
measure, which is the normalised volume of the
safe basin, and the local integrity measure, which
is the minimum distance from the attractor to the
boundary of the safe basin in the Poincaré section.
The global and local integrity measures are com-
puted using a grid of points in the phase space.
This numerical approach to compute the integrity
measures is not robust, as the accuracy of the
computed integrity measures is not quantifiable.

To reliably measure the stability of this sys-
tem, we define basin stability and basin stability
bound for the safe basin of the system. The basin
stability of the safe basin is the fraction of states
in a finite phase space region XP that are part of
the safe basin B′. It is given by

SB(XP ) =
Vol(XP ∩ B′)

Vol(XP )
(19)

The basin stability bound is defined from the
attractor in the Poincaré section using the defini-
tion of basin stability in equation (19).

The parameters chosen for the differential
equation are β = 0.1 and ω = 0.85. An initial
phase ϕ = π was chosen for the forcing term, such
that the initial forcing is −F . The basin stabil-
ity of the safe basin is computed in the region
XP = [−0.8, 1.2] × [−1, 1]. The attractor corre-
sponding to what would be observed physically
under the slow increase of F from zero is con-
sidered [17, 25]. The Poincaré section at phase
ϕ = π is considered. Basin stability bound is com-
puted in the region X0 = {z ∈ X|dist(z, z0) < 1},
where X is the phase space, z0 is the attrac-
tor in the Poincaré section at phase ϕ = π, and
dist(z, z0) is the Euclidean distance between z =
(x, y) and z0 = (x0, y0) defined as dist(z, z0) =√

a2(x− x0)2 + b2(y − y0)2. a and b are both
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taken to be one with the dimensions of 1/x and
1/y, respectively. We use n = 300 points sam-
pled from a uniform distribution for every basin
stability computation.
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Fig. 3: Stability of a ship against capsize. Basin
stability and basin stability bound plotted ver-
sus the forcing amplitude, F . The shaded regions
around the plots represent the 95% confidence
interval.

In Figure 3, both the basin stability and the
basin stability bound show a decrease in their
values due to erosion of the safe basin on increas-
ing the forcing amplitude F . Thompson et al.
[25] observed that stability is compromised around
F ≈ 0.07. Around this value, the basin stability
bound shows a sharp fall due to the attractor shift-
ing close to the basin boundary. Basin stability
does not capture this, thus highlighting the util-
ity of basin stability bound as a measure of the
system’s integrity.

3.3 Power grids

Power grids facilitate the generation and con-
sumption of electricity over vast geographical
regions. During normal functioning, a power grid
operates in its stable synchronous state, in which
all parts of the grid function at the same frequency
[5]. Power grids can be subject to many inter-
nal and external perturbations that can push the
system out of its synchronous state. These pertur-
bations can lead to a cascading failure, in which a
small initial failure triggers a string of further fail-
ures [30–32]. Such failures can propagate through

the power grid and destabilise large parts of the
grid. Cascading failures are devastating as they
can result in large-scale power blackouts that can
leave millions of people without electricity [33–35].
Thus, it is vital to identify vulnerabilities in power
grids in order to prevent future grid failures.

We use a complex network power grid rep-
resentation to model power grids, with nodes as
generators and consumers and edges as transmis-
sion lines. Generators and consumers are modelled
using the swing equation [5]. The equations that
describe the dynamics of the grid are [15, 36]

θ̇i = ωi (20a)

ω̇i = −αiωi + Pi −
N∑
j=1

Kij sin(θi − θj)(20b)

where, for the i th node,
θi is the phase angle in the frame rotating at the
synchronous grid frequency,
ωi is the angular velocity in the frame rotating at
the synchronous grid frequency,
αi is the damping factor,
Pi is the net power generated or consumed.
Kij is the transmission capacity between node i
and node j, provided they are connected to each
other. If node i and node j are not connected, then
Kij = 0.

The fixed point of equation (20) corresponds
to the stable synchronous state of the grid. In this
state, the i th node has the phase θsi and frequency
0. Several undesirable non-synchronous states also
exist to which perturbations can push the grid to
[15, 36, 37]. To study the effect of finite pertur-
bations at individual nodes in a grid, a variant
of basin stability known as single-node basin sta-
bility has been introduced [15]. The single-node
basin stability of node i in the network is the
basin stability conditioned on perturbations only
hitting the node i (perturbations to θi and ωi)
from the initial synchronous state. If single-node
perturbations occur in the region Xsn, such that
(θi, ωi) ∈ Xsn is a single-node perturbation at the
ith node, then, the single-node basin stability of
node i is the basin stability with perturbations
conditioned in the region

X0
i ={(θ, ω) ∈ X|(θi, ωi) ∈ Xsn

∧ (∀j ̸= i : θj = θsj ∧ ωj = 0)}
(21)
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where θ = (θ1, θ2, ..., θN ) and ω = (ω1, ω2, ..., ωN ).
The 2-D slices of the basin of attraction cor-

responding to single-node perturbations are con-
voluted and fractal [38]. Thus, single-node basin
stability may not be a reliable stability quanti-
fier as it does not consider the basin’s structure.
Complementary to single-node basin stability, we
define a variant of basin stability bound called
single-node basin stability bound. The single-node
basin stability bound of node i is the basin stabil-
ity bound with perturbations conditioned to the
node i from the initial synchronous state. If single-
node perturbations occur in the region Xsn, then
X0

i represents the perturbation space for comput-
ing the single-node basin stability bound of node
i.

To understand how network structure affects
single-node stability, we compute the single-node
basin stability and the single-node basin stability
bound for every node of several synthetic power
grid networks. For this, 200 Erdös–Rényi net-
works, each with 40 nodes and 54 edges, were
generated. In each network, half of the nodes were
taken to be generators, and half of the nodes were
taken to be consumers. The following parameters
were used: K = 8 for every transmission line,
α = 0.1 for every node, P = 1 for every genera-
tor, and P = −1 for every consumer. We choose
Xsn = [−π, π]×[−100, 100]. The single-node basin
stability of node i is computed in the region X0

i

given by equation (21). The single-node basin sta-
bility bound of node i is computed in the region
{x ∈ X0

i |dist(x,A) < 15}, where A is the syn-
chronous state of the grid. Most basin stability
bound values are less than 15, and increasing the
region for basin stability bound computation does
not change these values. Thus, a larger region
for computing basin stability bound is not cho-
sen. The distance between a state in the phase
space to the attractor is defined as dist(x,A) =√∑N

i=0[a
2(θi − θsi )

2 + b2ω2
i ]. a and b are both

taken to be one with the dimensions of 1/θi and
1/ωi, respectively. The basin stability bound is
computed with a tolerance t = 0.95, and n = 300
points sampled from a uniform distribution are
used for every basin stability computation.

There have been several studies on the impact
of network topology on the single-node basin sta-
bility of power grids [15, 39–41]. It has been

observed that based on single-node basin stabil-
ity, nodes inside dead ends and dead trees are
likely to be less stable [15]. The stability of such
network motifs can be better understood by study-
ing the relation between single-node stability and
a network centrality measure known as between-
ness centrality. Betweenness centrality measures
the importance of a node in a network based on
how many shortest paths pass through it. The
betweenness centrality of node i in a network is
defined as [42]

bi =
∑

j ̸=i,k ̸=i,k>j

σi
jk

σjk
(22)

where σi
jk is the number of shortest paths from

node j to node k which pass through node i, and
σjk is the number of shortest paths which pass
from node j to node k.

In Fig. 4a, marked dips in the single-node basin
stability are observed corresponding to between-
ness centrality values of N−2, 2N−6, and 2N−5,
where N is the number of nodes in the networks
(here, N = 40). These dips correspond to nodes
inside dead ends and dead trees [15]. In Fig. 4b,
dips in the single-node basin stability bound are
observed at the same betweenness centrality val-
ues as the dips of single-node basin stability in
Fig. 4a. In addition to these dips, a marked dip in
the single-node basin stability bound is observed
at a betweenness centrality of 0. This dip corre-
sponds to dead-end nodes and contains over 20%
of the nodes in all the generated networks, whereas
every other dip contains less than 0.1% of nodes.
Like single-node basin stability, single-node basin
stability bound characterises nodes inside dead
ends and dead trees as less stable. However, unlike
single-node basin stability, single-node basin sta-
bility bound characterises dead ends as less stable.
Since a large percentage of nodes in power grids
are dead ends, the fact that these nodes have
low basin stability bound values could prove use-
ful for identifying power grid vulnerabilities and
preventing future blackouts.
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Fig. 4: The dependence of single-node stability
on betweenness centrality. (a) Single-node basin
stability versus betweenness centrality. (b) Single-
node basin stability bound versus betweenness
centrality. The blue line shows the average trend,
and the grey region indicates the basin stability
bound values within ±1 standard deviation.

4 Application to
high-dimensional basins

In the three examples in section 3, we examined
low-dimensional basins using a uniform distri-
bution of perturbations to compute the basin
stability and the basin stability bound. However,
for high dimensional basins, such as that of a
plant-pollinator network [13, 43] or a power grid
[15, 36], a uniform distribution of perturbations
may not provide useful information about the

basin of attraction as most of the sampled states
would be located towards the surface of the region
used for sampling, with only a few states located
near the attractor. This would imply that stronger
perturbations are disproportionately more sam-
pled than moderate and weaker perturbations,
thus, making such a distribution unideal.

To account for this, we consider a distribution
of states such that the distances of the states from
the attractor are uniformly distributed within a
chosen phase space region. With this distribution,
sampling a state at any distance from the attractor
is equally likely. Furthermore, using this distribu-
tion, the number of sampled states required for
estimating basin stability bound does not depend
on the dimension of the system (appendix A).
This allows basin stability bound to be easily
computable for high-dimension systems.

As an example, we consider a network of
second-order Kuramoto oscillators described by
the following differential equations

θ̇i = ωi (23a)

ω̇i = 0.1ωi ± 1−K

N∑
j=1

Aij sin(θi − θj)(23b)

where Aij is the network’s adjacency matrix, and
an equal number of oscillators have values −1 and
+1.

We consider an Erdös-Reyni network of 40
nodes and 54 edges. The 40 dimension basin slice
X formed by {ω1, ω2, ..., ωn} is considered.

The density function for perturbations whose
distances from the attractor are uniformly dis-
tributed can be written as

ρ(r,XP ) =

{
1/|XP | if r ∈ XP

0 otherwise
(24)

where r is the state of the system in spherical
coordinates.

We consider a large phase space region given
by X0 = {x ∈ X|dist(x,A) < 500}, where
dist(x,A) is the Eucledean distance between x =
(ω1, ω2, ..., ωn) and the attractor A = (0, 0, ..., 0)
in the basin slice X. The basin stability and the
basin stability bound are computed in the region
X0. We use n = 300 sampled states from the
density function ρ(r,XP ) for every basin stability

9



computation. Tolerance t = 0.95 is used to com-
pute the basin stability bound. The stability of the
system is studied by varying the coupling K.
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Fig. 5: The dependence of basin stability and
basin stability bound on the coupling K. The
shaded region indicates the 95% confidence inter-
val.

In Fig. 5a, both basin stability and basin sta-
bility bound increase on increasing the coupling
K.

Fig 5b shows a zoomed-in version of the plot
in Fig. 5a for low values of the coupling K. Basin
stability fails to indicate an increasing trend and
has a very large relative estimation error associ-
ated with it as the number of sampled points nA

that converge to the attractor are far less than

the total number of sampled points n. Conversely,
the basin stability bound distinctively increases on
increasingK and the basin stability bound estima-
tion error scales with the estimated basin stability
bound value. This makes basin stability bound
far more useful than basin stability when the size
of the basin of attraction is unknown, and the
a priori phase space region for computing basin
stability cannot be chosen suitably.

5 Conclusion

We have introduced a novel distance-based prob-
abilistic stability quantifier for dynamical systems
and have shown its applicability to real-world
systems.

In the case of the Amazon rainforest model,
we have observed how the basin stability bound
provides early warning signs before the loss of sta-
bility of the forest state. These early warning signs
are not observed in the basin stability of the forest
state. In the ship capsize model, the basin stabil-
ity bound provides a much better indicator of an
impending catastrophe.

In power grids, we have successfully introduced
basin stability bound to quantify the single-node
stability of power grids. We have found that the
single-node basin stability bound identifies vul-
nerabilities in a large class of nodes that have
not been previously detected as vulnerable accord-
ing to single-node basin stability. To complement
basin stability, we believe that basin stability
bound can employed to examine power grid sta-
bility.

Lastly, we have also demonstrated the applica-
bility of basin stability bound to high-dimensional
basins and have shown its utility over basin sta-
bility.

6 Acknowledgements

We are thankful to Arnab Acharya for the valu-
able discussions. S. Banerjee acknowledges the J C
Bose National Fellowship provided by SERB, Gov-
ernment of India, Grant No. JBR/2020/000049.

Appendix A

To compute the basin stability bound, a finite
region of the phase space, X0, is first considered.
The basin stability ŜB(XD(d)) is computed using
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n sampled points from d = dmax to d = d0 with
a finite step size δ. XD(d) is defined in equation
(5), dmax is defined in equation (9), and d0 is
the largest distance such that ŜB(XD(d0)) = 1.
For the basin stability estimation ŜB(XD(d− δ)),
sampled points from the previous basin stabil-
ity estimation ŜB(XD(d)) that fall in the region
XD(d − δ), are reused. This significantly reduces
the total number of sampled points required for
the computation of basin stability bound and
allows one to choose a very small value of δ.

In this study, we consider two different density
functions of perturbations for computing basis sta-
bility — a density function ρ1(x,XP ) representing
perturbations uniformly distributed in the phase
space XP , and a density function ρ2(x,XP ) repre-
senting perturbations in the phase space XP with
their distances from the attractor distributed uni-
formly, such that sampling a state at any distance
is equally likely.

For the density function ρ1(x,XP ), the basin
stability is the fraction of the volume of the basin
of attraction in the region XP . If basin stability is
computed in the region XD(d), then the fraction
of the number of sampled points that fall in the
region XD(d − δ) is proportional to Vol(XD(d −
δ))/Vol(XD(d)), which is further proportional to
((d − δ)/d)N , where N is the dimension of the
system. Thus, the fraction of points that can be
reused for the next basin stability computation
would be very low for high-dimensional systems.

On the other hand, for the density function
ρ2, if basin stability has been computed in the
region XD(d), then the fraction of the number of
sampled points that fall in the region XD(d − δ)
is proportional to (d − δ)/d. Thus, the number
of sampled points that can be reused for every
successive basin stability computation does not
depend on the dimension of the system, and the
total number of sampled points required for basin
stability bound computation is independent of the
dimension of the system.

Between two successive distances d+ δ and d,
the basin stability SB(XD(d′)) for d′ ∈ (d, d + δ)
is not known. If the basin stability SB(XD(d)) is
known, then for d′ ∈ [d, d + δ], SB(XD(d′)) ≥
SB(XD(d)) (d/(d+ δ))

N
for density function ρ1

and SB(XD(d′)) ≥ SB(XD(d)) (d/(d+ δ)) for
density function ρ2. Thus, the worst-case estimate

of basin stability for d′ ∈ [d, d+ δ] is

Ŝ′
B(XD(d), XD(d+ δ)) = ŜB(XD(d)) (d/(d+ δ))

K

(A1)
where K = N for density function ρ1 and K = 1
for density function ρ2. The basin stability bound
is numerically computed using this worst-case
basin stability estimate.

If the estimated basin stability
ŜB(XD(dmax)) < t, the value dmax is added
a set D. For d ∈ {d0, d0 + δ, ...., dmax − δ},
if the worst-case basin stability estimate
Ŝ′
B(XD(d), XD(d + δ)) < t, the values of d are

noted and added to a set D. The basin stability
bound can then be calculated using equation (10).

Stemming from the uncertainty in estimating
basin stability (section 2.2), the worst-case basin
stability estimate Ŝ′

B(XD(d), XD(d + δ)) can be
reported in the confidence interval

[Ŝ′L
B (XD(d), XD(d+ δ)), Ŝ′U

B (XD(d), XD(d+ δ))],

where

Ŝ′L
B (XD(d), XD(d+δ)) = ŜL

B(XD(d)) (d/(d+ δ))
K

(A2)
and

Ŝ′U
B (XD(d), XD(d+δ)) = ŜU

B (XD(d)) (d/(d+ δ))
K

(A3)
withK = N for the density function ρ1 andK = 1
for the density function ρ2.

Following how the basin stability bound confi-
dence interval is defined in section 2.2, we report
a more conservative estimate of this confidence
interval using the worst-case basin stability esti-
mate. Thus, the basin stability bound computed
using the lower (upper) bound of the confidence
interval of the worst-case basin stability estimate
corresponds to the lower (upper) bound of the
confidence interval of the estimated basin sta-
bility bound. The difference in the worst-case
basin stability estimate Ŝ′

B(XD(d), XD(d+δ)) and

the basin stability estimate ŜB(XD(d)) is propor-
tional to 1 − (d/(d + δ))K (K = N for ρ1 and
K = 1 for ρ2). Due to the resampling of points,
δ can be chosen to be very small, and, in our
examples, it is always the case that ŜU

B − ŜL
B >>

1 − (d/(d + δ))K . This makes the error contribu-
tion from the finite step size δ negligible compared
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to the error from the statistical uncertainty in
computing basin stability.
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