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Data-driven memory-dependent abstractions of
dynamical systems via a Cantor-Kantorovich

metric
Adrien Banse, Licio Romao, Alessandro Abate and Raphaël M. Jungers

Abstract— Abstractions of dynamical systems enable
their verification and the design of feedback controllers
using simpler, usually discrete, models. In this paper, we
propose a data-driven abstraction mechanism based on
a novel metric between Markov models. Our approach is
based purely on observing output labels of the underlying
dynamics, thus opening the road for a fully data-driven
approach to construct abstractions. Another feature of the
proposed approach is the use of memory to better repre-
sent the dynamics in a given region of the state space. We
show through numerical examples the usefulness of the
proposed methodology.

Index Terms— Abstraction of dynamical systems,
Markov models, Formal methods

I. INTRODUCTION

The complexity of dynamical systems emerging from sev-
eral industrial applications has dramatically increased in the
past years, which raises additional challenges for their analysis
and control [1]–[4]. Abstraction techniques provide a way
to tame complexity in the verification and/or control design
step by producing a (usually discrete) representation of the
underlying dynamical system (see e.g. [5]–[10]). The resulting
abstract models are then used to indirectly verify the concrete
model, or to design feedback controllers by means of a
procedure referred to as control refinement [11].

Two of the main limitations for creating abstractions of
dynamical systems are the curse of dimensionality and the
reliance on the mathematical model representing the dynamics.
The first limitation results from the partitioning of the state
space of the concrete model into a finite set of blocks. For a
given accuracy, the number of finite states grows exponentially
with the dimension of the initial system (see e.g. [12]). This
leads to discrete representations that, in order to meet specific
accuracy levels, require prohibitive computational resources.
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For this reason, model-based methods to partition the state
space in a smarter fashion have appeared in the literature
[13]. Amongst them, memory-dependent abstractions have
been used in [14], [15] to mitigate this issue. The second
limitation has attracted much attention in recent years in the
control community: in many applications, the system to control
is too complicated for a model-based analysis, or a given
mechanistic model is not even available. Therefore, there is
a growing need for data-driven control approaches, namely
techniques that are purely based on the observation of data
from the system, thus without resorting to the cumbersome
and potentially error-prone work of building a model for the
system [16]–[18].

Our new approach, presented in this paper, aims at mitigat-
ing both of these limitations, by enabling the construction of
a Markov model purely based on output data and allowing
for a smart and frugal refinement of the state-space parti-
tions. To enrich the representation of our discrete model, we
consider memory-dependent Markov models, and propose an
algorithmic procedure to further enrich the model in specific
regions of the state space. Previous work such as [19], [20] also
combine memory-dependent and data-driven approaches, but
does not profit from an adaptive approach and use determin-
istic abstractions. Other previous works, such as [6], [7], use
stochastic models such as Interval Markov Decision Processes
to circumvent the uncertainty on the concrete system, but do
not leverage memory.

To enable a non-uniform partitioning of the state space of
the dynamics, we develop a novel notion of metric between
Markov models that relies on the theory of optimal transport.
More precisely, we leverage the Kantorovich metric in order to
evaluate the difference between two Markov models in terms
of the probability distributions that they define on the output
language. To define this optimal transport metric, we equip the
space of words with the Cantor distance1. Kantorovich metrics
for Markov models have already been studied in [21]–[24],
but with different underlying metrics. The Cantor distance has
been widely investigated in the field of symbolic dynamics
[25]–[27], leading to interesting results about its topological
structure. We also present a new algorithm that efficiently
computes the proposed metric between Markov models.

1In order to ease the reading of this paper, we use the term metric for the
Kantorovich metric and the term distance for the underlying Cantor distance.
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Contributions2 We develop a new framework to abstract
dynamical systems. The proposed abstraction technique lever-
ages memory to implicitly build a non-uniform partition of the
state space, hence enabling the refinement of the abstraction
in regions where the underlying dynamics has more intricate
behaviours. A second contribution consists in proposing a new
metric between Markov models based on optimal transport,
and showing a recursive algorithm for its computation that
improves upon a naı̈ve linear programming formulation. With
that, we also contribute to well established research efforts
outside of the control community (see e.g. [21], [29]–[31]).

Outline The rest of this paper is organised as follows.
In Section II, we provide theoretical background for dynam-
ical systems and labeled Markov chains. In Section III, we
introduce adaptive memory abstractions, and show that they
satisfy behavioural inclusion (see [5]). We provide a method
to choose a convenient partitioning given a metric between
Markov chains, and prove that it always yields well-defined
abstractions. In Section IV, we introduce a specific Cantor-
Kantorovich metric between Markov chains. We prove that it
is indeed a metric, and we give an algorithm to approximate
it efficiently. In Section V, we illustrate our procedure with
the Cantor-Kantorovich metric on a numerical example. We
finally conclude in Section VI.

Notations In this work, R is the set of reals, N is the set of
natural and N≥0 is the set of non-negative natural numbers.
Given a finite alphabet A, a word w ∈ An is denoted w =
a1 . . . an. Given s, t ∈ N≥0, a timed word, denoted w[−s,t], is
a couple w ∈ As+t+1 and time interval [−s, t]. It is denoted
w[−s,t] = a−s . . . at with small abuse of notation. Given a
set X , its Kleene closure is noted X∗, and the i-th functional
power of a function f is noted f i. In terms of computational
complexity, we say that f(n) = O(g(n)) if there exists n0
and c > 0 such that, for all n ≥ n0, |f(n)| ≤ cg(n), and we
say that f(n) = Ω(g(n)) if there exists n0 and c > 0 such
that, for all n ≥ n0, f(n) ≥ cg(n).

II. PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we formally define dynamical systems
and labeled Markov chains. We also introduce a notion of
behaviour for both models.

A. Dynamical systems

A dynamical system is the 4-tuple Σ = (X,A, f, h) that
defines the relation

xk+1 = f(xk), yk = h(xk), (1)

where X ⊆ Rd is the state space, A is a finite alphabet
called the output space, f : X → X is an invertible transition
function, and h : X → A is the output function. The variables
xk are called states, and variables yk are called outputs at time
k.

2Preliminary results have been presented in [28], but without proofs.
Besides, this work considers a more general model for abstracting dynamical
systems, and presents a new, thorough numerical example.

For s, t ∈ N, given a word w[−s,t] = a−s . . . at with ai ∈ A
for all i = −s, . . . , t, one can define a subset of the state space
as follows[

w[−s,t]

]
= {x ∈ X : h(f i(x)) = ai ∀i = −s, . . . , t}. (2)

For example, the subset
[
011[−1,1]

]
corresponds to the set

of states x ∈ X such that h(f−1(x)) = 0, h(x) = 1 and
h(f(x)) = 1. A set of words

W =
{
w1

[−s1,t1]
, . . . , wk

[−sk,tk]

}
(3)

defines a partition of the state space if⋃
i=1,...,k

[
wi

[−si,ti]

]
= X, (4)

∀i ̸= j,
[
wi

[−si,ti]

]
∩
[
wj

[−sj ,tj ]

]
= ∅. (5)

In this case, a subset [w[−s,t]] is called a block.
In this paper, we consider data-driven applications in which

the initial state of a dynamical system is sampled. We assume
that the state space X is endowed with a measure λ on the
probability space (X,B(X), λ), where B(X) is the Borel σ-
algebra generated by the topology of X . In other words, we
consider that the system (1) is such that

x0 ∼ λ. (6)

For clarity, for a given word w[−s,t], we call the quan-
tity λ

([
w[−s,t]

])
the probability of observing the sequence

y−s . . . yt = w, which we denote as Pλ(y−s . . . yt = w).
Similarly, given two words w[−s,t] and w′

[−s′,t′], we call the
quantity

λ
(
f−1

([
w′

[−s′,t′]

])
∩
[
w[−s,t]

])
/λ
([
w[−s,t]

])
(7)

the conditional probability of observing y−s′+1 . . . yt′+1 =
w′ knowing that y−s . . . yt = w, which we denote by
Pλ(y−s′+1 . . . yt′+1 = w′|y−s . . . yt = w).

We now introduce the notion of finite behaviour for this
class of dynamical systems. The behaviour of a dynamical
system Σ with initial measure λ, denoted as B(Σ, λ) ⊆ A∗,
is the set of finite sequences w ∈ Ak, for all k ∈ N, such that
Pλ(y0 . . . yk−1 = w) > 0. In other words, the behaviour of
Σ contains the set of words that can be reached with positive
probability.

B. Labeled Markov chains
A labeled Markov chain is defined as a 5-tuple Γ =

(S,A, τ, µ, l) where S is a finite set of states, A is a finite
alphabet, τ is the transition matrix defined on S × S, µ is an
initial measure defined on S and l : S → A is a labeling
function. For two states s, s′ ∈ S, the entry τs,s′ of the
transition matrix is defined as

τs,s′ = P(Xk+1 = s′ |Xk = s), (8)

where X1, X2, . . . is a sequence of random variables.
Consider the equivalence relation on S defined as s ∼ s′

if and only if l(s) = l(s′). For any a ∈ A, the notion of
equivalence class is therefore defined as

JaK = {s ∈ S : l(s) = a}. (9)
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For any sequence of labels w = a1 . . . ak of length k, this
allows to define its probability induced by the Markov chain
as

pk(w) =
∑

s1∈Ja1K

µs1

∑
s2∈Ja2K

τs1,s2 · · ·
∑

sn∈JanK

τsn−1,sn . (10)

Remark 1: Using a similar algorithm as the forward back-
ward procedure for hidden Markov models (see [32] and
references therein), it is possible to compute pl(w) for all
w ∈ Al for all l = 1, . . . , k in k|S|2 operations. □

Similarly, we define the finite behaviour of the labeled
Markov chain Γ, noted B(Γ) ⊆ A∗, as the set of all finite
sequences w ∈ Ak, for all k ∈ N, such that pk(w) > 0.

III. A PROCEDURE TO CONSTRUCT
MEMORY-DEPENDENT ABSTRACTIONS

In this section, we first introduce the notion of adaptive
memory abstractions. We then propose a data-driven procedure
to construct tuneable adaptive memory abstractions.

A. Adaptive-memory abstractions
We introduce in Definition 1 the notion of adaptive memory

abstraction, and we give an illustration in Figure 1.
Definition 1 (Adaptive memory abstraction): Given a dy-

namical system Σ, a measure λ and a set W that defines a
partition, an adaptive memory abstraction of Σ is a labeled
Markov chain ΓW = (S,A, τ, µ, l) composed as follows.

• The states correspond to the blocks of the partition, that
is S =W

• For each node w[−s,t], the initial measure is defined as

µw[−s,t]
= Pλ (y−s . . . yt = w) (11)

• For each two nodes w[−s,t] and w′
[−s′,t′] the transition

probability is defined as

τw[−s,t],w
′
[−s′,t′]

= Pλ (y−s′+1 . . . yt′+1 = w′ | y−s . . . yt = w)
(12)

• For each node w[−s,t] = a−s . . . at, the labeling is defined
as l

(
w[−s,t]

)
= a0 □

Since x0 ∼ λ, one needs to make sure that all block[
w[−s,t]

]
⊆ X can be captured by the sampling measure.

Assumption 1: For all w[−s,t] ∈ W , Pλ(y−s . . . yt = w) >
0.
Assumption 1 is a natural necessary condition in the context
of data-driven methods. Informally, it states that the behaviour
of the dynamical system can be reliably sampled. On a more
technical level, it implies that the transition matrix of the
corresponding abstraction is stochastic. For the sake of brevity,
this result and its proof can be found in Appendix I.

Given a partition W , one can sample trajectories and
compute the probabilities (11) and (12) in a Monte-Carlo
fashion. For this reason, we say that these abstractions are
data-driven. Finally, we say that these abstractions are safe
because, for any partition W , all finite sequence output by the
dynamical system Σ with initial measure λ can be simulated
by ΓW . This is formally written in the following proposition.

Fig. 1: Illustration of an adaptive memory abstraction ΓW for
a certain dynamical system Σ with measure λ. In this example,
W = {01[0,1], 00[0,1], 01[−1,0], 11[−1,0]}, as illustrated above.
The corresponding abstraction ΓW is given below, with all the
possibly non-zero transition probabilities.

Proposition 1: Given a dynamical system Σ, a measure λ
and its adaptive memory abstraction ΓW , if Assumption 1 is
satisfied, then it holds that B(Σ, λ) ⊆ B(ΓW ).

Proof: It suffices to show that, for all k ∈ N, for all words
w[0,k−1] = b0 . . . bk−1, if λ([w[0,k−1]]) > 0 in the original
system, then it holds that pk(w) > 0 in the abstraction ΓW .
Since Assumption 1 is satisfied, the condition pk(w) > 0 holds
if there exists a sequence of states s0, . . . , sk−1 ∈W such that
l(si) = bi for all i = 0, . . . , k−1, and λ([si]∩f−1([si+1])) >
0 for all i = 0, . . . , k − 2. We will therefore prove the latter.

First, it holds that[
w[0,k−1]

]
=

⋂
i=0,...,k−1

f−i([(bi)[0,0]]), (13)

where (b)[0,0] denotes the word composed only of the letter b.
Moreover, since W defines a partition, it holds that [(bi)[0,0]] =⋃

si∈JbiK[si] for all i = 0, . . . , k− 1. Therefore, one can write

[
w[0,k−1]

]
=

⋂
i=0,...,k−1

f−i

 ⋃
si∈JbiK

[si]


=

⋂
i=0,...,k−1

⋃
si∈JbiK

f−i([si]).

(14)

Now, since λ([w[0,k−1]]) > 0, then there exists at least a
sequence s0, . . . , sk−1 ∈ W such that l(si) = bi and such
that λ

(⋂
i=0,...,k−1 f

−i([si])
)
> 0. Furthermore, one can say

that the inequality above implies that

λ
(
f−i([si]) ∩ f−(i+1)([si+1])

)
> 0 (15)

for all i = 0, . . . , k− 2. This is explained by the fact that, for
any three sets A,B,C, if λ(A ∩ B ∩ C) > 0, then it holds
that λ(A ∩ B) > 0, λ(A ∩ C) > 0 and λ(B ∩ C) > 0. By
invertibility of f , (15) implies that λ

(
[si] ∩ f−1([si+1])

)
> 0

for all i = 0, . . . , k − 2, and the proof is completed.
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B. A data-driven procedure for abstractions

In the previous section, the choice of a convenient set W
is not discussed. In this section, we present a data-driven
procedure that tackles this problem. Our procedure, called
REFINE, takes as input a dynamical system Σ, an initial
measure λ, a metric D between labeled Markov chains, and a
number of iterations N . It is descripted in Algorithm 1, and
an illustration of this procedure is given in Figure 2.

Algorithm 1 REFINE(Σ, λ,D, N)

1: W ← {(a)[0,0]}a∈A Start with a coarse partition
2: Sample trajectories from Σ
3: Find A0 s.t. Pλ(y0 = a) = 0 ∀a ∈ A0

4: W ←W \ {(a)[0,0]}a∈A0

5: Construct ΓW from samples of Σ
6: for n = 1, . . . , N do
7: for i = 1, . . . , |W | do
8: W ′

i ←W \
{
wi

[0,ti]

}
Try to refine each block

9: W ′
i ←W ′

i ∪
{
(wia)[0,ti+1]

}
a∈A

10: Sample trajectories from Σ
11: Find W0 s.t. Pλ(y0 . . . yt = w) = 0 ∀w[0,t] ∈W0

12: W ′
i ←W ′

i \W0

13: Construct ΓW ′
i

from samples of S
14: Di ← D(ΓW ,ΓW ′

i
)

15: end for
16: j = argmaxi=1,...,|W | Di Greedy choice
17: W ←W ′

j

18: ΓW ← ΓW ′
j

19: end for
20: return W Return a refined partition

The algorithmic procedure REFINE presented here depends
on a general notion of metric between Markov models, rather
than a particular one as in [28, Algorithm 2]. As it is based
solely on trajectories of the original dynamics, we refer to
REFINE as a data-driven abstraction algorithm. Besides, as
formally stated in Appendix II, under the assumption that any
output trace can be sampled with non-zero measure, REFINE
leads to a valid partition of the state space of the original
dynamics.

Remark 2: Many variants of the REFINE algorithm can
be considered. For example, one could expand the mem-
ory in the past by expanding each word wi

[−si,0]
into

{(awi)[−(si+1),0]}a∈A. Also, inspired by algorithms from
reinforcement learning (cf. TD learning scheme in [33]),
one could compare the current model with the |A|n models
possible after n steps instead of choosing between the possible
|A| different models, and take the one for which the distance
is the largest. □

The output W from the REFINE algorithm depends on
the chosen metric between the abstractions. In the following
section, we introduce a novel metric between labeled Markov
chains, and we discuss the interpretation of the corresponding
REFINE output.

Current model

 is expanded

Compare to current 

 is expanded

Compare to current 

 is expanded

Compare to current 

Fig. 2: Illustration of the REFINE algorithm for a system
with A = {0, 1}. The current model contains three states
W =

{
01[0,1], 00[0,1], 1[0,0]

}
. Three sets W ′

1,W
′
2,W

′
3 are then

constructed, each time expanding one block of the partition
into |A| = 2 sub-blocks. For each abstraction ΓW ′

i
, the

distance with the current one is computed: the current model
is updated with the model for which the distance is the largest.

IV. THE CANTOR-KANTOROVICH METRIC

In this section, we introduce a new metric CK(Γ1,Γ2),
named Cantor-Kantorovich metric, between two labeled
Markov chains. This new metric was first introduced in [28],
but without proofs. Here we prove that the metric is well-
defined3, then we present an algorithm to approximate it
efficiently.

A. Definition
Given any two Markov chains Γ1 = (S1, A, τ1, µ1, l1) and

Γ2 = (S2, A, τ2, µ2, l2) defined on the same set of outputs,
for a fixed k ∈ N>0, let pk1 : Ak → [0, 1] and pk2 : Ak → [0, 1]
be the probabilities induced by Γ1 and Γ2 such as defined in
(10).

Definition 2 (Kantorovich metric): Let D : Ak × Ak →
R>0 be any metric between words of length k. The Kan-
torovich metric between pk1 and pk2 is defined as

KD(p
k
1 , p

k
2) = min

πk∈Π(pk
1 ,p

k
2 )

∑
w1,w2∈Ak

D(w1, w2)π
k(w1, w2),

(16)
where Π(pk1 , p

k
2) is the set of all couplings of pk1 and pk2 , that

is the set of all joint distribution πk : Ak × Ak → [0, 1] such
that the constraints

πk(w1, w2) ≥ 0 ∀w1, w2 ∈ Ak, (17)∑
w2∈Ak

πk(w1, w2) = pk1(w1) ∀w1 ∈ Ak,∑
w1∈Ak

πk(w1, w2) = pk2(w2) ∀w2 ∈ Ak
(18)

3In the sense that it satisfies positivity, symmetry and triangle inequality.
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hold. □
For a given k, the definition of the Kantorovich metric

depends on an underlying distance D over the set of words
of length k. We propose to endow the latter with the Cantor
distance, defined as follows (see e.g. [27, Section 2.1]).

Definition 3 (Cantor distance): The Cantor distance be-
tween any two sequences w1 = a1 . . . ak and w2 = b1 . . . bk
is defined as

C(w1, w2) = inf{2−|c| : c is a common prefix of w1 and w2}
(19)

if w1 ̸= w2, and C(w1, w2) = 0 otherwise. □
Lemma 1 (See [27]): The Cantor distance satisfies the

strong triangular inequality. That is, for any w1, w2, w3 ∈ Ak,

C(w1, w3) ≤ max{C(w1, w2),C(w2, w3)}. (20)
We now define the Cantor-Kantorovich metric between two

labeled Markov chains.
Definition 4 (Cantor-Kantorovich metric): Let Γ1 and Γ2

be two labeled Markov chains defined on the same set of labels
A. Their Cantor-Kantorovich metric is defined as

CK(Γ1,Γ2) = lim
k→∞

KC(p
k
1 , p

k
2), (21)

where KC is the Kantorovich metric with the Cantor distance
as underlying distance, and where pk1 and pk2 are the probabil-
ities respectively induced by Γ1 and Γ2. □
We prove in the next section that this metric is well-defined,
in the sense that it satisfies positivity, symmetry and triangle
inequality.

For a fixed length k, computing the Kantorovich metric
KC(p

k
1 , p

k
2) can be achieved by solving the linear program

(16). The latter can be seen as an optimal transport problem
where, at each w ∈ Ak, the “supplies” are given by pk1(w) and
the “demands” by pk2(w). For each w1, w2 ∈ Ak, the cost of
moving πk(w1, w2) of supply mass from w1 to w2 amounts
to πk(w1, w2)C(w1, w2). The specific choice of the Cantor
distance as the underlying distance for the metric, allows to
visualise this with a tree, as shown in Figure 3.

Zero cost

 cost

 cost

Fig. 3: Illustration of the Kantorovich metric linear program
(16) for A = {0, 1} and k = 2. The supplies are given in red,
and the demands in blue. To solve this problem, one has to
move π2(00, 11) = 1/4 supply mass from 00 to 11. To do
that, the mass has to travel up to the root. The corresponding
Cantor distance is C(00, 11) = 20. The total cost is therefore
KC(p

2
1, p

2
2) = 1/4.

Remark 3: A naı̈ve approach to compute the metric is to
use linear programming (LP) or combinatorial optimisation

(CO) methods [34]. However, such methods are simply too
costly to be used in practice. In the best case, the complexity
is worse than quadratic, that is the number of operations is
Ω(|A|2k). In the following section, we leverage the particular
underlying Cantor distance to derive an algorithm that com-
putes KC(p

k
1 , p

k
2) that scales better. □

The Cantor-Kantorovich metric defines a metric space in
which two labeled Markov chains are close if they have
similar short-horizon behaviours. Indeed, the Cantor distance
can be interpreted as a discount factor, and a large Cantor-
Kantorovich metric means that the probabilities on sequences
of labels differ close to the initial step of the random walks.
The procedure REFINE(Σ, λ,CK, N) therefore tends to choose
the model with a different short-term behaviour.

B. A recursive algorithm for approximating the
Cantor-Kantorovich metric

In this section, we state Theorem 1, a central recursive
result for computing the Cantor-Kantorovich metric. This
fact will be useful for two things. First, it implies that the
Cantor-Kantorovich metric satisfies positivity, symmetry and
triangle inequality, and that it can be approximated, as stated
in Theorem 2. Second, it provides an efficient algorithm to
approximate it.

We first state two lemmata that will be useful to prove The-
orem 1. The proofs of the latter are moved in the appendices
(see Appendix III and Appendix IV).

Lemma 2: For any k ≥ 1, let πk be the solution of (16).
For all w ∈ Ak, it holds that πk(w,w) = min{pk1(w), pk2(w)}.

Lemma 3: For any k ≥ 2, let πk be the solution of (16).
For all w ∈ Ak−1 such that pk−1

1 (w) > pk−1
2 (w), then∑

w′∈Ak−1

w′ ̸=w

∑
a1,a2∈A

πk(wa1, w
′a2) = pk−1

1 (w)− pk−1
2 (w)

∑
w′∈Ak−1

w′ ̸=w

∑
a1,a2∈A

πk(w′a1, wa2) = 0.
(22)

Else if pk−1
1 (w) ≤ pk−1

2 (w), then∑
w′∈Ak−1

w′ ̸=w

∑
a1,a2∈A

πk(wa1, w
′a2) = 0

∑
w′∈Ak−1

w′ ̸=w

∑
a1,a2∈A

πk(w′a1, wa2) = pk−1
2 (w)− pk−1

1 (w).

(23)
Theorem 1: For any k ≥ 1, let πk be the solution of (16).

Then it holds that

KC(p
k+1
1 , pk+1

2 ) = KC(p
k
1 , p

k
2)

+ 2−k
∑

w∈Ak

(
rk(w)−

∑
a∈A

rk+1(wa)

)
,

(24)

where rk(w) = min{pk1(w), pk2(w)} for any w ∈ Ak.
Proof: For the sake of conciseness, we note Kk

C =
KC(p

k
1 , p

k
2). This proof is divided into two parts. First, we

prove that the right-hand side of (24) is a lower bound for
Kk+1
C . Second, we prove that it is also an upper bound.
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First we note that Kk+1
C is equal to∑

w1,w2∈Ak

∑
a1,a2∈A

C(w1a1, w2a2)π
k+1(w1a1, w2a2)

=
∑

w1,w2∈Ak

w1 ̸=w2

C(w1, w2)
∑

a1,a2∈A

πk+1(w1a1, w2a2)

+ 2−(k+1)
∑

w∈Ak

∑
a1,a2∈A
a1 ̸=a2

πk+1(wa1, wa2)

:= C1 + C2.

(25)

In the first part of this proof, we show that the two following
expressions hold:

C1 ≥ Kk
C, (26)

C2 = 2−k
∑

w∈Ak

(
rk(w)−

∑
a∈A

rk+1(wa)

)
. (27)

In the first instance, we show that (26) holds. To do this,
let µk : Ak × Ak → [0, 1] be defined as µk(w1, w2) =∑

a1,a2∈A π
k+1(w1a1, w2a2). We show that µk satisfies the

constraints (17) and (18). Indeed, µk(w1, w2) ≥ 0, and∑
w2∈Ak

µ(w1, w2) =
∑

w2∈Ak

∑
a1,a2∈A

πk+1(w1a1, w2a2)

=
∑
a1

pk+1
1 (w1a1) = pk1(w1),

(28)

and similarly for the second condition in (18). This implies
that µk is a coupling, thereby a feasible solution of (16). This
yields

Kk
C ≤

∑
a1,a2∈A

C(w1, w2)µ
k(w1, w2) = C1. (29)

As a second step, we show that (27) holds. More precisely,
we show that, for all w ∈ Ak, the following holds:∑

a1,a2∈A
a1 ̸=a2

πk+1(wa1, wa2) = rk(w)−
∑
a∈A

rk+1(wa), (30)

which implies that

C2 = 2−(k+1)
∑

w∈Ak

[
rk(w)−

∑
a∈A

rk+1(wa)

]
. (31)

We prove the claim. Assume without loss of generality that w
is such that pk1(w) > pk2(w), then∑

a1,a2∈A

πk+1(wa1, wa2)

=
∑
a1∈A

∑
w′∈Ak

∑
a2∈A

πk+1(wa1, w
′a2)

−
∑

w′∈Ak

w′ ̸=w

∑
a2∈A

πk+1(wa1, w
′a2)

=
∑
a1∈A

pk1(wa1)−
∑

w′∈Ak

w′ ̸=w

∑
a1,a2∈A

πk+1(wa1, w
′a2)

(32)

Following Lemma 3, this is equal to pk1(w) −(
pk1(w)− pk2(w)

)
= rk(w). And the following holds:∑

a1,a2∈A
a1 ̸=a2

πk+1(wa1, wa2)

=
∑

a1 ̸=a2∈A
a1 ̸=a2

πk+1(wa1, wa2)−
∑
a∈A

πk+1(wa1, wa2)

= rk(w)−
∑
a∈A

rk+1(wa)

(33)

by Lemma 2. This concludes that the right-hand side of (24)
is a lower bound for Kk+1

C .
We now move to the second part of this proof. To provide

an upper bound, we will show that we can construct a feasible
k + 1 solution feasible µk+1 such that∑

w1,w2∈Ak+1

C(w1, w2)µ
k+1(w1, w2)

= Kk
C +

∑
w∈Ak

[
rk(w)−

∑
a∈A

rk+1(wa)

]
.

(34)

Consider πk, an optimal solution at step k. We will con-
struct µk+1 in the following greedy way. Initialise µk+1

with only zero elements, and for all w ∈ Ak, a ∈ A,
we initialise δ(wa) = 0. We start by updating the blocks
µk+1(w1a1, w2a2) where w1 ̸= w2. For all w such that
pk1(w) > pk2(w), for all a ∈ A such that pk+1

1 (wa) >
pk+1
2 (wa), do the following.

1) Let δ̃(wa) = pk+1
1 (wa)− pk+1

2 (wa).
If
∑

a′ ̸=a δ(wa
′)+δ̃(wa) > pk1(w)−pk2(w), let δ(wa) =

(pk1(w)− pk2(w))−
∑

a′ ̸=a δ(wa
′).

Else let δ(wa) = δ̃(wa).
2) Find a w′ ̸= w such that

πk(w,w′) >
∑

a1,a2∈A

µk+1(wa1, w
′a2). (35)

Now, for any a′ ∈ A, let

ψ(a′) = pk+1
2 (w′a′)− pk+1

1 (w′a′)

−
∑

w′′∈Ak

w′′ ̸=w′

∑
a1∈A

µk+1(w′′a1, w
′a′) (36)

Then, find a′ ∈ A such that ψ(a′) > 0.
Now, if δ(wa) > ψ(a′), then:

• Update µ(wa,w′a′)← ψ(a′)
• Update δ(wa)← δ(wa)− ψ(a′)
• Return to 2.

Else, update µ(wa,w′a′)← δ(wa).

We claim that, in the procedure above, there always exists
such a w′ for a given wa. Otherwise,

∑
w′ ̸=w π

k(w,w′) <

pk1(w) − pk2(w), which is impossible by Lemma 2. Also, we
claim that there also always exists such a′ for a given wa and
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w′. Otherwise, for all a′ ∈ A,∑
a′∈A

∑
w′′∈Ak

w′′ ̸=w′

∑
a1∈A

µk+1(w′′a1, w
′a′)

=
∑
a′∈A

pk+1
2 (w′a′)− pk+1

1 (w′a′),

(37)

which means by construction that∑
a′∈A

∑
w′′∈Ak

w′′ ̸=w′

∑
a1∈A

πk+1(w′′a1, w
′a′)

>
∑
a′∈A

pk+1
2 (w′a′)− pk+1

1 (w′a′),

(38)

which is pk2(w) − pk1(w) > pk2(w) − pk1(w) by Lemma 3.
Moreover, by construction we have that, for all w ̸= w′,

πk(w,w′) =
∑

a1,a2∈Ak

µk+1(wa1, w
′a2). (39)

Now, we construct the diagonal blocks µk+1(wa1, wa2).
For each w ∈ Ak and a ∈ A, let

p̃k+1
1 (wa) = pk+1

1 (wa)−
∑
w′ ̸=w

∑
a∈A

µk+1(wa,w′a′),

p̃k+1
2 (wa) = pk+1

2 (wa)−
∑
w′ ̸=w

∑
a∈A

µk+1(w′a′, wa).
(40)

Now, for a given w, let us solve the following balanced optimal
transport problem:

inf
µk+1

2−k
∑

a1,a2∈A
a1 ̸=a2

µk+1(wa1, wa2)

s.t. ∀a1 ∈ A :
∑
a2

µk+1(wa1, wa2) = p̃k+1
1 (wa1),

∀a2 ∈ A :
∑
a1

µk+1(wa1, wa2) = p̃k+1
2 (wa2).

(41)

Following the definition of p̃ and q̃, this is a balanced optimal
transport whose trivial solution is given by

2−k

(
rk(w)−

∑
a∈A

rk+1(wa)

)
. (42)

Now we conclude the proof. By (39) and (40), µk+1 is a
coupling of pk+1

1 and pk+1
2 . Indeed it is positive, and for any

w1 ∈ Ak and a1 ∈ A,∑
w2∈Ak

∑
a2∈A

µk+1(w1a1, w2a2)

=
∑
a2∈A

µk+1(w1a1, w1a2) +
∑

w2∈Ak

w2 ̸=w1

∑
a2∈A

µk+1(w1a1, w2a2)

= p̃k+1
1 (w1a1) +

(
pk+1
1 (w1a1)− p̃k+1

1 (w1a1)
)
= pk+1

1 (w1a1),
(43)

and similarly for pk+1
2 . Finally,∑

w1,w2∈Ak

∑
a1,a2∈A

C(w1a1, w2a2)µ
k+1(w1a1, w2a2)

=
∑

w1 ̸=w2

C(w1, w2)
∑
a1,a2

µk+1(w1a1, w2a2)

+2−k
∑
w

∑
a1,a2
a1 ̸=a2

µk+1(wa1, wa2).

(44)

By (39), the first term is Kk
C, and by (42), the second term is∑

w∈Ak

[
rk(w)−

∑
a∈A r

k+1(wa)
]
. This provides an upper

bound on Kk+1
C , and the proof is completed.

Theorem 1 is central for proving Theorem 2, stated next.
The latter first states that CK satisfies positivity, symmetry
and triangle inequality. This also implies that the Cantor-
Kantorovich metric can be approximated with KC(p

k
1 , p

k
2) for

a finite k.
Theorem 2: The function CK satisfies positivity, symmetry

and triangle inequality. Moreover, for any k ≥ 1,

0 ≤ CK(Γ1,Γ2)− KC(p
k
1 , p

k
2) ≤ 21−k

∑
w∈Ak

rk(w). (45)

Proof: For the sake of conciseness, let Kk
C := KC(p

k
1 , p

k
2),

and let Sk :=
∑

w∈Ak rk(w). Proving that the metric is
well-defined reduces to proving that the sequence (Kk

C)k≥1

converges. Theorem 1 implies that

Kk
C = (1− S1) +

k−1∑
i=1

2−i(Si − Si+1). (46)

Now let us focus on Si−Si+1. By the law of total probabil-
ity, for all i ≥ 1, we have that 0 ≤ ri(w)−

∑
a∈A r

i+1(wa) ≤
ri(w), and therefore, by summing over all the words w ∈ Ai,
we have that

0 ≤ Si − Si+1 ≤ Si ≤ 1. (47)

One can see that the maximal value of (46) is attained
when S1 = 0, which implies that Si = 0 for i = 2, 3, . . . ,
and therefore the sequence (Kk

C)k≥1 is upper bounded by 1.
Moreover, one can assert that the sequence is also mono-
tone, following (47). By the monotone convergence theorem,
the limit therefore exists and is equal to CK(Γ1,Γ2) =
limk→∞ Kk

C = supk≥1 K
k
C.

Now, it remains to show that (45) holds. Inequalities (47)
implies that

CK(Γ1,Γ2)− Kp
C =

∞∑
i=p

2−i(Si − Si+1)

≤
∞∑
i=p

2−iSi ≤ Sp

∞∑
i=p

2−i = 21−pSp,

(48)

which is the claim.
Remark 4: Following Theorem 2, one can compute a-priori

the number of iterations needed to reach an accuracy ε ∈
(0, 1). Indeed the right-hand side of (45) is upper bounded by
21−k, and therefore it suffices to take k = ⌈log2(ε−1)⌉+1 to
guarantee an ε-accurate solution. □

Based on the above results, let us introduce Algorithm 3,
which takes as input two labeled Markov chains Γ1 and
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Fig. 4: Comparaison of the computational complexity of two
methods to solve (16) for |A| = 2, 3, 4. In red, the best LP/CO
method, and in blue our method as described in Algorithm 3.

Γ2, and a desired accuracy ε, and computes the metric of
interest. This algorithm relies on the recursive algorithm CK-
REC, which is a natural implementation of Theorem 1 that is
described in Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2 CK-REC(ACC, l, w, k)

1: r = min{pl1(w), pl2(w)}
2: if r = 0 then
3: Stop
4: end if
5: if l = k then
6: ACC ← ACC + 21−kr
7: Stop
8: end if
9: ACC ← ACC + 2−kr

10: for a ∈ A do
11: CK-REC(ACC, l + 1, wa, k)
12: end for

Algorithm 3 CANTOR-KANTOROVICH(Γ1,Γ, ε)

1: For l = 1, . . . , k, compute pl1(w) and pl2(w) See Remark 1
2: k ← ⌈log2(ε−1)⌉+ 1 See Remark 4
3: ACC ← 0
4: for a ∈ A do
5: CK-REC(ACC, 1, a, k)
6: end for
7: return ACC

Algorithm 3 terminates in 2k|S|2 +O(|A|k+1) operations.
Indeed, the first term is the number of operations needed to
compute the probabilities pl1(w) and pl2(w) for l = 1, . . . , k
(see Remark 1), and the second term is the number of
operations corresponding for a DFS4 in a tree of |A|k+1 nodes
with a constant number of operations at each node. In order
to illustrate the gain in complexity compared to classical LP
or CO methods, we provide in Figure 4 the functions |A|k+1

and |A|2k for |A| = 2, 3, 4 for k = 1, . . . , 15 (see Remark 3).

4Depth-First-Search, see e.g. [35] for an introduction.

V. APPLICATION: CK METRIC FOR ABSTRACTIONS

In this section, we apply the REFINE procedure described
in Algorithm 1 with the Cantor-Kantorovich metric CK to
abstract a given dynamical system.

A. Electron subject to Lorentz force
We are interested in the position of an electron subject to

the Lorentz force (see e.g. [36]). The law is given by

m

v̇1(t)v̇2(t)
v̇3(t)

 = q

E1 +B3v2(t)−B2v3(t)
E2 +B1v3(t)−B3v1(t)
E3 +B2v1(t)−B1v2(t)

 , (49)

where v1(t), v2(t) and v3(t) are respectively the x-axis, y-axis
and z-axis components of the velocity of the electron in [m/s].
Every other constant and their unities are given in Table I.

Symbol Physical quantity Unit Value
m Mass [kg] 9.1× 10−31

q Charge [C] 1.6× 10−19

E1 x-axis electric field [V/m] −1.0× 10−10

E2 y-axis electric field [V/m] 5.0× 10−11

E3 z-axis electric field [V/m] 0
B1 x-axis magnetic field [T] 0
B2 y-axis magnetic field [T] 0
B3 z-axis magnetic field [T] 1.0× 10−11

TABLE I: Constants in the Lorentz force equation (49)

Since B1 = B2 = E3 = 0, then v3(t) = 0 and the
dynamical system can be written on a 2D-plane. Moreover,
we are interested in the position of the electron, rather than
its velocity: hence, the dynamical equations become the de-
scription of a 4-dimensional affine dynamical system given
by

ṗ1(t)
ṗ2(t)
v̇1(t)
v̇2(t)

 =


0 0 1 0
0 0 0 1
0 0 0 qB3/m
0 0 −qB3/m 0



p1(t)
p2(t)
v1(t)
v2(t)



+


0
0

qE1/m
qE2/m

 ,

(50)

where p1(t) and p3(t) respectively denote the x-axis and y-
axis components of the position of the electron.

We study this dynamical system in discrete time. To do
that, we approximate the derivative with the explicit Euler
scheme ẋ(t) ≈ (xt+1 − xt)/h, with h = 0.1, which gives
xt+1 = (I+hA)xt+hb, with xt = (p1,t, p2,t, v1,t, v2,t) ∈ R4,
I ∈ R4×4 the identity matrix, and A ∈ R4×4 and b ∈ R4

respectively the matrix and vectors of the continous-time affine
system given in (50). We consider an obstacle defined by O =
[0.5, 1.5]×[−0.5, 0.5]×R×R. The output function h is defined
as

h(xt) =


0 if xt ∈ O,
1 else if p1,t,≥ 1.5

2 otherwise.
(51)

Finally, we take the uniform measure on [−1, 4] × [−1, 1] ×
[−1, 1]×[−1, 1] for sampling the initial state, which defines λ.
An illustration of the dynamical system Σ is given in Figure 5.
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Fig. 5: Illustration of the Lorentz force dynamical system Σ
as defined in Section V-A.

B. Abstraction-based analysis

In this section, we are interested in approximating the initial
safe set measure

PH = λ({x0 ∈ R4 : xt ∈ R4 \O ∀t = 0, . . . ,H}), (52)

where H ∈ N is a given horizon. We show that our
procedure REFINE with the Cantor-Kantorovich metric CK
yields better results than explicit grid-based approaches. In all
of our numerical experiments, we approximated the Cantor-
Kantorivich metric with the CANTOR-KANTOROVICH algo-
rithm descripted in Algorithm 3 with ε = 10−3.

We proceed as follows. We are given a labeled Markov chain
Γ = (S,A, τ, µ, l) abstracting the dynamical system where
each state s ∈ S corresponds to a block of a partition of the
state space. If a block has a non-empty intersection with the
obstacle O, we label the corresponding state as unsafe, and the
other ones as safe. The set of safe states is denoted as Ssafe. To
approximate PH , for a given level of confidence β ∈ (0, 1),
we identify the set of states from which the probability of a
safe random walk is greater than 1−β, noted Sβ and formally
defined as the set of s0 ∈ S such that∑

s1∈Ssafe

τs0,s1 · · ·
∑

sH∈Ssafe

τsH−1,sH ≥ 1− β. (53)

Then, for a given β, PH is approximated as

PH ≈
∑

s0∈Sβ

µs0 . (54)

We compare two different approaches. In the first one, we
uniformly grid the state space. If each dimension is divided
into p parts, there will be p4 blocks, noted B1, . . . , Bp4 . From
this partition, we compute a labeled Markov chain where the
states correspond to the p4 blocks with initial measure µBi

=
λ(Bi), and where the transition probability from Bi to Bj is

PBi,Bj
=
λ(f−1(Bj) ∩Bi)

λ(Bi)
. (55)

We consider two labeled Markov chains constructed in this
way, respectively with p = 2 (16 states) and p = 3 (81 states).
The second approach is to compute the adaptive memory
abstraction ΓW with W = REFINE(Σ, λ,CK, N). Again we
study two cases, N = 6 (15 states) and N = 14 (31 states).
An illustration of the two approaches can be found in Figure 6.

We compare the approximation of PH with the four ab-
stractions descripted above, and for different confidence levels.
The approximation results and the true probability PH can

(a) Partition with classical approach.

(b) Partition with Algorithm 1.

Fig. 6: Comparison between a classical partition and the
partition computed with Algorithm 1 on a four dimensional
example (here projected on (px, py)). Above: the classical
approach, where each dimension is divided into three parts,
which gives a total of 34 = 81 blocks. Below: our adaptive
memory abstraction with N = 6, which leads to 15 blocks in
the partition. Since the algorithm does not explicitely compute
a closed form expression for the blocks, we illustrate them
by coloring samples. While there are less blocks here than
the 81 blocks in the above partition, one sees that they are
computed smartly, and the critical places in the system (close
to the obstacles) benefit from a finer resolution than the large
regions away from the obstacle.

be found in Figure 7. We start by discussing the results of
the abstractions generated by the REFINE algorithm (green
and orange lines on Figure 7). When the asked level of
confidence is too strict, for example β = 0.01, then one
needs more states to well approximate PH , as we can see
on Figure 7a. On the other hand, when the level of confidence
is too high, for example β = 0.25, then it is more likely
to to overapproximate PH , as one can see on Figure 7b for
H = 4 with the 15 states abstraction. For this example, the
confidence level is reasonable when it is equal to 0.05, as one
can see on Figure 7c. In this case, the 31 states abstraction
perfectly approximates PH until H = 8. Now, one can see
that the approximation is better using a the REFINE algorithm
compared to the naı̈ve approach. Indeed the former with 15
states always estimates better PH than the latter with 81 states.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have introduced Markov models encoding
adaptive-memory schemes to abstract dynamical systems via
samples. We have proved that the abstractions preserve safety
properties of the abstracted systems. Along with this, given a
notion of metric between Markov models, we have proposed a
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(a) Confidence level β = 0.01. The confidence level is too low, but
with 31 states the REFINE abstraction still approximates well PH .

(b) Confidence level β = 0.25. The confidence level is too high, and
PH may be overapproximated.

(c) Confidence level β = 0.05. The confidence level is reasonable,
and the REFINE abstractions yield good results with both 15 and 31
states.

Fig. 7: Approximation of PH for H = 0, . . . , 8 with different
abstractions and for different confidence levels β.

generic and tuneable procedure to choose a convenient mem-
ory scheme. We have then introduced a Cantor-Kantorovich
metric for Markov chains, proving that the latter satisfies
positivity, symmetry and triangle inequality, and we have
provided an algorithm to approximate it efficiently. We have
finally performed an abstraction-based safety analysis on a
example corresponding to a real-life dynamical system. We
showed that our method yields better approximations than
classical, grid-based abstraction approaches in the litterature.

For further work, we would like to test our method with
other metrics between Markov models, and compare numerical
results. For example, one could investigate metrics that encode

control specifications, unlike our metric. On the other hand,
we would like to improve the algorithm for computing the
Cantor-Kantorovich metric.

APPENDIX I
CONSEQUENCE OF ASSUMPTION 1

Proposition 2: Given a dynamical system Σ, a measure
λ and a set W that defines a partition, if Assumption 1
is satisfied, then the adaptive memory abstraction ΓW =
(W,A, τ, µ, l) has a stochastic transition matrix τ .

Proof: By (12) and Assumption 1, it suffices to show
that, for all w[−s,t] ∈W ,∑
w′

[−s′,t′]∈W

λ
(
f−1

([
w′

[−s′,t′]

])
∩
[
w[−s,t]

])
= λ

([
w[−s,t]

])
(56)

is satisfied. Since the sets f−1
([
w[−s,t]

])
also form a partition

of X , (56) holds by the law of total probability, and the proof
is completed.

APPENDIX II
PROCEDURE REFINE YIELDS A PARTITION

Assumption 2: The dynamical system Σ and measure λ are
such that, for all k, for all w ∈ Ak, if λ([w][0,k−1]) = 0, then
[w][0,k−1] = ∅.

Proposition 3: Suppose that Assumption 2 holds. Let Σ be
a dynamical system with initial measure λ, and let D be a
metric between labeled Markov chains. Then, for all N ∈ N>0

the output of REFINE(Σ, λ,D, N) defines a partition of X and
the matrix of the corresponding abstraction is stochastic.

Proof: By Proposition 2, we have to show that each
current model ΓW is such that W defines a partition of X
and satisfies Assumption 1. We prove the claim by induction.

First, we prove that the set W such as defined after
line 4 defines a partition and satisfies Assumption 1. The set
W = {(a)[0,0]}a∈A defines a partition by definition of the
output function h. Now, the set W \ {(a)[0,0]}a∈A0 satisfies
Assumption 1 by construction. Moreover, it still defines a
partition because the sets [a[0,0]] for a ∈ A0 are all empty
by Assumption 2.

We now assume that W defines a partition and satisfies
Assumption 1. We prove that, for any wi

[0,ti]
∈ W , the set

W ′
i such as after 12 is a partition and satisfies Assumption 1.

We first show that the expanded set W̃ = (W \ {wi
[0,ti]
}) ∪

{(wia)[0,ti+1]}a∈A defines a partition. Condition 4 is satisfied
because⋃

w[0,t]∈W̃

[
w[0,t]

]

=

 ⋃
w[0,t]∈W\

{
wi

[0,ti]

}
[
w[0,t]

] ∪(⋃
a∈A

[
(wia)[0,ti+1]

])

=

 ⋃
w[0,t]∈W\

{
wi

[0,ti]

}
[
w[0,t]

] ∪ [wi
[0,ti]

]
,

(57)
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which is the whole state space X by the recursion assumption.
And condition 5 is also satisfied because

[
(wia)[0,ti+1]

]
⊆[

wi
[0,ti]

]
for all a ∈ A. Now, with W0 as defined in line 11,

the W̃ \W0 satisfies Assumption 1 by construction. Finally, it
still defines a partition because the sets [w[0,t]] for w[0,t] ∈W0

are empty by Assumption 2, and the proof is completed.

APPENDIX III
PROOF OF LEMMA 2

We first prove that πk(w,w) ≤ min{pk1(w), pk2(w)}. Con-
straints (18) imply that

pk1(w) = πk(w,w) +
∑

w′∈Ak

w ̸=w′

πk(w,w′) ≥ πk(w,w),

pk2(w) = πk(w,w) +
∑

w′∈Ak

w ̸=w′

πk(w′, w) ≥ πk(w,w),
(58)

which implies πk(w,w) ≤ min{pk1(w), pk2(w)}. We now
prove that πk(w,w) ≥ min{pk1(w), pk2(w)}. By contradiction,
let πk be an optimal solution to (16) such that there exists
w ∈ Ak and ε > 0 with πk(w,w) = min{pk1(w), pk2(w)}− ε.
Assume without loss of generality that min{pk1(w), pk2(w)} =
pk1(w), then constraints (18) imply that

1) there exists w′ ̸= w such that πk(w,w′) = ε′ for some
ε′ ∈ (0, ε], and

2) there exists w′′ ̸= w such that πk(w′′, w) = ε′′ for some
ε′′ ∈ (0, ε].

Let KC(p
k
1 , p

k
2) denote the Kantorovich metric corresponding

to such πk. Now assume, again without loss of generality,
that ε′ ≤ ε′′. Consider then (πk)′ such that (πk)′(w1, w2) =
πk(w1, w2) for all w1, w2 ∈ Ak except

1) (πk)′(w,w) = πk(w,w) + ε′,
2) (πk)′(w,w′) = πk(w,w′)− ε′,
3) (πk)′(w′′, w′) = πk(w′′, w′) + ε′,
4) (πk)′(w′′, w) = πk(w′′, w)− ε′.

The joint distribution (πk)′ is feasible since it satisfies con-
straints (17) and (18). Now let K′

C(p
k
1 , p

k
2) denote the solution

corresponding to such (πk)′, it holds that

K′
C(p

k
1 , p

k
2) = KC(p

k
1 , p

k
2)

− ε′[C(w,w′) + C(w′, w′′)− C(w′, w′′)].
(59)

By triangular inequality of C, we have that K′
C(p

k
1 , p

k
2) <

KC(p
k
1 , p

k
2), which contradicts the fact that πk is optimal, and

the proof is completed. ■

APPENDIX IV
PROOF OF LEMMA 3

For some w ∈ Ak−1, assume without loss of generality that
pk−1
1 (w) > pk−1

2 (w). First, by the constraints (18), it holds
that∑
w′∈Ak−1

w′ ̸=w

∑
a1,a2∈A

πk(wa1, w
′a2) ≥ pk−1

1 (w)− pk−1
2 (w). (60)

Now, we proceed similarly as for Lemma 2. Suppose
by contradiction that

∑
w′∈Ak−1

w′ ̸=w

∑
a1,a2∈A π

k(wa1, w
′a2) >

pk−1
1 (w) − pk−1

2 (w). Then there exists w′ ̸= w ∈ Ak−1, and
a1, a2 ∈ A such that πk(w′a1, wa2) = ε′ > 0. There also
exists w′′ ∈ Ak−1 such that w′′ ̸= w and w′′ ̸= w′, and
a3, a4 ∈ A such that πk(wa3, w

′′a4) = ε′′ > 0. Assume
w.l.o.g. that ε′ ≤ ε′′, and consider a solution (πk)′ such that
(πk)′ = πk, except for

1) (πk)′(wa3, w
′′a4) = πk(wa3, w

′′a4)− ε′,
2) (πk)′(w′a1, wa2) = πk(w′a1, wa2)− ε′,
3) (πk)′(w′a1, w

′′a4) = πk(w′a1, w
′′a4) + ε′, and

4) (πk)′(wa3, wa2) = πk(wa3, wa2) + ε′.
The joint distribution (πk)′ is feasible since it still satisfies the
constraints (17) and (18). Note that, since the Cantor distance
satisfies the strong triangular inequality (see Lemma 1),

C(w′a1, w
′′a4) ≤ max{C(w′a1, wa2),C(wa2, w

′′a4)}
= max{C(w′a1, wa2),C(wa3, w

′′a4)}.
(61)

Moreover, C(wa3, wa2) = 2−k. Now let K′
C(p

k
1 , p

k
2) de-

note the solution corresponding to such (πk)′, we have that
KC(p

k
1 , p

k
2)− K′

C(p
k
1 , p

k
2) is

KC(p
k
1 , p

k
2)− K′

C(p
k
1 , p

k
2) = −ε′


+ C(w′a1, wa2)
+ C(wa3, w

′′a4)
− C(w′a1, w

′′a4)
− 2−k


≤ −ε′

 + C(w′a1, wa2) + C(wa3, w
′′a4)

− max{C(w′a1, wa2),C(wa3, w
′′a4)}

− 2−k


≤ −ε′[2−(k−1) − 2−k]

≤ 0,
(62)

which contradicts the fact that πk is optimal. ■
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