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Abstract

At the intersection of dynamical systems, control theory, and formal methods lies the construction of symbolic abstractions:
these typically represent simpler, finite-state models whose behavior mimics that of an underlying concrete system but are
easier to analyse. Building an abstraction usually requires an accurate knowledge of the underlying model: this knowledge may
be costly to gather, especially in real-life applications. We aim to bridge this gap by building abstractions based on sampling
finite length trajectories. To refine a controller built for the abstraction to one for the concrete system, we newly define a notion
of probabilistic alternating simulation, and provide Probably Approximately Correct (PAC) guarantees that the constructed
abstraction includes all behaviors of the concrete system and that it is suitable for control design, for arbitrarily long time
horizons, leveraging scenario theory. Our method is then tested on several numerical benchmarks.
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1 Introduction

Data-driven modeling and analysis is undergoing a new
renaissance with the advances in machine learning and
artificial intelligence enabled by unprecedented com-
puting power. The field of system verification, aimed at
providing formal performance and safety guarantees is
not alien to this trend. Recent work has been focused
on the use of collected data from a system to derive
directly (i.e. with no model involved) barrier functions
certifying invariance [3,22], or finite abstractions to
verify and synthesize controllers [13,17,21]. A popular
approach is to employ scenario-based optimization tech-
niques to derive probably approximately correct (PAC)
guarantees on the performance metric of interest. The
use of scenario-based optimization requires independent
samples, generated from the probability distribution
that drives the system’s uncertainty. A special case con-
sidered in many works [13,26] is that of deterministic
systems (for which a model is not available), in which
the only uncertainty is their initialization, i.e. the initial
state is drawn from some probability distribution, and
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the control policy, usually chosen from a finite set of
possible actions, and the samples consist of individual
transitions or, more generally, finite-length trajectories.
In this setting the independence of the samples can
be derived by independently sampling the initial state;
typically a uniform distribution is selected for compact
initial sets. If the set of initial conditions coincides with
the domain of interest, one can directly sample one-
step transitions. However, the scenario-based approach
would ensure the satisfaction of one-step properties,
provided that transitions are indeed sampled indepen-
dently. On the other hand, one is often interested in
inferring long (even infinite) horizon specifications from
one-step properties. These approaches are limited to
provide guarantees for the time horizon used to con-
struct the data set, as for larger horizons nothing can
be directly inferred unless some additional knowledge of
the system is available, as for example in [16]. Address-
ing this limitation in the context of abstraction-based
control synthesis is the main objective of this work.
Contributions. We consider deterministic control
systems with unknown dynamics and a random ini-
tialization. Our approach provides a construction of
data-driven finite abstractions, built on the notions of
alternating simulation and a particular class of abstrac-
tions known as Strongest Asynchronous ℓ-complete
Abstractions (or Approximations) (SAℓCAs) [24]. Un-
like our previous work [10,11], which treats verification
problems, the data-driven abstraction presented in this
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paper enables the synthesis of a controller for the un-
known system to solve reach-avoid specifications. We in-
troduce a notion of probabilistic alternating simulation,
instrumental in describing the relation between a deter-
ministic (but randomly sampled) model and a transition
system constructed upon the collected system’s behav-
iors. Leveraging the scenario theory, we establish PAC
guarantees for the inclusion of the concrete system’s
finite behaviors in those of the abstraction. We clarify
the role of the trajectory length used for constructing
the abstraction; successively, if the system’s dynamics
is partially known, we propose sufficient conditions to
extend PAC guarantees over longer trajectory lengths.
This enables the verification of properties, and synthesis
of control policies, over an arbitrarily long time horizon
while preserving the PAC guarantees for several classes
of nonlinear systems.
RelatedWork.Abstractions simplify complex systems
by reducing them to finite-state models, aiding in prop-
erty verification and controller synthesis [25]. Recent
methods bypass the need for an explicit model by di-
rectly synthesizing abstractions from data. In [12,5,16],
a sampled-based interval Markov Decision Process is
created using the scenario approach to constrain tran-
sition probabilities in a stochastic dynamical model. In
[18], PAC over-approximations of monotone systems are
employed to construct models; in [15], a sample-based
growth rate is used to build an abstraction and syn-
thesize a controller. In [13], the authors pursue a goal,
similar to ours, of deriving an abstraction from a black-
box system suitable for control, and propose a notion of
PAC (approximate) alternating simulation relationship.
Unfortunately, the authors’ procedure to derive an ab-
straction relies on chaining one-step transitions sampled
uniformly: this violates the PAC bound assumptions
that the authors adopt, thus the abstraction does not
satisfy the proposed notion, see [10, Section 3.3].
In contrast, [2] efficiently constructs an abstraction of
a deterministic control system with disturbances by
estimating reachable sets, assuming the Lipschitz con-
stants are known. In the first part of this work, we show
how to derive an abstraction suitable for control for a
black-box system for a finite horizon, without assuming
any limiting knowledge on the dynamics, in contrast to
[2]. Only later, for the purpose of extending this hori-
zon, we introduce additional assumptions, involving for
instance the Lipschitz constant.
Our work focuses on a specific type of abstraction known
as SAℓCA [23,24], which offers several useful proper-
ties for our purposes. Unlike state-based abstractions,
a SAℓCA can be constructed from complete knowledge
of a system’s output trajectories. However, when only
partial knowledge is available, such as when using sam-
pled trajectories, certain challenges arise, as detailed in
[10]. In [11], the authors extend SAℓCAs to linear au-
tonomous systems using data-driven approaches. Our
work builds on this by extending these methods to non-
linear control systems. SAℓCAs have been applied in
event-triggered control models [19,20]. Recent research

also explored data-driven memory-based Markov mod-
els for stochastic systems [6,7], emphasizing the impor-
tance of memory in constructing effective abstractions.
As we show, memory plays a crucial role in leveraging
data-driven SAℓCAs for control applications.
Organisation. Section 2 provides relevant background
information. Section 3 describes transition systems
and system relations, the primary tools for deriving
an abstraction-based controller. Section 4 introduces a
data-driven approach to constructing abstractions for
unknown (black-box) systems, using scenario theory
to establish PAC-type guarantees for the horizon used
for sampling; Section 5 extends these guarantees to
longer time horizons by studying partially known sys-
tems, making specific assumptions about the dynamics.
Section 6 and Sections 7 are dedicated to showcase
experimental results, a discussion and a conclusion.

2 Notation and Preliminaries

Given a set M, we denote its n-th cartesian product by
Mn, and its power set by ℘(M). Let s = m0a0...an−1mn

be any sequence such that mi’s belong to a set
M and ai’s belong to a set A. We denote s(i)
the i-th element belonging to M, i.e. s(i) = mi,
for i = 0, ..., n; by s[i, i + j], with j ≥ 0, we de-
note the j-long subsequence of s from mi to mi+j ,
i.e. s[i, i + j] = miai...ai+j−1mi+j . Given two se-
quences s = m0a0...ai−1mi and s′ = m′

0a
′
0...a

′
j−1m

′
j

with mi = m′
0, we denote their concatenation by

s · s′ .= m0a0...ai−1m
′
0a

′
0...a

′
j−1m

′
j . Finally, s|m (s|a) de-

notes the sequence obtained by removing from s all the
elements that do not belong toM (A), and s|m(i) = mi.
For a relation R ⊆ Xa ×Xb, we define RXb

(xa)
.
= {xb ∈

Xb : (xa, xb) ∈ R}. We indicate the inverse relation of
R by R−1, i.e. (xb, xa) ∈ R−1 ⇐⇒ (xa, xb) ∈ R.
Denote by (Ωi,Fi, µωi) for i = 1, 2, two probability
spaces, where Ωi is the sample space, endowed with a
σ-algebra Fi and a probability measure µωi

. We de-
fine the product probability space (P,W, µp) where
P = Ω1 × Ω2, denoted W = F1 × F2 is the product
σ-algebra , and µp = µω1

× µω2
is the product measure.

2.1 Dynamical Models

We consider a time-invariant dynamical system

Σ(x)
.
=


xk+1 = f(xk, uk),

yk = h(xk),

x0 = x,

(1)

where xk ∈ X ⊂ Rnx is the system’s state at time k ∈ N0

(natural numbers including zero), nx is the state-space
dimension, x0 is the initial state, yk ∈ Y is the system
output where Y is an arbitrary output set with |Y| <∞,
uk ∈ U ⊂ Rnu is the system input at time k, U is a
finite input set, i.e. |U| <∞, nu is the input dimension.
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We denote as uH ∈ UH a sequence of control inputs of
length H. We assume that f(·, u) is measurable on the
standard Borel space associated with Rn for all u.

Definition 1 Let (X , dX) and (U , dU ) be a complete
metric spaces. Let the map f defined in (1) satisfy the in-
equality mXdX(x, x′) ≤ dX(f(x, u), f(x′, u)), for mX >
0 all x ̸= x′ ∈ X and u ∈ U . Then, f is said to be Lips-
chitz invertible.
The map f in (1) is uniformly contracting w.r.t. x if
there exists 0 < lX < 1 such that dX(f(x, u), f(x′, u)) ≤
lXdX(x, x′),, for all x, x′ ∈ X , and u ∈ U . Similarly,
f is uniformly Lipschitz w.r.t. u if there exists lU > 0
such that dX(f(x, u), f(x, v)) ≤ lUdU (u, v),, for all x ∈
X , and u, v ∈ U .

2.2 Scenario Theory

Let (Ω,F , µ) be a probability space, and consider N in-
dependent µ-distributed samples (ω1, . . . , ωN ). Each ωi

is regarded as an observation, or scenario [8,14]. We aim
at taking a decision, θ∗N , e.g. construct a classifier, from
a set Θ, the decision space. To every ω ∈ Ω there is as-
sociated a constraint set Θω ⊆ Θ. The scenario theory
is a distribution-free setting that, under very mild as-
sumptions [14, Assumption 1], offers a way to compute
a decision θ∗N satisfying all the constraints Θωi imposed
by the set ofN i.i.d. samples while quantifying the prob-
ability that a new random sample ω ∈ Ω would result in
the solution θ∗N violating the new constraint Θω. Hence,
it quantifies the generalization power of the solution.

Theorem 2 (PAC bounds [14, Theorem 1]) For a
given θ ∈ Θ let V(θ) = {ω : θ /∈ Θω} be the violation
set and V (θ) = µ(ω ∈ V(θ)) be the violation probability
(or violation for short). For a confidence β ∈ (0, 1) and
decision θ∗N , it holds

µN (V (θ∗N ) ≤ ϵ(s∗N , β,N)) ≥ 1− β, (2)

where ϵ(·) is the solution of a polynomial equation (omit-
ted here for brevity) and s∗N is the complexity of the solu-
tion – it represents the cardinality of the smallest subset
of the samples yielding the same solution θ∗N .

Remark 3 In this work we consider a discrete sample
space Ω, therefore we refer to the scenario theory for
degenerate problems, as per [14,8].

3 Problem Statement and System Description

We adopt the framework of finite-state abstractions in
the form of transition systems.

Definition 4 (Transition System (TS)) A transi-
tion system S is a tuple (X ,X0,U , δ,Y,H), where X is
the set of states, X0 ⊆ X is the set of initial states, U is

the input set, Y is the set of outputs, δ ⊆ X × U × X is
a transition relation, and H : X → Y is an output map.

We define the set of u-successor states of a state x as
Postu(x)

.
= x′ ∈ X : (x, u, x′) ∈ δ and the set of admis-

sible inputs at x as Uδ(x)
.
= u ∈ U : Postu(x) ̸= ∅. If

Uδ(x) ̸= ∅ for all x, the system is non-blocking. An H-
long internal behavior of the TS, ξ = x0u0x1 . . . uH−1xH ,
satisfies x0 ∈ X0 and (xi−1, ui−1, xi) ∈ δ for all
i = 1, . . . ,H. An H-long external behavior, γ =
y0u1y1 . . . uH−1yH , satisfies yi = H(xi) for all i =
0, . . . ,H. We denote the external behavior γ corre-
sponding to the internal behavior ξ as H(ξ). The sets
IH(S) and BH(S) contain all H-long internal and ex-
ternal behaviors of the TS, respectively.
Given x ∈ X0 and an H-long input sequence uH ∈ UH

we define respectively the set of internal and exter-
nal H-behavior of a TS S starting in x0 under input
sequence uH as

IH(S, x0,uH)
.
= {ξ ∈ IH(S) :

ξ(0) = x0 ∧ ξ|u = uH}, (3)

BH(S, x0,uH)
.
= {γ ∈ BH(S) :

∃ξ ∈ IH(S, x0,uH) . γ = H(ξ)}. (4)

Our technique relies on the concept of memory via ℓ-
sequences, which are ℓ-long subsequences of external be-
haviors. Each state x ∈ X is linked to all possible ℓ-
sequences that could lead to it, representing the recent
past in terms of inputs and outputs. For initial states
x ∈ X0, following [24], we extend behaviors to negative
time indices using the symbol ⋄, so ξ|x(k) = ξ|u(k) =
γ|y(k) = γ|u(k) = ⋄ for k ≤ −1.
Consider the set of external behaviors of length H and
an integer ℓ with 0 ≤ ℓ < H. Each γ ∈ BH(S) is divided
into ℓ-long subsequences (or ℓ-sequences). The set of all
ℓ-sequences from these behaviors is denoted by

Πℓ,H
.
=

⋃
γ∈BH(S)

⋃
k∈[0,H]

γ[k − ℓ, k]., (5)

Each ζ ∈ Πℓ,H contains ℓ+ 1 outputs and ℓ inputs. We
omit the dependence of Πℓ,H on S since it always refers to
the concrete system. The set of corresponding external
strings (CESs) of length ℓ for a state x ∈ X is defined as

Eℓ,H(x)
.
= {ζ ∈ Πℓ,H : ∃ξ ∈ IH(S),

∃j ∈ N0 . ζ = H(ξ[j − ℓ, j]) ∧ ξ(j) = x}. (6)

Eℓ,H(x) represents all subsequences of external behav-
iors with ℓ outputs that the system can generate be-
fore reaching x in at most H steps. If x is reached in
fewer than ℓ transitions from an initial state, some CESs
will include the symbol ⋄. For instance, if ℓ = 3 and
x′ is reached in one transition from the initial state x
by choosing control input u, then ⋄ ⋄ H(x)uH(x′) ∈
E3,H(x′). The equivalence class of an ℓ-sequence ζ ∈
Πℓ,H is

[ζ]
.
= {x : ζ ∈ Eℓ,H(x)}. (7)
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Fig. 1. Illustration of the TS of Example 5.

Example 5 Let S be the TS depicted in Fig. 1, where
X = {x1, x2, x3, x4}, X0 = {x1}, U = {ua, ub},
and Y = {y1, y2}. For a time horizon H = 4 and
input sequence u3 = uaubua. The internal and ex-
ternal behaviors initialized from x1, are given by
I3(S, x1,u3) = {x1uax2ubx4uax2} and B3(S, x1,u3) =
{y1uay2uby2uay2}. For ℓ = 1, following (5) we split
B3(S, x1,u3) ∈ BH(S) in subsequences of length 1 and
conclude that {y1, y2} = Y = Π0,3. Moreover, from (6)
we have y1 ∈ E1,3(x1), y2 = E1,3(x2), and y2 ∈ E1,3(x4).
For ℓ = 2, we have {⋄ ⋄ y1, y1uay2, y2uby2, y2uay2} ⊂
Π1,3. Moreover, ⋄ ⋄ y1 ∈ E2,3(x1), y1uay2 ∈ E2,3(x2),
y2uby2 ∈ E2,3(x4), and again y2uay2 ∈ E2,3(x2).

The system Σ in (1) can be equivalently described as a
TS, potentially with an infinite state set, denoted by SΣ.
To account for transitions where f(x, u) /∈ X for some
x ∈ X and u ∈ U , we add an absorbing state xabs to
the state set of SΣ, where f(xabs, u) = xabs for all u and
with a unique output label yabs. We assume SΣ satisfies
Assumption 6.

Assumption 6 SΣ has free input, i.e. Uδ(x) = U for
all x, is deterministic: in short |Postu(x)| = 1 for every
x ∈ X and u ∈ U , and has X0 = X .

The assumption that X0 = X simplifies our notation
in that it implies that the horizon H does not affect
the definition of (5) and (6), since every ℓ-sequence that
the system can generate at any point in time, can also
be generated as an initial sequence. Formally, it holds
that Eℓ,ℓ+1(x) = Eℓ,H(x) for every H > ℓ. Moreover,⋃

x Eℓ,H(x) = Πℓ,H . From now on, we drop the second
subscript and denote the CESs strings of a state x simply
as Eℓ(x) and the set of all ℓ-sequences of all external
behaviors as Πℓ. The case with X0 ̸= X follows mutatis
mutandis with no conceptual modifications.

3.1 Systems’ Relations

We recall two essential concepts: the alternating simu-
lation relation (ASR) and the simulation relation (SR)
[25,24]. The ASR is crucial for refining a policy derived
from an abstraction into a controller for the concrete
system. As in [24], we define an observation to include
both input and output, unlike the more common defi-
nition where only the output is observed. This broader
observation allows for constructing a more refined ab-
straction. For simplicity, we assume that the abstraction
and the concrete system share the same input space.

Definition 7 (Simulation relation (SR) [24]) Con-
sider two non-blocking systems Sa and Sb with Ya = Yb,
and Ua = Ub. A relation R ⊆ Xa × Xb is a simulation
relation from Sa to Sb w.r.t. U × Y, written Sa ⪯R

S. Sb,
if the following three conditions are satisfied:

• ∀xa0 ∈ Xa0 . ∃xb0 ∈ Xb0 with (xa0, xb0) ∈ R,
• (xa, xb) ∈ R =⇒ Ha(xa) = Hb(xb),
• (xa, xb) ∈ R =⇒ (Uδa(xa) ⊆ Uδb(xb) ∧ ∀u ∈
Uδa(xa) . (xa, u, x

′
a) ∈ δa =⇒ ∃x′b ∈ Xb . (xb, u, x

′
b) ∈

δb ∧ (x′a, x
′
b) ∈ R).

Definition 8 (Alternating simulation relation
(ASR) [25]) Consider two non-blocking systems Sa and
Sb with Ya = Yb, and Ua = Ub. A relation R ⊆ Xb × Xa

is an alternating simulation relation from Sb to Sa

w.r.t. U × Y, written Sb ⪯R
A.S. Sa, if the following three

conditions are satisfied:

• ∀xb0 ∈ Xb0 . ∃xa0 ∈ Xa0 with (xb0, xa0) ∈ R,
• (xb, xa) ∈ R =⇒ Ha(xb) = Hb(xa),
• (xb, xa) ∈ R =⇒ (Uδb(xb) ⊆ Uδa(xa) ∧ ∀u ∈
Uδb(xb). (xa, u, x

′
a) ∈ δa =⇒ ∃x′b ∈ Xb . (xb, u, x

′
b) ∈

δb ∧ (x′b, x
′
a) ∈ R).

Observe that, both definitions require that at every step
the inputs in the two systems must match.

3.2 Strongest Asynchronous ℓ-complete Abstractions

In [23,24] the authors introduce a particular class of ab-
stractions known as SAℓCA, here adapted and reformu-
lated as a TS. One of the advantages of the SAℓCA is
that for its construction we only require the knowledge
of the external behaviors, i.e. without the knowledge of
the internal mechanisms of the underlying model, moti-
vating our interest in this specific class when combined
with data-driven techniques.

Definition 9 (SAℓCA [24])LetS
.
= (X ,X0,U , δ,Y,H)

be a TS satisfying Assumption 6, and consider Πℓ

and Πℓ+1. The TS Sℓ
.
= (Xℓ,Xℓ0,U , δℓ,Y,Hℓ) is

the SAℓCA of S, where Xℓ
.
= Πℓ is the state set,

Xℓ0
.
= {ζ ∈ Πℓ : ∃ξ ∈ IH(S) . H(ξ[1− ℓ, 0]) = ζ} is the

set of initial states, Hℓ(ζ)
.
= ζ(ℓ) is the output map, and

the transition relation is given by

δℓ
.
= {(ζ, u, ζ ′) : ζ[1, ℓ] = ζ ′[0, ℓ− 1]∧
ζ ′|u(ℓ− 1) = u ∧ ζ · ζ ′[ℓ− 1, ℓ] ∈ Πℓ+1}.

The state set of the SAℓCA consists of ℓ-sequences
of the system S. The transition relation δℓ specifies a
transition between two ℓ-sequences ζ = y0u0 . . . uℓ−1yℓ
and ζ ′ = y′0u

′
0 . . . u

′
ℓ−1y

′
ℓ with input u if the suffix of

ζ, i.e., y1u1 . . . uℓ−1yℓ, matches the prefix of ζ ′, i.e.,
y′0u

′
0 . . . u

′
ℓ−2y

′
ℓ−1, u

′
ℓ−1 = u, and if the concatenation

y0u0 . . . y
′
ℓ belongs to Πℓ+1, meaning it is an ℓ + 1-long

4
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Fig. 2. Illustration of the SAℓCA for the system described in
Example 5 for ℓ = 0, S0 (left) and ℓ = 1, S1, (right), derived
using the set Π1,4 and Π2,4 respectively.

subsequence of some H-long external behavior γ. This
rule is known as the domino rule. Since the SAℓCA
overapproximates S, the value of ℓ determines the pre-
cision of the abstraction: larger ℓ values lead to tighter
approximations, formally, B(S) ⊆ B(Sℓ+1) ⊆ B(Sℓ).
Note that Πℓ can be easily derived from Πℓ+1.
Referring to Example 5, the corresponding SAℓCAs
with ℓ = 0 and ℓ = 1 is shown in Fig. 2.
The choice of abstracting the system as a SAℓCA is
motivated by the following properties: (i.) Knowledge
of Πℓ+1, derived from all external behaviors of S, is
sufficient to construct the SAℓCA. (ii.) The set of CES
can be defined based on either the past or the future of
a state; defining CES based on the future external be-
haviors is another valid approach, see [24]. (iii) When
CES is defined based on the past, as in (6), the relation

R = {(x, ζ) ∈ X × Xℓ : ζ ∈ Eℓ(x)} (8)

is a SR (w.r.t. U × Y) from S to Sℓ and the inverse
relationR−1 is an ASR from Sℓ to S provided S has free
input. This last claim is suggested in [24, Sec. V.D] but
not formally proven. For completeness we formalize the
claim in the next proposition, proved in the Appendix.

Proposition 10 Consider a system S, let Sℓ be its
SAℓCA as per Definition 9 and let R be the relation
defined in (8). Then R is SR from S to Sℓ w.r.t. U × Y.
Further, if S has free input, R−1 is an ASR from Sℓ to
S w.r.t. U × Y.

In Section 4, we demonstrate how to construct a data-
driven version of relation (8) and establish a similar con-
nection with the inverse relation. We conclude by not-
ing that defining CES based on the past means that R
does not need to be known explicitly. Once the SAℓCA
is constructed, if (x, ζ) ∈ R and applying input u causes
the system to transition from x to x′ with observation
H(x′), it automatically follows that there is a transition
in Sℓ from ζ to ζ ′ where ζ ′[ℓ − 1, ℓ]

.
= ζ(ℓ)uH(x′) and

(x′, ζ ′) ∈ R.

4 Data-driven Abstractions

Constructing a SAℓCA typically requires knowledge of
all possible external behaviors of the system, which can
be costly in practice. To address this, we aim to build
an abstraction using only sampled external behaviors.

Given a system Sa, we define the random variable iauH
:

Xa0 → ℘(IH(Sa))

iauH

.
= IH(Sa, xa0,uH). (9)

Equation (9) defines the set of full behaviors of Sa for a
given uH , starting from the randomly chosen initial con-
dition xa0 . For deterministic systems, iauH

is a singleton,
while for nondeterministic systems, it may be a set of be-
haviors. Given a system Sb and a relation R ⊆ Xa ×Xb

we define the random variable ibuH
: Xa0 → ℘(IH(Sb))

ibuH

.
=

⋃
xb0∈RXb

(xa0)∩Xb0

IH(Sb, xb0,uH), (10)

which describes the set of full behaviors of Sb, for a
given uH , starting from all initial conditions that are
related to xa0 through R.
Using only sampled behaviors results in an approxi-
mation of the SAℓCA, where only a subset of Πℓ+1 is
available. We therefore generalize the concept of (alter-
nating) simulation relations to account for randomly
sampled initial conditions, introducing the notion of
probabilistic (alternating) simulation relations.

Definition 11 (Probabilistic simulation relation
(PSR)) Consider two non-blocking systems Sa and
Sb with Ya = Yb and Ua = Ub = U , and a relation
R ⊆ Xa×Xb. Given the probability space (Xa0,Ga, µxa),
for a fixed uH ∈ UH , and with iauH

and ibuH
defined as

in (9) and (10), R is a probabilistic simulation relation
from Sa to Sb with respect to U ×Y until horizon H with
probability not less than 1− ϵ if

µxa(xa0 ∈ V(Sb,R, H)) ≤ ϵ, (11)

where the violation set V(Sb,R, H) is defined

V(Sb,R, H)
.
= {xa0 : ∃uH ∈ UH . iauH

̸= ∅ ∧
∃ξa ∈ iauH

. (∄ξb ∈ ibuH
. Ha(ξa) = Hb(ξb)∧

∀k ≥ 0 . (ξa(k), ξb(k)) ∈ R)}. (12)

More compactly, we write µxa
(Sa

H⪯R
S.Sb) > 1−ϵ, where

H⪯R
S. highlights that the probabilistic simulation relation

is referring to the relation R and to a time horizon H.

Definition 12 (Probabilistic alternating simula-
tion relation (PASR)) Under the same conditions of
Definition 11, we say that Z ⊆ Xb × Xa is a probabilis-
tic alternating simulation relation from Sb to Sa with
respect to U ×Y until horizon H with probability greater
than 1− ϵ if

µxa(xa0 ∈ Q(Sb,Z, H)) ≤ ϵ, (13)

where the violation set Q(Sb,Z, H) is defined

Q(Sb,Z, H)
.
= {xa0 : ∃uH ∈ UH . ibuH

̸= ∅ ∧ (iauH
= ∅∨

∃ξa ∈ iauH
. (∄ξb ∈ ibuH

. Ha(ξa) = Hb(ξb)∧
∀k ≥ 0 . (ξa(k), ξb(k)) ∈ Z)}. (14)
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where ibuH
is defined as per (10) considering the re-

lation Z−1 ⊆ Xa × Xb. More compactly, we write
µxa

(Sb
H⪯Z

A.S.Sa) > 1 − ϵ, where H⪯Z
A.S. highlights

that the probabilistic alternating simulation relation is
referring to the relation Z and to a time horizon H.

Expressions (11)-(12) bound the probability of drawing
an initial condition xa0 such that there exists an input
sequence uH , admissible for Sa, which generates at least
one full H-behavior ξa in Sa that cannot be related to
any ξb in Sb byR. Expressions (13)-(14) bound the prob-
ability of drawing an initial condition xa0 such that there
exists an input sequence uH , admissible for Sb, which ei-
ther generates at least one full H-behavior ξa that can’t
be related to any ξb by Z, or no full H-behavior at all, if
uH is inadmissible for Sa. The key difference is in the va-
lidity of the input sequence: in the first case, uH(k) must
belong to the set Ua(ξa(k)), ensuring i

a
uH

̸= ∅, in the

second case it belongs to Ub(ξb(k)), ensuring i
b
uH

̸= ∅.
The condition iauH

= ∅ in (14) captures initial condi-

tions where uH generates behaviors in ibuH
but not in

iauH
, that is uH is inadmissible for Sa starting at xa0.

Remark 13 If the violation sets (12) and (14) are
empty for every choice of H, then ϵ = 0, and Defini-
tions 7 and 8 are equivalent to Definitions 11 and 12,
respectively. In this scenario, the difference between the
two pairs of definitions is purely notational: the first two
use transition-based requirements, while the latter two
employ trajectory-based requirements, as in [4, Lem. 1],
which are often easier to handle in finite horizon settings.

4.1 Constructing the Data-driven Abstraction

Consider the probability spaces (X0,G, µx), (UH ,F , µuH
):

when sampling the system SΣ for x ∈ X0 and uH ∈ UH

we assume to have access only to the external H-
behavior of the system, that is BH(SΣ, x,uH): note that
by Assumption 6, the latter is necessarily a singleton.
In order to construct a data-driven SAℓCA of SΣ we
pursue a random exploration of the system’s external
behaviors, using random initial conditions and input se-
quences. In other words, we draw N i.i.d. pairs (xi,ui

H)
according to the product probability measure µp, and
we obtain the set of sampled external behaviors

D
.
= {BH(SΣ, x

i,ui
H) : i = 1, 2, ...N}. (15)

For ℓ < H we denote by Π̂ℓ the set of all witnessed
subsequences of length ℓ, that is

Π̂ℓ
.
=
⋃
γ∈D

⋃
k∈[0,H]

γ[k − ℓ, k]. (16)

From now on we use the symbol ·̂ as shown above to
denote the quantities depending on theN samples drawn
according to µp. We are now ready to define the data-
driven SAℓCA.

Definition 14 (Data-driven SAℓCA) Given Π̂ℓ+1,

the TS Ŝℓ = (X̂ℓ, X̂ℓ,0,U , δ̂ℓ,Y,Hℓ) is called the data-
driven (strongest asynchronous) ℓ-complete abstraction

(SAℓCA) of SΣ, where X̂ℓ
.
= Π̂ℓ is the state set, X̂ℓ,0

.
=

{ζ ∈ Π̂ℓ : ∃ξ ∈ IH(S) . H(ξ[1− ℓ, 0]) = ζ} is the initial
set, and the transition relation is given by

δ̂ℓ
.
= {(ζ, u, ζ ′) : ζ[1, ℓ] = ζ ′[0, ℓ− 1]∧
ζ ′|u(ℓ− 1) = u ∧ ζ · ζ ′[ℓ− 1, ℓ] ∈ Πℓ+1}.

Trivially, Π̂ℓ+1 ⊆ Πℓ+1. In the following, we show how

to derive a PASR from Ŝℓ to SΣ until horizon H with
probability not lower than 1−ϵ up to some confidence β.

Remark 15 Constructing the SAℓCA using the set of
sampled behaviors D entails solving a scenario program
[11]. Its complexity s∗N is the cardinality of the smallest
subset of D (15) which would result in the same set of

all witnessed (ℓ + 1)-sequences Π̂ℓ+1. To highlight the
dependency of the complexity on the parameter ℓ from
here on we denote it by s∗N,ℓ. One may use Theorem 2
using any upper bound of s∗N,ℓ; a close estimate of its
value can be obtained using a greedy set cover algorithm.

The following lemma is a simple consequences of the
definition above, and its proof is omitted.

Lemma 16 Consider SΣ, its data-driven SAℓCA Ŝℓ

constructed from the set Π̂ℓ+1 and the relation

R̂ .
= {(x, ζ) ∈ X × X̂ℓ : ζ ∈ Eℓ(x)}. (17)

If (x, ζ) ∈ R̂ and (x, u, x′) ∈ δ with H(x′) = y then there

exists (ζ, u, ζ ′) ∈ δ̂ℓ with H(ζ ′) = y and (x′, ζ ′) ∈ R̂ if

and only if ζ · ζ ′[ℓ− 1, ℓ] ∈ Π̂ℓ+1 with ζ ′|u(ℓ− 1) = u.

By Lemma 16, if a state trajectory of SΣ results in
the same external behavior of a state trajectory of the
SAℓCA at every time step the pair given by the state of
the former and the state of the latter are in R̂.

Lemma 17 Consider SΣ, a confidence β and the data-
driven SAℓCA constructed from Π̂ℓ+1. It holds that

µN
p (µp((x,uH) ∈ T (Ŝℓ, H)) ≤ ϵ) ≥ 1− β, (18)

where the violation set is T (Ŝℓ, H)
.
= {(x,uH) :

BH(SΣ, x,uH) /∈ BH(Ŝℓ)}, and ϵ
.
= ϵ(s∗N,ℓ, β,N) as

defined in Theorem 2.

Lemma 17, detailed in the Appendix, provides an upper
bound on the probability that a sampled external be-
havior from the concrete system does not belong to the
set of external behaviors of the data-driven SAℓCA. This
is related to the concept of behavioral inclusion [25]: if
the set of all behaviors of one system includes the set of
all behaviors of another, we say the first system behav-
iorally includes the second. If (18) holds, [10] indicates
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that Ŝℓ behaviorally includes SΣ until horizon H with
probability greater than 1− ϵ.
Lemma 17 follows from [8, Section V.C.], where N sam-
ples are drawn from a countable alphabet, identifying
unique symbols and bounding the probability of unseen
symbols not among the N samples. We extend this by
associating each (ℓ+1)-sequence with a unique symbol,
thus each sample in (15) produces a set of symbols; we
then bound the probability of drawing a new behavior
in BH(SΣ) containing an uncollected (ℓ + 1)-sequence,

corresponding to a behavior absent in BH(Ŝℓ).
For the sample complexity of (18), while the scenario
approach for convex optimization with non-degenerate
constraints has a sample complexity of O(ϵ−1 ln(β−1))
[9], we consider a finite sample space (BH(SΣ)) and use
recent results on degenerate problems [14]. Here, the
quantity s∗N,ℓ, observed a posteriori, connects N , β, and
ϵ. For fixed β and N , the violation probability is higher
when all N drawn symbols are distinct (s∗N,ℓ = N) than

when they are identical (s∗N,ℓ = 1) [8, Section V.C.].
In our case, two factors influence the complexity s∗N,ℓ.
The first, is the “intrinsic richness” of a system’s exter-
nal behaviors: for two systems S and S′ where |BH(S)| >
|BH(S′)| and the probability of each external behavior
is uniformly distributed, we can expect that the data-
driven SAℓCA of S will result in a higher complexity
than that of S′. The second factor is ℓ: reducing ℓ de-
creases the alphabet size and s∗N,ℓ, tightening the sce-
nario bounds: referring to Fig. 2, note how the state set
(and the number of transitions) of S0 is smaller than
that of S1. However, a smaller ℓmay reduce the SAℓCA’s
precision, as it introduces potential spurious behaviors
not present in the original system. For example, in Fig.
2, the behavior y1uay2uby2uay1 is possible in S1 and S0

but not in the original system, while y1uay2ua is possi-
ble in S0 but not in S1 or the original system. Larger ℓ
values reduce such spurious behaviors.
Finally, we show that Lemmas 16 and 17 allow us to
bound the probability measure of pairs (x,uH) result-
ing in an internal behavior of SΣ that cannot be related
by R̂ to one of the abstraction Ŝℓ.

Proposition 18 Consider SΣ , the product probability
space (P,W, µp) of (X ,G, µx) and (UH ,F , µuH

), and the

data-driven SAℓCA Ŝℓ obtained from the set Π̂ℓ+1. Given
a confidence parameter β, it holds that

µN
p (µp((x,uH) ∈ V(Ŝℓ, R̂, H)) ≤ ϵ) ≥ 1− β (19)

where ϵ
.
= ϵ(s∗N,ℓ, β,N) as defined in (2), and

V(Ŝℓ, R̂, H)
.
= {(x,uH) : ∃ξ ∈ iuH

. (∄ξℓ ∈ iℓuH
.

H(ξ) = Hℓ(ξℓ) ∧ ∀k ≥ 0 . (ξ(k), ξℓ(k)) ∈ R̂)} (20)

PROOF. First, we show that the probability of draw-
ing a pair (x,uH) resulting in an external H-behavior
not contained in the set of all external H-behaviors of
Ŝℓ is bounded by ϵ with confidence 1 − β. Consider

the random variable wx,uH
: X × UH → BH(S) de-

fined as w(x,uH)
.
= BH(S, x,uH). From Lemma 17,

µN
p (µp((x,uH) : w(x,uH) /∈ BH(Ŝℓ)) ≤ ϵ) ≥ 1 − β.

Suppose that (x,uH) ∈ V(Ŝℓ, R̂, H) : by Lemma 16, this

implies that w(x,uH) /∈ BH(Ŝℓ). Since the negation of
the latter holds with probability greater than 1− ϵ then
the negation of the former holds with at least the same
probability, up to a confidence of at least 1− β.

The distinction between the sets V(Ŝℓ, R̂, H) and

V(Ŝℓ, R̂, H), as defined in (12) (considering Sb = Ŝℓ)
is subtle but important. The first set includes pairs
(x,uH) that lead to an external behavior in the con-
crete system absent in the data-driven SAℓCA. The
second set includes states x for which there exists an
input sequence uH causing an external behavior in the
concrete system not present in the data-driven SAℓCA.
However, for the guarantees in Proposition 18 to hold,
pairs (x,uH) must be drawn according to the product
measure µp, meaning both the initial condition x and
the input sequence uH must be randomly sampled.
Since our goal is to create an abstraction suitable for
control, we need the flexibility to select inputs arbitrar-
ily after constructing the data-driven SAℓCA, rather
than being constrained by the probability distribution
µuH

. We expand the result of Proposition 18 to cover
arbitrarily chosen control sequences.

Proposition 19 Consider SΣ, the product probability
space (P,W, µp) of (X ,G, µx) and (UH ,F , µuH

), and the

data-driven SAℓCA Ŝℓ obtained from the set Π̂ℓ+1. If
µuH

is uniformly distributed, given a confidence β, with
ϵ = min(1, ϵ|UH |) it holds that

µN
p (µx(SΣ

H⪯R̂
S.Ŝℓ) > 1− ϵ) ≥ 1− β. (21)

PROOF. For brevity, let V and V represent the sets
V(Ŝℓ, R̂, H), as defined in (12), and V(Ŝℓ, R̂, H), as de-
fined in (20). In Proposition 18 we have shown that
µN
p (µp((x,uH) ∈ V) ≤ ϵ) ≥ 1 − β. We define the set

J(x)
.
= {uH ∈ UH : (x,uH) ∈ V}. Let c and z be the

densities of µx and µuH
respectively. Then,

µp((x,uH) ∈ V) =
∫
V
c(x)

∫
J(x)

z(uH)duHdx (22)

=

∫
V
c(x)

|J(x)|
|UH |

dx ≥
∫
V

c(x)

|UH |
dx =

µx(x ∈ V)
|UH |

, (23)

from which follows the thesis µx(x ∈ V) ≤ ϵ|UH |, hold-
ing with a probability of at least 1− β.

Proposition 19 states that the probability of drawing an
initial condition in V—where there exists an input uH

that generates an external behavior not related by R̂
to one in the SAℓCA—is bounded, up to a given con-
fidence. In other words, after sampling N independent
H-long external behaviors according to µp = µx × µuH
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to construct Ŝℓ, Proposition 19 establishes a PSR from
the concrete system to the abstraction, up to some con-
fidence. If x /∈ V, any arbitrary input sequence uH will
generate an external behavior that exists in the (data-
driven) SAℓCA; Thus, after constructing the abstrac-
tion, control actions in SΣ can be chosen arbitrarily, not
constrained by the uniform distribution µuH

. This prop-
erty is crucial for the next step, where we show that con-
trol actions can be chosen using the SAℓCA once a PASR
from the SAℓCA to the concrete system is established.

Remark 20 Proposition 19 assumes that µuH
is uni-

form. The same reasoning applies to other measures, pro-
vided the smallest non-zero probability assigned to an el-
ement UH is known. However, if µuH

is selectable, the
bound in (23) is tightest with the uniform measure.

Next, we claim that Ẑ .
= (R̂)−1 defines a PASR.

Corollary 21 Under the assumptions of Proposition
19, Ẑ defines a PASR from Ŝℓ to SΣ with respect to
U × Y until horizon H with probability not less than
1 − ϵ, with ϵ = min(1, ϵ|UH |), with confidence greater
than 1− β, that is

µN
p (µx(Ŝℓ

H⪯Ẑ
A.S.SΣ) > 1− ϵ) ≥ 1− β. (24)

PROOF. From Proposition 19 we know with confi-
dence 1 − β that µx(x ∈ V(Ŝℓ, R̂, H)) ≤ ϵ|UH |. Hence,

it is sufficient to show that V(Ŝℓ, R̂, H) ⊇ Q(Ŝℓ, Ẑ, H).

Suppose that x ∈ Q(Ŝℓ, Ẑ, H): since SΣ has free input,
any uH satisfying the first line of (14) is an admissible
sequence of inputs for SΣ, hence iuH

̸= ∅, which implies

that x ∈ V(Ŝℓ, R̂, H).
Once we have established the PASR between the data-
driven SAℓCA and the concrete system, we can adopt
classical synthesis methods to design a controller enforc-
ing a desired specification, see e.g. [25].

5 Beyond the Sampling Horizon

So far, the only assumption made on the system’s dy-
namics is Assumption 6, which is general enough to ap-
ply to most black-box or unknown systems. We have
shown that, with a dataset of trajectories of length H,
we can derive a PAC bound for a PASR between the ab-
straction and the concrete system for horizon H. In this
section, we extend these guarantees to horizons beyond
H. As demonstrated in [10], without further assump-
tions, nontrivial bounds for larger horizons are unattain-
able. Therefore, we introduce partially known systems,
adding assumptions to provide sufficient conditions for
extending the horizon of guarantees. These are less gen-
eral than Assumption 6 but still fairly broad.
Consider the implications of V(Ŝℓ, R̂, H) ̸= ∅. Recall
that R̂ ⊆ X × X̂ℓ ⊆ X × Xℓ. If Π̂ℓ+1 = Πℓ+1, then, as

stated in Section 3.2, X̂ℓ = Xℓ, R̂ = R and V = ∅, since

the data-driven SAℓCA coincides with the (complete)
SAℓCA. The converse also holds. The set V can be alter-
natively expressed as the union of equivalence classes of
the missing ℓ+ 1-sequences, i.e., those in Πℓ+1 \ Π̂ℓ+1:

V(Ŝℓ, R̂, H) = {x0 ∈ X : ∃uH ∈ UH ,∃ξ ∈
IH(S, x,uH),∃k ≥ 0 . ξ′(k) ∈ K}, (25)

K .
=

⋃
ζ∈Πℓ+1\Π̂ℓ+1

[ζ]. (26)

We have shown that the probability measure µx assigns
to the set of initial conditions that can visit an equiv-
alence class [wℓ+1] /∈ Π̂ℓ+1—those not captured during
sampling—is bounded by ϵ|UH |. Given that the data-
driven SAℓCA was constructed using a set of sampled
H-long external behaviors D, we now examine how this
bound changes when considering the probability of vis-
iting an ℓ-sequence not acquired during sampling over a
horizon H + T , with T ∈ N. To do so, we analyze the
change in measure under the system’s time-reversed dy-
namics, leading to the lemma detailed in Appendix A.

Lemma 22 Given a compact set X ⊂ Rn, the p-norm
|| · ||p : X → R, and a function g : X → X such that
||g(x)−g(x′)||p ≤ L||x−x′||p, if for constants c, q > 0 it
holds that q−1||x−x′||p ≤ ||x−x′||2 ≤ c||x−x′||p for all
x, x′ ∈ X , then for any Riemann integrable set Σ ⊆ X it
holds that

∫
g(Σ)

dV ≤ (cLq)n
∫
Σ
dV .

Assumption 23 The map f in (1) is Lipschitz invert-
ible, where the distance is induced by the p-norm on X .

Proposition 24 Let µx and µuH
be the uniform proba-

bility measures on (X ,G) and (UH ,F) respectively. Con-
sider SΣ with Σ satisfying Assumption 23, and the data-
driven SAℓCA Ŝℓ obtained from Π̂ℓ+1. For any positive
integer T it holds that

µx(SΣ
T+H⪯R̂

S.Ŝℓ) ≤ ν(λ)µx(SΣ
H⪯R̂

S.Ŝℓ) (27)

where

ν(λ)
.
=

{
1 + λT

∑τ−1
i=0 λ

−i(H+1) for λ ≥ 1,

λT +
∑τ−1

i=0 λ
i(H+1) for 0 < λ < 1,

τ = ⌈(H + T + 1)/(H + 1)⌉ − 1, λ = |U|
(
cq

mX

)n

,

and c, q and m−1
X = L are defined as in Lemma 22.

Proposition 24, proved in the Appendix, connects the
probability of selecting an initial condition that leads to
a new behavior, absent in Ŝℓ, within the time horizon
H used to construct the data-driven SAℓCA, with the
probability of this occurring over a horizon greater than
H. Note that Assumption 23, and in particular the value
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Fig. 3. Plot of ν with λ = 0.5 (left) and λ = 1.5 (right) for
different values of T and H.

mX , is not linked to the stability of Σ and it is satisfied
by a broad set of nonlinear stable/unstable systems. Fig.
3 shows the function ν for different parameters.

5.1 Contracting Systems

For the class of contracting systems, it is possible to
show that there exists a time H after which they always
produce the same output.

Assumption 25 The map f of the Σ described in (1),
is uniformly contracting w.r.t. x with constant lX , uni-
formly Lipschitz w.r.t. u with constant lU , and there exist
x∗ ∈ X and u∗ ∈ Rnu s.t. f(x∗, u∗) = x∗.

For instance, contractive control-affine systems satisfy
Assumption 25 (f(x, u) depends linearly on u for a fixed
x). The following lemma can be easily derived using the
triangular inequality for distances.

Lemma 26 If f satisfies Assumption 25, then

d(xk, x
∗) ≤ lkXd(x0, x

∗) +
lU

1− lX
max
0≤i<k

{d(ui, u∗)}.

(28)

Proposition 27 Let Σ satisfying Assumption 25. If
there exist a y ∈ Y and r > ρ s.t. for all x ∈ B(x∗, r)
it holds that h(xk) = y∗ then for any H ≥ k the data-

driven SAℓCA Ŝℓ of SΣ satisfies

µx(S
H⪯R̂

S.Ŝℓ) = µx(S
k⪯R̂

S.Ŝℓ) (29)

where
k = ⌈loglX (r − ρ)− loglX ψ⌉,

ψ = sup
x∈X

d(x, x∗), ρ =
lU

1− lX
sup
u∈U

d(u, 0).

PROOF. After k time steps the distance of any trajec-
tory’s state xk from x∗ is smaller than r, by Corollary 26
we know that xi will remain within that distance for all
u ∈ U . Moreover, by assumption of the proposition we
have h(xk) = y∗ for all such x’s. Thus, the next input-
output pairs are (u, y∗) for all u ∈ U .

The proposition assures that, if there exists a sufficiently
large ball around the fixed point of f , where all points
have the same output, the contractivity of the flow f
allows us to determine when all trajectories enter the
ball. Hence, if an initial condition does not belong to the
violation set defined in the right-hand side of (29), then
neither will it belong to the violation set defined in the
left-hand side.

Remark 28 If the initial conditions of the system can be
selected arbitrarily and not following a distribution, and
if the Lipschitz constant of the system is known, other
methodologies to construct an abstraction are available,
see e.g. [2].

5.2 Autonomous Systems

In [10] we provide a framework for the construction of the
data-driven SAℓCA of an autonomous system, which, for
example, can be utilized for verifying whether a linear
temporal logic formula holds. As a special case, (1) is au-
tonomous if |U| = 1. Through Proposition 18 we obtain

a guarantee that R̂ is a PSR from SΣ to Ŝℓ with respect
to U ×Y until horizon H with probability not less than
1− ϵ (with confidence β). Lemma 17 implies that Ŝℓ be-
haviorally includes SΣ until horizon H with the same
probability, as per [10, Definition 4]. In summary, we re-
cover the guarantees provided by [10, Proposition 2].

6 Experimental Evaluation

A Linear System Let us consider the linear system
xk+1 = Axk +Buk, where U = {−0.3, 0, 0.3},

A =
1

4

[
1 2

−1.8 1

]
, B =

[
0

1

]
. (30)

The state spaceX = [−3, 3]2 is partitioned into 9 regions
by a uniform grid, each uniquely labeled and defining
the output set Y.
We sample N = 2 · 106 initial conditions (x0,uH) uni-
formly, with H = 4 and ℓ = 2. The sampling process re-
turns Π̂ℓ+1, containing 342 sequences, and we construct
the corresponding abstraction. Setting β = 10−6, we
compute the scenario bounds according to Proposition
18, ϵ(s∗N,ℓ, β,N) = 1.51·10−4.Additionally, by Corollary

21, with confidence at least 1−β, Ẑ defines a PASR from
the abstraction to the concrete system with respect to
U×Y until horizonH with probability not less than 1−ϵ,
where ϵ

.
= ϵ(s∗N,ℓ, β,N)|UH | = 1.23 · 10−2. In order to

extend the guarantees from horizon H = 4 to any finite
horizon we employ Proposition 27. Using the parameters
lX ≃ 0.56, ψ ≃ 4.24, lU = 1, ρ ≃ 0.68, r = 1, we ob-
tained k = 5. We then construct a new abstraction after
collecting N = 106 trajectories with horizon H ′ = 5. In

9



line with the discussion in Section 5, we conclude that Ẑ
defines a PASR from the abstraction to the concrete sys-
tem until horizonH ′, and hence any horizon, with prob-
ability not less than 1 − ϵ′, where ϵ′ = 6.18 · 10−2, and
confidence 1 − β. Alternatively, instead of resampling,
we could have applied Proposition 24; we can extend the
guarantee of PASR from the abstraction to the concrete
system until horizon H to horizon H ′ with probability
not less than 1 − νϵ = 1 − 1.41 · 10−1, where we have
used (27) with T = 1 to compute the correcting factor
ν = 11.4. Proposition 27 provides tighter bounds using
half of the samples compared to Proposition 24.

Mountain Car We consider and adapt the moun-
tain car benchmark [1]. The domain X = [−1.2, 0.6] ×
[−0.07, 0.07], uniformly sampled, accounts for position x
and velocity v. The goal of the car is to reach any point
with x ≥ 0.5 (the top of a hill) as fast as possible, in at
most 250 time steps. We compare two schemes to derive
a controller with guaranteed performance, for a fixed
budget of samples N = 106, and confidence β = 10−3:
(i.) a single-stage approach where we construct the ab-
straction from the uncontrolled system as per Section 4
and derive a controller by solving a reachability game
[25]; (ii.) a two-stage approach where first we design a
controller using standard model-free Q-learning from re-
inforcement learning and then we provide performance
guarantees on the controlled system, as per Section 5.2.
The final result are shown in Fig. 4. (i.) We partition the
domain in 6 regions, solely across the position axis, that
is [0.5, 0.6] is labeled G, and [−1.2, 0.5) is divided by 5
intervals of equal length, labeled R1, ..., R5. We impose
a zero-order hold control input over T = 50 time steps,
and observe the system’s output accordingly every T
steps: this allows us to shorten the effective control hori-
zon and improve our guarantees, at the cost of a more
restrictive controller design. We sample N = 106 pairs
of initial conditions and input sequences from a uniform
distribution, we collect trajectories of length H = 5 and
set ℓ = 2.Note that the system runs forH·T time steps in
total.We obtain the set Π̂ℓ+1, containing 1283 sequences,
and a complexity of s∗N,ℓ = 633. This means that out

of 106 trajectories, 633 contain all the ℓ + 1 sequences
that constitute the SAℓCA. Proposition 18 returns a
bound on the violation probability for a randomly ex-
tracted pair of initial conditions and input sequences of
ϵ
.
= ϵ(s∗N,ℓ, β,N) = 7.49 · 10−4. By Proposition 19 and

Corollary 21, with confidence at least 1− β = 1− 10−3,
we can establish a PASR from the abstraction to the con-
crete system until horizon H with probability not less
than 1− ϵ where, ϵ

.
= ϵ|UH | = 2.40 · 10−2.We frame the

synthesis of the controller as a reachability game on the
data-driven abstraction. We define as goal states all the
ℓ-sequences where the last symbol is G, i.e. the car is in
the goal set. The solution of the reachability game re-
turns a set of abstract states and actions that are guar-

anteed to drive the car to the goal set 1 . Among the re-
turned abstract states, there are all five ℓ-sequences of
the form ⋄ ⋄ ⋄ ⋄ y, where y is R1, ..., R5. Hence, we can
refine the controller to drive the car to the goal set from
every initial state in at most 250 time steps, with the
above guarantees. (ii.) We use a 32 × 32 uniform grid
for the domain X = [−1.2, 0.5] × [−0.07, 0.07], labeled
R1, ..., R1024 (G as before), and define the Q-table ac-
cordingly. The learning agent receives a reward of−1 for
every time step, until the car reaches the goal set. We
allocate NRL = 5 ·104 episodes for training (exploration
rate of 0.01, learning rate of 0.1) and M = N − NRL

episodes for verifying the closed-loop SAℓCA, for which
we choose ℓ = 100, and obtain ϵ = 1.43 · 10−2.

Fig. 4. The difference in time steps required to reach the
goal set between controllers (i.) and (ii.) is shown on the
domain X (left) and its histogram (right), tested on 104 new
initial conditions. On average the controller obtained in (i.)
requires 39.3 more time-steps than the one in (ii.).

Parameter study.We test our approach with several val-
ues of N , ℓ, while maintaining a fixed time horizon of
H = 5, see Fig. 5. We observe that, while for ℓ = 1, 2
the growth of (ℓ + 1)-sequences (or transitions) rapidly
tapers off with N , this is not the case for ℓ = 3, 4; nev-
ertheless for N > 106 we can derive nontrivial bounds.

Fig. 5. Number of transitions in the abstraction (left) and
relative ϵ bound (right), for ℓ = 1, . . . , 4, and β = 10−3.

7 Discussion and Concluding Remarks

We introduced a fully data-driven framework to con-
struct an abstraction for controlling a discrete-time

1 By limiting the number of iterations of the reachability
algorithm to H, we ensure that every state included in the
solution reaches the goal set in no more than H actions.
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deterministic system by collecting random finite length
external behaviors and by leveraging a PASR. Our
approach, based on the resulting data-driven SAℓCA,
avoids the need for reachability analysis—a common
bottleneck in model-based abstractions. The number of
transitions in the abstraction Π̂ℓ+1 and consequently
the number of states, adapts to the system’s dynamics.
The parameter ℓ is adjustable, allowing for more or less
refined abstractions. Notably, the abstraction is agnos-
tic to the specification, meaning if the design objective
changes it can be reused to synthesize controllers with-
out requiring resampling or reconstruction.
Our analysis shows that the flexibility of our approach
comes at the cost of the number of samples required to
obtain meaningful bounds, partly because Proposition
18 is based on the scenario approach for degenerate
problems, partly because the factor |U|H in (23) can
rapidly deteriorate the guarantees; note however that
the inequality in (23) is not conservative, since it be-
comes an equality if each violating initial condition has
exactly one input sequence uH ∈ UH that produces a
new behavior. This high cost is to be expected, given
that Proposition 18 does not leverage any knowledge of
the system’s dynamics.
Our experiments indicate that, for a fixed budget of
samples, if the control objective is known and fixed,
synthesizing a controller with a technique suitable for
black-box models as reinforcement learning, and suc-
cessively verifying the design might result in tighter
bounds, since, as argued in Section 5.2, for the closed-
loop system the correcting factor of |UH | equals 1, and it
might result in better performance. However, designing
a reward function when multiple control specifications
coexist (as in linear temporal logic) can be nontrivial.
We further prove that we can provide guarantees for a
horizon larger than the sampling one, under additional
conditions on the concrete model. Future work includes
the construction of abstractions for systems with noise.

A Appendix

Proof of Proposition 10.We begin by showing thatR
defines a SR from S to Sℓ w.r.t. U×Y and use this result
to prove the claim of the proposition. Pick (x, ζ) ∈ R,
i.e. ζ ∈ E(x), and observe that by Definition 9 we have
that Hℓ(ζ) = ζ(ℓ), and by (6) there exists an inter-
nal behavior ξ of S such that ζ = H(ξ[j − ℓ, j]) and
ξ(j) = x for some non negative integer j: hence Hℓ(ζ) =
H(ξ(j)) = H(x) which proves the second requirement of
a SR. Next, we prove that the third requirement holds.
If (x, u, x′) ∈ δ is a transition in S, then there exists
an internal behavior ξ of S such that ζ = H(ξ[j − ℓ, j])
(since (x, ζ) ∈ R) and ξ[j, j + 1] = xux′. Let γ be the
corresponding external behavior of ξ, i.e. γ = H(ξ): by
(5) we obtain that ζ ′

.
= H(ξ[j − ℓ + 2, j + 1]) ∈ Πℓ

belongs to the state set of the SAℓCA, moreover, since
ζ · ζ ′[ℓ− 1, ℓ] = H(ξ[j − ℓ, j + 1]) ∈ Πℓ+1, there exists a
transition (ζ, u, ζ ′) ∈ δℓ in the SAℓCA. Since ζ ′ ∈ E(x′)

we conclude that the third requirement holds. The first
requirement is proved analogously. We established that

S ⪯R
S. Sℓ. To prove that Sℓ ⪯R−1

A.S. S it is sufficient to
prove the third requirement of for ASRs. To see this, ob-
serve that if (ζ, x) ∈ R−1 then (x, ζ) ∈ R, and the third
requirement of SRs implies that for every admissible in-
put u ∈ Uδ(x), if x

′ is a u-successor of x there exists a
u-successor ζ ′ of ζ such that (x′, ζ ′) ∈ R. If S has free
input, from the above discussion we obtain that Sℓ has
free input too. To conclude, Uδ(x) = U = Uδℓ(x), hence
the third requirement of ASRs holds.

Proof of Lemma 17. Sketch. In [11, Prop. 1] it was
shown that, for a deterministic autonomous system SΣ′ ,
and its data-driven SAℓCA Ŝℓ constructed from N i.i.d.
trajectories of length H according to a probability mea-
sure µ, the probability of sampling a new external be-
havior not existent in Ŝℓ can be bounded by ϵ, with
confidence 1 − β. Formally, µN (µ({x′ : BH(SΣ′ , x′) /∈
BH(Ŝℓ)}) < ϵ) ≥ 1 − β, where BH(SΣ′ , x′) is the ex-
ternal behavior generated by the autonomous SΣ′ when
initialized in x′, ϵ

.
= ϵ(s∗N,ℓ, β,N) as defined in Theorem

2, and s∗N,ℓ is as per Remark 15. Since uH is available at

time 0, it is sufficient to define Σ′ on the domain X ×UH

as an augmentation of Σ, where uH is part of the initial
conditions.

Proof of Lemma 22. The volume of a parallelotope

Q(x1, ..., xk) =
{∑k

i=1 rixi : ri ∈ [0, 1]
}

is recursively

computed as vol(Q(x1, ..., xk))
.
= vol(Q(x1, ..., xk−1))h

where h is the Euclidean distance of xk from span(x1, ..., xk−1)
[27]. Let dei be the vector of value dxi at the i-th
component and 0 elsewhere. The infinitesimal element
of volume shifted by x is given by x + Q(de1, ..., den)
and vol(x + Q(de1, ..., den)) = vol(Q(de1, ..., den)) =∏n

i=1 dxi. In first approximation, the shifted hy-
percube x + Q(de1, ..., den) is transformed into the
shifted parallelotope given by g(x) + Qn

g , where

Qn
g
.
= Q(g(x+de1)−g(x), ..., g(x+den)−g(x)). We can

upper bound its volume as vol(Qn
g ) ≤ vol(Qn−1

g )||g(x+

den) − g(x))||2 ≤
∏n

i=1 ||g(x + dei) − g(x))||2. By as-
sumption

∏n
i=1 ||g(x + dei) − g(x))||2 ≤

∏n
i=1 c||g(x +

dei) − g(x))||p ≤
∏n

i=1 cLq||dei||2 = (cLq)n
∏n

i=1 dxi
To conclude, for the infinitesimal volume it holds
that vol(Q(g(x + de1) − g(x), ..., g(x + den) − g(x)))
≤ (cLq)nvol(Q(de1, ..., den)).

Proof of Proposition 24. For any set in Q ⊆ X we
define the following operations: Preu(Q)

.
= {x ∈ X :

f(x, u) ∈ Q}, Pre0∗(Q)
.
= Q, and

Prek∗(Q)
.
= {x ∈ X : ∃uk ∈ Uk,

ξ ∈ IH(S, x,uk) . ξ(k) ∈ Q}, (A.1)

µ0,H
x (Q)

.
= µx

(
H⋃
i=0

Prek∗(Q)

)
. (A.2)
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By Assumption 23 and Lemma 22, the pre-image of a
set Q is bounded, specifically µx(Preu(Q)) ≤ λµx(Q),

with λ =
(

cu
mX

)n
. By the union bound, µ0,1

x (Q) ≤⋃
u∈U µx(Preu(Q)) + µx(Q) ≤ (1 + λ)µx(Q) where λ =

|U|η. Note that Prek+1
∗ (Q) = Pre1∗(Pre

k
∗(Q)). Let Eq

p :=⋃q
i=p Pre

i
∗(Q). Then, for τ = ⌈(H+T +1)/(H+1)⌉−1,

we can express EH+T
i=0 in two equivalent forms

EH+T
0 = EH

j=0 ∪
τ−1⋃
i=0

E
H+T−i(H+1)
j=T−i(H+1) , (A.3)

EH+T
i=0 = EH+T

j=T ∪
τ−1⋃
i=0

E
H+i(H+1)
j=i(H+1) . (A.4)

For λ ≥ 1, Using (A.3) and (A.4), we derive the following
bounds for λ ≥ 1 and 0 < λ < 1 respectively

µ0,H+T
x (Q) ≤ µ0,H

x (Q)

(
1 + λT

τ−1∑
i=0

λ−i(H+1)

)
, (A.5)

µ0,H+T
x (Q) ≤ µ0,H

x (Q)

(
λT +

τ−1∑
i=0

λi(H+1)

)
. (A.6)

Recall (26) and setQ = K. By combining (25) with (A.1)

and (A.2) we obtain that µx(V(Ŝℓ, R̂, H)) = µ0,H
x (K).
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