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Abstract—We consider the problem of learning a non- compositional reasoning. In the probabilistic settingsemg
deterministic probabilistic system consistent with a give finite |iterature has dealt with learning from samples consistifig
set of positive and negative tree samples. Consistency isfited trees with information regarding the probability of accep-
with respect to strong simulation conformance. We propose 71 but | ) f tochastic t h t b
learning algorithms that use traditional and a new stochastic tance_ [7], but learning from stoc a_s Ic ree_s. as no _een
state-space partitioning, the latter resulting in the minmum considered before. Moreover, there is no existing proizabil
number of states. We then use them to solve the problem eftive tic variant of a tree automaton to recognize stochastic tree
learning, that uses a knowledgeable teacher to generate samplejanguages. This motivated us to consider learning an LPTS

as counterexamples to simulation equivalence queries. Wé@v ; ; ; ;

that the problem is undecidable in general, but that it becones dlr\(/e\;:tly, Wlth%Ut ch)_rklng \r/]wth treillanguafgels or tfee auatan
decidable under a suitable condition on the teacher which e consider first the problem of learning a non-
comes naturally from the way samples are generated from fad ~deterministic LPTS that isonsistenwith respect to a set of

simulation checks. The latter problem is shown to be undeciable positive and negative stochastic tree samples, where Lonsi
if we impose an additional condition on the learner to always tency is defined in terms of strong simulation conformance.
conjecture a minimum state hypothesis. We therefore propose a o the purpose of verification, we want the learnt models to

semi-algorithm using stochastic partitions. Finally, we aply the L .
proposed (semi-) algorithms to infer intermediate assumpobns be minimal or at least to have a good upper bound on their

in an automated assume-guarantee verification framework fo Size. We describe two algorithms, each using a differentofay
probabilistic systems. partitioning the state-space of the positive samples. Qg a

Index Terms—probability, transition, system, simulation, con-  rithm uses traditional state-space partitioning (SediloA)
formance, active learning, tree, partition, assume-guaratee resulting in the least number of partitions, while the othses
a newstochasticpartitioning (Sectiod_III-B) resulting in the
least number of states.

We study the problem of learning an unknown non- e then apply the above algorithms to solve the problem of
deterministicLabeled Probabilistic Transition SystefbPTS) |earning an unknown target in Sectionl IV. This is done in the
from tree samples. The motivation for this work was to inframework ofactive learningwith the help of a knowledgeable
vestigate learning techniques for automating assumeagtee teacher. Typically active learning algorithms assume ahtea
style [25] compositional verification of strong simulatioan-  that answers two types of queriesiembershigof a sample in
formance([28] between LPTSes. Strong simulation for LPTSgge unknown target) anelquivalenceébetween the conjectured
is decidable in polynomial time [4] and yieldsochastic tree model and the unknown target)] [2]. However we observe
counterexamples when it fails [19]. Stochastic treeste@e- that membership queries are not straightforward to create i
shapedLPTSes (see Sectidnl Il) with probabilities appearingur case as the learner would need to guess the transition
on the transitions. probabilities, along with the tree-structure. Therefove,only

Compositional verificatior [11] is a promising approach foassume the teacher can answer equivalence queries — the
alleviating the state explosion problem in model checklt®][ teacher checks simulation equivalence (two-way simutatio
Learning from trace [2]/[23] and tree![9] counterexamplas h conformance) between a conjectured LPTS and the target
been successfully applied before for automating the ajgbroa PTS and returns positive or negative stochastic trees when
in a non-probabilistic setting, for checking trace incrs[26], the check fails.

[10] and simulation conformancel[9], respectively. The mos We show that active learning for LPTSes is undecidable
closely related work[[9] reduces simulation conformance ia general. We then propose a learning algorithm that works
tree languagenclusion and uses learning for deterministic tre@nder an assumption on the teacher which comes naturally
automata to automatically generate the assumptions usedréin the way the tree counterexamples are generated from
This research was sponsored by DARPA META Il GSRC, NS Ffailed simulation checks. As we are interested iq Iearningg
SRC, GM, ONR under contracts FA8650-10C-7079, 1041377n¢eon P 1S Of the least number of states, we also consider imposing
University), CNS0926181/CNS0931985, 2005TJ1366, GMCMUNV301, a restriction on the learner to always conjecturenimimum

N000141010188, respectively, and the CMU-Portugal Progrériginal  state hypothesis. Learning with this restriction also turns out
Publication: A. Komuravelli, C.S. Pasareanu and E.M. Clarke. Learni
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Probabilistic Systems from Tree Samples. In proceedingsl©@8, pp. 441- ?0 be undeC|d?‘p|e and we propose a Sem"algor'thm using
450, (© 2012 IEEE, available at http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/LI2®&E.2.54. stochastic partitions.
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LPTSes are related tprobabilistic automata(PA) [27]. 51 17, 1
. . . Ll 2 2 3
Algorithms to learn PAs have only been proposed in restiicte 1 e
settings of stronger assumptions on a teadhdr [29] or approx 2 3 3
mate learning [13],[21]. Algorithms to learnnaultiplicity au- 59
tomaton, which generalizes a PA by replacing the probaslit b . b

with arbitrary rationals, have also been proposéd [5]. Aidigp (s2) (s2)

these to solve verification problems involving probahbitist Fig. 1: Three reactive LPTSes.€ (0, 1) for Cp.

transition systems is difficult and results in non-termiimgt

algorithms [14]. On the other hand, we show in Secfidn ynmediately borrow existing results from the above aut@mat
that one can readily apply the algorithms we propose to inféleoretic approaches.

intermediate assumptions in an automated assume-guarante
style framework for the verification of strong simulation
conformance between LPTSes. This yields the first compldtabeled Probabilistic Transition Systems.Let S be a non-

and fully automated learning framework for compositionggmpty setDist(S) is defined to be the set of discrete proba-
verification of probabilistic systems. Moreover, one can eRility distributions overS. We assume that all the probabilities
tend this framework to check logical properties, such as tegecified explicitly in a distribution are rationals 0, 1];
fragmentweakly safe PCTI[8], which are preserved by thethere is no unique representation for all real numbers on a
conformance and also have tree counterexamples. computer and floating-point numbers are essentially ratn
Other Related Work. Learning for automating compositionalFor s € S, d is the Dirac distribution o, i.e. s(s) = 1 and
reasoning of probabilistic systems has been proposed Bel) = 0 for all ¢ # s. For u € Dist(5), the supportof ,

fore [15] in the context of checking probabilistic reachiapi denotedSupgu), is defined to be the sets € S|u(s) > 0}
properties, which are refuted by sets of trace counterefesmpand for X C S, u(X) stands fory_ v pu(s). The models
The approach uses a variant of ¥ [2], a learning algorithiye consider, defined below, have both probabilistic and non-
for DFAs, to automatically learn deterministic assumpsiondeterministic behavior. Thus, there can be a non-detestigni
following previous work in the non-probabilistic settifgg]. Cchoice between two probability distributions, even forshene

The approach uses a sound but incomplete rule, and theref@gion. Such modeling is typically used for underspeciicat

it is not guaranteed to terminate (completeness is negefssar Moreover, the theory described does not become any simpler
termination)_ A Comp|ete rule for such properties restidict by disallowing non-deterministic choice foragiven act(eee

to systems without non-determinism has been considef&@ discussion on counterexamples at the end of this sg¢ction

recently [14]. It uses learning witprobabilistictrace inclusion pqfinition 1 (LPTS). A Labeled Probabilistic Transition Sys-

as the conformance relation which is undecidable. Also, tlggm (LPTS is a tuple(S RO ) whereS is a set of states

learning algorithm is not guaranteed to terminate. In csitr s0 € S is a distinguished start state is a set of actions and
we use simulation conformance which is decidable in polyng-c ¢ ., » pist(9) is a probabilistic transition relation. For
mial time and leads to a sound and complete rule (Secilon \é)E S, a € aandy € Dist(S), we denote(s,a, u) € T by
We are also able to guarantee termination for the algorithgng 4 and say thats has atransitionon a to /’L ’

proposed in Section]V when using classical partitions terinf An LPTS is calledeactiveif = is a partial function from

a consistent LPTS'_ o i S x « to Dist(S) (i.e. at most one transition on a given action
Our work draws inspiration from a previous work [18] thatrom a given state

automates assumption generation by using an algorithm for

learning theminimal separating automatoinom positive and ~ Throughout this paper, we use filled circles to denote start

negative trace counterexamples. The counterexamples@re gtates in the pictorial representations of LTPSes. For gi@m

vided via model checking in an assume-guarantee framewdrigure[1 shows three LPTSes. Fpr= {(s1,1), (s2,3)},

Similar to our work, they use partitioning approachwhere L; has the transitios; - p. All the LPTSes in the figure

the goal is to find dolding of the counterexamples into theare reactive as no state has more than one transition on a

learnt model. A different approach has been proposed to figiven action. In the literature, an LPTS is also callesiraple

the separating automaton based on L* which makes usepwbbabilistic automatoii28]. Similarly, a reactive LPTS is also

membership queries, in addition to equivalence querief [10alled a (LabeledWarkov Decision Proces#\lso, note that an

All these works were done in the context of non-probabdistLPTS with all the distributions restricted to Dirac distitons

reasoning under trace semantics and thus, are differemt fris the classical (non-probabilistitlabeled Transition System

our setting. (LTS); thus areactivelTS corresponds to the standard notion
Learning a minimum-state automaton from positive anaf a deterministicLTS. We only consider finite state, finite

negative samples is a well studied problém [3], [24], [1@tth alphabet and finitely branchingé. finitely many transitions

is known to be hard [17]. Algorithms have also been proposéwm any state) LPTSes. We ug6;, s?, a;, 7;) for an LPTS

for samples with stochastic informatiare. the probability of L; and (S, s}, ar, ) for an LPTSL.

acceptance of a trace or a tree [6]] [7], learning stochasticWe are also interested in LPTSes with a tree structiee,

finite (tree) automata. As also previously said, we cannthte start state is not in the support of any distribution aratye

Il. PRELIMINARIES
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Fig. 2: A simple example where matching probabilities @@dges) directly ' 3 1 % 3
provesui Cg pa. - 6
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other state is in the support of exactly one distribution.dak p2(ty) = p2(t2) = pa(tz) =1/3
such LPTSestochastic treesr simplytrees For example(,,  Fig. 3: An example where probabilities are split (arrowsjobe matching
p € (0,1), in Figure[1 is a tree. (solid edges) to prove Cr po.

Strong Simulation. In the non-probabilistic case, for two _ . _ . .
labeled transition systems (LTSes), a pair of states baigrtg part_|te ;ets,_ this is th_e we|_g_hted analog of s_aturatmg atpar
a strong simulation relation depends on whether certaiarottSt " bipartite rrllatchlng, giving us the followmg analogioé
pairs of successor states also belong to the relation [2#]. lA_NeII—known Hall's Theorem for saturatin§uppiy.).

LPTSes, one has successistributionsinstead of successorLemma 1 ([80]). 1 Cgr pe iff for every S C Supg 1),
states; a pair of states belonging to a strong simulatiatiogl ;;,(S) < us(R(S)).

R should now depend on whether certain other pairs in the
supportsof these successor distributions also belongito
We thus need a binary relation between distributiong, > = Supfiyr) such thatu, (S) > “2_(3(15))' For example,
which depends on the relatioR between states. Intuitively, if R(s2) =0 in Figure[2, its probability; undery, cannot
two distributions can be related if we can pair the states Rf Matched and = {s,} is a witness subset.

their support sets, the pairs containedRnmatching allthe  pefinition 3 (Strong Simulation[[28]) R is a strong simu-

probabilities under the distributions. lation iff for every s, Rsy and s; % uf there is aug with
Consider an example withRt and the transitions = 1 5, % pd and p¢ Cr .

andt = pi2 with i and iz as in FigurdR. In this case, one For s; € §; ands, € S», s, strongly simulates;, denoted

easy way to match the probabilities is to pairwith ¢, and 4, < s, iff there is a strong simulatioff’ such thats; T'ss. Lo

so With t,. This is sufficient ifs; Rt, and sy Rt; also hold, strongly simulated.;, also denoted.; < Lo, iff s < 9. For

in which case, we say thati Cr y1o. However, such a direct the atter, alternatively, we say thaimulation conformance
matching may not be possible in general. As shown in Figugg)ds betweerd,; and Lo.

[3, we need a more general notion of matching the probalsilite ) . )

One can achieve that bsplitting the probabilities under the Definition 4 (Strong Simulation Equivalence)The strong
distributions in such a way that one can then directly mat&nulation equivalencedenoted~, is defined as the kernel
the probabilities as in Figuf@ 2. Now, & Rt1, s1 Rt», soRt, Of strong simulationj.e. ~==n .

and sy Rtz also hold, we say that, Cr pe. Note that there  pefinition [3 generalizes the one in the non-probabilistic

can more than one possible splitting. _ ~ setting [22] and has the following immediate consequence.
This is the central idea behind the following definition

where the splitting is achieved by weight function For Lemma 2. <C 5, xS, is the coarsest strong simulatione.

p € Dist(51), p2 € Dist(S2) and R C 51 x 5. Simulation conformance is decidable in polynomial tife [4]
Definition 2 ([28]). p1 Cr ue iff there is aweight function and can be checked with a greatest fixed point algorithm that
w: Sy X Sy — Qn0,1] such that computes the coarsest simulation betwdgnand L,. The
algorithm uses a relation variabR initialized to .S; x Sy and
it checks the condition in Definitiohl 3 for every pair iR,
iteratively, removing any violating pairs frol. The algorithm
terminates when a fixed point is reached showing=< Lo

w1 Cr o can be checked by computing the maxflow i®r when the pair of start states is removed showing® L.
an appropriate network and checking if it equale [4]. If Several optimizations exist [B0] but we do not consider them
11 Cr peo holds,w in the above definition is one such maxflonhere, for simplicity.
function. As explained abovey; T e can be understood
asmatchingall the probabilities (after splitting appropriately)
underp; andpo. ConsideringSupg,) and Supgus) as two Finally, we find the following characterization ef useful

It follows that whenpu; Zr peo, there exists a witness

1) pa(s1) = Yo es, w(s1,52) forall s, € Sy,
2) p2(s2) = >, cs, w(s1,52) forall sy € Sy,
3) w(s1,s2) > 0 impliess; Rso for all s; € Sy, s2 € 5.

Lemma 3([28]). =< is a preorder(i.e. reflexive and transitive



o1 1 We note an important feature of the algorithm used to prove

Ly o Lo a o the above theorem_[19]. A counterexamglegenerated by
the algorithm is essentially a finiteee executiorof L;. That

52 to t3 is, there is a total mapping/ : Sc¢ — Si such that for

b b b every transitionc % . of C, there existsM (¢) = p; such

that M restricted toSupgu.) is an injection and for every
Fig. 4. An example showing that Lemnid 4 does not hold, in gen’ e Supfu.), pc(c’) = pi(M(c)). Note thatM/ is also
eral, if Ly is not a tree. LetR = {(s1,t1),(s2,%2)}. Note that == 5 gtrong simulation. We call such a mapping execution
{(Slvtl)v (327t2)7 (327t3)} andR C=. . . 3
mapping fromC' to L, in the rest of the paper. An execution
in the algorithms we will discuss later on. mapping is shown in brackets beside the statesCUpffor
) “ p = % in Figure[1. While our algorithm always generates
Lemma 4. Let L, be a tree ands; Rs; iff for everys: = 111, counterexamples with aexecution mappingit is possible

. a .
there existssy — i With 1y Eg po. Then, R ==. to have a tree counterexample, as per Definifibn 6, without

Proof Sketch: R C< by Def.[3.<C R can be proved by Such a mapping. For examplé,, in Figure[1 forp € (0, 3)

induction on theheightof a state ofZ, using Lemmd 2. m IS @lso & counterexample with no sueRecution mapping

Note that the condition o in the lemma is stronger than The condition we impose on a teacher in the active learning
the one to make it a strong simulation (Definitdn 3). Also, iProblem (Sectiof IV) is regarding this execution mapping.
L, is not a tree, we can only conclude tHatC <, in general.
See Figuré ¥ for an example wheReC <.
Counterexamples to <. In the active learning problem we
are interested in (Sectidn1V), a learner uses counterelemp
to simulation conformance as diagnostic information. W& wi
now briefly discuss what these counterexamples are./Let
and L, be two LPTSes.

IIl. L EARNING A CONSISTENTLPTS

We are interested in the problem where we are given a
finite set of positive stochastic treesi.€. in the language of
an LPTS), sayP, and another finite set afegativestochastic
trees {.e. not in the language of an LPTS), sAy. These trees
Definition 5 (Language of an LPTS)Given an LPTS constitute the samples for a learner. The goal is to learn an
L, we define its language, denoted(L), as the set LPTSL such thatP C £L(L) andN NL(L) =0, i.e.P <L
{L'|L" is an LPTS andl’ < L}. for every P € P and N < L for no N € N. Such anL
: is said to beconsistentwith the tree samples. Without loss
Lemma 5. Ly 2 Ly iff £(L1) € L(L>). of generality, assume tha& # () as otherwise, a single state
Proof: Necessity follows trivially from the transitivity of LPTS with no transitions is trivially consistent. Also, rdhat
=< and sufficiency follows from the reflexivity ok which the LPTS obtained by merging the start states of all trees in
implies Ly € L(Lq). W P, sayLp, trivially satisfiesP < Lp for every P € P. Now,
Thus, a counterexampté can be defined as follows. if L is a consistent LPTS, it can be shown ttigt < L and
hence, by Lemmal3Lp is also consistent. Thus, one can
: . easily check, in polynomial time, if there exists a consiste
is an LPTSC' such thatC’ € £(L1) \ £(Lz), l.e.C X Ly but LPT%/ by checkinZVyj Lp foreveryN € N. For this reason,
C 2 L. we always assume the existence of a consistent LPTS. Clearly
Now, L, itself is a trivial choice forC' but it does not give the size ofLp is as large as that dP.
any more useful information than what we had before checkinglf possible, we would like to learn a model with the least
the conformance. Moreover, it is preferable to havevith a size, or at least have a good upper bound on its size. Such
special and simpler structure to efficiently work with counmodels would be useful when automating assume-guarantee
terexamples. Fortunately, we have a simpler characteizatreasoning (see Sectidn V). The algorithms we propose draw
using trees. inspiration from the ones used to infer consistent non-
Theorem 1 ([19]). If Ly A Lo, there is a tree which servesprObabi”Sti? automata from cour?tgrgxample traces (2] [
as a counterexample, [6], [18] which are based on partitioning the state spacéef t
counterexamples. Lefip = Jpcp Sp andSy = Uyen SN
Proof Sketch: One can instrument the algorithm toFirst, we consider an algorithm based on the traditiondesta
compute the coarsest strong simulation described eadierspace partitioning ofSp. While there is an upper bound on
obtain a tree counterexample whenever a pair of statesthe size of the learnt model, we show that such partitioning i
removed from the current relation, making use of Lenitha ihsufficient to obtain a minimum state consistent probatidi
B system (LPTS). However, as we will see in Secfioh IV, we find
For example(,, in Figure[1, forp € (0, %], is a counterex- it useful in learning an unknown target LPTS. We will then
ample tol,; < L. In another work, we showed that structuremtroduce a new way of partitioning the state space, which we
simpler than trees are not sufficient as counterexamples, eeall stochasticpartitioning, enabling us to obtain a minimum
when one of the models is reactive [19]. state consistent LPTS.

Definition 6 (Counterexample)A counterexample td; < Lo
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A. Using State Partitions Fig. 6: Quotients for least size partitio/{) and stochastic partition/{y)

) ] N N of P in Figure[5.
The first algorithm uses traditional partitions 6%. For

a partitionII of Sp, let En denote the set of equivalence
classes undell and for a states € Sp, we let [s]g denote
the equivalence class ef(we drop the subscridi when it is
clear from the context). We always assume fhgir = [s9]m
for every P,Q € P, i.e. the start states of all the positive
counterexamples are mapped to the same equivalence cla;

Observation. This shows that ifl is a minimum state consis-
tent LPTS, there exists a consistent partitionSef of size at
most exponential inS|. While there may be a better bound,
this way of partitioningSp can not guarantee a minimum state
TWnsistent LPTS in general. For examplé, in Figure[® is
Definition 7 (Quotient LPTS) Given a partition IT of the quotient for a least sized consistent partitionfofor the
Sp, define thequotient LPTS denotedP/II, as the LPTS trees in Figurél5 (obtained by mergisgands,). On the other
(En, e, a,7) wheree® = [s%] for every P € P, a = hand,H,, where) is any value in(0, 1), is another consistent
Upep @p and (e,a, ) € 7 iff there exists(s,a,p,) € 7p LPTS with one less state.

Ificf)tr(zo;?g’?f ; Wlthu[S](g’):ftfrleIC:’ tga;” = lift (1) where Algorithm. A naive algorithm for finding deast-sized con-
4 s'€e’ P i sistent partitionis to enumerate all the partitions dp,

It can be easily shown that a quotient is always a weNith increasing size, and for each of them, check if the
defined LPTS. In the followinglI is a partition ofSp. corresponding quotient simulates any tree\in Alternatively,
we can cast it as an instance of the satisfiability problem
over linear rational arithmetic, as shown below. In general
Proof Sketch: One can show thaf(s, [s])|s € Sp} is this is more efficient than the exhaustive search in theenaiv

a strong simulation betweeR and P /11 for everyP ¢ P. m algorithm, and also prepares the ground for an algorithm we
discuss in the next subsection.

Lemma 6. P/II is consistent withP for all II.

Definition 8 (Consistent Partition)II is defined to becon-
sistentiff /I is consistent withV/, i.e. for every N € A/,  First, we describe the encoding to check if there is a
N £ P/IL. consistent partition of size at most a givienLet e; denote the

o ) equivalence classfor 1 < ¢ < k. For each and states € Sp,
Thus, we reduce the problem of finding a consistent LPTS, introduce a new boolean variable say_;, to denote
to that of finding a consistent partition. As we show belo 5] = .. We add the constraintor (v, =i ogs) for
. S|=1y+*-*> s|=

we can always find a consistent partition witthaunded size eyery s ¢ S5 for the partition to be well-defined. Moreover,
where thesizeof I1 is | . we fix e; to be the start state of the resulting quotient and

Lemma 7. If L is an LPTS ok states consistent witR, then have a constraint thaf,o_, for every P < P ase; should
there is all of size at mose* such thatP/II < L. now contain all the start states (Definitibh 7).

Proof Sketch: Let P € P. As P < L, there is a strong Now, to encode consistency, we want to say that no tree
simulationRp C Sp x Sp, with sLRps?. As P is a tree,s%, N € N is simulated by the resulting quotient. We can
is not in the support of any distribution and hence, assurA¥oid introducing a universal quantification over all pbési
without loss of generality thaRp(s%) = {s9}. Let R = Strong simulations by finding a way to say thaf;,e1) is

Upep Rp. Now, R induces a partitioll of Sp such that not in the coarsest strong simulation, for evely ¢ N.

for s1,s0 € Sp, [s1]n = [s2]u iff R(s1) = R(s2). Note that qutunatel_y, we can make use of L_emBa 4 to achieve exactly

(%] = [s)]m for P,Q € P. The size ofil is clearly bounded this. We _mtroduce a boolean variablg, ; to den(_)te th_at

by 2*. Now, we can show thafi([s,]i1, s1)|s,Rs;} is a strong 5 € Sy is related toe; by the coarsest strong 5|r_nulat|on.

simulation betweerP /IT and L. m Llett, = (sn,a,u,}) andt, = (s,,,a,up)_be a transition of
Note that, ifZ, and everyP € P is an LTS, an upper bound”V and P, respectively, on the same actionand1 < i < .

of & on the size can be shown by choosifig in the proof to CONSIder the expressiaf),, , A vjs, =i, denotedoy, i, . If

be a function. The following is now immediate, using Lemme&e. ., 4€N0teSu, Er lift(1,), then this expression has the
and®. meaning thats,] = e; and the transition corresponding to

_ _t, in the quotientyviz. e; = lift(y,), simulatest,,. If X(s)
Corollary 1. For every consistent LPTS éf states, there is denotes the set of all transitions outgoing frena Sy, Y'(a)
a consistent partition of size at mazt. denotes the set of all transitions 7 on actiona andact(t)



denotes the action for the transitionwe add u1 Cr pa, for someR, can be thought of as finding a way of

splitting the probabilities in both the distributions and pairing
Ry & /\ \/ Ttnisty states, already iR, to directly match the probabilities. We
tn€X (s) tp €Y (act(tn)) would like to use this matching to group the statesSgf In
according to LemmAl4. particular, looking at the figure, we would like to place thet

lift (11,)(e;) can be encoded a8, g, ) luyis Where SPIits Of sy (s2) in Gy, and Gy, (Gi, andGy,), respectively.
l.,...s denotes theontributionof s to the lifted probability of ~ As the probability of each split of a state @upp.)
e; undery, and satisfies is matched with that of some split of exactly one state in
Supgdus2), one can also think of the above grouping in the
(Vis)=i = lpp.is = Hp(5)) A (7)== lu,.is =0)-  following alternative way. As the probability of for s; is
AN h . .
dy,, .u, 1s €ncoded as follows. If we use Definitibh 2 alone, ng“t |nt.o. 3 Sgd 6’ 281 can. be seerll as belng. PUtl%l W'tlh
need to introduce a nested existential quantifier for thehtei ProPability 75 = 5 and in G, with probability 75 = 3.
function (to say thatd,, ., iff there isa weight function Thus, instead of putting, deterministically into one group,
satisfying the conditions). To avoid this nested quantiiira it is qu stochasticallyinto multiple groups. Let the_se splits of
we also make use of Lemnfd 1. First, we introduce a varit PUtin Gy, andG,, be s [t,] ands, [t2], respectively.
able for the weight function and encode the constraints of NOW: considers [i1]. As the corresponding probability of
Definition[2 if T holds between the distributions. We alséS Matched with that of some split of (implying s, &2#,), and
introduce a variable for the witness subSet Supyiy,) and aSs1 1S notin the support of any distribution other than
encode the condition of Lemnid 1 Wh@; fails to hold. (note thatP is a tree), we need not considersif is related,
This variable for the witness subset can, in turn, be encod®y &: to any other state irl, as far ass; [t,] is concerned.
using individual boolean variables for eashe Supp,). Aljd therefore, any distribution outgoing f_rom th.|s splltgf_
We also need boolean variables for the image of this witne¥dl only need to be related to some distribution outgoing
subset undeR. The details are straightforward and left to thd©M 1 (by Er). Similarly, for s:[to] and #,. Now, if u3
reader. Finally, we encode consistency by having the cainstr 1S @ distribution outgoing froms; in P, we may want to
~R,o , foreveryN € \V. relate it to a distribution: outgoing from¢; (for s1[t1]) and
fﬁé not hard to show that the encoding is correig another distributionu’ outgoing fromt, (for sq[ts]). For a
» - . !
the resulting encoding is satisfiable iff there is a conaisteSta€ 53 € SUPRu3), consideringus Cr pand us Er p
partition of size at most. One can then obtain an algorithmPCth hold, following the above describstbchasticgrouping
to find a least-sized consistent partition by starting witfiay result in two different ways of grouping,. Thus, we
k = 0 and incrementing it as long as the encoding for need toreme_mberthe group of its parent, denoted pgr(.),
is unsatisfiable. As satisfiability over linear rationallametic When_ grouping a state '_57"_ . : .
is decidable, this is guaranteed to terminate from Conpllar This is the main motivation behind stochasticpartition,
which is defined below.

Theorem 2. The above described algorithm to find a leas

sized consistent partition ofp terminates. tDeflmtlon 9 (Stochastic Partition)A stochastic partitiorof

Sp is a tuple(G, {[s]}ses,) WhereG C 257 and [s] : G —
B. Using Stochastic Partitions Dist(G) for everys € Sp, such that JG = Sp and
an) there is ag® € G such that for every? € P andg € G,

As noted above, the quotient of a least-sized consiste 0
[5%](9) = 340 and

partition need not have the least number of states. We oebser\é) for every non-root state € Sp and g € G, [s](g) i
that the main reason for this is not being able to partition defined ?/ff[ ars)|(g')(g) > 0 fo7; someg’ e G s)lg
Sp such that there is a one-to-one correspondence between P '(S. (g (g, g =

the equivalence classes am(, instead of the currer@s» Furthermore, s < g iff [s](¢')(g) > 0 for someg’ € G, for

for a consistent LPTS. (proof of Lemma¥). This suggestseverys € Spandg € G. . .

that we can learn a minimum state consistent LPTS if Vﬁ‘."’e usg(G, {[si}) forastqchastlc partitiorT and when

can find a way to group the states 86 (groups need not is clear, we drop the subscripts.

be disjoint) with such a correspondence. This will then ynpl Here,G denotes the groups mentioned above ghdenotes

that if there is a minimum state consistent LPTSwe can the stochastiogrouping ofs € Sp given a group of its parent.

use this grouping to obtain an equally sized consistent LPTiSoint 1 above says that the start states of all treefigo

One can then automate the search for such a grouping usiiegerministicallyto a designated group. Note that the start

constraint solving. states have no parents and the dependencisfdf on an
Let L be a consistent LPTS and let us see what we cargument is just a notational convenience. And pgirgays

do to groupSp to have the above one-to-one correspondentieat for every non-root state [s| is only defined for avalid

with S;.. Consider Figurgl3 again and let be outgoing from group of its parent. We implicitly assume that(¢’)(g) = 0

the root of some tred” in P and u» appear inL. Let there for everyg € G if [s] is not defined ay’.

be three groups (initially empty), one per stateSopgu»), Now, we define the quotient of a stochastic partition in the

say G, G, and G¢,. As explained in Sectiofill, having following way.



Definition 10 (Quotient LPTS) Given a stochastic partition to group2 with probability A and to groupl with 1 — X\ and
IT = (G,{[s]}s) of Sp, define thequotient LPTS denoted s3 and s, go to group2). We describe an algorithm to find
P/II, as the LPTSG, ¢°, o, 7) where g® € G is such that a least-sized consistent stochastic partitiby casting it as
[s%](g9) = 040 for everyP € P andg € G, a = Upcp@p an instance of the satisfiability problem over linear ragion
and (g,a, ) € 7 iff there exists(s,a, up) € 7p, for some arithmetic.

P € P such thats € g and for everyg’ € G, Algorithm. The encoding is similar to the case of partitions
, , , , in the previous subsection. To find a stochastic partition of

n(g') = Z [s'](9)(9") - pp(s"). size at most a givert, let g; denote the group for 1 <

s'ed’ i < k. Introduce a non-negative rational variahlg,; ; to

We denote this relation betwegnand 1, by 1 = lift (s, ). denote[s](g:)(g;) for everys € Sp, 1 <, j < k. For every

) . . a ; and Sp, add the constrain( ) Sy = 1) Vv
Thus,(g,a, n) € 7 iff there is a states € g with s = u,, and ’ s € oP 2a<jsk Vsl

p is obtained bylifting 1., given thats € g. For this to make (1< <y Visj(i).j = 0) to denote thafs](g;) is a distribution
sense, we need to show that the lifting is a valid distributioor is undefined. Then, we encode poihisnd2 of Definition[9
In the following, IT = (G, {[s]};) is a stochastic partition. by adding the constraint,o ;) = 1 for everyi and P € P,

Lemma 8. P/I is a well-defined LPTS. making g; the start state of the quotient, and adding

We have the following lemma analogous to classical parti- Z Vsl = 1 = Z Uppar(s))().i > 0
tions. 1<j<k 1<I<k
for every non-root state and:. This ensures that the stochastic

Lemma 9. P/II is consistent withP for all II. partition obtained is well-defined.

Proof Sketch: One can show thaf(s,g)lg € G,s € Encoding consistency is the same as before except for
SpNg} is a strong simulation betweeghandP /II for P € P.  0t,.it, (tn, @ @andi, are as before) which will now be
[
Consistency of a stochastic partition is defined in the same Gy N D Visyli > 0

way as Definitio B. Thus, we reduce the problem of finding a 1SSk

minimum state consistent LPTS to that of findinteast-sized where d,,, ,,,; denotesu, Cr lift(uy,g:). Thus, we will
consistent stochastic partition where thize of a stochastic check if there is a group opar(s,) (summation overl <
partition is its number of groups. j < k) for which s, € g; and u,, T lift(u,,gi). For aj,

lift (1, g:)(g;) is encoded a Visl(s).5 * tp(S). Rest
Lemma 10. If L is an LPTS ofk states consistent wit®, Eﬁg gn)égjd)ing is similar. S sesut,) V10 o (S)

then there is dl of size at most: with /I < L. We can similarly show the correctness of the encoding and
Proof Sketch: Let P € P. As P < I, there is the termination of the algorithm follows from Corollaty 2.

i i H 0 0 . -
a strong simulationRp C Sp x Sp With spRpsy. L€t Theorem 3. The problem of learning a minimum state con-

R = UPGP Rp. Now, construct a stochastic partition with akistent LPTS with? and \V is decidable.
most|S,| many groups following the intuitive explanation we

gave when motivating stochastic partitions. For distfims IV. ACTIVE LEARNING FORLPTSES

iy € Dist(Sp) and y; € Dist(Sy), the stochastic groupings We now consider the problem of learning the language of
of a states € Supfiy,) is obtained by using a weight functionan LPTS,i.e. learning an LPTS up to simulation equivalence
showing p, Er (4. In particular, s is put in the group (following Lemmd3), in the framework of active learning.tLe
corresponding tos; € Sp with probability w(s, s;)/1p(s) U be an unknown target LPTS. The learning framework has
wherew is the weight function which is uniquely chosen givem learner and a teacher. The goal of the learner is to learn an
up and ;. Moreover, y; and this grouping depend on theLPTS L such thatl ~ U. To that effect, the learner maintains
group of par(s). Once such a stochastic partitihis built, a hypothesis LPTSZ. The process of learning proceeds in
we can show thaf(g, s;)|g is the group corresponding t9} rounds where in each round, the learner makes a query to the

is a strong simulation betweeR/IT and L. B teacher and updated based on the response. For reasons
Our main result follows as an immediate corollary, usingnentioned in the introduction, we only consider a singlestyp
LemmadB andl9. of queries in this paper where the learner conjectuiess

(simulation) equivalent td/. In response to such a query,
the teacher is expected to check whetlier~ U holds and
otherwise, return a counterexample. If it is a countereXxamp
So, we can obtain a minimum state consistent LPTS by H < U (U =< H), it is called anegative (positive
constructing the quotient for a consistent stochasticitart counterexample. Following Sectidnl II, we assume that the
of Sp of the least size. For exampl&,,, A € (0,1), in Figure counterexamples are always trees. Furthermore, therddshou
[Bis the quotient for a least sized consistent stochastiitipar always exist an LPTS consistent with all of the counterex-
for the trees in FigurEl5 (wherg goes to group, s, goes amples,i.e. simulating all the positive counterexamples and

Corollary 2. For every consistent LPTS a&f states, there is
a consistent stochastic partition of size at mbst



none of the negative counterexamples, received by thedearf\lgorithm 1 Active Learning Loop.
so far. Also, every conjecturéf made by the learner should 1: P =N =0
be consistent with the counterexamples received so fahein t 2: I « single state LPTS with no transitions

above sense. 3: repeat
Unfortunately, the framework, as described above, is t04: conjecturef! to the teacher
Ys ' ' 8 update” and A from returned counterexamples, or exit

general to be useful, as the following lemma shows. 6: obtain a least sized consistent (stochastic) partifion
7. H<«+ P/l

Theorem 4. The problem of learning an unknown LPTSis g ntil false

undecidable in the active learning framework.

Proof Sketch: We show that there is no algorithm to
learn the unknown targdt, which first performs an action nates under Conditionl 1 on the teacher and using partitions
a and goes to a state with (unknown) probabilityto loop at line 6 with the number of states of each intermediate
on actionb or goes to another state with the remaining prob&ypothesisi bounded by that of/.
bility to deadlock, by describing an adversarial teacheictvh
manipulates the value of as necessary to keep generatin%ar
counterexamples. After choosing an initial value Xxf the
teacher returns a counterexample as long as the hypoth

'S n?t t_5|mulat|_on| ec:tiwatlr;entt to tth_e targ_et.tlf ‘Z r:%pzthaes ence, is trivially simulated by/ and is a consistent LPTS.
simulation equivalent 1o the target 1S conjectured, thertea g o algorithm finds deast-sizedconsistent partition, its

increases the value of just enough to have the new targef._ .
not simulated by the hypothesis, while still being con:x;ilsteglze 's bounded bySy|.

) ; Then, notice that every future hypothesis is consistertt wit
with all the previously generated counterexamples, andna ne o
.. any new counterexample returned, and hence, is distinat fro
(positive) counterexample can then be generated. ]

the current one. Moreover, due again to Condifibn 1, and as

The main reason _pehlnd the theorem s titais not lift only adds probabilities, one can show that there are only
necessanyfor the positive tree counterexamples returned bf

. . . Ynitely many possible distributions for a given partitioes

the teacher to have agxecution mappingo U (see Section . .
. We conclude that the algorithm terminates. ]
[M. Such a teacher can be seen as an adversary which cap .
o . hus, we have the following result.
choose the probability values in the counterexamplesmetir
which are infinitely many, to make the learner never convergéieorem 5. The problem of learning an unknown LPTS is
to the desired probabilities. decidable in the active learning framework, with Conditfn
But, in practice, to be able to apply the learning framewortn the teacher.

in a given setting, one needs to implement the teacher’s . . . .
g and we e ot aware of any aiorth t genergll [ OTELEs desvable (e an LTS wih e o
counterexamples other than the one discussed in Sé&dtida 1. ' 9

mentioned before, this algorithm has an interesting pltgpef”‘.n LTTbS' Itis not guha;]anteterz]d to outpgtammmt:gn IStath; LPT?
that the generated counterexamples havexacution mapping simply because each ypothesis need hot have the‘east numbe

to Ly when L; < L, fails. This suggests us to impose th(%)f”Sta.tes (SeZ.tS.eCthEtg]}';‘\). This suggests us to impose the
following friendlinesscondition on a teacher. oflowing condition on the learner.

Proof Sketch: Consider an arbitrary iteration of the
ning loop. First of all, due to Conditidd 1, the quotient
of the partition induced by the execution mappings from the
B3itive counterexamples to' is a sub-structureof U and

- . " . Condition 2 (Learner) Every hypothesisH made by the
Condition 1 (Friendly Teacher) Every positive (negative) learner is a m(inimum )state LyPTépconsistent Wﬂrandil\/.

counterexample returned by the teacher should have an ex-
ecution mapping td/ (H). If there is a learning algorithm under Conditidas 1 amd 2,

then it is guaranteed to output a minimum state LPTS which is

| First of all, we observe that the proof_of Theorﬂn_4 r]?simulation) equivalent td/. But, there is no such algorithm
onger works because an updateXanay violate Condition
as we show below.

1 on any positive counterexample already returned. In fact, a
we show below, the problem becomes decidable.2eand Theorem 6. The problem of learning an unknown LPTS
N denote the sets of positive and negative counterexamplgsundecidable in the active learning framework, with both
returned by the teacher so far, respectively. First, candite Condition[1 on the teacher and Conditibh 2 on the learner.
pseudo-code in Algorithiil 1. It suggests a method of using the
algorithms described in Sectignllll by treatifg and N as
the tree samples. There is a choice at n® use partitions
or stochasticpartitions.

First, we show that using traditional partitions at liGe
makes the problem of learning a target decidable.

Proof Sketch: We show that there is no algorithm to
learn (unknown)H; in Figure[®, by describing an adversarial
teacher which can return a counterexample for any conjedtur
hypothesis. Initially, the teacher keeps returning negatoun-
terexamples, if there are transitions on actions other than
andc in the hypothesis, or the positive counterexamplén
Lemma 11. The active learning loop of Algorithid 1 termi-Figure[ until the learner conjectures a single-state LP®S w



self-loops on these three actions. Thereafter, if a comjedt restricted to checking probabilistic reachability prajes us-
hypothesis has transitions on only b and ¢ and simulates ing either an incomplete rulé [15] or algorithms which may
P, the teacher returnd/, to force the future hypotheses tonot terminate[[14].

have at least two states and in every future round, retdins  Motivated by the success of existing applications of active
or N#7 in the figure, as necessary. One can show that théearning to assume-guarantee reasonind [26], [9]! [10], we
are always suitable values ¢f andy wheneverN?7 needs propose to use the active learning framework presented in
to be returned and the learner always conjectures a two stagstion[IV to learn an intermediate assumptidnin the
LPTS. In fact,H) is always a consistent LPTS for a suitableéule ASym. We describe an algorithm for the problem using
A€ (0,1). m learning and show termination below.

However, we obtain a semi-algorithm to the problem byeacher. The teacher is implemented by two conformance
using stochasticpartitions at line6 of Algorithm[dl. That is, checks corresponding to the two premises of the rule, cliecke
if the algorithm terminates, it is guaranteed to learn thigeta in any order.
with the least number of states. Correctness is immediate fr « Premise lguides the learner towards a conjecture that
TheorenB. makesL; || A < P true.

« Premise 2guides the learner towards a conjecture that is
V. LEARNING ASSUMPTIONS FOR . :
COMPOSITIONAL REASONING d|schargedon Lo, |.e._th_at makesl, < A t_rue.
) . . ) o o If the conjecturedA satisfies both the premises, soundness

As mentioned in the introduction, the original motivatiam f ¢ Agym implies L, | Lo < P holds, and the teacher
this work was to automate assume-guarantee style reasonifgnsirue. If one of the premises fails, the teacher generates
for 5|mulat|on.conforman_ce. Assume-guarantee rea.sc_)ﬂlﬁll]g [counterexamples with amexecution mapping(Section[1).
is a compositional technique that breaks up the verification Thus, the teacher satisfies Conditidn 1. When premitals,
large systems into that of its components for increasedscal positive counterexample is returned to the learner. When
bility. When checking individual components, the methodwus premisel fails, the obtained counterexample is fipsbjected
assumptions about their environments atidchargesthem 4.5 4 and then returned asregativecounterexample. As a
on the rest of the system. For a system of two componentgynterexample” to premisel has an execution mapping to
such reasoning is captured by the following simple assUME; | A, the projection ontad is simply thecontribution of
guarantee rule (A®v). A towardsC in the composition. To enable this, additional

information regarding individual distributions is maiimad

L ||A=XP Ly =< A during composition[[1/9].
Li|[ Ly <P Spuriousness Check.Note that if Ly || L: # P, no
assumption satisfies both the premises ofyAS(violating

Several other_ assu.me-guarante_e F“'es hav_e been prOpoﬁf‘ed'assumption on the existence of a consistent LPTS in
some of them involving symmetri¢ [26] or circular réasongg (o). To detect this, the learner needs to check if a
ing [1], [26], [20]. Desp_|te !ts S|mp_I|C|ty, rule Agm has counterexample returned by the teacher exposes the faifure
been proven ”FOSt _effect|ve n prac_t_lce_ and _has beef_‘ StUd{ﬁ conclusion of ASM. A real counterexample would imply
ext_enswely mainly in a n(?n-probat?lllstlc setting, forfditent that the specification will not hold of the original systemilsh
hotions of conformance [26]L9]LL15]. , . a spuriousone would need the learner to revise its hypothesis

In our cas_e_,Ll,_ La, A and P> are LPT_S_es withP> standing for the assumption. We restrict spuriousness checlegative
for the speC|f|cat|on\_/vh|ch_ the compositiorL; || L should counterexample®llowing previous approaches [26]. A simple
conform to, where| is defined below. way is to checkV < L, for a negative counterexamplé. N
Definition 11 (Composition [[28]) The parallel composition is real if the check succeeds and spurious, otherwise. Atllig
of L, and Ly, denotedL; || Lo, is defined as the LPT&; x more involved, but practical, way is described elsewheg. [1

So, (59,59), a1 U ag, 7) where(sy, s2) — p iff Algorithm. Now, the learner can simply use Algorithiph 1,
1) s1 % 1, $2 % po and p = p1 s, OF using partitions to learn an intermediate assumption. As the
2) 515 1, a ¢ as and u = 3 ® S, OF positive (negative) counterexamples have execution mappi

1 - S21

to Ly (A), it is as if the unknown target i€.,. Note that if
P holds of the systemL; is clearly an assumption satisfying
the premises. However, the algorithm is expected to termina
with a smaller assumption in practice, which also satisfies t
The main challenge in using assume-guarantee reasoningrismises. IfP does not hold, the algorithm terminates with
to automatically come up withsmallassumptiom satisfying a real counterexample. Termination is guaranteed by Lemma
the premises. We first note that the proposed rule is sound If we also impose Conditidd 2, the learner useschastic
complete[[19]. Completeness, obtained trivially by repigcd  partitions in Algorithn1 giving a semi-algorithm.
with Lo, is essential to guarantee termination of our propos&bmplexity Analysis. Let us now analyze the complexity
algorithm. Previous attempts at automating assume-gtesrarof assume-guarantee reasoning using the learning algorith
reasoning using learning in a probabilistic setting havenbedescribed above (with partitions). The complexity of chiegk

3) adal, s ppandp =6y, @ uo.
Here v, ® 1o € Dist(S; x S3), such thaty; ® v : (s1, s2) —
Vl(Sl) . VQ(SQ), for v, € DlSt(Sl), Vo € DlSt(SQ)



L, || Ly = P directly is O(poly(|L1| - | L2, |P]|)), where|L| 2]
denotesnax(|SL|, |TL]).

Let d = |r»| andb be the maximum size of the support of 3]
a distribution inL,. Given a state of a candidate assumptiorj4]
of size k and a distribution ofL,, there can be at mogt’-
many corresponding distributions (due to non—determimisnk]
from that state. Foik states andi distributions, this gives
a total ofdk"+1. Therefore, there arg#*""" different possible
candidates of sizé to consider. The total number of iterations
of the learning algorithm is then bounded By} , 2¢+""" =
O(m29™"™), wherem is the number of states in the final [7]
assumption output by the algorithm.

At each iteration, in the worst-case, the algorithm enumersg)
ates all the candidate assumptions of the current sizad
performs simulation checks with all the negative countanex
ples. These checks have a complexityayipoly(|A|, [N, 1)),
whereA is the final assumptiony is the final set of negative
counterexamples antlis the largesiN|, for any N € N.
Thus, the total worst-case complexity of the learning athar
for computing the final assumption ©(poly(|4|, |N],1) -
m24m"*"). Furthermore, the complexity of checking the twd!!!
premises of ASM is O(poly(|L1|-|A[, [P[)+poly(|Lz[, |P])) 2
at every iteration. We observe that in practice, if the agsum
tion is small (.e. |A| < |L»|) this approach can be better thar!3]
checkingL, | Lo directly. In other cases, however, we woulg, ,
need better algorithms to address the problem. We leave this
for future work.

El

[10]

VI. CONCLUSION [15]

We have presented algorithms and decidability results
for the problem of learning non-deterministic LPTSes frori6l
stochastic tree samples, using traditional and stochststte- [17]
space partitioning. We have also described the applicatfon
the algorithms to automating the discovery of assumptions 18]
the compositional verification of LPTSes.

In the future, we would like to investigate further conditso |1,
on the teacher that will make the active learning problent wit
stochastic partitions decidable. We also plan to investiga
the use of weak simulation for the conformance relatiohz,o]
as this will result in smaller assumptions for compositiona
verification. However, algorithms for checking weak simula?1l
tion are not currently known. Finally we plan to investigate
new applications for our algorithms in learning abstragsior [22]
active model checking and in domains other than verificatio[r;3
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APPENDIX

A. Proof of Lemmal2

By Definition[3, < is the union of all strong simulations. It
can easily be shown that union of two strong simulations is
a strong simulation and henee is a strong simulation. It is
also the coarsest as it includes any strong simulasion.

B. Proof of Lemm&l4

It suffices to show thalz C< and<C R.

R is clearly a strong simulation which, by Leminla 2, implies
R C=.

To prove the other direction, let; < so. We show that
s1Rss by induction on theheightof s; in the treeL;, where
the height of a leaf state is defined to tbend the height of
any other state is defined to be one plus the maximum height
of any state in the support of any outgoing distribution from
that state.

For the base case, lef be any leaf state. As; has no
outgoing transitionss; Rs» trivially holds by the assumption
on R.

For the inductive case, let the height«f be non-zero and
let s; % p,. Then, as< is a strong simulation (Lemnid 2),
there existsus with sy % o such thatu, T ps. Let S C
Supgfp). We then haveu; (S) < p2(= (9)). As every state
in Supgus), and hence inS, has a smaller height than that
of s1, by induction hypothesisg (S) C R(S) and therefore,
11(S) < ua(R(S)). As S is arbitrary, we conclude that; Cr
ue. By the assumption o, we conclude that, Rss.

Thus, by induction, we conclude thatC R. m

C. Proof of Lemma&a]7

Let P € P. As P < L, there is a strong simulatioRp C
Sp x Sp, with s%Rps?. As P is a tree,s% is not in the
support of any distribution and hence, assume without léss o
generality thatRp(s%) = {s9}. Let R = Jpcp Rp. Now,
R induces a partitiodl of Sp such that fors;,s; € Sp,
[81]1-[ = [SQ]H iff R(Sl) = R(Sg) Note that[s%]n = [82—?]1-[
for P,Q € P, satisfying the assumption dii in Definition[q.
The size ofll is clearly bounded bg*.

We first show that the relatioR’ = {([sp|m, s1)|spRsi} IS
a strong simulation. LetR's; ande % p. By Definition[Z,
there existss, € Sp and pu, € Dist(Sp) with [sp]n = e,
sp — pp andpu(e’) = >, pup(s’) for all ¢ € E. By the
definition of R’ andIl, R(s1) = R(s2) for all s1,s2 € e and
hence;s, Rs;. As R is the disjoint union of strong simulations,
there existsy; € Dist(Sy) such thats, % 4 and tp TR .
Let £’ C Supgu). Now, p(E")



=3 ) =2 mls)

e'cE’ s’'eS
=3 mpl{s € Spllsln = ¢}) {choice ofu} = > @) mls’) {[s'](9) € Dist(G)}
e'€E’ s'eS g:s'eg’
=pp({s € Spl[slu € E'}) =3 > U9 (s
SMZ(R({S S SPHS]H € E/})) {Np Cr ,Ul} 9'€G s'eSng’
— / / /
—m( | R({s € Spllsln = ¢'})) = > Y E@) (s
e'cE'! g'€R(S) s’eSNg’
= U R'(¢))) (Def. of R'} {definition of R}
e < D D9 (s
= (R'(E")). g'ER(S) s'Eg’
= Z u(g’) {choice ofu}
So, by Lemmall; Crs ;. We conclude thak?’ is a strong 9 ER(S)
S|mulat|0n._ E(_)r an arbitrary’ € P, ass% Rs? and aSS%/H = — uw(R(S))
[s%]n (Definition[d), s, 1, R's? . Therefore,P/T1 < L. m
D. Proof of Lemm418 So, by Lemméall, Cg 4. We conclude thak is a strong

simulation. From Definitiong]9 arid 118}, € s, 1 and hence,
Let (g,a,u) € 7o/ be arbitrary. It suffices to show thats%Rs%/H, Therefore,P < P/I1. m
u € Dist(G). This immediately implies thaP/II is an LPTS,
according to DefinitionI1. Lets, a, u,) € 7p for someP € P F. Proof of Lemma 10
SZUCh thig/)ei andy = lift (45, 9) as in DefinitiorLID. Now, Let P € P. As P < L, there is a strong simulation
g'ec Rp C Sp x Sy, with s% Rps) . Let R = Jpep Rp. FOr sRs
. , . ands % 4, there can be one or more transitions— 1
Z Z [s'1(9)(9") - p1p(s) with 1, Cr . We assume that we can always choose a
uniques; % 1, with 11, Cr 11 (say, by ordering the possible
) transitions in some way and choosing the first) and also that

g’ €eGs'eg’

we can always choose a unique weight functiorsatisfying
the conditions of DefinitioR]2 fop, Cr 1.

Il
/N
=
bS]
—~
»
—
- R
o,
—
<
S~—
=
s
—

Create a group of states 8% for eachs; € Sr,, say~(s:),
Z pp(s”) - Z [s'1(9)(g") {Definition[3} initialized to () and letl’ be the set of all these groups. We
s'€Sp g':['](9)(g")>0 will populate these groups by induction on the depth of a
/ / ; state inSp with s € y(s;) implying sRs;. We will also define
Z #o(5) Als)(g) € DisHE)} ©(s) : T' — Dist(T") fo(r gachs € Sp by the same induction.
Let s € Sp be arbitrary. We proceed by induction aifs),
the depth ofs.
The base case is whetfs) = 0 implying s is a start state.
s is added toy(s?) and ¢(s) maps everyy € T to 0y(s0)-
Clearly, sRs% and¢(s)(g)(v(s%)) > 0 for everyg € T
E. Proof of Lemmal9 For the inductive stepi(s) > 0 and letg € I. If par(s) ¢ g,
) , ©(s)(g) is undefined. Otherwise, le € S;, be the unique
Let P € P. We first show Fhat the relatioR = {(s,9)l9 € gtate satisfyingg = ~(s;). Thus, par(s) € ~(s;) and by
G,s € SpNg} is a strong simulation. induction hypothesispar(s)Rs;. Let par(s) = pu, be the
Let sRg ands = p,. As s € g, by Definition[I0,g = 1 unique transition withs € Supyiy,) (as par(s) is unique).

s’eSp

1 {u, € Dist(Sp)}.

where for everyy’ € G, As R is the disjoint union of strong simulations, choose
s1 = w with u, Cr p as mentioned in the beginning in

u(g') = Z [s'1(9)(g") - pp(s). a unigue way. Furthermore, lat be the uniquely chosen

s'eg’ weight function satisfying the conditions in Definitigh 2rfo

up Cr . For everys, € Sp with w(s,s;) > 0, define
It suffices to show that, Cr u. Let S C Supfu,). Now, ¢(s)(g)(v(s])) = w(s,s;)/up(s) and adds to v(s;). Now,
Hp(S) w(s,s;) > 0 implies sRs; by Definition[2. The definition



also says thaEsieSL w(s,s;) = pp(s) which implies that
¢(s)(g) € Dist(T"). Clearly, (s)(g)(y(s})) > 0.

That completes populating and definingp(s) for every
states € Sp. Note that ifo(s)(g) is defined, therpar(s) €
g from the above construction and hengejs non-empty.
Furthermore, every groupin Supf¢(s)(g)) containss, again
from the construction above, and hence, is non-empty.

Now, define a stochastic partitidii = (G, {[s]}ses,) With
G containing all the non-empty groups Bfand[s] given by
©(s). It is not difficult to see thall is well-defined according

Fig. 7: There is no learner for the targét, in presence of an unrestricted
teacher.

to Definition[9. First of all, one can easily show, using the ConsiderU, in Figure[T where\ < (0,1). For a fixed
same induction above, that every state is added to some groug/» is an LPTS with the alphabdiz, b}. The strategy for

and hencé JG = Sp. Then, as discussed aboyss) is only

an adversarial teacher is described in Algorithm 2 which is

defined for groups inG and the support of any distributionbriefly summarized in words below. L&, for some unknown

in the range set of(s) is contained inG and hencey(s) :
G — Dist(G). v(s%) is theg" in Definition[d. Also, from the
way we populated groups iv, the condition thats € g iff
there existyy € G such that/s](¢")(g) > 0 follows for every
s € Spandg € G.

We will now show thatP/II < L by first proving that
R = {(g,s1)lg € G,g = ~v(s1)} is a strong simulation. Let
gR's; andg % . By Definition[I0, there exists % 1, in
someP € P with s € g such that for every/ € G,

S 119G - ().

s'eg’

By definition of R, ¢ = ~(s;) and hences € ~(s;). From
the above construction dfl, we can then infesRs;. Now,

u(g")

A, be the unknown target anH,, be the hypothesis at the
beginning of every roundh > 1 of the active learning loop

(we count rounds beginning with). The teacher acts as an
adversary by manipulating the value dfas necessary and it
suffices to show that there $melL PTS consistent with all the

counterexamples generated so far. So\|gbe the value of

at the beginning of round and letu, be the corresponding
distribution ona.

In every roundn, the teacher first check&l,, =< U,,
returning anegativecounterexample if it fails, and then checks
U, =< H,, returning apositive counterexample if it fails. If
both checks succeed.€. U, ~ H,), the teacher modifies
the value of\ such thatU,, = U, but not the other way
around. This is achieved by incrementing its value at line

chooses; % 1 with u, Cr p; as mentioned in the beginning15, where Dist,[V] is the set of distributions labeled hy

in a unique way. It suffices to show thatCg: u;. Letw be
the uniquely chosen weight function to show thatC r 1.

Let y(s}) € Supgiu). Then,u(v(s;))
3 S10)(s)) - pnls)
s’€v(sy)
{choice ofu above

S @) - pp(s)

s’ €Supf{pp) Ny (s7)
s’ €Sup{pp)
{from the above construction d¢f'|}
pu(sp)
{Definition[2}

w(s',s))

So, u(g') = m(R'(g")) for everyg’ € Supgu). As R/
maps distinct groups ids to distinct states ofp, it follows
that 1 Cgr u; (by exhibiting the trivial weight function).
We conclude thaf?’ is a strong simulation. Clearlyfff,))/H =
v(s9)R's%. Therefore,P/I1 < L. Also, |G| < |S.| = k. m

G. Proof of Theorerhl4

in \V. First, it computes\™ which is the least of alp;s,
greater than\, and1 where u is any distribution appearing
in a transition of any negative counterexample labeledzby
and p}’ is the measure, under, of all the states having a
transition onb. It then updates to the mean of\ and\ ™, i.e.
A1 = (An+AT) /2. After this update, ag > A\, Uy, =< U,
holds butU, £ U,, and hencel/y A H,. This ensures that
a positivecounterexamplé® always exists, justifying lind 6.

Now, it is easy to see that™ at line 14 is well-defined and
always exists. Thus, the teacher can return a counteregampl
for every hypothesis made by the learner.

We will now show thatl,, is consistent with? and A/ at
the beginning of each round> 1 by induction onn, whereP
and N are the sets of positive and negative counterexamples,
respectively. Forn 1, PUN = 0 and hencel,, is
consistent.

Assume that/, , is consistent withP UA for somem > 1.

If a negative (positive) counterexamplé (P) is added ta\V
(P) at line7 (11), N A Uy, (P =X U,,,) by Definition[8. As
Ux,. = Ux,.i1v Ur,.,, is consistent witiP and \. Now, let
P be a positive counterexample added®at line 17. Clearly,
P =< U,,,., by Definition[8. Also, by induction hypothesis,
for every P’ € P\ {P}, P’ 2 U, and asUy,, = Ux,.,,
(from above), we obtainP?’ < U, from Lemmal3. Let

m+1

We give an example where it is impossible for the learné¥ € A. By induction hypothesisiV £ U,, and we need to

to converge to the unknown target, up+g in presence of an
adversarial teacher.

show thatNV £ U, For the sake of contradiction, assume

that N < U,

m—+1"

m+41"



Now, every transition outgoing fronaQ; is labeled bya, in Section[I). Then, the teacher checks=< H,, and returns
as the only transition outgoing from the start statel/igf,,, P as a positive tree counterexample if it fails whefes in
is labeled bya. Let s, % v. So,v T pm1. No state in Figure[5. Note thatP has anexecution mappingo U and
Supgr) has a transition labeled by an action other tihan hence, the teacher satisfies Conditldn 1. According to this
as otherwisey Z< u.,+1. That is, every state in Supgy) strategy, the learner keeps receiving negative countemgbes
either has no outgoing transition or has a transition labeléor transitions on actions other thanb andc or the positive
by b. One can easily argue that this is also the case for aggunterexample” which can go on forever, in which case
transition outgoing frons and so on. Consider/, the measure we are done, or its hypothesis converges to the LETS
of all the states having a transition brunderv. We have that (disallowing duplicate transitions) with a single statel &irac
Py < Amt1, @s otherwisey IZ< fiy,+1. self-loops ona, b and c. We will assume the latter,e. the

If p¥ < A, clearly N < U,,, which leads to a contradic- learner conjecture$/* after some finite number of rounds.
tion. So,py > A,,. But then, by construction of/,, ., (line Note that it is possible thaP has not yet been returned as a
14 of Algorithm[2), \,, .1 < p¥ leading to a contradiction. ~positive counterexample to the learner.

We conclude thalv £ U, ,,. This completes the inductive At this point, the teacher retura$, in Figure[5 as a negative
step. Intuitively, wheneven is updated at linel5, it is as counterexample. This forces every future hypothesis teehav
if the unknown target isU, from the beginning and no at least two states. In fact, the LPT3, with two states in

inconsistencies arise. Figure[®, for any0 < X < 1 is a consistent hypothesis. By
Hence, the learner keeps receiving counterexamples ahd Wipndition[2, the next hypothesis has only two states. Now,
never converge to the unknown targmt. we describe the teacher’s strategy for future rounds. Her th

strategy, we show that a consistent LPTS of two states exists
Algorithm 2 An adversarial teacher in the proof of Theorer@nd that a counterexample can be returned, in every round.

A. So, lets; and sy be the two states of the hypothesis with
el being the start state. Furthermore, 28, A}, and A’ be the
2: \ « arbitrary rational in(0, 1) sets of distributions outgoing fromy, i = 1,2, on actionsa,
i: ﬁaf <e—at®, P+ b andc, respectively. The teacher’s strategy proceeds in every
. Fi)f H,, £ Uy then future ro.und is as Tollows. o . .
6: let N be a tree counterexample (DEF. 6) 1) As in the initial strategy, it first checks if there is a
7 N~ NU{N} reachable state in the hypothesis with a transition on
8: return IV to the learner as aegativecounterexample an action other tham, b and ¢ and returns a negative
122: elslztlfj:’U/t\)eﬁaI{:eéh(e:guntel’example (DH. 6) counterexample (see Section Il) if there is one.
11. P« PU{P} 2) Then, it checksP_ j Hn and returnsP as a positive
12: return P to the learner as positivecounterexample counterexample if it fails.
13: else 3) At this point, P < H, and N, A H, hold (H, is
Ei y = f\njn ({/\1052> A | peDista[N]}U{1}) consistent with them) and we infer the following.
: — .
16: let P(be ;—tre)é counterexample 5, < H,, (Def.[8) (') A, # 0 and for everyu, € A, pa(s1) <1 and
17: P« PU{P) (i) Ay # 0 and for everyu, € A; and everys; €
18: return P to the learner as positivecounterexample Supfus), AL # 0.
;gf Z”i '; o The teacher, therefore, does the following.
21 until false a) If there is au, € A} with u,(s1) = 1, it returns N,

in Figure[® as a negative counterexample. Cleawly,
has anexecution mappintp H,,.

H. Proof of Theorerhl6 b) Otherwise, there exists @, € A} with p;(s2) > 0,

We give an example where it is impossible for the learner to implying A? #  and N7 in Figure[5 is returned as a
converge to the target, up te, in presence of an adversarial negatlv? counterexample, whefe= i, (s2) ;‘or some
teacher. e € A, andy = u.(s2) for somep,. € AZ. Again,

ConsiderH; in Figure[® as the unknown targét and let N7 has anexecution mappingo H.,. _

H, be the hypothesis at the beginning of each round 1 Clearly, except for a counterexample generated in case 3(b)

(we count rounds beginning with of the active learning loop. @bove,H, is a consistent hypothesis for anye (0,1). For
We describe a strategy of a teacher below to keep generatigge 3(0)./1, with 0 < A < 3 is consistent. So, after any
counterexamples no matter what the conjectured hypottsesigound, H, with A set to a value smaller than the leabsbf

By Condition[2, H; is an LPTS with a single state, whichany N2 returned is consistent and such always exists as
is also the start state. Initially, in every round > 1, the there are infinite rationals if0, 1). Thus, Conditior 2 forces
teacher first checks iff,, has a transition on an action othethe learner to always conjecture a two state LPTS and hence,
thana, b or ¢ in which case, clearlyH,, # U and a negative it keeps receiving counterexamples and will never converge
tree counterexample is returned using the algorithm sketcH/. ®
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