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Abstract. Solving control tasks in complex environments automat-
ically through learning offers great potential. While contemporary
techniques from deep reinforcement learning (DRL) provide effec-
tive solutions, their decision-making is not transparent. We aim to
provide insights into the decisions faced by the agent by learning an
automaton model of environmental behavior under the control of an
agent. However, for most control problems, automata learning is not
scalable enough to learn a useful model. In this work, we raise the ca-
pabilities of automata learning such that it is possible to learn models
for environments that have complex and continuous dynamics.

The core of the scalability of our method lies in the computation
of an abstract state-space representation, by applying dimensionality
reduction and clustering on the observed environmental state space.
The stochastic transitions are learned via passive automata learning
from observed interactions of the agent and the environment. In an it-
erative model-based RL process, we sample additional trajectories to
learn an accurate environment model in the form of a discrete-state
Markov decision process (MDP). We apply our automata learning
framework on popular RL benchmarking environments in the Ope-
nAI Gym, including LunarLander, CartPole, Mountain Car, and Ac-
robot. Our results show that the learned models are so precise that
they enable the computation of policies solving the respective con-
trol tasks. Yet the models are more concise and more general than
neural-network-based policies and by using MDPs we benefit from a
wealth of tools available for analyzing them. When solving the task
of LunarLander, the learned model even achieved similar or higher
rewards than deep RL policies learned with stable-baselines3.

1 Introduction

In an ideal world, an interpretable, correct, and compact model of
any complex system (operating in a complex environment) should be
available before the system is deployed. Having such a model allows
to perform a comprehensive analysis whether the system adheres to
critical properties. However, concise models that allow a comprehen-
sive analysis of the system are rarely available.

Automata learning, often called model learning, is a widely used
technique to infer a finite-state model from a given black-box system
just by observing its behavior [10, 12, 34]. The inferred model can
then be used to detect undesired or unsafe system behavior.
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Automatically generating controllers for environments with con-
tinuous state space and complex stochastic dynamics through ma-
chine learning has great potential, since analytical solutions re-
quire immense human effort. Model-free deep reinforcement learn-
ing (DRL) especially has proven successful in solving complex se-
quential decision making problems in high-dimensional, probabilis-
tic environments. However, the decision making of deep learning
systems is highly opaque and the lack of having explainable mod-
els limits their acceptance in promising application areas like au-
tonomous mobility, medicine, or finance.

Thus, it is of particular importance to have methods and tools
available that automatically learn environmental models under the
control of an agent. However, the high-dimensionality of the ob-
served environmental states and the complex environment’s dynam-
ics renders a direct application of automata learning infeasible.
CASTLE - Clustering-based Activated pasSive automTa LEarn-
ing. CASTLE is a novel approach for learning environmental models
which is especially designed to cope with environments with complex
dynamics and continuous state spaces.

Having such a model available, makes it possible to compute prob-
abilities of how likely it is that executing an action will result in suc-
cessfully completing the task under consideration. Via the applica-
tion of probabilistic model checking [5], these probabilities can be
computed fully automatically, for any state and action in the learned
model. This allows us to analyze the decision making of an agent and
relate the agent’s policy to any other possible policy.
Problem statement. Our goal is to learn a finite-state MDP repre-
senting the environment under the control of an agent solving an
episodic task. We aim to learn MDPs that are sufficiently accurate to
compute effective decision-making policies. It should be emphasized
that by "learning an MDP", we mean learning its complete structure,
including the states and transitions, not just its probabilities.
Overview of CASTLE. To increase scalability of state-of-the-art au-
tomata learning algorithms, CASTLE makes crucial use of dimen-
sionality reduction and clustering. To increase the accuracy of the
learned models, CASTLE performs a combination of passive au-
tomata learning with active sampling of new trajectories. Figure 1
provides an overview of CASTLE which works in two steps.
Step 1. - Learning an initial MDP. For the first step, CASTLE im-
plements passive automata learning to learn an initial MDP model
of the environment. This step starts from a given multiset of trajecto-
ries sampled by an existing, potentially non-optimal agent operating
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Figure 1: Overview of the algorithm CASTLE for learning MDPs modeling environments with continuous stochastic dynamics.

within the environment. For example, the trajectories could be col-
lected during the training phase of a DRL agent. A trajectory is a se-
quence of observations of the environment’s state and actions chosen
by the agent. This is illustrated in the top left of Fig. 1. For simple,
low-dimensional, discrete applications, passive MDP learning [25]
could directly be applied to learn an MDP model under the agent’s
decisions from the collected trajectories of the agent. However, due
to the large observation space, it is difficult for passive MDP learn-
ing to extract the relevant information and to compute a concise MDP
from the original trajectories.

To overcome this issue, we (a) process the observations by per-
forming dimensionality reduction to determine relevant information
in the observations and then (b) perform clustering on the reduced
observations. Finally, (c) we use the resulting clusters as equivalence
classes of the original observations and apply passive automata learn-
ing over the clusters to learn a first abstraction of the MDP under the
policy of the agent. These three steps are illustrated on the bottom of
Fig. 1. Automata learning essentially identifies temporal dependen-
cies between clusters and executed actions. It also splits observed
clusters into different states, if they have different future behavior.
Step 2. - Fine-tuning of the model. In the second step, CASTLE
iteratively improves the learned MDP model by actively gathering
new information about the environment. It is likely that the initially
learned model does not accurately capture the environment dynamics
due to employed abstraction via dimensionality reduction and clus-
tering. To improve the model, we actively sample new trajectories to
extend our knowledge about the environment. For sampling the en-
vironment, we compute policies that solve the task under considera-
tion from the learned intermediate models. Using the newly collected
traces, we gradually increase the accuracy of learned models until the
computed policies consistently solve the task. The right-hand side of
Fig. 1 depicts this process.
Main contributions. To the best of our knowledge, we are the first to
apply automata learning to learn models of stochastic environments
over continuous state space without placing assumptions on their
unknown dynamics. Having such a model makes it possible to plan
ahead and to judge the agents decisions based on how likely it is that
executing the agent’s actions will result in an episode that success-
fully completes the task. We showcase the viability of our approach
by solving control tasks from OpenAI Gym [7] that serve as bench-
marks for RL using policies derived from learned MDPs.

2 Related Work

ALERGIA [8] was an early automata learning algorithm for learning
probabilistic finite automata. IOALERGIA[24, 25] extends ALERGIA

to be able to learn MDPs. Aichernig and Tappler subsequently ap-
plied IOALERGIA for probabilistic verification [3]. These works have
in common that observations are entirely discrete.

Instead of abstracting continuous dynamics to discrete dynamics,
Niggemann et al. [31] and Medhat et al. [27] learn hybrid automata.
These automata have the drawback that most analyses are undecid-
able. As in our approach, Kubon et al. [17] applied dimensionality re-
duction and passive learning to learn automata. However, they learn
deterministic automata and target image classification.

Finally, there are various approaches for learning automata over
infinite state spaces that place restrictive assumptions on the envi-
ronment [1, 15, 35] . These works have in common that the learned
automata have (uncountable) infinite state spaces, but they can ex-
press dynamics of the environment only in a limited way.

Discretization-based approaches to learning automata from cyber-
physical systems have been proposed in [2, 28], but with the general
drawback that the state spaces of the learned automata explode since
their automata are deterministic. The problem of system identifica-
tion [19, 21] addresses a similar problem, but targets hybrid systems
rather than stochastic systems and places strong assumption on the
properties of the identified models.

We perform a variant of model-based RL with the help of cluster-
ing. Clustering-based approaches have been proposed for the discov-
ery of so-called options in hierarchical model-based RL [16, 23, 22]
that represent subtasks of a more complex task. In contrast to us, they
do not learn environmental models. In a different line of research, au-
tomata learning has been proposed to bring structure into sequences
of subtasks in hierarchical RL [36, 37, 30, 11, 13, 14]. These works
infer discrete, deterministic automata, like reward machines, to en-
able RL with non-Markovian rewards. They serve as a high-level
specification of a complex task, rather than a representation of the
environment.

Hence, most related work from formal methods and AI either fo-
cuses on system verification or modeling of tasks. Both take an agent-
centric view, whereas we focus on modeling the environment. Hav-
ing an MDP representation of the environment makes it possible to
analyze the agent’s decision making. To the best of our knowledge,
there is no other automata learning approach with the same focus and
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capabilities with which we could compare directly.

3 Preliminaries
3.1 Markov Decision Processes

Given a finite set S, Dist(S) denotes the set of probability distribu-
tions over S and supp(µ) for µ ∈ Dist(S) denote the support of µ,
i.e. the set S′ ⊂ S with s ∈ S′ : µ(s) > 0.
A Markov decision process (MDP) is a tuple ⟨S, s0,A,P⟩ where
S is a(n) (in)finite set of states, s0 ∈ Dist(S) is a distribution over
initial states, A is a finite set of actions, and P : S × A → Dist(S)
is the probabilistic transition function. For all s ∈ S the available
actions are A(s) = {a ∈ A | ∃s′,P(s, a)(s′) ̸= 0} and we assume
|A(s)| ≥ 1. The environments we consider have infinite state space.
Trajectories. A finite trajectory τ through an MDP is
an alternating sequence of states and actions, i.e. τ =
s0a1s1 · · · an−1sn−1ansn ∈ s0 × (A× S)∗.
Policy. A policy resolves the non-deterministic choice of actions in
an MDP. It is a function mapping trajectories to distributions over
actions. We consider memoryless policies that take into account only
the last state of a trajectory, i.e., policies π : S → Dist(A). A
deterministic policy π always selects a single action, i.e., π : S → A.
Deterministic labeled MDPs are defined as MDPs ML =
⟨S, s0,A,P, L⟩ with a finite set of states, and a unique initial
state s0 ∈ S, and with a labeling function L : S → O
mapping states to observations from a finite set O. The transi-
tion function P must satisfy the following determinism property:
∀s ∈ S, ∀a ∈ A : δ(s, a)(s′) > 0 ∧ δ(s, a)(s′′) > 0 im-
plies s′ = s′′ or L(s′) ̸= L(s′′). Given a trajectory τ in a deter-
ministic labeled MDP ML, applying the labeling function on all
states of the trajectory τ results in a so called observation trace
L(τ) = L(s0)a1L(s1) · · · an−1L(sn−1)anL(sn). Note that due to
determinism, an observation trace L(τ) uniquely identifies the cor-
responding trajectory τ .

In this paper, we use passive automata learning to compute ab-
stract MDPs of the environment under an agent’s policy in the form
of deterministic labeled MDPs. The labeled MDPs capture the infor-
mation required for the agent to make its decision on how to success-
fully complete its task.

3.2 Learning of MDPs

We learn deterministic labeled MDPs via the algorithm IOALER-
GIA [24, 25], an adaptation of ALERGIA [8]. IOALERGIA takes a
multiset To of observation traces as input. In a first step, IOALER-
GIA constructs a tree that represents the observation traces by merg-
ing common prefixes. The tree has edges labeled with actions and
nodes that are labeled with observations. Each edge corresponds to
a trace prefix with the label sequence that is visited by traversing
the tree from the root to the node reached by the edge. Additionally,
edges are associated with frequencies that denote how many traces in
To have the trace corresponding to an edge as a prefix. Normalizing
these frequencies would already yield a tree-shaped MDP.

For generalization, the tree is transformed into an MDP with cy-
cles through iterated merging of nodes. Two nodes are merged if they
are compatible, i.e., their future behavior is sufficiently similar. For
this purpose, we check if the observations in the subtrees originating
in the nodes are not statistically different. A parameter ϵ controls the
significance level of the applied statistical tests. If a node is not com-
patible with any other node, it is promoted to an MDP state. Once
all pairs of nodes have been checked, the final deterministic labeled
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Figure 2: States observed in the Mountain Car environment.

MDP is created by normalizing the frequencies on the edges to yield
probability distributions for the transition function P . In this paper,
we refer to this construction as MDP learning.

4 Overview of CASTLE

Setting. We consider settings in which an agent has to perform
an episodic task in an environment modeled as an MDP M =
⟨S, s0,A,P⟩. An episodic task is a task that has an end, i,e., ends in a
terminal state of M. An episode is a sequence of agent-environment
interactions from a randomly distributed initial state of M to a termi-
nal state. An episode successfully completes the task to be learned if
it ends in a (terminal) goal state. If an episode ends in a bad (terminal)
state, the episode fails to complete the task.

In our setting, M is an MDP with continuous state space S ⊆ Rh

and unknown stochastic dynamics and structure. Thus, we do not
assume knowledge about the reachable states or transitions of M.

We are given a multiset of trajectories T sampled from M when
executing a potentially non-optimal policy on M. We assume that a
subset of T are successful trajectories and end in a goal state. These
trajectories serve as a starting point for passive automata learning.
Example. To illustrate the setting, consider the well-known Moun-
tain Car environment available in OpenAI Gym [7], where the goal
is to push a car up a hill. The state space of M consists of two real-
valued variables representing the x-position of the car and its veloc-
ity. The agent has the following three actions to interact with the
environment: accelerate to the left, accelerate to the right, and do
nothing. In the initialization of an episode, the x-position of the car
is randomly sampled from the interval [−0.6,−0.4]. An episode is
successful if the car reaches the position 0.5 (defines the goal ter-
minal states in M). After 200 time steps (defines the terminal bad
states), the episode terminates as unsuccessful. Figure 2 displays the
states observed during the execution of a policy π over 30 episodes.
Black x-markers indicate goal states at the x-position 0.5.
Problem statement. Consider the setting as discussed above.
The goal of our approach is to learn a concise model Ma =
⟨Sa, sa,0,A,Pa, L⟩ in the form of an abstract deterministic labeled
MDP that models the environment M. The model Ma should be so
accurate that a policy πa : Sa → A that solves the task to be learned
in Ma, also successfully solves the task when being executed on M.
Overview of the learning process. Our approach consists of two
phases: an initialization and a fine-tuning phase. The initialization
phase prepares the trajectories in the continuous state space so that
they can be used to learn an abstract, concise MDP model Ma. Fine-
tuning computes a policy based on Ma and uses it to collect addi-
tional trajectories to fine-tune Ma with more information about the
environment M. The policy πa : Sa → A for Ma is automatically
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computed by solving a reachability objective through probabilistic
model checking. The computed policy πa selects actions that have
the maximal probability of successfully completing the task.

5 Initial Model Learning

The section covers the initialization phase of CASTLE that sets up
automata learning and learns a first MDP. For the remainder of this
section, let M = ⟨S, s0,A,P⟩, be the MDP underlying the envi-
ronment with state space S ⊆ Rh, where h is the size of the state
vectors, and let T be a multiset of trajectories (S × A)∗ × S. Our
goal is to learn an abstract deterministic labeled MDP Ma serving
as an initial model of M from the trajectories T .

First, our approach transforms the trajectories in T , which are se-
quences of real-valued states and actions, into observation traces,
which are sequences of abstract observations and actions. The trans-
formation consists of the steps: (1) dimensionality reduction and
scaling, (2) clustering, and (3) additional labeling of states. After
performing these data-processing steps, we compute an initial model
Ma = ⟨Sa, sa,0,A,Pa, L⟩ using IOALERGIA as a final fourth step.
In the following, we discuss the individual steps in detail.
1. Dimensionality Reduction and Scaling. For high-dimensional
state spaces, we apply a dimensionality reduction sd : S → Sd

to transform S ⊆ Rh to Sd ⊆ Rd with h > d. We denote with ST

and Sd
T the set of all states and reduced states contained in T .

While any standard technique like principle component analy-
sis [26] can be applied, we propose to apply a dimensionality re-
duction approach that works with the given trajectories in T instead
of working only with the observed states. Thus, we propose to guide
the selection of the dimensionality reduction by the actions taken in
the observed states. For control applications, the information loss in-
curred by dimensionality reduction is low, if the action taken in a
state can be predicted with the same accuracy in Rd as in Rh.

Linear discriminant analysis (LDA) is a natural fit for classifying
states according to actions fully automatically. LDA can be applied to
compute discriminant functions mapping states to actions such that
they match the state-action pairs of the demonstration trajectories.
That is, we apply LDA to learn a classifier from states to actions us-
ing the demonstrations T . This enables reducing the dimensionality
by projection to the d most discriminative axes.

Alternatively, we propose a semi-manual technique for dimension-
ality reduction using decision trees (DTs). If domain knowledge is
available, it can be used to extract d features from the states and train
DTs with a bounded size to classify states to actions. If the classifica-
tion accuracy of DTs trained in Rd (reduced states) is similar to the
accuracy in Rh (original states), we assume that the d extracted fea-
tures are sufficient for the task at hand. The choice of the d features
allows a dimensionality reduction with a small loss of information.

Note that dimensionality reduction is optional and can be skipped
if the number of dimensions is low. After dimensionality reduction,
the reduced states can be further prepared for ideal clustering by ap-
plying power transformation [38] and scaling the state data to zero
mean and unit variance.
2. Clustering. In the next step, CASTLE applies a clustering func-
tion clust : Sd → K to assign cluster labels K = {1, . . . , k} to
dimensionality-reduced states. To facilitate an application in CAS-
TLE, the clustering approach should enable estimating cluster mem-
bership via distances, and it should be efficient. CASTLE exploits the
first property to simulate learned MDPs during sampling; see Sec-
tion 6. One clustering approach that satisfies these requirements is
the popular k-means algorithm [20].

3. Labeling. In the next step, CASTLE assigns a set of labels to the
states in a trajectory in reduced dimensions. The labels are observa-
tions that are crucial for computing a policy over a learned MDP.

We define a labeling function lab : Sd×N0 → 2O , for a set of ob-
servations O = {init , goal , bad} ∪ K. The function assigns labels
to (s, i) where s is a state at index i in a trajectory. A pair (s, i) is
labeled with init , if i = 0, i.e., s is an initial state in a demonstration
trajectory. For any other (s, i), the cluster label clust(s) is contained
in lab(s, i). Furthermore, we have goal ∈ lab(s, i) if s is a goal
state or bad ∈ lab(s, i) if s is a bad state. Both depend on i, since
tasks may define a time limit for successful completion. If additional
domain knowledge is available, it can be used to assign additional
labels to states, e.g., to indicate potentially dangerous situations.
4. MDP Learning. To learn an MDP from trajectories T , CASTLE
transforms the trajectories into observation traces TO , by sequen-
tially applying dimensionality reduction, scaling, clustering, and la-
beling. Given TO as input, IOALERGIA computes a deterministic la-
beled MDP Ma, which provides an abstract representation of the
environment dynamics. The introduction of the init label for initial
states enables modeling environments where the initial states are ran-
domly distributed. Introducing the init observation basically ignores
the concrete initial environment states. Consequently, the transitions
from the learned initial state (labeled init) include the distribution of
initial environment states.
Example. The colors in Fig. 2 indicate different clusters of states
derived with k-means and k=16 and the black x-markers indicate
goal states. Thus, the states on the right-hand side of the figure have
two labels corresponding to the clusters and the label goal . All other
states have a single label corresponding to a cluster unless they are
reached at the end of an episode, in which case they are labeled
bad to indicate a timeout. Thus, states that are observed at differ-
ent times may be labeled differently when abstracting a trajectory
to an observation trace. An example of an observation trace may be
{init} · left · {c1} · right · {c1} · · · right · {c15, goal}. It starts with
init and then alternates between actions and observations that in-
clude cluster labels. The final observation includes goal to indicate
a successful episode. With this information, IOALERGIA is able to
learn temporal dependencies between observations and actions.

6 Model Fine-Tuning

The fine-tuning phase of CASTLE incrementally improves the
learned labeled MDP Ma that models the environment M. In a nut-
shell, the fine-tuning phase iteratively (1) computes a policy that is
able to solve the task in Ma via probabilistic model checking, (2)
uses the policy to sample new trajectories, and (3) learns a new, im-
proved model with the extended multiset of trajectories.

The fine-tuning phase is based on the approach proposed by Aich-
ernig and Tappler [3]. In contrast to the original approach, which
works solely on abstract observations, our fine-tuning approach takes
the concrete state space and the uncertainties stemming from cluster-
ing into account. In the following, we discuss the individual steps of
our fine-tuning approach in detail.
1. Policy Computation. Given Ma = ⟨Sa, sa,0,A,Pa, L⟩, our
goal is to compute a (deterministic) policy πa : Sa → A that max-
imizes the probability to complete the task successfully, i.e., reach-
ing a goal state in Ma. Thus, for any state sa ∈ Sa, the policy
πa picks the action aπ = πa(sa) that maximizes the probability of
reaching a goal state. Such policies can be automatically computed
via probabilistic model checking (using tools like PRISM [18]). Let
ps,a = Pmax(F goal , sa, a) be the maximal probability of reaching
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Algorithm 1 Sampling with a policy computed from a learned MDP.

Input: M = ⟨S, s0,A,P⟩, model Ma = ⟨Sa, sa,0,A,Pa, L⟩, policy
π : Sa → A, clusters K, max. belief size bn

Output: A sampled trajectory τ
1: s ∈ S ← reset()
2: τ ← s
3: B ← {sa,0 7→ 1}
4: while s is not terminal do
5: ba← {a 7→

∑
sa∈Sa,πa(sa)=act B(sa)|act ∈ A}

6: sample act ∼ ba
7: s← step(act)
8: τ ← τ · act · s
9: dists← {k 7→ dist(sd(s), centroid(k))|k ∈ K}

10: cDistr ← cdf. ofN (mean(dists); stddev(dists)2)
11: B′ ← {sa 7→ 0|sa ∈ Sa}
12: for sa ∈ supp(B), s′a ∈ supp(Pa(sa, act)) do
13: k′ ← L(s′a) ∩K
14: B′(s′a)← B′(s′a) +B(sa) · (1− cDistr(k′))

15: B′ ← {sa 7→ p ∈ B′|p is in the bn largest values of B′(·)}
16: B′ ← {sa 7→ p∑

s′a
B(s′a)

|sa 7→ p ∈ B′}

17: return τ

a goal state from state sa when executing action a, where F denotes
the eventually operator. For any state sa ∈ Sa, we have aπ = π(sa)
with aπ = maxa∈A psa,a.
2. Sampling. In the next step of the iterative model refinement phase,
CASTLE uses the policy πa : Sa → A over the current Ma to
sample additional trajectories in M. The newly sampled trajectories
are added to the existing trajectories T and are used in the next step
to improve the accuracy of Ma.
Overview of sampling of trajectories. For the sampling, the learned
MDP Ma = ⟨Sa, sa,0,A,Pa, L⟩ is simulated in parallel with the
environment M = ⟨S, s0,A,P⟩. The actions are selected via the
policy πa : Sa → A, computed in the previous step.

During sampling, the MDP Ma is treated similarly to a partially
observable MDP (POMDP). To account for inaccuracies in Ma, we
adopt the notion of belief states (belief for short). A belief B is a
distribution over the states Sa, i.e., at any time step of the current
episode, the Ma is in state sa ∈ Sa with probability B(sa). The
belief update is both based on the structure of learned MDP Ma as
well as the environment state reached after a step. In time step i, after
having taken an action act and the environment having moved to a
state s′ ∈ S in cluster k′, we update the belief B to B′ to include
states s′a with Pa(sa, act, s

′
a) > 0 for sa ∈ suppB. That is, we

move to states reachable in Ma. The probabilities B′(s′a) are the
product of B(sa), i.e., the previous state probability, and a term that
is inversely proportional to the distance between the cluster centroid
of k′ (the reached cluster) and the centroid of the cluster in L(s′a).

Consider the following scenario to see why keeping track of a
single state sa ∈ Sa is not sufficient. Suppose that in the current
episode, the environment M is in a state s ∈ S and the learned
model Ma is in a state sa ∈ Sa. In the next time step, the envi-
ronment moves from state s to s′ via action act. The corresponding
cluster labels of the states s and s′ are k and k′, respectively. Ideally,
in the learned model Ma, there is a unique s′a corresponding to s′

identified by Pa(sa, a, s
′
a) > 0 with k′ ∈ L(s′a). However, since

the learned models are not perfectly accurate, especially during early
iterations, this is not always the case.
Algorithm for sampling of trajectories. Algorithm 1 formalizes our
approach to sample a trajectory from M using a policy computed
from a learned model Ma. We follow the OpenAI Gym [7] conven-
tions and use the operations reset and step to change the current
state s of the environment M. The function reset resets M to an

initial state and returns this state. The function step takes an action
a as input, executes a, and returns the reached state s′.

In Algo. 1, the Lines 1 to 3 perform initialization steps by resetting
the environment, adding the initial state to the sampled trajectory τ ,
and initializing the belief B to include only the initial state of Ma.

We then sample experiences from M until reaching a terminal
state (Line 4). Line 5 transforms the belief state into a distribution
over actions by mapping states to actions chosen by the policy πa.
The next 3 lines sample an action, execute it in the environment,
and append the new state-action pair to the trajectory τ . Hence, the
combination of the current belief and a deterministic policy πa yields
a probabilistic policy.

Starting in Line 9, we begin the update of the belief state. First,
we compute the Euclidean distances from all cluster centroids to the
current environment state in reduced dimensions. We then fit a nor-
mal distribution over distances, which we empirically found to be a
good fit. After that, we initialize the next belief state B′ and iterate
over all states reachable in Ma (Line 12). In Line 14, we add the
contribution of s′a to the next belief B′ as the product of the previous
belief B(sa) and the inverse of the distance probability of the clus-
ter k′ labeling s′a. We use the inverse to favor short distances and to
ignore P(sa, a) so that we only consider the actual environment in-
formation for the belief update. In Line 15 we discard states with low
probability. Finally, Line 16 normalizes the belief to a distribution.
3. Learning and Stopping. In each iteration of the fine-tuning phase,
we sample nsamples additional trajectories from M, as outlined
above. To learn a more accurate model Ma from the additional in-
formation, CASTLE takes the newly collected trajectories T new and
transforms them into observation traces T new

O . This is done by se-
quentially applying dimensionality reduction, scaling, clustering, and
labeling as outlined in Sect. 5. CASTLE adds the new observation
traces to the existing multiset of traces TO and learns a labeled MDP
Ma with IOALERGIA. After computing a new learned model Ma,
CASTLE returns to the policy computation step.

As stopping criteria for the iteration, one can stop either after a
fixed number of iterations or upon reaching a goal state a specified
number of times in the current iteration.

7 Experiments
We applied CASTLE to four well-known RL applications [7]: (1)
Acrobot, (2) Lunar Lander, (3) Mountain Car, and (4) Cartpole.
All reported results are average values over five experiment runs
per environment. Pretrained Stable-Baselines3 [32] RL agents that
achieved high reward on their respective tasks were downloaded
from HuggingFace1. Model learning was done with AALPY [29].
For the computation of the policies over the learned models we used
the model checker PRISM [18]. All experiments were conducted on
a laptop with an Intel® Core™i7-11800H CPU at 2.3 GHz with 32
GB of RAM. Source code and detailed instructions to reproduce our
experiments are available in the supplementary material.
Results. Table 1 contains the parameterized results for each experi-
ment. The “Demonstration Trajectories” column gives the total num-
ber of episodes/trajectories, which we sampled using a DRL agent
downloaded from the https://huggingface.co/ library. The column
“Demonstration Timesteps” lists the timesteps performed on the en-
vironment during the sampling of demonstrations, i.e., the combined
length of the demonstration trajectories.

Please note the compact size of the learned models in the column
“Final Model Size”. In all experiments, each environment state was
1 https://huggingface.co/
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Environment
Demonstration
Trajectories

Demonstration
Timesteps

Dimensionality
Reduction

Clusters
Fine-tuning
Iterations

Episodes Per
Fine-tuning

Final Model
Size

Best Policy
Reward

Goal
Reached

Acrobot 2500 2.1 ×105
Manual Mapper
LDA + Power Transformer

256 25 50
472
482

-113 ± 41
-156 ± 63

42% | 82%
4% | 35%

Lunar Lander 2500 5.6 ×105
Manual Mapper
LDA + Power Transformer

512 25 50
1122
1100

213 ± 80
103 ± 138

81%
35%

Mountain Car 2500 3 ×105 Power Transformer 256 25 50 363 -136 ± 28 42%
Cartpole 2500 5 ×105 Power Transformer 128 15 50 213 195 ± 18 88%

Table 1: Parameterized results for all environments. All values are averages from five experiment runs.

observed only once (due to the continuous state space). The total
number of observed states is thus equal to the number of timesteps.
Therefore, if we would directly apply automata learning, the learned
MDP would have [2.1-5.6]×105 states. The learned MDPs of CAS-
TLE have [213-1122] states. Next, we discuss the results of the indi-
vidual experiments in more detail.
Acrobot. Acrobot is a two-link pendulum that is actuated by a sin-
gle joint. Its state space consists of 6-dimensional real-valued vectors
encoding link angles and angular velocities. The goal is to swing the
bottom link of the pendulum up to a target height in as few steps
as possible. The task is considered to be solved, if the target can be
achieved in 100 steps, shown as a green line in Fig. 3a. We evaluated
our method with two different dimensionality reduction techniques:
using a manually created dimensionality reduction via decision trees
and using LDA. As seen in Tab. 1, both approaches can find a model
which allows to solve the task in 42% and 4% of cases. These results
are still remarkable given that our approach computes a control pol-
icy to merely maximize the probability of solving the task, but does
not necessarily optimize for maximum rewards like RL agents. If we
reduce the goal from 100 steps to 130 steps, we observe that our mod-
els can compute a policy that reaches this goal in 82% and 35% of
cases. Fig. 3a shows the averaged gained rewards throughout learn-
ing. The red line indicates the average reward gained with manual
dimensionality reduction and the red-shaded area shows the standard
deviation of the gained area. The results for LDA-based dimension-
ality reduction are shown in blue. We can observe that the models
with manual dimensionality reduction yield to a good policy after
just 4 iterations of fine-tuning (total of 200 episodes). LDA-based
dimensionality reduction leads to policies achieving less stable, but
still high rewards.
Lunar Lander. Lunar lander is a classic rocket trajectory optimiza-
tion problem. The task is to land the rocket in the landing area as
fast as possible. At the beginning of each episode, a random force
is applied to the rocket. Its state space consists of 8-dim. vectors.
We compared our learned models for two different dim. reductions
with three DRL agents trained via stable-baselines 234. All stable-
baselines agents are able to land the rocket successfully. As shown
in Fig. 3b, the learned models are accurate enough after only 8 fine-
tuning iterations to allow the computation of a good policy. The
graphs follow the same color coding as for Acrobot, with the excep-
tion that the DRL agent results are shown with markers. We observe
a performance gap between models computed from the manually-
crafted dim. reduction and the LDA-based one. As seen in Table 1,
the policy constructed with manually-created dim. reduction success-
fully lands with a probability of 81%, compared to 35% of the LDA-
based policy. However, the policies for both models are safe and do
not crash the rocket. Through visual inspection, we found that if our
policy does not land successfully, it hovers close to the landing po-

2 https://huggingface.co/sb3/ppo-LunarLander-v2
3 https://huggingface.co/sb3/dqn-LunarLander-v2
4 https://huggingface.co/sb3/a2c-LunarLander-v2

sition. It is noteworthy that the policy computed with manual dim.
reduction even outperforms two of the DRL agents and gets close to
the third agent that was trained using PPO [33].
Mountain Car. Mountain car is a control problem, where an agent
needs to bring a car to the top of a steep hill in less than 200 steps.
Environmental states consist of 2 real values, the x-position of the car
and its velocity, therefore we perform no dimensionality reduction.
As policies computed from our learned models easily complete this
task, we compare to the mean reward of the agent we used to sam-
ple demonstration trajectories5. This reference is shown as a green
line in Fig. 3c. The dashed and dotted lines depict the mean reward
gained when learning a model over k = 128 and k = 64 clusters, re-
spectively. The red line and red-shaded area show the mean and stan-
dard deviation of the reward gained with 256 clusters. In this con-
figuration, our approach with 256 clusters computed an MDP with
363 states that leads to a slightly less performant policy than the RL
agent (-136± 28 compared to -110±19). These results indicate that
our method successfully learns close-to-optimal policies, even con-
sidering that it does not necessarily optimize for rewards, but towards
a reachability objective. We further observe that a larger value for k
leads to a better policy. This can be attributed to the fact that a larger
number of clusters helps to differentiate states during MDP learning.
Cartpole. Cartpole is a classic control problem in which an agent
needs to balance a pole attached to a cart. The task is considered
solved with a reward of 195 [6], that is, the pole is balanced for at
least 195 steps. This translate to a reward of 195 shown as a green
line in Fig. 3d. Its states are encoded as 4-dimensional real-valued
vectors. As seen in Tab. 1, our approach solved the game in 15 fine-
tuning iterations (750 episodes) with a 213-state MDP, achieving an
average reward of 195±18. Like for Mountain Car, we show the
mean and standard deviation for one configuration (k = 128) in red
and for two lower settings of k, we show the mean reward. We again
see that a larger k leads to better performance.
Hyperparameter selection. To select the appropriate number of
clusters k in k-means, we have applied the elbow method as a start-
ing heuristic. We observed that, for the considered environments, af-
ter 128 clusters the k-means inertia decreases. However, after fur-
ther experimentation, we observed that a higher number of clusters
correlates with increased performance of the model but with higher
computational costs, especially in the MDP learning. Therefore, we
consider the perceived complexity of the environment to select a con-
crete k. Since we aim for very few assumptions on the environment,
we used the number of dimensions of the original state space of each
environment as a complexity estimate.

The number of demonstration trajectories was set to 2500 for all
experiments. This value was selected to ensure enough data points to
compute sufficiently accurate dimensionality reduction and cluster-
ing accuracy. The number is further motivated by the number of train-
ing timesteps of one of the DRL agents we use for comparison. The
Mountain Car A2C agent was trained for 106 time steps, which re-

5 https://huggingface.co/sb3/a2c-MountainCar-v0
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Figure 3: Mean and standard deviation of all experiments over multiple fine-tuning iterations

quires at least 5000 episodes, as the maximum episode length is 200.
Hence, we decided on using half of that for the initialization phase
of our approach. The number of fine-tuning iterations, which we set
to 25, and episodes per iteration nsamples = 50 was selected so that
the total number of sampled trajectories is half of the demonstration
trajectories. This setting ensures relatively low sampling compared to
RL agents, while the results indicate that the fine-tuning of the model
can converge to a close-to-optimal solution in a few iterations.

IOALERGIA’s ϵ parameterwas set to 0.005 for all experiments. We
experimented with other values, with minimal impact on model qual-
ity. As pointed by [9]: "The algorithm behaved robustly with respect
to the choice of parameter epsilon".

Furthermore, we observed that our approach is robust w.r.t. the
maximal belief size, therefore we set bn = 4 for all experiments.
Discussion. Our experiments show that CASTLE learns determin-
istic labeled MDPs with sufficient fidelity to compute policies that
solve control tasks in their respective environments. The approach
has a sample complexity comparable to DRL. For each task, we have
sampled 2500 trajectories, plus additional 1250 trajectories per re-
finement iteration. For example, let’s analyze the number of time
steps for the Mountain Car experiment. We sample the environment
for approx. 3× 105 time steps to sample the initial trajectories, plus
additional 1.9× 105 steps for the fine-tuning, which is = 4.9× 105

time steps in total. This is less then the sampling performed for the
A2C agent that we use for comparison, which was trained for 106

time steps. In its current form, the runtime of CASTLE is slightly
higher than of DRL due to the absence of GPU-accelerated compu-
tation. On average, a single experiment for each of the case studies
took between 60 and 90 minutes, but this runtime could be improved.

While policies computed via CASTLE solved all tasks, they of-
ten achieved lower reward than DRL agents. This was to be expected
since our learned models do not consider rewards and only optimize

for successfully solving the task. We leave including rewards in the
learned models to future work. However, please note that the main
goal of learning a compact environmental model is not to beat the
performance of advanced deep RL agents. Rather, having a compact
environmental model offers many possibilities to evaluate and to ex-
plain the decision-making of DRL agents.

8 Conclusion
We proposed an automata learning approach for learning discrete, ab-
stract MDP models of environments with continuous state space and
unknown stochastic dynamics. The learning is split into two phases,
a passive and an active phase. In the first phase, we learn an initial
model from a given set of sampled trajectories. To prepare the data
for learning, we compute a state abstraction by applying dimension-
ality reduction, clustering, and labeling of states. In the second phase,
we incrementally improve the accuracy of the learned model by ac-
tively sampling additional trajectories and use them for learning a
new model. For sampling, we compute policies that maximize the
probability of solving the task in the learned model via probabilis-
tic model checking. We showcase the potential of our approach by
solving popular control problems available in OpenAI gym [7]. In
some instances, the computed policies of the learned model achieve
even higher rewards than DRL agents although we do not explicitly
optimize for rewards.

We see several promising avenues for future work. First, we want
to use CASTLE to evaluate trained RL agents for challenging ap-
plication domains. The learned models can be used to analyze the
agent’s decision-making in crucial states. Furthermore, in case we
detect incorrect behavior, we want to study how we can use the mod-
els to explain the detected issue and to guide the retraining of an
agent to repair its policy. Another interesting line of research would
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be to use the learned models as runtime monitors to detect poten-
tially unsafe behavior of the agent during execution. Furthermore, we
want to study whether the computed policies over the learned mod-
els can be used to enforce safety during runtime (aka shielding [4]).
Finally, we see several possible algorithmic extensions. For example,
we want to enhance the learned MDPs with rewards to improve the
rewards gained by the computed policies.
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