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Abstract
Despite significant progress in AI and decision-
making technologies in safety-critical fields, chal-
lenges remain in verifying the correctness of deci-
sion output schemes and verification-result driven
design. We propose correctness learning (CL) to
enhance human-AI collaboration integrating de-
ductive verification methods and insights from his-
torical high-quality schemes. The typical pattern
hidden in historical high-quality schemes, such
as change of task priorities in shared resources,
provides critical guidance for intelligent agents in
learning and decision-making. By utilizing de-
ductive verification methods, we proposed patten-
driven correctness learning (PDCL), formally mod-
eling and reasoning the adaptive behaviors—or
“correctness pattern”—of system agents based on
historical high-quality schemes, capturing the log-
ical relationships embedded within these schemes.
Using this logical information as guidance, we es-
tablish a correctness judgment and feedback mech-
anism to steer the intelligent decision model to-
ward the “correctness pattern” reflected in his-
torical high-quality schemes. Extensive experi-
ments across multiple working conditions and core
parameters validate the framework’s components
and demonstrate its effectiveness in improving
decision-making and resource optimization.

1 Introduction
With the growing adoption of intelligent decision-making
support systems (IDSS) in safety-critical domains such as
smart manufacturing ([Li et al., 2022]), transportation ([Visan
et al., 2022]), and electricity management ([Mansouri et al.,
2023]), the demand for enhanced system correctness, relia-
bility and trustworthiness has increased.

The correctness of IDSS generally refers to its ability to
produce accurate outputs for valid inputs. “Correctness” is
defined relative to human judgment ([Sokol and Vogt, 2024]),
assuming that humans can make correct judgments. Thus,
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an IDSS is considered correct if and only if, for any input,
the judgments made by humans and the system are identi-
cal. Reinforcement learning from human feedback (RLHF)
guides the agents to converge in the right direction by provid-
ing interactive feedback to the decision model[Kaufmann et
al., 2023]. However, human evaluation on decision-making
outcomes in complex logical tasks is often imprecise, limited
by individual experience, preferences, and intuition. These
limitations pose significant challenges for effectively training
decision models.

Formal verification constitutes a rigorous mathematics-
based technology for the specification, verification, and de-
sign of computation systems, serving as a crucial approach to
enhance and ensure the correctness of these systems. Formal
verification techniques are primarily categorized, according
to methodological classifications, into deductive verification,
model checking, and abstract interpretation. Integrating for-
mal verification into IDSS has emerged as a significant re-
search focus ([Verma et al., 2019; Beard and Baheri, 2022;
Hunt et al., 2021; Kouvaros, 2023; Ghosh, 2023]). Recent ef-
forts have explored verifying intelligent decision-making al-
gorithms using formal verification techniques such as model
checking ([Krichen et al., 2022; Fu et al., 2018]) and abstract
interpretation ([Landers and Doryab, 2023; Albarghouthi et
al., 2021]). However, these studies have yet to fully ad-
dress the verifiability challenges posed by IDSS in decision-
making contexts, including the need for more complete cor-
rectness proofs of decision output schemes, the implemen-
tation of compositional reasoning for intelligent decision-
making, and the development of a formal-specification-driven
design framework.

As another formal verification technique, deductive verifi-
cation employs formal languages, semantics, logical reason-
ing, and theorem proving tool to ensure the correctness of
computation systems. Beyond verification, this technique fa-
cilitates a deep understanding of the system behavior[Wolf-
man and Weld, 1999], which in turn aids in guiding the design
of the system. Adapting and applying the deductive reason-
ing techniques to the field of intelligent decision-making is an
alternative way to deal with the problems mentioned above.
However, formal verification approaches based on deductive
reasoning remain relatively underexplored in IDSS. This lim-
itation arises because deductive verification requires a formal
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Figure 1: Overview of the proposed correctness learning framework PDCL. In the first stage, a hierarchical reinforcement learning (HRL)
model is constructed to generate output schemes. In the second stage, typical correctness patterns (task priorities) of historical high-quality
schemes and output schemes are formally proved in Coq and feedback is given to the model based on the degree of pattern matching.

definition of correctness and a clear understanding of the prin-
ciples underlying the target system’s operation, both of which
remain unresolved in this field.

To bridge this gap, we focus on ensuring the correct-
ness of output instructions generated by IDSS while pro-
viding precise descriptions and specifications of the behav-
ior of agents, rather than formalizing the inherently complex
decision-making process. By doing so, we introduce deduc-
tive verification into intelligent decision-making models for
the first time, and propose correctness learning (CL) with the
following core concept: verifying the correctness of the de-
cision output instructions (i.e., decision schemes). Simulta-
neously, it deduces, specifies, and symbolically describes the
hidden and cumulative behavior of agents from the execution
process of the instructions, and then sets a benchmark with
respect to the formalized agents’ behavior to guide the evolu-
tion of the learning model along with the expected direction.

In sight of the above, we propose a pattern-driven correct-
ness learning (PDCL): taking historical high-quality schemes
as the benchmark for correctness, by identifying the behav-
ioral patterns in historical high-quality schemes, the ”cor-
rectness pattern” in historical schemes is injected into the
decision-making model to improve performance. Specifi-
cally, first, we decouple the process decision from resource
allocation, executing them separately at the upper and the
lower layers. At the lower layer, we train a resource allo-
cation network, which, upon convergence, is integrated into
the upper-layer environment to provide real-time feedback for
the process decision network. Simultaneously, the process
decision network is trained to handle scheduling processes,

ultimately generating complete scheduling schemes. Second,
we conduct deductive verification of historical high-quality
schemes utilizing the mathematical reasoning capabilities of
separation logic for shared resource allocation and manage-
ment. By modeling, analyzing, and reasoning the scheme ex-
ecution, we symbolically describe the typical “pattern” such
as local resource utilization, allocation and release, resource
occupation, and task prioritization. Third, deductive verifi-
cation ensures the correctness of decision output schemes of
the decision model and evaluates the extent to which the inter-
mediate output schemes of the decision model exhibiting the
typical pattern match historical high-quality schemes. A re-
ward mechanism, based on the principle that a higher match-
ing degree with these patterns yields higher rewards, incen-
tivizes the model to adjust toward the desired direction. This
approach enables the model to surpass traditional scheduling
methods, achieving more efficient resource allocation.

Overall, the contributions of this paper are as follows:

• We are the first to introduce deductive verification into
IDSS, and propose correctness learning, accomplishing
the verification of decision schemes and the symbolic
description of the behavior of agents, by which estab-
lishing a novel learning mechanism.

• We propose a pattern-driven correctness learning, which
effectively combines the insights derived from histori-
cal high-quality experiences with the robust exploratory
capabilities of intelligent learning algorithms.

• We extensively evaluate PDCL across different working
conditions, the performance of the four benchmark al-



gorithms improved by an average of 8.4%, 3.9%, 1.6%,
and 5.7%, respectively, and we also analyze the impact
of core parameters on the effectiveness of PDCL.

2 Related Work
2.1 Reinforcement Learning for Human Feedback
[Christiano et al., 2017] introduced human experience to as-
sist model learning in deep reinforcement learning. Sub-
sequently, several scholars studied the intricate interaction
between human experience and intelligent agents[Kaufmann
et al., 2023; Chakraborty et al., 2024; Zhang et al., 2024;
Crochepierre et al., 2022]. We focus on the sources of feed-
back information for intelligent agents, including large lan-
guage models (LLMs), human experience, and logical rea-
soning. [Brooks et al., 2023] implemented policy iteration
using a contextual learning mechanism over an LLM, en-
abling it to perform reinforcement learning tasks without ex-
pert demonstrations or gradients. [Cao et al., 2024] leveraged
logical rules derived from the environment to decompose task
goals and guide agents to enhance human-AI perception and
collaboration. Compared to the above methods, we alleviate
the inherent limitations of current machine learning methods
in terms of explainability by embedding verification based on
deductive reasoning into the learning process.

2.2 Safe Reinforcement Learning
Safety reinforcement learning is divided into constrained re-
inforcement learning[Bai et al., 2023; Bharadhwaj et al.,
2020], shielded reinforcement learning[Carr et al., 2023;
Beard and Baheri, 2022; Odriozola-Olalde et al., 2023]
and risk-constrained policy gradients [Xiao et al., 2024].
Shielded reinforcement learning combines formal verifica-
tion with reinforcement learning and introduces “shielding”
to verify whether the agent’s behavior is safe and check shield
dangerous behaviors. The above work only focused on pro-
cess reliability, limiting the decision path to a range of satis-
fying properties, and did not consider using theorem-proving
methods to embed the correctness of decision results to help
improve decision-making effects.

3 Problem Formulation
In this section, we formally define scenario modeling and in-
troduce it in detail.
Definition 1 (Operation). An operation is a two-entry tuple
o = (w, t), where w represents the resources required by the
operation and t represents the execution duration of the oper-
ation.
Definition 2 (Task). A task is a two-entry tuple τ = (O, β),
where O is a set representing the operations required to com-
plete a task, and the set of operations contained in a task must
be executed sequentially. β represents the progress of task
completion.
Definition 3 (Equipment). An equipment can be represented
as a two-entry tuple e = (w, n), where w represents the type
of resources that the equipment can provide and n represents
the number of workstations that the equipment can provide.

Definition 4 (Car). A car is a two-entry tuple c = (l, b),
where l represents the location and b represents whether it is
available.
Definition 5 (Job ). Given a set of tasks Γ associated with a
set of O, a set of C and a set of equipment E, job scheduling
assigns appropriate devices e ∈ E to perform a job based on
the resources required by operation o ∈ O of task τ ∈ Γ.
Its goal, T g is to minimize the total completion time of each
batch of tasks, which can be defined as

T g = min
∑
τ∈Γ

∑
o∈O

∑
e∈E

T e(τ, o) + Tw(τ, e ∨ c) (1)

where T e represents the time required for the task to execute
the job, and Tw represents the time the task waits for the al-
location of equipment or car.

4 Algorithm
In this section, we describe the construction of hierarchi-
cal reinforcement learning, deductive verification, and model
training in detail. The overview is shown in Figure1.

4.1 Hierarchical Reinforcement Learning
Lower-layer Model
States sl: The state space of the lower-layer model at time
t is defined as: sl = (τt, E

l
t, C

l
t), where τt represents the

state matrix of one task, El
t represents the state matrix of the

equipments, Cl
t is the state matrix of the cars. The initial state

of the car is randomly generated.
Actions al: The lower-layer model selects the most suitable
car from multiple available cars to complete the task. The
action space is defined as alt ∈ {0, 1, 2, · · · , i, · · · ,K}. The
action alt = 0 indicates to keep waiting and not select a car,
al = i indicates the specific serial number of selected cars,
and K is the total number of cars.
Reward function rl: The lower-layer model reward func-
tion consists of the task reward rlx and the process reward rly ,
expressed as rl = rp + rq , where rp is the task reward R
obtained when the task reaches the target location, and R is a
constant. rq is the immediate feedback during the task and is
defined as

rq =



2, ∃Cl
d,t = 1 ∧ alt = d

1, ∀Cl
t = −1 ∧ alt = 0

−2, ∃Cl
t = 1 ∧ alt = 0

−2, ∀Cl
t = −1 ∧ alt ̸= 0

−2, ∃Cl
t = 1 ∧ Cl

d,t = −1 ∧ alt = d

(2)

1) If both the equipment and car are idle and an action is
assigned to the agent, a reward is given. 2) If there is no idle
time for the equipment or car when the agent chooses to wait,
a rewarded is given. 3) If the agent chooses to allocate when
there is no idle time on the equipment or car, a penalty is
imposed. 4) If there is no idle time for equipment and cars,
but actions are assigned to the agent, a penalty is imposed. 5)
If the cars are idle, a non-idle car is assigned to the agent, and
a penalty is imposed.
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Figure 2: Schematic diagram of the two-tier resource heap model of
the job scheduling system.

Upper-layer Model
States su: The state space of the upper-layer model at time
t is defined as: su = (Γt, E

u
t , C

u
t , Ft), where Γt represents

the state matrix of tasks, Eu
t represents the state matrix of the

equipment, Cu
t is the state matrix of the car, and Ft is used to

describe the completion progress of job scheduling.
Actions au: The action space contains the set of task schedul-
ing decisions that can be executed in different states. It is
defined as au ∈ {1, · · · , i, · · · , N}. Among them, aut = i
means that the i-th task selected in a given state is assigned to
the equipment.
Reward function ru: ru: The upper-layer model focuses on
the overall task completion, and the reward value is defined
as rut = rx + ry + rz . rx is determined by the maximum
time spent on each decision-making process. The smaller
the time difference between two consecutive decisions, the
higher the parallelism of the two tasks on the timeline. This
reward mechanism encourages the agent to increase task par-
allelism to improve overall task efficiency. rx is defined as:

rx =
Mold −Mnew

5000
(3)

M represents the maximum value of the overall time step of
the system after the execution of the job scheduling mission.
This parameter reflects the maximum time required at the be-
ginning of the mission.

ry is used to constrain the decision-making behavior and
impose penalties when the task reaches the target location and
is still selected. It is defined as:

ry = −1− (N − Ft)

N
(4)

N is a constant used to represent the completion progress of
job scheduling.

After each round of training, if the scheme obtained can
complete all tasks, we will verify the current scheme. By
comparing the output scheme with the historical high-quality
scheme, get rz according to the matching degree, defined as:

rz = −α ∗ (µmatch − µtotal/2) (5)

where µmatch represents the matching degree between the
pattern obtained in the output scheme and the historical high-
quality scheme, and α is the weight coefficient.

4.2 Deductive Verification
Formal model of the job scheduling system
Based on separation logic, the behavior of the job schedul-
ing system is formally modeled as a two-layer, resource-

separated, two-tier heap structure model, as shown in Fig-
ure2. The core components of this model are the “car re-
source heap” (i.e., HeapsC in the Figure2) and the “loca-
tion resource heap” (i.e., HeapsL in the Figure2, the loca-
tion of the equipment). The car resource heap establishes a
relationship between the “mapping from task to car” and the
“mapping from the car to location” while ensuring the mutual
independence of the car resources. Conversely, the location
resource heap is used to describe the underlying operation
mode of the transport task, in which each location represents
a shared deployable resource. By doing so, this model pos-
sesses sufficient expressive power to describe the behavior of
the job scheduling system, encompassing 1) the interrelation-
ship between the two types of resources, 2) the sequence of
workflow execution process established within the scheme,
3) cooperative scheduling among multiple tasks, and 4) the
prolongation of resource occupancy resulting from extensive
resource sharing.

1 Function benchmark() 8 … 15 … 22 …

2 … 9 1
8
3 : ( );c n plan 16 2: # .1;j t 23 0

3 2: ( );c n plan

3 1
0
1 : ( );c n plan 10 8

8
3 ;,( )t catt 17 1 jwhile do 24 0

0
3 ;,( )t catt

4 10
0 ;: ( )t c asgn 11 8.1;t1stexe 18 8.1;t1stexe 25 …

5 … 12 … 19 : 1;j j  26 end

6 0.1;t1stexe 13 8
1 2 3 4: ( , , );c n n n plan 20 end while

7 0 .1;tfree 14 8
8
1 ;,( )t catt 21 8 .1;tfree

Figure 3: Modeling program of the historical high-quality schemes
(simplified)

Modeling language of the job scheduling system
Based on the aforementioned two-tier resource heap model,
a modeling language for the job scheduling system called
MLJSS is constructed. It primarily describes the resource
allocation and management operations during the actual exe-
cution of the operation scheme. In the following, the syntax
of the modeling language is defined, along with its computa-
tional state and operational semantics.
Definition 6. The full syntax of the expressions and com-
mands of MLJSS is given as follows:

e := n,m, ... | x, y, ... |e1 + e2 |e1 − e2 |e1 × e2 |#ce |#t

be := e1=e2 |e1≤e2 |true | false |¬be |be1∨be2 |be1∧be2
te := null |fin | t1, t2, ... | te · ce | te1 · te2
ce := null | n,m, ... | ca1 , ca2 , ... | t.e
C := x := e |C;C ′ | if be then C else C ′ |while be do C ′

|t := asgn (ce∗) |att (t, ce∗) |free t.e|comp t

|ca := plan (e) |add (ca, e) |x := {ce.e}|1stexe t.e
(6)

where e is written for location expressions, be for Boolean
expressions, te for task expressions, ce for car expressions,
and C for commands (including the standard IMP command
inherited in the first line and the newly added task and car
operation commands in the last two lines).

The computational state of the modeling language MLJSS

is defined as a quintuple, i.e., a state σ ∈ States is of the
form (sT , sC , sL, hC , hL) ∈ StoresT ×StoresC×StoresL×
HeapsC ×HeapsL.



Algorithm 1 Hierarchical reinforcement learning decision
model training
Input: The maximum number of training steps T , trained
lower-layer policy network πθl , upper-layer policy network
πθu reward coefficient α, query function fun, verification
tools Coq, the historical high-quality scheme h,constant N .
Output: tuple (sut , aut , rut , sut+1).

1: while T do
2: The upper-layer policy network πθu selects an action

aut based on the state sut .
3: Obtain the lower-layer state slt based on the upper-level

action aut and the current state sut .
4: Use the trained lower-layer policy network πθl to di-

rectly generate the action alt.
5: Execute the lower-layer action aut and obtain the next

state slt+1 from the lower-layer environment.
6: Update the upper-layer state to get sut+1 based on the

lower-layer state slt+1.
7: Get rewards rut = rx + ry
8: if Ft = N then
9: rut = α ∗ fun(Coq(sut ), Coq(h)) + rut

10: end if
11: end while
12: return experience tuple (sut , aut , rut , sut+1)

Definition 7. The operational semantics for the plan com-
mand of MLJSS is given below as an example. The complete
semantics is given in Appendix B.

cc ∈ C − dom(hC)andloc1, ..., locn ∈ Loc− dom(hL)
⟨ca := plan (e) , σ⟩⇝ (sT , [sC | ca : cc], sL, [hC | cc :
(loc1, ..., locn)], [hL | loc1 : [[e1]]σ, ..., locn : [[en]]σ])

(7)
Intuitively, this command plans the process undertaken by car
c; that is, it assigns a location sequence to the car based on
the order of the workflow, and the corresponding operation
duration value of each location constitutes sequence ē.

Correctness verification of the schemes
The correctness of a scheme can be ensured by describing
the scheme as a modeling program by MLJSS and check-
ing whether the execution behavior of this program is as ex-
pected according to the operational semantics of MLJSS. We
subsequently demonstrate our verification method by proving
the sample modeling program in Figure3, which describes
the dynamic implementation process of the historical high-
quality schemes. The sample program involves the allocation
and management of two types of resources, cars, and loca-
tions, also known as the resource consumption reference in
the real-world engineering field. To enhance readability, we
isolate two of the shared resource sub-tasks in the scheme for
demonstration. This is feasible because of the local reasoning
strategy in separation logic, permitting our reasoning locally
to focus only on the sub-resource heap that is mutated and
ignore all others.
Proof sketch. Starting from a given initial state (sT , sC , sL,
hC , hL)(Line 2), according to the order of the workflow in

the scheme, a car c01 is planned to perform an operation of
the first phase of one task at an implicit location loc11 with
operation duration n1(Line 3), and a task t0 is subsequently
assigned to this car (Line 4). By the operational semantics of
the plan and asgn commands, the initial state is transitioned
to ([sT |t0 :cc1], [sC |c01 :cc1], sL, [hC |cc1 : (loc11)], [hL|loc11 :
n1]). We then execute the first item of the sequence of op-
erations associated with task t0, that is, removing the first
item of the location sequence corresponding to the car re-
source cc1 in hC and releasing the corresponding location
resource loc11 from hL(Line 6). Subsequently, we release
the car resource cc1, whose content value is required to be
an empty sequence null, corresponding to the first oper-
ation of task t0 from hC , that is, c01. The state is now
([sT |t0 : null], [sC |c01 : cc1], sL, hC , hL). In Line 9, a new
car c83 is planned for an operation of the first phase of one
task at the same location loc11 of the first operation of task
t0, which is previously released in the previous step, and then
attach this car to the end of an existing task t8 (Line 10), thus
obtaining a state ([sT |t8 : cc3], [sC |c83 : cc3], sL, [hC |cc3 :
(loc11)], [hL|loc11 :n1]). The first operation of task t8 is then
executed in Line 11 in a similar manner to Line 6, resulting
in a state ([sT |t8 : cc3], [sC |c83 : cc3], sL, [hC |cc3 :null], hL).
Subsequently, in Line 13, the released car cc1 is activated
again and is planned to undertake three consecutive phases
of the task t8, allocating three new location resource loc20,
loc30 and loc40, and their corresponding operation duration
form a sequence (n1, n2, n3). After attaching this car to task
t8 in Line 14, state ([sT |t8 : cc1], [sC |c81 : cc1], sL, [hC |cc1 :
(loc20, loc30, loc40)], [hL|loc40 : n4|loc30 : n3|loc20 : n2]) is
obtained. Through the command between Line 16 and Line
20, involving a while loop, the three phases of the task t8 are
executed successively. After removing the corresponding car
resource c81 from task t8 in Line 21, state ([sT |t8 :null], [sC |
c81 : cc3], sL, hC , hL) is obtained. Subsequently, the second
phase of the task t0 is deployed in Line 23-24, resulting in a
state ([sT |t0 :cc3], [sC |c03 :cc3], sL, [hC |cc3 : (loc20)], [hL|
loc20 : n2]). The remainder describes the subsequent imple-
mentation of the scheme; therefore, it is not repeated.

In contrast to task t8, which can be assigned and executed
continuously in Lines 9-21, task t0 was divided into two task
phases. Thus, the first and second stages start at Lines 3
and 23, respectively, to meet the established process timing
of the scheme. The transformation relation between configu-
rations shows that the two task-running processes share two
locations, namely, loc11 and loc20, and meet the established
requirements of the scheme. Thus, the t0 task at loc11 has a
higher sequential priority, whereas the t8 task at loc20 has a
higher sequential priority. In the above verification process,
we identified and symbolically represented the hidden phe-
nomenon of the stable operation of the job scheduling system,
such as the law of change in the priority of workflow under
resource preemption.

Formal Development in Coq
Based on the above formalization, we implemented the mod-
eling language MLASS in proof assistant Coq, in which we
interactively verified the correctness of the historical high-
quality schemes(as described in Figure3) and the intelligent



Table 1: Test results of different algorithms and different algorithms with rule-guided strategies across ten task scenarios and twelve task
scenarios. Four indicators are used for evaluation: completion time (ComT, lower the better), cumulative reward (CumR, higher the better),
decision time (DecT, higher the better), and training time (TraT).

Method Ten Tasks Twelve Tasks

ComT ↓ CumR↑ DecT↓ TraT ComT ↓ CumR↑ DecT↓ TraT
DQN 64 -0.0128 52.37 430 68 -0.0136 59.97 524

DDQN 60 -0.0120 20.41 355 71 -0.0142 46.05 1026
Dueling DQN 58 -0.0116 22.47 354 68 -0.0136 24.39 313

PPO 63 -0.0126 79.72 324 80 -0.0160 80.97 417
DQN & PDCL 58 -0.0116 53.46 496 63 -0.0126 64.24 930

DDQN & PDCL 57 -0.0114 21.70 359 69 -0.0138 56.92 1204
Dueling DQN & PDCL 57 -0.0114 24.12 371 67 -0.0134 25.71 412

PPO & PDCL 59 -0.0118 80.91 425 76 -0.0152 83.10 561

Table 2: The test results of different algorithms and different al-
gorithms with rule-guided strategies across ten task scenarios after
adjusting the learning rate.

Method ComT ↓ CumR↑ DecT↑ TraT
DQN 57 -0.0114 67.13 372

DDQN 56 -0.0112 40.07 890
Dueling DQN 56 -0.0112 66.17 438

PPO 75 -0.0150 75.33 607
DQN & PDCL 56 -0.0112 69.24 382

DDQN & PDCL 56 -0.0112 45.05 1081
Dueling DQN & PDCL 56 -0.0112 67.64 971

PPO & PDCL 74 -0.0148 77.77 649

decision model output scheme, and symbolically analyzed the
pattern contained in the scheme. The development is avail-
able online at the following URL. A diagram of the Coq de-
ployment is given in Appendix C.

With this tool, one can write the scheme to be verified into
a modeling program and interactively prove the termination
and execution correctness of this modeling program to en-
sure the correctness of the scheme. Moreover, during verifi-
cation, the transformation relationship between the configu-
rations of the execution process of operation commands can
be analyzed based on the operational semantics of the corre-
sponding commands. This symbolically describes the hidden
and cumulative adaptive behavior properties and pattern of
the subject within the operating system.

4.3 Model Training
As shown in Algorithm 1, the upper-layer model is trained to
ensure the processing of a single task. At this stage, the low-
layer model focuses on the car’s allocation. Subsequently,
the upper-layer module obtains state slt based on state sut and
action sut+1. The action is generated using the trained low-
layer model; the bottom-level action is executed; the next
state slt+1 is obtained from the execution model environment;
and the top-level state is updated with state slt+1 to obtain
Sl
t+1 and the reward value rut . To better conduct interac-

tive training, we abstract the resource priority transforma-

Table 3: The test results of different algorithms and different al-
gorithms with rule-guided strategies across ten task scenarios after
adjusting the activation function.

Method ComT ↓ CumR↑ DecT↑ TraT
DQN 57 -0.0114 50.98 799

DDQN - -1.0453 50.46 475
Dueling DQN - -1.1588 52.94 423

PPO 61 -0.0122 78.93 226
DQN & PDCL 56 -0.0112 59.82 856

DDQN & PDCL - -1.0616 53.49 627
Dueling DQN & PDCL 56 -0.0112 66.57 648

PPO & PDCL 59 -0.0118 80.75 227

tion phenomenon found in the deductive reasoning process
into rules to verify the degree of pattern matching between
the output plan and the historical high-quality plan. The de-
sign of the reward mechanism follows the principle that the
more rules are matched, the greater the reward value, so that
the model breaks through the original scheduling plan and
achieves more efficient resource allocation.

5 Experimental Evaluation
5.1 Experimental Setting
Simulation environment. Simulation environment reference
[Yujie et al., 2023] construction. In the simulation scenario,
each task consists of five operations that must be executed
in sequence. Equipment is divided into five categories, each
supporting different operations, and each piece of equipment
has a different number of workstations. Cars provide general
resources. Different operations require a car and correspond-
ing equipment to be performed. We do not consider the car’s
transit time. The car and equipment can only be obtained
by one operation at a time and released after completion. The
experiment built two simulation scenarios for evaluation. The
first scenario includes ten tasks, three cars, and the number of
workstations in the five pieces of equipment were two, two,
two, one, and two. The second scenario included 12 tasks,
and the number of workstations in the five pieces of equip-
ment was the same as that in the first scenario. Machine learn-



Figure 4: Results of different algorithms and joint pattern guidance
on 10 tasks.

ing methods are trained with Intel i9-14900K CPU, GTX4090
GPU a, 64GB RAM or Intel i7-13900K CPU, GTX4080 GPU
a,32GB RAM. The same algorithm was tested on the same
computer to ensure the readiness of the verification results.
Evaluation metrics. Completion time (ComT), cumula-
tive reward (CumR), decision time (DecT), and training time
(TraT) were used as metrics to measure the performance of
the above methods, where ComT is the time slice length of
tasks completed in one period in minutes. CumR is the total
value of the rewards accumulated in one period. DecT is the
total time required to assign a specified number of tasks using
the trained model in milliseconds. TraT is the total time spent
training for one period in minutes.
Compared approaches. The algorithms we use are imple-
mented from [Raffin et al., 2021]. The lower-layer model
training uniformly uses PPO, whereas the upper-layer model
uses DQN, PPO, DDQN ,and Dueling DQN. We then added
pattern mateching to the environment to guide retraining of
the decision model. During training, all the models main-
tained fixed hyperparameters relative to themselves. PPO was
trained for 10 million steps, with Tanh as the activation func-
tion, while DQN, DDQN, and Dueling DQN were trained for
5 million steps, with Sigmoid as the activation function. Ex-
cept for Dueling DQN with a learning rate of 2e-5 in the 12-
task scenario, the learning rate of other scenarios was uni-
formly set to 2e-4.

5.2 Result Analysis
Simulation environment 1. Table 1 lists the performance
of the different algorithms and the addition of rpattern guid-
ance in simulation environment 1. From the perspective of
the cumulative completion time, after adding pattern guid-
ance, the effects of DQN, DDQN, Dueling DQN, and PPO
were improved by 9.4%, 3.4%, 1.8%, and 6.4%, respectively.
Regarding training time, the time of each algorithm increased
significantly compared with that without pattern guidance be-
cause the agent can conduct more exploration in each epoch
under pattern guidance (Figure 4). After adding pattern guid-
ance during the training process, the average cumulative re-
ward per round was much higher than that without adding
pattern guidance. Simultaneously, regarding response time,
after adding pattern guidance, it increased by 1.09 ms, 1.39
ms, 1.65 ms, and 1.1 ms, respectively, which did not affect the
real-time performance of the algorithm. To improve perfor-

Figure 5: Results of different algorithms and joint pattern guidance
on 12 tasks.

mance, only a minimal compromise in real time was required.
Simulation environment 2. To further explore the effects of
different operating conditions on CFL, we conducted a set of
experiments by increasing the operating conditions from 10
to 12. As shown in Table 1, the completion times of DQN,
DDQN, Dueling DQN, and PPO were reduced by 5 min, 2
min, 3.4 min, and 4 min, respectively. As shown in Fig-
ure 5, after adding pattern guidance, the number of schedul-
ing tasks completed by each algorithm was significantly im-
proved compared with the number without pattern guidance.
Additional experiment1. We set the learning rate to 2e-5. As
shown in Table 2, after adding pattern guidance, the schedul-
ing times of Dueling DQN and PPO reduced by 1 and 2 min,
respectively, which proves that our framework remains effec-
tive after adjusting the learning rate. Although the effects of
DQN and DDQN did not improve, we found that this was
close to the optimal solution. However, the Appendi A shows
that the speed and training stability significantly improved af-
ter adding pattern guidance.
Additional experiment2. We set the activation function to
ReLU, and PPO was trained to change to 5 million steps. As
shown in Table 3, although the response and training times of
each algorithm increased slightly after adding pattern guid-
ance, the scheduling effect improved, which was acceptable.
Notably, before adding pattern guidance, the Dueling DQN
could not converge; however, after adding pattern guidance,
it completed the scheduling task. Therefore, the model can
better complete the scheduling task after learning the priority
of the resource allocation. Simultaneously, after adjusting the
hyperparameters, the pattern guidance remains effective.

6 Conclusion
We propose correctness learning incorporating deductive ver-
ification and historical high-quality schemes. Leveraging the
reasoning capabilities of separation logic applied to shared
resources, we model and reason the task priorities hidden in
the scheme. The matching degree between the task priorities
in the model output scheme and the task priorities in the high-
quality scheme guides the training process, which effectively
combines the historical experience with the exploratory capa-
bility of the reinforcement learning. The experimental results
demonstrate that our method enables multiple algorithms to
surpass their original performance in diverse conditions. In
the future we will identify more general pattern by analyzing



more historical high-quality schemes. Additionally, we will
investigate the different importance of different pattern within
the overall decision-making framework.
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