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While reinforcement learning (RL) algorithms have been successfully applied to numerous tasks, their reliance on neural networks
makes their behavior difficult to understand and trust. Counterfactual explanations are human-friendly explanations that offer users
actionable advice on how to alter the model inputs to achieve the desired output from a black-box system. However, current approaches
to generating counterfactuals in RL ignore the stochastic and sequential nature of RL tasks and can produce counterfactuals which are
difficult to obtain or do not deliver the desired outcome. In this work, we propose RACCER, the first RL-specific approach to generating
counterfactual explanations for the behaviour of RL agents. We first propose and implement a set of RL-specific counterfactual
properties that ensure easily reachable counterfactuals with highly-probable desired outcomes. We use a heuristic tree search of
agent’s execution trajectories to find the most suitable counterfactuals based on the defined properties. We evaluate RACCER in two
tasks as well as conduct a user study to show that RL-specific counterfactuals help users better understand agent’s behavior compared
to the current state-of-the-art approaches.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Reinforcement learning (RL) algorithms have shown remarkable success in many fields in the recent years and are
being developed for high-risk areas such as healthcare and autonomous driving [1]. However, RL algorithms often use
neural networks to represent their policies, which makes them difficult to understand and hinders their applicability to
real-life tasks. Explainable RL (XRL) is a growing research field that addresses the need for improving the understanding
of black-box RL models. XRL compiles research in developing methods for explaining RL models both locally, focusing
on a decision in a specific state, and globally, explaining the behavior of a model as a whole [21]. For example, saliency
maps are a local explanation method that is used to identify parts of the image that most contributed to a decision in a
specific state [10, 22]. On a global level, RL models have been distilled into interpretable formats, such as decision trees
[4]. However, most methods in XRL generate explanations targeted at developers and expert users. Such explanations
often deal in low-level, domain-specific terms which are not easy to comprehend for non-expert users. Non-expert
users require more abstract, high-level explanations, that help them better understand and interact with the system.
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Counterfactual explanations are local user-friendly explanations for interpreting decisions of black-box algorithms.
In machine learning, counterfactuals are defined as an answer to the question: “Given that the black-box model M outputs

𝐴 for input features 𝑓1, ..., 𝑓𝑘 , how can the features change to elicit output B from M?” [25]. Counterfactual explanations
can help users by giving them actionable advice on how to change their input to obtain a desired output. For example, a
user rejected for a loan by an AI system, might not only be interested to know why the decision was made, but also how
they can improve their application, in order to be approved in the future. Additionally, counterfactuals are inherent to
human reasoning, as we rely on them to assign blame and understand events [3].

In the recent years, numerous methods for generating counterfactual explanations for supervised learning tasks have
been proposed [5, 14, 15, 18, 20, 23, 26]. The majority of these methods rely on optimizing counterfactual properties such
as proximity, sparsity and data manifold closeness, which leads to the a realistic and easily obtainable counterfactual
instance. In RL, to the best of our knowledge, there currently exists only one approach for generating counterfactual
explanations. Olson et al. [19] use generative deep learning to create counterfactual explanations and rely on the
same feature-based properties proximity, sparsity and data manifold closeness used in supervised learning to guide
the generating process. However, relying on these traditional counterfactual properties in RL tasks can result in
counterfactuals that are similar in features to the original instance but difficult to reach, due to the sequential nature of
RL tasks or do not deliver the desired output with certainty, due to stochasticity in the RL environment [8]. Previous
work recognizes that counterfactual explanations can suggest user potentially life-changing actions and as such carry
great responsibility [8]. Offering users counterfactuals which are not easy to reach or do not deliver on the promised
outcome can cost users substantial time, and cause them to lose trust in the AI system.

In this work, we propose RACCER (Reachable And Certain Counterfactual Explanations for Reinforcement Learning),
to the best of our knowledge the first approach for generating counterfactual explanations for RL tasks which takes
into account the sequential and stochastic nature of the RL framework. Firstly, we propose three novel RL-specific
counterfactual properties – reachability, stochastic certainty and cost-efficiency, that should be considered instead of
the commonly used proximity, sparsity and data manifold closeness properties when searching for easily obtainable
counterfactuals. These counterfactual properties rely on the stochastic and sequential nature of RL tasks and ensure
that counterfactuals are easy to reach and deliver the desired outcome with high probability. RACCER searches for
the most suitable counterfactual by optimizing a loss function consisting of the three RL-specific properties using
heuristic tree search of agent’s execution tree. We evaluate RACCER in two environments of varying complexity –
Stochastic GridWorld task and chess, and show that our approach produces counterfactuals that can be reached faster
and deliver the desired output more often compared to the baseline methods relying on the traditional counterfactual
properties. Additionally, we conduct a user study in which we compare the effect of counterfactual explanations on
user understanding of RL agents and show that RACCER generates counterfactuals that help humans better understand
and predict the behavior of RL agents.

Our contributions are as follows:

(1) We design three RL-specific counterfactual properties – reachability, stochastic certainty and cost-efficiency, and
provide metrics for their estimation.

(2) We propose RACCER, the first algorithm for generating RL-specific counterfactual explanations, which relies on
the above counterfactual properties.

(3) We conduct a user study and show that RACCER can produce counterfactuals which help humans better
understand agent’s behavior compared to the baseline approaches.
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RACCER: Towards Reachable and Certain Counterfactual Explanations for Reinforcement Learning 3

The implementation of RACCER and evaluation details can be found at https://github.com/anonymous902109/RACCER.

2 RELATEDWORK

In this section, we offer a short overview of counterfactual explanations and counterfactual properties, and summarize
some of the most notable methods for generating counterfactuals in supervised and RL.

2.1 Counterfactual Explanations

In the first work on counterfactual explanations for black-box models, Wachter et al. [26] define them as follows: “Score
p was returned because variables V had values (v1, v2 , . . .) associated with them. If V instead had values (v1’, v2’, . . .), and

all other variables had remained constant, score p’ would have been returned”. Counterfactual explanations for an instance
𝑥 are offered in the form of a counterfactual instance 𝑥 ′ that is similar to 𝑥 but achieves the desired outcome. They offer
users actionable advice on how they can change their features to achieve a desired outcome, and help users better
interact with the system. Additionally, they are selective, suggesting users to change only few features. Counterfactual
explanations are also inherent to human reasoning, as we use them to assign blame [3]. All of this makes counterfactuals
user-friendly explanations [17].

For counterfactual explanations to be useful to users, they need to produce the desired output, and be easy to obtain, in
order to minimize user effort. To that end, multiple counterfactual properties have been proposed to evaluate the quality
of different counterfactuals [25]. For example, validity is used to measure whether counterfactual achieves the desired
output, proximity is a feature-based similarity measure which ensures counterfactual features are similar to those in the
original instance, and sparsity measures the number of features changed. By optimizing these counterfactual properties
current state-of-the-art approaches search for counterfactuals that can be easily reached from the original instance with
minimal user effort, are realistic and produce the desired outcome. Counterfactuals can suggest life-altering actions to
the user, and as such carry a great responsibility. Offering users counterfactual explanations that require large amounts
of effort or do not deliver the desired outcome can decrease user trust and hinder their interaction with the system.

2.2 Generating Counterfactual Explanations

In supervised learning, counterfactual explanations have been used to propose changes of input features that elicit a
desired prediction from a black-box model. In the recent years, numerous works have proposed methods for generating
counterfactual explanations in supervised learning [5, 14, 15, 18, 20, 23, 26]. The majority of these methods follow the
same approach. Firstly, a loss function is defined by combining different counterfactual properties, such as validity,
proximity and sparsity. The loss function is then optimized over a training data set in order to find the most suitable
counterfactual. The methods differ in their design of the loss function and the choice of the optimization method. For
example, in the first work on counterfactual explanations for supervised learning,Wachter et al. [26] use gradient descent
to optimize a loss function based on proximity and validity properties. Similarly, Mothilal et al. [18] propose DICE,
which introduces a diversity property to the approach of Wachter et al. [26] to ensure users are offered a set of diverse,
high-quality explanations. Dandl et al. [5] pose the problem of counterfactual search as multi-objective optimization and
use genetic algorithm to optimize validity, proximity, sparsity and data manifold closeness of counterfactual instances.

In RL, counterfactual explanations aim to explain a decision of a black-box RL model in a specific state by proposing
an alternative state in which the model would choose the desired action. Olson et al. [19] propose the only method for
generating counterfactuals in RL so far. The approach relies on generative modelling to create counterfactuals which are
realistic, similar in features to the original instance and produce a desired output. The approach is not model-agnostic
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4 Jasmina Gajcin and Ivana Dusparic

and requires access to the internal parameters of the black-box model that is being explained. While the approach
proposed by Olson et al. [19] generates realistic counterfactuals that can help users better understand agent’s decisions
and even detect faulty behavior in Atari agents, they focus on the same feature-based counterfactual properties such as
proximity and sparsity as supervised learning methods. However, in RL where two states can be similar in features but
distant in terms of execution, feature-based metrics are not sufficient for measuring how obtainable a counterfactual is.
Relying only on feature-based similarity measures can produce counterfactuals which are not easily (or at all) obtainable,
and decrease human trust in the system. In contrast, our work proposes the first approach for generating RL-specific
counterfactuals that take into account the stochastic and sequential nature of RL tasks.

While the goal of counterfactual explanations is to deliver the desired outcome, this is often uncertain due the
environment in which the system operates. For example, even if the loan applicant fulfills all conditions stipulated in a
counterfactual, the bank might change the conditions for approving a loan. Delaney et al. [6] recognized the need for
estimating and presenting the uncertainty associated with counterfactuals to the user in supervised learning tasks.
On the other hand, in this work we use estimate uncertainty from an RL perspective, and use it not only as additional
information for the user, but as an important factor during search and choice of the counterfactual explanation.

3 RACCER

In this section, we describe RACCER, the approach for generating counterfactual explanations for RL tasks. To generate
a counterfactual explanation 𝑥 ′, we require oracle access to the black-box model𝑀 being explained, the state 𝑥 being
explained, and the desired outcome 𝑎′. Additionally, the approach needs access to the RL environment. RACCER then
generates a counterfactual state 𝑥 ′ that can be easily reached from 𝑥 and in which the black-box model 𝑀 chooses
𝑎′ with a high probability. We propose a fully model-agnostic method, which does not require information on model
parameters and can be used for generating counterfactual explanations of any RL model.

The are two main directions in which the search for counterfactual explanations can be conducted. Namely, we can
search either directly for a counterfactual instance 𝑥 ′ [5, 18, 20, 26] or for a sequence of actions 𝐴 that can transform
the original instance into a counterfactual [12, 24]. The second approach corresponds to the field of actionable recourse
which has often been investigated alongside counterfactual explanations [11]. Once the sequence of actions is found,
counterfactual can be obtained by performing the actions on the original state. To estimate how far away in terms
of execution two RL states are, we need access to actions used to tranform one into the other. For that reason, in
this work we utilize the indirect approach to counterfactual generation, where we search for a sequence of actions to
transform the original to the counterfactual instance. By following the sequence of actions from the original instance 𝑥 ,
a counterfactual 𝑥 ′ can be obtained and presented to the user. This way of conducting counterfactual search is more
informative for the user, as they can be presented with not just the counterfactual instance, but also the sequence of
actions they need to perform to obtain their desired outcome.

To that end, we set out to find the optimal sequence of actions 𝐴 that can transform 𝑥 into a counterfactual state 𝑥 ′.
In the remainder of this section we first describe how we can compare and evaluate different action sequences that lead
to counterfactual states (Sections 3.1 and 3.2) and describe our approach to searching for the optimal one (Section 3.3).

3.1 Counterfactual Properties for Reinforcement Learning

Counterfactual properties guide the counterfactual search and are used to select the most suitable counterfactual
explanation. In supervised learning, they have been designed to ensure minimal user effort is needed to transform the
original instance to the counterfactual. These properties have so far been mostly defined as feature-based, assuming
Manuscript submitted to ACM
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that if two instances are similar in features one can easily be reached from the other. However, due to the sequential
nature of RL tasks, two states can be similar in terms of features but far away in terms of execution [27]. For example,
consider a state in Atari game of Breakout, and another state obtained by removing the ball from the first state. The
two states differ in only a few pixels, however, one can never be transformed into the other using available Breakout
actions as the ball cannot be removed from the game. Similarly, stochasticity in the environment can affect the process
of transforming the original instance to the counterfactual. Only if the user is presented with a counterfactual that
considers these stochastic and sequential constraints can they find the fastest and securest path to the desired outcome.

In this section we propose three RL-specific counterfactual properties that take into account the sequential and
stochastic nature of RL tasks. These properties ensure that counterfactuals are easily obtainable from the original
instance, and produce desired output with high certainty. Unlike counterfactual properties in supervised learning
which are often defined with respect to the counterfactual instance, we define these properties as a functions of action
sequence 𝐴 that transforms 𝑥 into counterfactual 𝑥 ′.

3.1.1 Reachability property. In RL two states can be similar in terms of state features, but far away in terms of execution.
This means that, despite appearing similar, a large number of actions might be required to reach the counterfactual from
the original state. Conversely, a state can be very easily reachable by RL actions even if it appears different based on its
feature values. Additionally, state features in counterfactual instances can be affected by stochastic processes outside
of agent’s control. Relying solely on feature-based similarity measures could dismiss easily reachable counterfactuals
where changes in features are beyond agent’s control and do not affect action choice.

To account for sequential and stochastic nature of RL tasks, we propose measuring reachability. For a state 𝑥 and a
sequence of actions 𝐴, we define reachability as:

𝑅(𝑥,𝐴) = 𝑙𝑒𝑛(𝐴) (1)

𝑅(𝑥,𝐴) measures the number of actions within the sequence that navigates to the counterfactual instance. By
minimizing this property we ensure that counterfactual can be reached within a small number of steps.

3.1.2 Cost-efficiency property. Current work on counterfactual explanations assumes that each action that changes the
original instance carries the same cost. In RL, however, actions often have costs associated with them. If a counterfactual
can be obtained through a less costly path, then it should be presented to the user, in order to minimize user effort. For
example, if either pawn or a queen sacrifice can bring about piece capture for a chess player, they should be advised to
sacrifice the pawn, i.e., the piece of lower value and therefore with a lower cost.

We propose cost-efficiency as a counterfactual property which prioritizes instances reachable through least costly
actions. For a state 𝑥 and a sequence of actions 𝐴, cost-efficiency is defined as:

𝐶 (𝑥,𝐴) = 𝑟𝑒𝑤 (𝑥,𝐴) (2)

where 𝑟𝑒𝑤 (𝑥,𝐴) is the cumulative reward obtained when all actions in 𝐴 are applied to state 𝑥 . In this way, user can
choose a sequence of least costly actions to transform the original instance into the counterfactual one.

3.1.3 Stochastic certainty property. One of the main qualities of counterfactual explanations is that they deliver the
desired outcome. Asking the user to put their time and effort into changing the model inputs, only to obtain another
unsatisfactory output can have detrimental effects on user trust in the system. During the time that is needed to convert
the original instance into a counterfactual, conditions of the task can change, rendering the counterfactual invalid. For

Manuscript submitted to ACM



6 Jasmina Gajcin and Ivana Dusparic

example, imagine a user unsuccessfully applying for a loan, and receiving a counterfactual explanation, suggesting
them to increase their income to be approved. Conditions for approving a loan can change during the time it takes
the user to change their income (e.g., change jobs, get promoted), and previously proposed counterfactual can lead to
another denied loan request.

Similarly, in RL, the stochastic nature of the environment can make a counterfactual instance invalid during the time
it takes the user to obtain it. To ensure that users are presented with counterfactuals that are likely to produce desired
output, we propose stochastic certainty. For instance 𝑥 , a sequence of actions 𝐴, black-box model 𝑀 and the desired
action 𝑎′ stochastic certainty is defined as:

𝑆 (𝑥,𝐴, 𝑎′) = 𝑃 [𝑀 (𝑥 ′) = 𝑎′ | 𝑥 ′ = 𝐴(𝑥)] (3)

where 𝐴(𝑥) is a state obtained by applying actions from 𝐴 to state 𝑥 . Intuitively, stochastic certainty measures the
probability of the desired outcome still being chosen by𝑀 after the time it takes to navigate to the counterfactual state.
By maximizing stochastic certainty we promote sequences of actions that more often lead to the desired outcome.

3.2 Loss Function

In order to optimize the counterfactual properties, we design a weighted loss function encompassing RL-specific
objectives. For a state 𝑥 , sequence of actions 𝐴, desired output 𝑎′, loss function is defined as:

𝐿(𝑥,𝐴, 𝑎′) = 𝛼𝑅(𝑥,𝐴) + 𝛽𝐶 (𝑥,𝐴) + 𝛾 (1 − 𝑆 (𝑥,𝐴, 𝑎′)) (4)

where 𝛼, 𝛽 and 𝛾 are parameters determining the importance of different properties. By minimizing 𝐿 we can find a
sequence of actions which quickly and certainly leads to a counterfactual explanation. However, 𝐿(𝑥,𝐴, 𝑎′) does not
verify that 𝑎′ is predicted in the obtained counterfactual. To that end, we ensure that a validity constraint is satisfied:

𝑉 (𝑥, 𝑥 ′, 𝑎′) = 𝑀 (𝑥 ′) == 𝑎′ (5)

where 𝑥 ′ is obtained by performing actions from 𝐴 in 𝑥 . Validity is used to filter potential counterfactual instances
as is described in more detail in the next part of this section.

3.3 Counterfactual Search

Our goal is to obtain a sequence of actions 𝐴 that minimizes the loss function 𝐿 and satisfies the validity constraint.
Unlike traditional counterfactual search which directly searches for a counterfactual in a data set, we are looking for an
optimal sequence of actions that can transform the original state into a counterfactual one. This means that we cannot
directly optimize 𝐿 over a data set of states to find a counterfactual as this would give us no information about how
difficult this counterfactual is to reach in terms of RL actions. To this end, we propose a counterfactual search algorithm
that utilizes heuristic tree search to find a sequence of actions that transform the original into counterfactual state that
minimizes the loss function 𝐿. The details of the algorithm are given in Algorithm 1 and shown in Figure 1.

The proposed algorithm builds a tree to represent agent’s execution – each node corresponds to a state, and each edge
to one action. Each node 𝑛 is also associated with a value 𝑣𝑎𝑙 (𝑛) and each edge is assigned a value𝑄 (𝑛, 𝑎). These values
are based on the loss function 𝐿 and are used to determine which node should be expanded in the next iteration. Children
of a node are obtained by taking a specific action in that node. To account for the stochasticity in the environment,
we apply determinization to the expanding process by adding hidden determinization nodes each time an action is
Manuscript submitted to ACM
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Fig. 1. Heuristic tree search: in each iteration a node is selected by navigating the tree from the root to a leaf by choosing actions
according to the UCT formula. The node is expanded by performing all possible actions and appending all obtained states as children
of the node. Finally, newly generated nodes are evaluated and their values are propagated back to the root to update the values of
parent nodes. The white nodes represent states, while black nodes are determination nodes, that serve to instantiate all possible
children states of a node in a stochastic environment.

performed. The children of determinization nodes are sampled from the possible states that result from performing a
specific action. To calculate 𝑣𝑎𝑙 (𝑛) we compute the value of 𝐿(𝑥,𝐴, 𝑎′), where𝐴 is the sequence of actions that navigates
from root 𝑥 to node 𝑛 in the tree. 𝑄 (𝑛, 𝑎) is calculated for each node 𝑛 and action 𝑎 as the average of values 𝑣𝑎𝑙 of the
children nodes obtained when performing 𝑎 in 𝑛. To estimate 𝐿(𝑥,𝐴, 𝑎′) we need to calculate the values of individual
counterfactual properties of reachability, cost-efficiency and stochastic uncertainty for nodes in the tree. We calculate
reachability of node 𝑛 as the length of the path between the root and 𝑛. To calculate cost-efficiency of 𝑛 we record
and sumate the environment’s rewards along the path from the root to 𝑛. Finally, to calculate stochastic certainty, we
perform N simulations by unrolling the sequence of actions 𝐴 from 𝑥 in the environment, and record the number of
times a desired outcome is obtained in the resulting state. We then calculate stochastic certainty as:

𝑆 (𝑥,𝐴, 𝑎′) = 𝑁 (𝑀 (𝑥 ′) == 𝑎′)
𝑁

(6)

where 𝑥 ′ is a state obtained after following 𝐴 in 𝑥 . We normalize the values for reachability and cost-efficiency
so that they fall within [0, 1] range, while stochastic uncertainty values naturally belong to that range. We can then
evaluate a node in tree by combining and weighting the three counterfactual properties to obtain 𝐿(𝑥,𝐴, 𝑎′) as shown
in Equation 4.

At the start of the search, a tree is constructed with only the root node corresponding to the state 𝑥 that is being
explained. At each step of the algorithm, a node in the tree is chosen and tree is expanded with the node’s children. All
actions are expanded simultaneously in the node. The resulting children nodes are then evaluated against 𝐿, and the
results are propagated back to the tree root to update the value of nodes and edges. To decide which node is expanded
in each iteration we navigate the tree from the root, at each node 𝑛 taking the action decided by the Upper Confidence
Bound applied for Trees (UCT) formula [13]:

𝑎∗ = argmax
𝑎∈𝐴

{
𝑄 (𝑎, 𝑛) +𝐶

√︄
ln(𝑁 (𝑛))
𝑁 (𝑠, 𝑎)

}
(7)
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8 Jasmina Gajcin and Ivana Dusparic

Algorithm 1 Counterfactual heuristic tree search

1: Input: state 𝑥 , desired outcome 𝑎′, black-box model𝑀 , environment 𝐸
2: Parameters:number of iterations 𝑇
3: Output: counterfactual state 𝑥 ′
4: 𝑡 = {𝑥} {Initializing search tree}
5: 𝑖 = 0
6: while i < T do
7: n = select(t) {Select state 𝑛 to be expanded}
8: S = expand(n) {Expand 𝑛 by performing available actions and obtain a set of new states 𝑆}
9: for all 𝑠 ∈ 𝑆 do
10: 𝑣𝑎𝑙 (𝑠) = 𝐿(𝑥,𝐴, 𝑎′) {Evaluate new states in 𝑆 according to 𝐿}
11: 𝑡+ = 𝑠

12: end for
13: backpropagate() {Propagate newly evaluated values back to the root}
14: 𝑖+ = 1
15: end while
16: 𝑝 = []
17: for all 𝑠 ∈ 𝑡 do
18: if 𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑑 (𝑠) then
19: 𝑝+ = 𝑠 {Filter valid counterfactuals}
20: end if
21: end for
22: 𝑐 𝑓 = argmin𝑠∈𝑝 𝐿(𝑥, 𝑠 (𝐴), 𝑎′) {Select best counterfactual as the valid counterfactual which minimizes 𝐿}

where 𝐶 is the exploration constant, 𝑁 (𝑛) number of times 𝑛 was visited and 𝑁 (𝑛, 𝑎) number of times 𝑎 was chosen
in 𝑛. UCT balances between following the paths of high value and exploring underrepresented paths through the
exploration constant 𝐶 . The process is repeated until a predetermined maximum number of iterations 𝑇 is reached.

Once the tree is fully grown, all nodes are first filtered according to the validity constraint to remain only with the
states that deliver the desired output. The remaining nodes are potential counterfactual explanations. Then all nodes
are evaluated against 𝐿. The state corresponding to the node in the tree with minimum value for 𝐿 is presented to the
user as the best counterfactual.

4 EXPERIMENTS

In this section we outline the experiment setup for evaluating RACCER. We describe the baseline approaches we
evaluate RACCER against (Section 4.1) and the evaluation tasks (Section 4.2).

4.1 Baseline Approaches

In this work, we proposed a model-agnostic approach for generating counterfactual explanations for RL. In the current
state-of-the-art there is only one other method for generating counterfactuals for RL [19], but it requires substantial
information about the RL model parameters. For that reason we cannot compare our work to Olson et al. [19]. Instead,
we implement two baseline models based on current state-of-the-art approaches in supervised learning and RL. Both
baseline approaches optimize feature-based metrics that are used in the majority of current counterfactual approaches.
Specifically, all baselines optimize the following 6 counterfactual properties:
Manuscript submitted to ACM
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(1) Validity: we use simple binary metrics for determining whether the desired outcome 𝑎′ is obtained in the
counterfactual state 𝑥 ′:

𝑑𝑣 (𝑥, 𝑥 ′) = 𝑀 (𝑥 ′) == 𝑎′ (8)

(2) Proximity: as we evaluate our approach in environments with discrete features, we decide on measuring the
feature-based proximity using the Euclidian distance between the original and the counterfactual state in the
encoding space:

𝑑𝑝 (𝑥, 𝑥 ′) = |𝑒𝑛𝑐 (𝑥) − 𝑒𝑛𝑐 (𝑥 ′) |22 (9)

The encoder-decoder pair is trained on a dataset of rollout trajectories of black-box policy 𝑀 that is being
explained.

(3) Sparsity: to calculate sparsity we count the number of different features between the original and counterfactual
instance:

𝑑𝑠 (𝑥, 𝑥 ′) = |𝑥 − 𝑥 ′ |1 (10)

(4) Data manifold closeness: to estimate how realistic the counterfactual instance is we use the encoding loss, similar
to methods in [7, 15]:

𝑑𝑑𝑚𝑐 (𝑥, 𝑥 ′) = |𝑑𝑒𝑐 (𝑒𝑛𝑐 (𝑥 ′)) − 𝑥 ′ |22 (11)

(5) Actionability: actionability refers to maintaining the values of immutable features. As different tasks have different
immutable features, we define actionability depending on the task. More detail is given in Section 4.2.

(6) Game fidelity: generating counterfactuals can often involve changing or deleting features and comes with the
risk that the obtained state no longer complies with the game rules. We ensure that the generated counterfactual
abides by the rules of the game by implementing game fidelity constraint. Game fidelity depends on the task,
and is described in more detail for specific environments in Section 4.2.

To search for the best counterfactual, we define a baseline loss function 𝐿𝐵𝑂 which relies on the proximity, sparsity
and data manifold closeness properties:

𝐿𝐵𝑂 (𝑥, 𝑥 ′, 𝑎′) = 𝜃0𝑑𝑝 (𝑥, 𝑥 ′, 𝑎′) + 𝜃1𝑑𝑠 (𝑥, 𝑥 ′, 𝑎′) + 𝜃2𝑑𝑑𝑚𝑐 (𝑥, 𝑥 ′, 𝑎′) (12)

Parameters 𝜃0, 𝜃1 and 𝜃2 determine the importance of different objectives. For simplicity, we use 𝜃0 = 𝜃1 = 𝜃2 = −1
for our experiments, resulting in a loss function which favors all properties equally (Table 1). The remaining properties
validity, actionability and game fidelity are used as constraints to filter the obtained instances for those that satisfy the
game rules, do not change immutable features and deliver the desired outcome.

To optimize baseline loss 𝐿𝐵𝑂 , we implement two baseline approaches:

(1) BO+GEN: this approach uses a genetic algorithm to find the best counterfactuals based on the baseline loss
function 𝐿𝐵𝑂 . Genetic algorithm is a model-agnostic optimization approach that has previously been used to
search for counterfactuals in supervised learning [5]. We use a basic (𝜇 + 𝜆) genetic algorithm with 𝐿𝐵𝑂 as the
fitness function [2]. The parameters of the algorithm are provided in Table 1.

(2) BO+TS: we optimize the loss function 𝐿𝐵𝑂 using heuristic tree search. The optimization algorithm is the same
heuristic tree search as used in RACCER and described in Section 3.3, except BO+TS uses 𝐿𝐵𝑂 to evaluate nodes
and expand the tree, and ultimately choose the best counterfactual. Parameters used in the approach for different
environments can be found at Table 1.
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Table 1. Parameters used for generating counterfactual explanations for 𝐵𝑂 +𝐺𝐸𝑁 , 𝐵𝑂 +𝑇𝑆 and 𝑅𝐴𝐶𝐶𝐸𝑅 approaches in Stochastic
GridWorld and chess environments.

Parameter
Task Stochastic GridWorld Chess

Number of iterations (𝑇 ) 300 1
Number of simulations (𝑁 ) 100 20

Maximum number of actions (𝑘) 5 1
Evaluation dataset size (|𝐷 |) 500 63
Generation sample size 1000 100

Genetic iterations 30 10

Loss Parameter Value

𝛼 -1
𝛽 -1
𝛾 -1
Θ0 -1
Θ1 -1
Θ2 -1

4.2 Evaluation Tasks

We evaluate our approach in two environments – Stochastic GridWorld and Chess.

4.2.1 Stochastic GridWorld. Stochastic GridWorld is a simple 5 × 5 gridworld, where agent is tasked with shooting
the dragon. To successfully shoot the dragon, agent has to be in the same file or row as the dragon, and the space
between them has to be empty. In that situation agent can successfully perform the SHOOT action and win the game.
Environment also contains different types of trees, located in the middle file of the grid, that can block agent’s shooting
path to the dragon. Agent can chop down the tree by performing a required number of CHOP actions when located
directly next to the tree. Different tree types require different number of consecutive CHOP actions to disappear. At
each step, agent can move one step in any of the directions and perform SHOOT and CHOP actions. Additionally, the
middle file of the board is extremely fertile, and trees can regrow along this file with different probabilities. Agent’s
actions are penalized with −1 reward, while successfully shooting the dragon brings +10 reward. The episode ends
when the dragon is shot or when the maximum number of time steps is reached. The only immutable feature in the
environment is the dragon’s location, as it cannot move within one episode. We consider all states that contain an
agent, a dragon, a have trees only along the middle file of the grid to correspond to the rules of the games.

In this environment two states can appear very similar but be far away in terms of execution. For example, even if
the only difference between two states is one tree, depending on its type chopping it down might be a lengthy process.
Chopping down a tree in order to be able to shoot the dragon might be less preferable than simply going around it, and
suggesting this to the user could save them time and effort. Similarly, due to the stochastic nature of the task, during
the time needed to obtain a counterfactual, new trees can regrow and potentially block agent’s path to the dragon.

4.2.2 Chess. We evaluate our approach in Chess environment, with the aim of assisting users with understanding
simple tactics. Specifically, we focus on positions in which user might prematurely attack, before the attack is fully
formed. In this situation, user might be interested to know why the attack is not the best option, and a counterfactual
explanation could give them actionable advice on how to prepare and execute the attack. In the chess environment we
do not consider any features as immutable, due to the complexity of the game and high number of possible situations
that can arise from one state. To check if counterfactual states correspond to valid game states we use functionalities
provided within the Stockfish package [28].

Due to the rules of the game, even two states that differ only in one piece can be unreachable from one another, as
pieces are difficult or impossible to appear back on the board. Similarly, the game is highly stochastic due to opponent’s
moves, and planning an attack has to include an analysis of its probable success depending on the opponent’s choices.
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Table 2. Average values of counterfactual properties for counterfactual explanations generated using 𝐵𝑂 + 𝐺𝐸𝑁 , 𝐵𝑂 + 𝑇𝑆 and
𝑅𝐴𝐶𝐶𝐸𝑅 approaches in Stochastic GridWorld and Chess tasks.

Task Stochastic Gridworld Chess

Metric
Approach BO + GEN BO + TS RACCER BO + GEN BO + TS RACCER

Generated counterfactuals (%) 74.60% 56.80% 73.40% 98.41 % 95.24% 100%

Proximity -0.23 -0.31 -0.45 -0.06 -0.25 -0.24
Sparsity -2.02 -2.09 -3.24 -5.54 -3.71 -3.75

Data manifold closeness -0.37 -0.36 -0.57 -14.58 -13.05 -14.80
𝐿𝐵𝑂 -2.62 -2.76 -4.26 -20.19 -17.02 -18.80

Reachability −0.58 −0.59 −0.41 -1 -1 -1
Cost-efficiency −1.0 −1.0 −1.0 -1 -0.48 -0.45

Stochastic uncertainty -0.45 -0.33 −0.21 -1 -0.68 -0.44
𝐿 -2.03 -1.93 -1.62 -3 -2.14 -1.86

Suggesting to the user a counterfactual which is unobtainable in the game terms or one that is only successful for a
small number of opponent’s responses will not assist the user to perform the attack.

5 EVALUATION

In this section we describe the evaluation process of RACCER in the Stochastic GridWorld and Chess environments.
Firstly, we evaluate the counterfactuals against counterfactual properties of reachability, cost-efficiency and stochasticity,
as well as feature-based properties proximity, sparsity and data manifold closeness. Additionally, we conduct a user
study, to investigate how different types of counterfactual explanations affect user understanding of agent’s behavior.

For both tasks, we first obtain a black-box model𝑀 which is being explained. For Stochastic GridWorld we train a
DQN [16], while for the chess tasks we use Stockfish engine. Additionally, we assume access to the environment in
both tasks. For each task we generate a data set of factual states for which we generate counterfactual explanations. In
chess environment we manually created a dataset of 63 game states in which a player can perform a simple, multi-step
tactical attack. The final action in the attack is used as the desired outcome. In this way, the counterfactual explanation
can demonstrate to the user what preparatory steps need to be take for the attack to be successful. In the Stochastic
GridWorld we sample a dataset with 100 factual states by unrolling expert policy𝑀 in the environment. For each state,
we explain each alternative action that agent did not choose in that state, resulting in 500 generated counterfactuals.

5.1 Evaluating Counterfactual Properties

We evaluate counterfactual explanations produced by baselines 𝐵𝑂 +𝐺𝐸𝑁 and 𝐵𝑂 +𝑇𝑆 and compare themwith RACCER
based on their reachability, cost-efficiency and stochastic certainty, and feature-based properties proximity, sparsity
and data manifold closeness. For each factual state, we run the all three approaches to select the best counterfactual,
and evaluate counterfactual properties for them. We limit the search for counterfactuals to 𝑘 actions. Parameters used
in 𝐵𝑂 +𝐺𝐸𝑁 , 𝐵𝑂 +𝑇𝑆 , and 𝑅𝐴𝐶𝐶𝐸𝑅 approaches are given in Table 1.

Evaluating RL-specific counterfactual properties for 𝐵𝑂 +𝑇𝑆 and RACCER is straightforward as both use tree search
to navigate to the counterfactual and properties can be calculated by analysing the sequence of actions leading from the
root to the counterfactual. Genetic search, however, generates a counterfactual by combining different states and uses
no notion of actions. To measure reachability, cost-efficiency and stochastic certainty for a counterfactual 𝑥 ′ generated
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Fig. 2. Sample question from the conducted user study

by 𝐵𝑂 +𝐺𝐸𝑁 , we build a tree of agent’s execution of length 𝑘 rooted in 𝑥 and find 𝑥 ′ in it. In that way we can estimate
properties which rely on actions even for explanations generated through direct search for counterfactual states. If 𝑥 ′

cannot be found in the tree, it is assigned the lowest possible value for each property which is −1.
We present the average results for each counterfactual property and the loss function 𝐿 value for all three approaches

in the Stochastic GridWorld and Chess environment in Table 2. We also record the values of baseline counterfactual
properties of proximity, sparsity and data manifold closeness, as well the 𝐿𝐵𝑂 value for each generated counterfactual
(Table 2). We record values of properties already multipled with their weighing factors (𝛼, 𝛽,𝛾, 𝜃0, 𝜃1, 𝜃2) from Table 1.
For each approach we also record the percentage of states for which a counterfactual was successfully found.

In the Stochastic GridWorld environment, 𝑅𝐴𝐶𝐶𝐸𝑅 and 𝐵𝑂 +𝐺𝐸𝑁 approaches generate counterfactuals for over 70%
of factual states. 𝐵𝑂 +𝑇𝑆 algorithm, however, provides counterfactuals for only 56.80% of states. We assume that this is a
consequence of the algorithm’s reliance on feature-based counterfactual properties when deciding which node to expand
in the execution tree. As 𝐵𝑂 +𝑇𝑆 uses proximity, sparsity and data manifold closeness metrics to decide which node to
expand in each iteration, it prefers nodes whose features are similar to the root. For this reason, 𝐵𝑂 +𝑇𝑆 navigates
the tree by often choosing to follow the action 𝑆𝐻𝑂𝑂𝑇 that does not change features. This behavior leads to a lack
of diversity within the explored nodes, and ultimately to fewer generated counterfactuals. While baseline algorithms
𝐵𝑂 + 𝐺𝐸𝑁 and 𝐵𝑂 + 𝑇𝑆 perform better than 𝑅𝐴𝐶𝐶𝐸𝑅 in feature-based metrics (proximity, sparsity, data manifold
closeness and baseline loss function 𝐿𝐵𝑂 ), 𝑅𝐴𝐶𝐶𝐸𝑅 produces counterfactuals that perform better in reachability and
stochastic uncertainty and report lower values for 𝐿. As the normalized cost is −1 for any sequence of actions in the
Stochastic GridWorld, there is no difference in cost-efficiency property values between the approaches.

In the chess task, all three approaches can successfully generate counterfactuals for almost all provided factual
states. While showing the best results for proximity property, 𝐵𝑂 + 𝐺𝐸𝑁 reports the worst performance on other
baseline properties sparsity and data manifold closeness, as well as the baseline objective 𝐿𝐵𝑂 . Additionally, 𝐵𝑂 +𝐺𝐸𝑁
produces counterfactuals that cannot be reached from the original instance in the allotted number of steps, as it often
removes, adds or replaces pieces contrary to the game rules. This results in 𝐵𝑂𝐺𝐸𝑁 reporting the worst performance
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Fig. 3. Users’ rating of different explanations properties on a 1 - 5 Likert scale for different explanation types.

according to the RL-specific metrics and 𝐿. Baseline approaches 𝐵𝑂 +𝑇𝑆 produces counterfactuals with lowest values
for baseline properties proximity, sparsity and data manifold closeness, as well as 𝐿. However, RACCER performs better
in RL-specific metrics reachability, cost-efficiency and stochastic uncertainty, as well as RL-specific loss function L.

While baseline methods perform better on feature-based metrics, RACCER produces counterfactuals which are easier
to reach through less costly paths and deliver the desired outcome more frequently.

5.2 User Study

In Section 5.1 we have shown that RACCER generates counterfactuals that are easier to reach and more probable to
deliver the desired outcome compared to the baseline approaches. However, counterfactual explanations are ultimately
intended to assist humans in real-life tasks, and evaluating them in this context is necessary to ensure their usefulness.
To that end, we conduct a user study in which we evaluate the effect of different types of counterfactual explanations
on user understanding of agent’s behavior. Specifically, we compare the counterfactual explanations produced by the
baseline 𝐵𝑂 +𝐺𝐸𝑁 and those produced by RACCER. We conduct the study in the Stochastic GridWorld environment,
as it has simple rules, and requires no prior knowledge from users (which also ensures that results are not skewed by
different levels of prior knowledge, like for example, the case might be with chess).

We sourced 50 participants through the Prolific platform from English-speaking countries (UK, Ireland, Canada, USA,
Australia and New Zealand) and split them into two groups. The first group received counterfactuals generated by
BO+GEN and the second counterfactuals produced by RACCER. After filtering participants for those who have passed
attention checks, we have remained with 46 participants, 23 in each group.

The study consisted of 10 questions, and in each question participants were shown a game state from the Stochastic
GridWorld task (Figure 2). Participants were offered multiple possible action sequences and asked to choose the one
they believe agent will take in the shown game state. The participants were then shown a counterfactual explanation
for that state, that explains in which situation agent would have chosen action SHOOT. Finally, participants were again
presented with the original state, and asked to predict a sequence of agent’s actions. They could remain with their
original answer, or change it based on the presented explanations. We focus on counterfactual explanation for the action
SHOOT, as performing this action is agent’s goal, and as such it carries the most information about agent’s behavior.
To generate questions for the user study, we assume a black-box agent𝑀 in the Stochastic GridWorld as described in
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Section 5. For𝑀 , we generate counterfactual explanations using algorithms 𝐵𝑂 +𝐺𝐸𝑁 and RACCER approaches as
described in Sections 4.1 and 3 respectively. At the end of the study users also ranked the explanations based on the
explanation goodness metrics [9] on a 1− 5 Likert scale (1 - strong disagreement, 5 - strong agreement). Specifically, users
reported whether they found explanations to be useful, satisfying, complete, detailed, actionable, trustworthy and reliable.
Additionally, we included a question about how confident users are about their predictions, in order to estimate the effect
of counterfactuals on user confidence. A sample user study is available at: https://forms.gle/4DLPhcMABwkLTahx5.

To evaluate the effect of counterfactuals on user understanding we measure users’ accuracy in predicting the correct
sequence of actions after seeing the explanation. The correct sequence of actions is the one the agent𝑀 would take.
There are two reasons for choosing prediction accuracy as the evaluation metrics for this study. Firstly, successful
prediction of agent’s behavior indicates that user understands and can anticipate system’s behavior. From a perspective
of actionable advice, on the other hand, prediction accuracy tell us how good the user is at choosing the best path
to performing the SHOOT action and winning the game after seeing a counterfactual explanations. In other words,
accurate prediction of agent’s behavior indicates that the counterfactual has helped the user identify the best path to
achieving the goal, which is the ultimate purpose of these explanations.

Users presented with counterfactual explanations generated by 𝐵𝑂 +𝐺𝐸𝑁 have chosen a correct sequence of actions
in 23.04% of cases. In contrast, users that saw RL-specific counterfactuals generated by 𝑅𝐴𝐶𝐶𝐸𝑅 chose the correct
sequence in 56.52% of situations. We performed a Wilcoxon Signed-rank test with significance level 0.05 and found
significant difference in accuracy prediction between participants who received counterfactuals generated by 𝐵𝑂 +𝐺𝐸𝑁
compared to 𝑅𝐴𝐶𝐶𝐸𝑅 algorithm (𝑊 = 4.0, 𝑝 = 0.0015).

We record the results of user’s ranking of explanation goodness metrics in Figure 3 for counterfactuals generated by
𝐵𝑂 +𝐺𝐸𝑁 and 𝑅𝐴𝐶𝐶𝐸𝑅 algorithms. We perform a Wilcoxon Signed-rank test with significance level 0.05 to evaluate
the differences in user rankings of explanations goodness metrics. However, we found no significant difference in
ratings for any of the explored metrics. This indicates users find explanations generated using 𝐵𝑂 +𝐺𝐸𝑁 and 𝑅𝐴𝐶𝐶𝐸𝑅
approaches equally satisfying. Even though users perceive baseline explanations as satisfactory, they do not help them
understand agent behavior, indicating that traditional feature-based methods can generate misleading counterfactuals.

6 CONCLUSION AND FUTUREWORK

In this work, we presented RACCER, the first RL-specific approach to generating counterfactual explanations. We
designed and implemented three novel counterfactual properties that reflect the sequential and stochastic nature of RL
tasks, and provided a heuristic tree search approach to finding a counterfactual that optimizes these properties. We
evaluated our approach in a Stochastic GridWorld and a more complex chess tasks, and showed that RACCER generates
counterfactuals that are easier to reach and provide the desired outcomes more often compared to baseline approaches.
We have also conducted a user study, and shown that users presented with counterfactuals generated by RACCER could
correctly predict behavior of RL agents twice more frequently compared to users presented with baseline explanations.
This indicates that RL-specific counterfactuals help users better understand and anticipate agent’s behavior.

In this work we have limited our search to only the best counterfactual. In the future work, we hope to expand our
search to include a set of diverse counterfactual explanations optimizing different counterfactual properties. In this
way, users would have a wider choice of potential actionable advice. Similarly, we have also assumed in our work that
all counterfactual properties are of the same importance to the user. However, some users might be more interested
in a shorter but riskier path, while others might prefer safety over speed. In the future work we hope to utilize a
human-in-the-loop approach to generate personalized counterfactual explanations that fit users preferences.
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