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Abstract. Quantitative automata are useful representations for numerous applica-
tions, including modeling probability distributions over sequences to Markov chains
and reward machines. Actively learning such automata typically occurs using explic-
itly gathered input-output examples under adaptations of the L*algorithm. However,
obtaining explicit input-output pairs can be expensive, and there exist scenarios,
including preference-based learning or learning from rankings, where providing con-
straints is a less exerting and a more natural way to concisely describe desired prop-
erties. Consequently, we propose the problem of learning deterministic quantitative
automata from sets of constraints over the valuations of input sequences. We present
QUINTIC, an active learning algorithm, wherein the learner infers a valid automaton
through deductive reasoning, by applying a theory to a set of currently available con-
straints and an assumed preference model and quantitative automaton class. QUINTIC
performs a complete search over the space of automata, and is guaranteed to be min-
imal and correctly terminate. Our evaluations utilize theory of rationals in order
to learn summation, discounted summation, product, and classification quantitative
automata, and indicate QUINTIC is effective at learning these types of automata.
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1 Introduction

Quantitative automata [0, [8] are an extremely expressive family of automata that use a
valuation function to map sequences to a scalar value. Prominently used valuation functions
used include average, discounted summation [7], product, and others [6]. They naturally
capture a subset of weighted automata [6], and they can be used to model deterministic
finite automata by choosing an appropriate valuation function. They have been used for
modeling probability distributions over sequences [26], Markov chains [25], and discounted
returns from reward machines [I7].

The majority of methods for learning quantitative automata rely on actively obtained
input-output examples. Explicit collection of input-output examples can be expensive, es-
pecially for rare behaviors, or if the input-output sequences are dangerous to a system or
user. In contrast, collecting preference and ranking information about sequences has become
increasingly prevalent in a variety of fields, including in domains such as robotics [20, 18|, [19],
recommendation systems |30}, [10], reinforcement learning [28 27, [5l 2T], [9], and tuning lan-
guage models [23]. Such comparison-based data is being embraced due to its ease of collection
compared to input-output examples. When translated into constraints, preference and rank-
ing information can be used to concisely describe desired system properties. Despite the
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move towards learning from such data, few methods have explored learning automata from
such comparison information.

Consequently, we consider the problem of learning deterministic quantitative automata
from comparisons of the valuations of sequences, and present an active learning solution. In
our algorithm, QUINTIC (Quantitative Automata Inference from Theory and Incremental
Constraints), the learner applies deductive reasoning, using a theory, preference model, and
recursive valuation function in order to infer the correct minimal automaton satisfying the
currently known constraints. Search completeness of an infinite hypothesis space and mini-
malism of the result are guaranteed by iterative deepening, with search and inference guided
by a MaxSMT objective. As such, QUINTIC is guaranteed to find the minimal automaton
and terminate. In our empirical experiments, we study how QUINTIC scales, and consider
ablations to the algorithm, since search completeness is expensive to maintain.

In summary, we contribute: (a) QUINTIC, an algorithm for learning deterministic quanti-
tative automata from actively obtained comparison information, (b) theoretical guarantees
of minimalism and search completeness, and (¢) numerous empirical results illustrating the
ability of QUINTIC to learn a variety of deterministic quantitative automata under various
valuation functions.

2 Related Work

Before presenting QUINTIC, we first review existing work on actively learning automata.

Active Automata Learning. The majority of active automata learning algorithms are
adaptations of the L* algorithm [I], applied to learning different types of automata, including
deterministic finite automata [I] which model regular languages, weighted automata [3] [4]
in which sequences are valued according to path and transition weights including learning
deterministic weighted automata [26] for representing distributions over sequences, symbolic
automata [I3}[2] in which predicates summarize state transitions, lattice automata [I4] which
represent partial orderings over a set of sequences, and reward machines [24] [15] 29, [12]
which model certain types of non-Markovian reward functions. All of the aforementioned
works utilize actively obtained concrete input-output example data.

Automata Learning from Preferences. In contrast, few works consider actively
learning automata from non-concrete data such as preference or constraint information.
Deterministic finite automata have been learned from a combination of preference infor-
mation and input-output examples [22], albeit using a passive automaton learning method
based on state-merging, and Moore machines have been learned from preference information
and feedback using REMAP [I6], an L*-based algorithm, featuring a symbolic observation
table rather than a concrete one. Both aforementioned algorithms assume that the entire
space of input sequences can be partitioned into distinct sets, with each set corresponding to
a class, and where an ordering exists over the set of classes. Both the binary class case [22]
and the multiclass case [16] are handled, and both utilize the simplistic preference model of
ordering sequences based on which class the sequence belongs to.

In contrast, QUINTIC learns certain types of deterministic quantitative automata, in part
by utilizing preference models which depend on the valuation function used, such as summa-
tion, discounted summation, and product, and it also subsumes the classification preference
model. Additionally, QUINTIC addresses the problem of handling ambiguous variable equal-
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ities, a situation which never occurs under the classification preference models of the other
two algorithms [22, 16], since variable equivalence or inequivalence can always be determined
from a classification preference model. Algorithmically, QUINTIC is similar to REMAP as an
L*-based algorithm, since both rely on determining variable equivalences from constraints
obtained from preference and equivalence queries in order to hypothesize a deterministic au-
tomata. However, due to the possibility of variable equivalence ambiguity, QUINTIC cannot
apply the greedy unification of REMAP, so instead, QUINTIC incorporates backtracking and
search in the algorithm. Prior to delving into QUINTIC, we first review some notation and
concepts used in the algorithm.

3 Background

We first provide some background on notation and sequences, then describe the definition of
deterministic quantitative automata used in this paper. We then cover core concepts which
are critical to understanding QUINTIC.

Indicator Function: We denote the indicator function by 14], which resolves to 1 if the
statement ¢ resolves to true, and 0 if ¢ resolves to false. For example, 1[,crns2<1] T€SOlVes
to 1if —1 <z <1 and z is a real number, but in all other cases resolves to 0.

Equivalence, Equivalence Classes, and Representatives: We use = to denote
equivalence between a pair of objects. We write a = b to indicate that objects a and b are
equivalent. An equivalence class is set where all elements are equivalent to each other. A sin-
gle element called a representative can be used to represent the equivalence class. We denote
[«] to be the representative of element x. For example, let {xq,z1, 22, 23,24} be an equiva-
lence class of variables, and let o be the representative. Then [zx] = o for k = 0,1,2,3,4.
Additionally, we state that two row vectors ry = Z?zl a;e; and ro = Z?zl b;€;, with basis
vectors €, ..., 64 in R?, are equivalent if the representatives of each of their components is
the same. That is, r1 = ra if [a;] = [b;] for i =1,...,d.

Alphabets and Sequences: An alphabet is a set of elements from which sequences
can be constructed. If X is an alphabet, then we let (£)* represent the set of all sequences
of length k constructed using elements of X'. We represent sequences constructed from X' of
any length at least 0 by X* = [J;2(X)". A sequence of length 0 is denoted by e. The length
of a sequence s is given by |s|. Concatenating a sequence b to a sequence a is denoted by
a-b, and |a-b| = |a| + |b|. We often refer to two alphabets in this paper: an input alphabet,
denoted by X7, and an output alphabet, denoted by X©.

Deterministic Quantitative Automaton: Given a set of states @, initial state g,
finite input and output alphabets X7 and ¥©, transition function 6 : Q x X1 — @, labeling
function L : Q — Y9, and value function Val : R* — R, a deterministic quantitative
automaton is the tuple A = (Q, qo, X7, £°, 6, L, Val). Given an input sequence s € (X7)*
of length k > 1, an output sequence t € (X)**+! is generated according to the sequence of
labeled states that s transitions through. That is, t = [L(qo), L(6(q0,5:1)), -+ , L(6(qo, $:x))],
where s.; represents the j-length prefix of s, and 6 : @ x (X1)* — @ is the extended transition
function. The valuation function Val then maps ¢ to a number. For notational convenience,
we overload to Val : (¥1)* — R. Therefore, a deterministic quantitative automata A maps
input sequences to real numbers, and we write A(s) = Val(s) = v to indicate that v € R is
the value of input sequence s when processed by A, or likewise by the valuation function.
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Symbolic Observation Table. A symbolic observation table O is a 2-dimensional array
of variables, denoted by (S, E,T;C, I'), with rows indexed by elements of the prefix set S and
columns indexed by elements of the suffix set F, and with entries given by T, the empirical
observation function 7' : (SU (S - X1)) - E — I' which maps a concatenation of prefix and
suffix to a variable in the context I". The context I is a mapping from sequences to variables.
If I'[t] is the variable associated with sequence ¢, then for all prefix-suffix s - e combinations
in O for which ¢ = s - e, the relation T'(s - ¢) = I'[t] holds. The set C represents a set of
collected constraints expressed over the variables in I'. Figure[I] depicts an example symbolic
observation table, along with table operations discussed next. A symbolic observation table
exhibiting certain properties can be used to construct the states @, initial state qg, transition
function 6 : Q x X! — @, and labeling function L : Q — X© of a deterministic quantitative
automaton. The required properties are the following:

Definition 1 (Unified). A symbolic observation table O = (S, E,T;C,I") is unified if for
all s-e € (S-(S-X1)) - E it holds that T(s-e) = [I'[s - €]]. That is, the table is populated
using only the representatives of variables.

Definition 2 (Closed). Let O = (S, E,T;C,I") be a symbolic observation table. Let row(s)
be the row in O indexed by the prefix s. Define the set of rows rows(S) = {row(s)|s € S}
to be the set of all the rows indexed by prefixes in S. The symbolic observation table O is
closed if rows(S - Y1) C row(S).

Definition 3 (Consistent). A symbolic observation table O = (S, E,T;C,I') is consis-
tent if for all prefix pairs (s1,s2) in S x S where row(s1) = row(sz), it holds that all their
transitions are equivalent to each other: for all o € X1, row(s; - o) = row(ss - 7).

If a table is unified, closed, and consistent, then the transition function ¢ : Q@ x 1 — Q can
be constructed, since consistency corresponds with a deterministic transition function, and
closedness means that @) is a closed set of states. The construction is the following:

Q = {row(s)| for all s € S} (set of states) (1)

qo = row(e) (initial state) (2)
§(row(s),o) = row(s- o) for all s € S and o € X! (transition function) (3)
L(row(s)) = T(s - ) (symbolic output function) (4)
A:{I[s- €] = Toel|rse € 29} (solution or model satisfying C) (5)
L(row(s)) = A[T(s - €)] (concrete output function) (6)

Note that A is an assignment of values of X to the variables in the context I" such that
the assignment satisfies the constraints in C.

Formal Theory. A formal theory is the tuple (=, o, F), where signature = is a set of
constant, function, and predicate symbols, azioms « is a finite set of closed formulae utilizing
only symbols from = and F is the set of all statements utilizing symbols from =, as well as
variables, logical connectives, and quantifiers, such that every model A satisfying a formula
F € F also satisfies all axioms in a. In other words, a formal theory encompasses a set of
axioms, as well as all statements which can be logically derived from the axioms.
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no preference queries, and Construct a concrete
interpret results using the hypothesis using the satisfying
O=Expand&SymbolicFill(0) | | EquivalvenceQuery(H) | preference model to obtain solution A
total ordering over variables.
counterexample ¢ no yes 3. Unify the table using variable
equivalences
O=ExpandPrefixes&SymbolicFill(c, 0) done

Fig. 1. Upper left: closure operation on symbolic observation table. Upper right: consistency opera-
tion on symbolic observation table. Bottom Left: high-level REMAP algorithm, which is an algorithm
based on L*. Bottom Right: Details for REMAP SyMBOLICFILL and MAKEHYPOTHESIS procedures.

The L* Algorithm. L* [I] is an active learning algorithm for learning automata,
wherein the learner £ must output an automaton H equivalent to the target automaton
A= (Q,q, X, X9, 5, L) the teacher T has in mind. Specifically, the learner must hypoth-
esize an automaton H such that H(s) = A(s) for all s € (X1)*, where A(s) = L(d(qo, 5))-
While £ and 7 share knowledge of alphabets 7 and ¥© with |¥°| = 2, the learner
can only obtain information from 7T by asking two types of queries: membership queries
memQ(s) = A(s) provide an observation of the concrete value used to label the state
5(qo, s), and equivalence queries equivQ(H) = (Vs : H(s) = A(s),c : H(c) # A(c)), where
T checks if there exists a counterexample ¢ for which H(c) # A(c) and returns (False, ¢) if
¢ exists; otherwise if ¢ does not exist, T returns (True, ). The algorithm utilizes a concrete
observation table and proceeds with £ asking membership queries and expanding the table
until it becomes closed and consistent, after which it constructs a hypothesis H to ask in
an equivalence query. If a counterexample c is received, the table is expanded with ¢ and
all its prefixes. This entire process repeats until no counterexample is returned from the
equivalence query.

The REMAP Algorithm. REMAP [I6] is an L*-based algorithm, where preference
queries prefQ(s, s2) replace membership queries, and 7 returns one of A(sy) > A(s2),
A(s1) < A(s2), or A(s1) = A(s2), depending on its preference of s1 > s, 81 < So,
or s1 ~ S respectively, which the learner encodes as I'[s1] > I'[so],I'[s1] < I'[se], or
I'[s1] = I'[s2] into C. The equivalence query is modified to a 3-tuple which includes feedback
on the value of ¢ via equivQ(H) = (Vs : H(s) = A(s),c : H(c) # A(c), A(c)). Figure
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depicts the REMAP algorithm at a high-level. It is assumed that X© has a total ordering,
and (X7)* has a total ordering, and that the preferences of 7 are consistent with both.
The algorithm proceeds similarly to L*, performing preference queries and table expansions
in order to obtain a unified, closed, and consistent observation table so that it can ask an
equivalence query. Counterexamples are processed identically to L*. However, REMAP oper-
ates symbolically, and relies on creating equivalence classes of variables from known variable
equalities in C. Conjecturing satisfying variable equalities from constraints turns out to be
a pivotal step in QUINTIC. We now detail the problem formulation QUINTIC solves.

4 Problem Formulation

Consider an active learning setup where the learner £ must learn a function V : (X1)* — Q
exactly as a deterministic quantitative automaton A = (Q, qo, X7, ¥, 6, L, Val). The learner
can only obtain information about V by asking the teacher 7 preference and equivalence
queries. The learner is aware of the algebraic form of V, and sets Val to have equivalent
form. The teacher is assumed to have preferences consistent with V), and responds to the
preference query as follows:

1 if V(s1) > V(s2)
0 if V(s1) = V(s2) (7)
=1 if V(s1) < V(s2)

prefQ(si, s2) = P(s1, 52|V) =

For equivalence queries, the teacher responds with a 3-tuple as follows:

V(s),c: Alc) # V(c), f(c, A, V) (8)

where feedback is represented by f(c, A,V). If the provided feedback is strong, then the
learner acquires the constraint Val(c) = V(¢) from f(c,.A,V), indicating that the concrete
value of ¢ is V(c). If the feedback is weak, then the learner obtains Val(c) # A(c) from
fle, A, V), indicating that the concrete value of ¢ is not A(c) for the current hypothesis
A. Figure [2| depicts examples constraints obtained from preference queries and equivalence
queries under non-discounted summation Val and V functions.

equivQ(A) = (Vs : A(s) =

Suppose V can be represented by the
below automaton by summing the labels
of states a sequence s passes through.

Example evaluations of V:

V(E) =0

V(@) =1 V(ab) =4
V() =3 V(ba)=8
V(aa) =2 V(bb) =8

Fig. 2. Example constraints obtained under QUINTIC for preference queries (left) and equivalence

Translation into constraints from preference
querics asked by the learner to fill T, under
recursive Val definition of summation
Val(s - o) = Val(s) + T(s - 0)

Example constraints from preference queries:
prefQ(e, a) = Val(e)<Val(a)

T(e) < T(e) + T(a)
v <V + v,

prefQ(b, aa) = Val(b)>Val (aq)
T(e) + T(b) > T(e) + T(a) + T(aa)
v+ V3>V v Yy

prefQ(ba, bb) = Val(ba)=Val(bb)
T(&) +T(b) + T(ba) = T(e) + T(b) + T(bb)
v1+tvstvg=v+tvstv;

Suppose the learner asks an equivalence query using
the hypothesis depicted to the right. Below are strong
and weak feedback responses from the teacher:

Strong Feedback:
equivQ(h) = (False, ba, {Val(ba) = 8})

‘Weak Feedback:
equivQ(h) = (False, ba, {Val(ba) # 6})

Suppose the learner forms a new symbolic hypothesis
depicted to the right in the future. Under this
hypothesis, the feedback constraints above resolve to:

Val(ba) =8 = v, +v3+v, =8

Val(ba) # 6 = v, +v; + v, # 6

queries (right) under non-discounted summation Val and V functions.
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Algorithm 1 Quantitative Automata Inference from Theory and Incremental Constraints

Input: Alphabets X7 (input) and £ (output), teacher 7 utilizing valuation function V

Output: Deterministic Quantitative Automaton A = (Q, X1, 5% G0, L, Val)

Assumptions: A formal theory T for which there exists an R € {=,#} such that V(s)RVal(s)
is valid in T. A recursive definition of Val exists. £ is a stack, where each element is a pair of
observation table and equivalence class set. S is an SMT solver.

Remarks: Due to the recursive definition of Val, the set (S U (S - X')) - E must be prefix-closed.
This means E must now also be prefix-closed: during a consistency fix operation, if e is added to
E, then all prefixes of e are also added to E.

1: Initialize O = (S, E,T;C,I') with S ={e}, E={e}, C={}, ' =0

2: sat?=UNSAT, iscorrect = False, £L = STACK(), S = SOLVER()

3: 0,L,8 «— SymBoLICFI1LL(O, £, S, T, X', 9, backtrack=False)

4: repeat

5:  while sat? is UNSAT do

6: O, L,8 +— MAKECLOSEDANDCONSISTENT (O, £, S, T, X', £9)

7: sat?, H «—MakeSymBoLicHypoTHESIS (O, S, X1, £9)

8: if sat? is UNSAT then

9: O,L,8 «— SYMBOLICFILL(O, L£,8, 7,5 59, backtrack:True)

10: end if

11:  end while

12:  S.PusH()

13:  Exhaustively test all concrete hypotheses h under symbolic hypothesis H and constraints C
using EQuIvQ(h) and record counterexamples and symbolic constraints into C until an h is
found to be correct or there exist no more valid h under H and the updated constraints C.

14:  S.Por()

15:  if h is correct then

16: return h

17:  else

18: 0,L,S +— SymBOLICFILL(O, £, S, T, £, £, backtrack=True)

19: Expand O with prefixes of all counterexamples obtained from Line 13

20: O, L,8 +— SYMBOLICFILL((’), L£,S, 7,21 59, backtrack:False)

21:  end if

22: until iscorrect = True

Thus, given a teacher 7 capable of answering prefQ and equivQ asked by a learner L,
the learner must infer the minimal deterministic quantitative automaton A equivalent to V.
We now describe how QUINTIC solves this problem.

5 QUINTIC

QUINTIC, shown in Algorithm [1] is an L*-based algorithm [I] for actively learning quantita-
tive automata from constraints collected through preference and equivalence queries. Given
a pair Val and V such that V(s)RVal(s) is always a statement contained in a formal theory
T for a relation R € {=,#}, and a set of collected constraints C contained in T, QUINTIC
applies deductive reasoning using T, as well as an informed search encoded as a maximum
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satisfiability (MaxSMT) problem to arrive at the correct deterministic quantitative automa-
ton. Iterative deepening depth first search (IDS) guarantees completeness and minimalism,
since the learner is unaware of the minimum number of states required to represent V.
QUINTIC, similar to REMAP [16], employs a symbolic observation table O = (S, E, T;C, I"),
and executes requisite preference queries and table expansions in order to obtain a unified,
closed, and consistent table, from which an automaton hypothesis can be constructed.

The constraints obtained from preference queries are determined by )V and Val via
V(s1)RV(s2) = Val(s1) RVal(sg) for the relation R € {>,<,=}. In order to apply
deductive reasoning to arrive at a valid quantitative automaton, a suitable theory must also
be supplied to the learner. We consider four forms of the valuation function, based on the
automaton type. Below, we illustrate the corresponding forms for A(s) and the recursive
form of Val, where T' is the empirical observation function from the observation table:

Non-Discounted Summation A(s) = Z‘ sl o0 L(0(qo, s:)) and Val(s-0) = T(s-0)+ Val(s)
with Val(e) =T(e) =0

— Discounted Summation A(s) = Zl ¥ L(5(qo, 5:4)) and
Val(s-0) = ’ylsaIT(S o) + Val(s )w1th Val(e) = T(e) =0
— Product A(s) = H L(6(qo, s:1)) and
Val(s-o)=T(s- J)Val(s) with Val(e) =T(e) =1
— Classification: A(s) = L(6(qo, s)) and Val(s) = T'(s)

Determining whether a pair of variables in the table are equivalent is a critical operation
in QUINTIC, since equivalence underscores closed and consistency checks, and this must
be accomplished for each Val supported by QUINTIC. Conjecturing variable equivalences
occurs within the SYMBOLICFILL call, so we organize our discussion of QUINTIC on how
variable equivalences are conjectured, and how a complete search over chains of alternating
SYMBOLICFILL calls and table expansions occurs in order to arrive at the correct hypothesis.

5.1 Inferring Variable Equivalences

Given a recursive form of Val, inference rules can be derived to determine certain variable
equivalences. Importantly, variable equivalence is not decidable for all forms of Val. By this,
we mean that the learner simply making a requisite number of preference queries is not
guaranteed to determine variable equivalence from preference constraints alone. Below, we
present the inference rules required each Val definition. In particular, we require inference
rules which map from a set preference queries to a conclusion

T(s-0) RT(s" -0') where R € {<,>,=}. (9)
The inference rules can be obtained by writing Equation [9]in terms of Val, and considering

what combinations of preference queries would satisfy Equation[9] As a result, the inference
rules can be concisely encoded into a decision tree with inputs as specific preference queries.
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For succinctness, we denote the following when encoding the decision tree:

(X,Y) = (prefQ(s - 0,5 - o), prefQ(s, s))
(X', Y') = (prefQ(s - o, s), prefQ(s’ - o', 5))
Z(.’E,y) = 1[x>y] - 1[x<y] for T,y € {]woa _1}

> if z(x,y) =1
if z(x,y) =0
if z(z,y) = -1

Z(Lt,y) =

Al

— Non-Discounted Summation: If | X + Y| =2 and | X’ + Y| = 2, then the relation R in
T(s-0)RT(s" - ¢') cannot be determined. Otherwise, if | X +Y| =2 and | X’ + Y| # 2,
then R = Z(X',Y”’). Otherwise, if |[X + Y| # 2, then R = Z(X,Y).

— Product: Identical to non-discounted summation.

— Discounted Summation: If |s| = |s|, then use non-discounted summation. Otherwise,
if |s| # |¢'| and | X’ + Y’| = 2, then the relation R in T(s - 0)RT(s' - ¢’) cannot be
determined. Otherwise, if |s| # |s'| and | X’ +Y’| # 2, then R = Z(X’,Y").

— Classification: R is determined directly from prefQ(s-o, s’-0’), so no inference is needed.

Figure [3| depicts the decision tree regions, which are points in {—1,0,1} x {-1,0,1}
space. Note that the relation R in T'(s - 0)RT(s" - ¢’) cannot always be determined, and
therefore, unification cannot be greedily applied to replace all members of each equivalence
class with their representatives. However, in order to make a hypothesis, the learner must
ensure closedness and consistency, which entails determining whether pairs of variables in the
table are equivalent. Since there may be pairs of variables for which equivalence is unknown
from preference constraints alone, the learner must conjecture variable equivalences and test
whether each sequence of conjectures it makes leads to a correct hypothesis or not. Given
a set of constraints C, let £ represent a set of variable equivalences, inclusive of known
equivalences derivable from inference rules and conjectured equivalences. We call £ a set of
equivalence classes. Since QUINTIC may need to repeatedly make conjectures, it is helpful
to represent Algorithm [1] as repeatedly attempting to satisfy an SMT problem.

prefQ(s, s’) prefQ(s’- o', s")

Fig. 3. Variable equivalence inference rules encoded as a decision tree. Preference query pairs in-
dicate the relation R in T'(s - 0)RT(s' - ') <= Val(s- o) + Val(s")RVal(s’ - ¢') + Val(s) for
non-discounted summation valuation. For R to remain unknown, both preference query pairs must
reflect that R is unknown. Otherwise, the relation R can be determined.
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Thus, the problem of finding a satisfying automaton H can be expressed as repeatedly
solving a satisfaction problem for a given symbolic observation table O, set of preference
constraints C, and set of feedback constraints 3. At each iteration, we ask, does there exist
a pair (£, H) satisfying

E=f1(O0,C) NH = f2(E,0) A f3(H, B) (10)

QUINTIC operates as follows: starting with an initial O,C, B, determine if Equation [I0]
is satisfiable. If not, change O by expanding it, and as a result, collect more constraints
into C and B via preference queries and equivalence queries, and try again. Observe that
this process of repeatedly attempting to satisfy Equation corresponds to Algorithm
with £ = f1(O, C) representing variable equivalence conjectures inside SYMBOLICFILL, term
H = f2(€,O) representing Lines 5-11, and term f3(H, B) representing Line 13. Note that the
expansion and querying procedure follows closely to REMAP and L*, but is more generalized
to accommodate valuations other than classification. We will now go over each of the terms
in Equation

5.2 Conjecturing Variable Equivalences within SymMBOLICFILL

The clause £ = f1(0O,C) corresponds to solving for a set of equivalence classes that satisfy C,
given a symbolic observation table O. As described previously, certain variable equivalences
cannot be determined from preference query constraints in C alone.

Given a set of obtained constraints C expressed over m variables in table O, and a theory
T appropriate for inferring variable equalities from constraints in C, the learner applies
appropriate inference rules from T to infer a set of variable pairs K with known equivalence
or inequivalence relations, and a set of variable pairs ¢/ with unknown relations. That is,

(C,T) = (K,U) where |K|+ [U| =m(m — 1) (11)

Once K and U have been obtained, the learner must hypothesize possible equivalences for
pairs from U/ in order to create a possible set of equivalence classes £ satisfying C.

Since the aim is to obtain a minimal quantitative automaton (one with as few states
as possible), we seek to maximize the number of equivalences in U. Therefore, we consider
maximizing this objective while solving for a valid solution to the constraints C:

A = arg max Z 1, Rijv; AR e{=}] S-t. A satisfies C (12)
(W) (4,05 €t

This objective dictates the order in which feasible solutions to C are chosen, greedily
guiding QUINTIC towards a minimal automaton. Equation [I2]is simple, and it roughly cor-
responds with maximizing the number of equivalent rows in the table, while also assigning
an equivalence relation between variables in different columns. Of course, the minimalism
guarantee of QUINTIC is independent from the order in which feasible solutions are selected;
iterative deepening search in Section [5.3]is what provides the guarantee.

Nonetheless, to select an £, we note that a given solution A to constraints C corresponds
to a particular equivalence class set £. In particular, we observe that we are assigning m
variables to at most | 2©| buckets; all variables located in a given bucket are part of the same
equivalence class. Once an equivalence class set £ has been chosen, the symbolic observation
table O can be unified in preparation for being made closed and consistent.
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5.3 Constrained Hypothesis Search over Conjecture—Expansion Chains

The clause H = f2(€,O) summarizes the process of searching for a satisfying hypothesis
‘H, by searching for a sequence of (£,0) equivalence class set and observation table pairs.
First, we describe how the sequence of (£, ) pairs is generated by an alternating process.
Second, we explain how the search over sequences, and therefore hypotheses, is guaranteed
to be complete using iterative deepening search, in order to avoid infinite length sequences.
Finally, we discuss equivalence class consistency within a given sequence, and show how the
consistency requirement leads to a necessary inference rule relating equivalence class sets to
number of variables, and therefore describes when the table must be expanded, resulting in
guaranteed minimalism when combined with iterative deepening.

First, note that in order to produce a hypothesis, QUINTIC requires a unified, closed,
and consistent observation table O. A valid equivalence class set £ can be used to unify
the table, and once unified, O must be made closed and consistent, potentially through
table expansions. The effect of a table expansion is the addition of more variables and the
collection of more constraints.

This necessarily creates an alternating process between selecting a set of equivalence
classes and seeking closedness and consistency. The fo process generates a (d + 1)-length
chain ((Ex+1, Ok))o<k<a of (£, 0) pairs resulting in a hypothesis H. Thus, f> can be viewed
as searching for a satisfying chain ((£x41, Ok))o<k<a resulting in valid #, and is summarized
as alternating between the SYMBOLICFILL and EXPANSION calls below:

Cr—1 = OBTAINCONSTRAINTS(Of_1)
SYMBOLICFILL {Ik = f1(Ok—1,Cr—1)
Oy, = UNIFICATION(Ek, Ok 1)

EXPANSION {(’)k = EXPANDIFNOTCLOSEDANDCONSISTENT(@k)

There may be multiple choices of £ which satisfy a particular C, implying that there may
exist multiple ((Ex+1, Ok))o<k<a chains of varying lengths which result in different hypothe-
ses. In order to guarantee search completeness, and to avoid potentially infinite sequence
lengths, we limit the size of d by using iterative deepening depth first search (IDS). This
is implemented through budgeting the number of SYMBOLICFILL calls allowed. Iterative
deepening implies a backtracking operation must be supported to shorten the current chain
by removing the latest (£, ) pair. Backtracking occurs whenever SYMBOLICFILL is called
with backtrack=True, and backtracking also occurs whenever the conjunction of £ in the
chain can no longer satisfy C in the presence of counterexample feedback.

Theorem 1 (Completeness). QUINTIC performs a complete search of automata space.

Proof. The result follows from iterative deepening depth-first search being complete and
optimal. Specifically, QUINTIC simulates iterative deepening by budgeting SYMBOLICFILL
calls. Let M be the maximum budget, and b represent the remaining budget, initialized as
M. Each time an equivalence class set is successfully solved for, b is reduced by 1. Each
time backtracking is called, b is increased by 1. Therefore, a consistent chain of equivalence
class sets will be at most M units long, given a starting observation table. If none of the
chains results in the correct hypothesis, then all chains are removed, and M is increased
by 1, and the process repeats until the correct hypothesis is found, which will be via the
shortest possible chain leading to it. O
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Note that a hypothesis 7 can be made only if O}, = Oy, which occurs only if O, is already
closed and consistent. Once this condition is satisfied, a hypothesis can be constructed
and validated using an equivalence query. Observe that if there exists ((Ext1,Ok))o<r<d
of length (d + 1) resulting in a hypothesis, then there is a restriction on consecutively
selected equivalence class sets, namely, for each 1 < k < d, & must be consistent with ;1.
Since the table has potential to expand in size, each subsequent £ potentially describes an
increasing number of variables. We use this insight to derive a logical inference rule that
enables QUINTIC to make progress towards the solution.

Observe that & = f1(Ok—1,Cr_1) satisfies constraints Cy_1, currently over |I'| = m
variables. If & is the true solution, then it must also satisfy all future C; for j > k. Note
that C; is expressed over more than m variables. We find that if £, violates a future Cj,
then it is incorrect to simply logically negate &. Instead, a negation of an implication is
appropriate:

IN=m = =€ <= & = |['|#m (13)

This can be strengthened to
IN<m = =€ <= & = |[|>m (14)

In other words, if £ is found to be invalid involving m variables under constraints in Q™
space, it may still be valid under Q™*? for some p > 1, involving m + p variables.

The above inference rule allows us to detect when the table must be expanded to include
more variables: if all equivalence classes have been ruled out under m variables, then the
table must be expanded to include more than m variables. This expansion allows us to
guarantee minimalism when used with IDS.

Theorem 2 (Minimalism). QUINTIC results in a minimal automaton.

Proof. There exists a set {2 of infinitely many tables which are isomorphic by construction to
the target. QUINTIC finds the shortest chain leading to an element in (2. Since all tables in {2
are isomorphic due to the construction mechanism Equation [1| (duplicate rows are collapsed
into a single state), reaching any element of {2 results in minimalism. QUINTIC happens to
reach the closest element to Oy in {2 along the shortest chain via IDS. ad

Since &€ sequences always satisfy C per Equation [I2] equivalence classes only become
invalidated by counterexample feedback. Such feedback only comes into play when a hy-
pothesis H induced by a set of equivalence classes £ is found to be invalid. Hypothesis
validity is determined through an equivalence query.

5.4 Verifying Equivalence

The last clause f5(H,B) represents the process of preparing an equivalence query. Recall
that B is the set of constraints obtained from equivalence queries. The constraints in B
are necessarily expressed in a high-level specification in the form of Val(c)R v where ¢ is a
counterexample sequence, R € {=,#}, and v is a concrete value. Resolving Val(c)R v into a
statement in theory T requires a symbolic hypothesis H. This is because different symbolic
hypotheses have different transition functions. Therefore, prior to performing an equivalence
query using a concrete hypothesis, QUINTIC checks to make sure the symbolic hypothesis H
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Table 1. Valuation functions and required theories

Valuation, Symbol Output Alphabet| Theory Required
Non-Discounted Summation, 3 Rationals T (Theory of Rationals)
Discounted Summation, v3 Rationals T (Theory of Rationals)
Product, IT Positive Rationals |Tg (Theory of Rationals)
Classification, N Finite Classes |Theory of Total Ordering

satisfies all constraints in B. If so, then an equivalence query can be made with a concrete
hypothesis. If the hypothesis is correct, then QUINTIC terminates. Otherwise, B is expanded
with the feedback received from the teacher. Next, we discuss empirical results for QUINTIC.

6 Empirical Results

In our investigation of QUINTIC, we are interested in the following questions: (1) How does
QUINTIC scale? (2) How does learning different valuation functions affect runtime? (3) Does
using strong feedback improve time to convergence? (4) Does explicitly expanding the table
using counterexamples reduce time until termination? (5) What is the impact of encod-
ing additional closed and consistency constraints as MaxSMT objectives? We describe the
experimental setup used for answering these questions.

6.1 Experimental Setup

We apply QUINTIC to infer a set of 25 ground truth quantitative automata of various in-
put alphabet cardinalities and quantities of states, as a function of learning using theories
associated the valuation functions listed in Table [l The valuation functions include non-
discounted summation, discounted summation, product, and classification valuations. We
encode constraints using an exact rational representation, and use the Z3 SMT solver [I1]
to solve the MaxSMT objective.

For a baseline, we utilize REMAP, which uses the classification valuation, but also in-
cludes greedy unification and strong feedback from the teacher, and therefore requires no
backtracking. QUINTIC with counterexample expansion and strong feedback under classifi-
cation valuation is most closely related to the baseline.

We compare QUINTIC and REMAP using several variants of QUINTIC: (1) whether table
expansion from counterexamples is enabled, (2) whether IDS is enabled, and (3) whether
an additional a closedness and consistency objective (CC), described in the Appendix, is
included in addition to the variable equivalence objective in Equation (VE).

We run QUINTIC and REMAP to learn a set of 25 ground truth automata. The teacher
uses the appropriate valuation function when responding to preference queries and providing
counterexample feedback. Equivalence queries are implemented by checking for automata
equivalence via transition function and labels. We use the following symbols to denote valu-
ation functions: ¥ (summation), vX (discounted summation), IT (product), and N (classifi-
cation). For each valuation function, we considered both strong (S) and weak (W) feedback,
and we also considered the inclusion of an additional heuristic MaxSMT objective denoted
by (CC) that ranks solutions by closedness, consistency, and number of states, with strongest
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preference for closedness and consistency. We denote these QUINTIC variations by S-VE (S
feedback, CC disabled), W-VE (W feedback, CC disabled), S-CC-VE (S feedback, CC en-
abled), and W-CC-VE (W feedback, CC disabled). Each variation was run 100 times per
ground truth.

We present results in Figure [4] for a subset of the 25 automata; the full set is available
in the Appendix.

6.2 Scaling

We measure scaling by considering the difficulty of problems and the time taken to solve
them. We measure the size of the MaxSMT objective (equivalent to the number of unknown
variable equivalences), the number of variables created, number of preference and equivalence
queries, number of inequalities gathered, and total time spent solving MaxSMT objectives.
QUINTIC successfully learns all 25 targets. The results are shown in Figure

Queries. Across all environments, QUINTIC must make at least as many preference
queries on average as REMAP. The symbolic observation tables QUINTIC works with are
generally larger than those of REMAP, as measured by number of variables, due to the
prefix-closed requirement on suffix set £ in QUINTIC which is needed to support recursive
valuation function definitions. REMAP does not require E to be prefix-closed. The number
of equivalence queries QUINTIC makes compared to REMAP appears to be dependent on
the target being learned, in terms of the minimum length of the conjecture—expansion chain
required to reach the solution under IDS.

Constraints and Solver Time. The results shown in Figure [4 indicate that QUIN-
TIC tends to gather significantly more inequalities than REMAP, due to table expansions
from incorrect variable equivalence conjectures. Searching an incorrect chain causes table
expansions and induces preference queries, which gather inequalities. We also observe that
QUINTIC can successfully navigate large numbers of unknown variable relations, as measured
by MaxSMT objectives involving at least 1000 terms when learning certain targets under
the v valuation. While the total number of conjectures made typically does not surpass 50
when learning these targets, the total solver time can be quite expensive for certain targets,
especially under weak feedback and when including the CC objective. In fact, the solving
time appears to depend on the valuation function used, and therefore also depends on the
corresponding solvers employed by Z3.

6.3 Impact Of Valuation Function

Solver Time. Our results show that QUINTIC has a more difficult time learning with y3
and IT valuation functions. We observe that for learning non-trivial targets, QUINTIC re-
quires more solver time than REMAP under all valuation functions 3,3, II, and N. Solving
inequalities with 3, y3, and N remains under rational linear arithmetic, whereas solving un-
der IT valuation results in polynomial inequalities that require a more expensive non-linear
arithmetic solver. While a linearization using logarithms is possible, Z3 does not support
transcendental functions.

Conjectures and Objective Size. We observe under N valuation, QUINTIC does not
encounter any unknown variable relations (measured by MaxSMT objective size), and that
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the solution is found with fewer MaxSMT solves than 3, y3, or II. The v3 and IT valua-
tions generally result in the largest number of unknown variable relations.

6.4 Impact Of Strong Feedback

We hypothesize that strong feedback may be more informative than weak feedback. However,
the results indicate use of strong feedback compared to weak feedback does not necessarily
reduce the number of conjectures QUINTIC makes. An explanation is that the number of
solutions to a strong feedback constraint is not necessarily smaller than the number of
solutions to a weak feedback constraint. However, using strong feedback tends to use less
solver time than weak feedback, which seems to indicate the constraint encoding is important
for the solver. In contrast to feedback strength, including the closedness and consistency (CC)
objective has greater impact on solver time and number of solves required.

6.5 Effect of Closedness and Consistency Objective

We observe that including the closedness and consistency MaxSMT objective incurs a trade-
off. Solving two MaxSMT objectives takes more time than solving one objective, yet, in-
cluding the CC objective slightly decreases number of (a) variables under consideration, (b)
conjectures made, (c) unknown variable relations, and (d) inequalities gathered.

6.6 Importance of Iterative Deepening and Counterexample Table Expansion

We also consider ablations to QUINTIC. Our first ablation considers whether QUINTIC main-
tains a complete search without iterative deepening to limit conjecture—expansion chain
length. When IDS is disabled, we observe learning under IT fails to terminate for certain
targets. QUINTIC would search along an infinite length chain, under II, implying constant
table expansions, even if the CC objective was enabled. However, under 3,3, and N val-
uations, QUINTIC still successfully learns all 25 targets.

When disabling counterexample table expansion with IDS still enabled, we observe cer-
tain targets (e.g. such as simple_craft_t105_A) become infeasible to learn due to memory
usage. This is attributed to the fact that QUINTIC can detect when a table must be force-
fully expanded, per Equation and expand the table. As shown in Appendix Figure [5]
which measures the number of (£, Q) pairs considered, such expansion is not guided by
counterexamples, and is therefore likely to expand the table in an unguided, breadth-first-
search manner (adding the shortest missing sequence) that is not optimal. This is evidenced
by increased numbers of MaxSMT solves, and increased variance. However, while QUINTIC
becomes much less efficient under these settings, it is still complete.

7 Conclusion

We present QUINTIC, an L*-based algorithm for actively learning deterministic quantita-
tive automata from constraints obtained from preference queries and feedback. We consider
how QUINTIC learns under summation, discounted summation, product, and classification
valuation functions, and show how conjecturing variable equivalence under these valuation
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functions, guided by a MaxSMT objective, and limiting search depth by iterative deep-
ening is essential for guaranteeing search completeness and minimalism in QUINTIC. Our
empirical results include how QUINTIC scales, compares learning under different valuation
functions, the impact of feedback strength, and the importance of iterative deepening and
counterexample table expansion.
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A Appendix

A.1 Closed and Consistency MaxSMT Objective

We describe the closed and consistency objective (CC) here. In summary, the purpose of
this objective is to encode a greedy preference into the MaxSMT objective for preferring
variable equivalences which would make the current table closed and consistent after applying
unification, and which would minimize the number of states in the table.

The objective function can be described as explicitly ranking all possible tables resulting
from a single step of unification. There are 3 regimes of preferences:

1. Closed and consistent tables are ranked highest.
2. Closed, but not consistent table are ranked second.
3. Tables which are not closed are ranked the lowest.

Within the 3 regimes, tables are ranked by how many states they contain. Tables with fewer
states and ranked higher than tables with more states.

The components of objective are constructed from 3 parts: (a) an expression which counts
the number of states in the table, (b) an expression for a closed table, and (c) an expression
for a consistent table.

Let the current table have | S| = U upper rows and |S- 27| = L lower rows. All expressions
are developed based on row equivalence.

State Minimization Expression Let C,,(S) be the set of tuples representing subsets of

rows(S) with size n. There are (‘i‘) such tuples in C,,(S) since permutations are excluded.
Then let

M(S, 27) = > gt > 1= + > Lju=1

(u1,u2)€C2(S) (I1,l2)€C2(S-XT) (u,l)Erows(S) X rows(S-X1)
(15)
The expression on the right contains
UU-1)+L(L—-1)
2

N = +UL (16)

terms.

Closedness Expression For a table to be closed, we require that each row in rows(S- X7)
be in rows(S). We express this requirement through explicit enumeration:

cus 2= A \V il=u (17)

lerows(S-XT) \u€crows(S)

Consistency Expression For a table to be consistent, we encode the definition of a con-
sistent table using implications. Let r(-) = row(-) for succinctness. Then let Cq(S, X71) =

N (r(s1) = r(s2)) = A (r(s1-0)=r(ss-0)) | (18)

(r(s1),r(s2))eC2(S) (r(s1-0),r(s2-0))€C2(S-XT)
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Full Objective We can now express the fill objective in terms of the above components:

(Ul,.“,vm)

A’ = argmax (M(S, EI) + 1licys,20) [(N + 1)1[02(5’21)] + (N + 1)])

appropriate.

This formulation splits the solutions into the three regimes described above. Note the bounds
0 < M(S,¥?) < N imply that each solution will be ranked according to the regimes as

Combining Objectives When we combine objectives, we do so lexographically. First, we
solve for A’. Then, given A’, we solve Equation [12] for A.

A.2 Counterexample Ablation Results

simple_rm_A

Number of MaxSMT Objective Solves
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20

simple_office_t4_A
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—— Without CEX Expansion

Fig. 5. Counterexample Expansion Ablation, measuring number of MaxSMT objective solves, under
non-discounted summation valuation, with IDS enabled. This measures the number of (€, O) pairs
considered.

A.3 Full Results

We provide the full range of plots for environments tested in.
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Fig. 12. Total Solver Time in Milliseconds, under CEX Expansion and IDS
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Fig. 13. Total Number of Backtracks, under CEX Expansion and IDS
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