Locally Pareto-Optimal Interpretations for
Black-Box Machine Learning Models*

Aniruddha Joshi!, Supratik Chakraborty?, S Akshay?,
Shetal Shah?, Hazem Torfah®, and Sanjit Seshia!

! University of California at Berkeley, USA
{aniruddhajoshi, sseshia}@berkeley.edu
2 Indian Institute of Technology Bombay, India
{ supratik, akshayss, shetals}@cse.iitb.ac.in
3 Chalmers University of Technology and University of Gothenburg. Sweden
hazemto@chalmers.se

Abstract. Creating meaningful interpretations for black-box machine
learning models involves balancing two often conflicting objectives: ac-
curacy and explainability. Exploring the trade-off between these objec-
tives is essential for developing trustworthy interpretations. While many
techniques for multi-objective interpretation synthesis have been devel-
oped, they typically lack formal guarantees on the Pareto-optimality
of the results. Methods that do provide such guarantees, on the other
hand, often face severe scalability limitations when exploring the Pareto-
optimal space. To address this, we develop a framework based on local
optimality guarantees that enables more scalable synthesis of interpre-
tations. Specifically, we consider the problem of synthesizing a set of
Pareto-optimal interpretations with local optimality guarantees, within
the immediate neighborhood of each solution. Our approach begins with
a multi-objective learning or search technique, such as Multi-Objective
Monte Carlo Tree Search, to generate a best-effort set of Pareto-optimal
candidates with respect to accuracy and explainability. We then verify
local optimality for each candidate as a Boolean satisfiability problem,
which we solve using a SAT solver. We demonstrate the efficacy of our
approach on a set of benchmarks, comparing it against previous methods
for exploring the Pareto-optimal front of interpretations. In particular,
we show that our approach yields interpretations that closely match those
synthesized by methods offering global guarantees.
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1 Introduction

The use of machine learning (ML) components is rapidly increasing across var-
ious applications and domains. However, the complexity of ML models often
makes it difficult to understand how these components function. As a result,
their behavior is frequently treated as a black box. To build trust in ML models,
especially in domains where accountability and safety are critical, it is essential
to provide interpretations that accurately reflect the underlying functionality of
the ML model, while being also understandable by humans.

Over the past decade, a vast body of research has focused on explaining
the behavior of ML models (e.g, see [16] for a survey). A prominent approach
in this area has been the development of post-hoc interpretation methods, i.e.,
techniques used to explain the behavior of an ML model after it has been trained.
These methods often involve generating surrogate models (e.g., decision trees,
decision lists, etc.) that serve as simplified approximations of the original complex
model [I6]. A key challenge in creating such models lies in finding the right
balance between accuracy and explainability. In many cases, these two objectives
are in direct conflict: a simple, human-understandable explanation may diverge
significantly from the predictions of the original model, while a more accurate
surrogate may be too complex for meaningful human interpretation. This raises
a central question: how much accuracy are users willing to sacrifice for the sake
of explainability, and vice versa?

While there are no easy answers to the above problem, a promising way to
address it is by exploring the Pareto-optimal space of interpretations [35]. Rather
than generating a single interpretation optimized for one objective (or even for a
weighted combination of objectives), the Pareto-optimal interpretation problem
involves examining the trade-off across multiple objectives, such as the balance
between accuracy and explainability. This approach can be very beneficial for
users aiming to understand these trade-offs; however, it also introduces signifi-
cant challenges, particularly in efficiently navigating the space of possible inter-
pretations. Previous work has demonstrated that it is possible to explore this
space with formal statistical guarantees on the explored Pareto-optimal curve
[35]. However, these approaches often struggle to scale due to their full reliance
on computationally intensive symbolic techniques like constraint solvers. In this
paper, we address the question of whether lighter and faster methods can be
used to generate candidate Pareto-optimal interpretations, which can then be
refined using more powerful tools such as Boolean satisfiability solvers.

Specifically, we propose the use of Multi-Objective Monte Carlo Tree Search
(MO-MCTS) [36], a well-established technique from the field of reinforcement
learning known for its strong empirical performance, to quickly approximate the
Pareto-optimal curve. We integrate MO-MCTS with Boolean satisfiability solv-
ing, enabling us to obtain local guarantees on the Pareto-optimality of interpreta-
tions. This replaces earlier global Pareto-optimality guarantees with theoretically
weaker local Pareto-optimality. However, since MO-MCTS is capable of recover-
ing global guarantees over time, running our approach for a sufficient number of
iterations yields interpretations whose local guarantees converge toward global
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ones. In our experiments, we show empirical evidence that the local guarantees
obtained using MO-MCTS within a reasonable timeout are indeed close to the
global guarantees. The notion of locally Pareto-optimal interpretations, that we
introduce, also offers additional benefits. Theoretically, they support anytime
guarantees, meaning that useful solutions can be extracted at any point during
execution (unlike earlier MaxSAT-based approaches). Additionally, they capture
locally imperturbable interpretations, where small changes in the interpretation
do not alter the optimality within a local neighborhood.
In summary our contributions are the following;:

1. We formalize the problem of locally Pareto-optimal interpretation synthesis
for black-box ML models, where explainability is traded off for accuracy
under user control.

2. We develop a new technique to solve the above problem by a two phase
hybrid algorithm that integrates Multi-objective Monte-Carlo Tree search
with Boolean satisfiability solving.

3. We show that our approach converges monotonically to the global optimal,
with local optimality guarantees for early stopping.

4. Our experimental results show that in practice, our approach obtains results
close to the global optimal in several benchmarks. For larger benchmarks, we
obtain results (with local optimality guarantees), where earlier approaches
fail to produce any globally Pareto-optimal solution.

Related Work The literature contains a significant body of work focused on
methods for interpreting black-box ML models. In certain applications, the goal
is to explain the output of a black-box model in the vicinity of a specific input.
To achieve this, specialized techniques have been developed that provide local
and robust explanations [I51222829]. Other applications use techniques like
generation of surrogate models and model distillation (in the form of decision
trees [T9UT2II8I20037]). For further information on these techniques, we refer the
reader to the surveys in [416].

The problem of synthesizing multi-objective interpretations of black-box ML
models was introduced and formalized in [35]. In that work, a MaxSAT-based
engine was used to synthesize a set of Pareto-optimal interpretations. This ap-
proach provides statistical global guarantees on the accuracy of the synthesized
interpretations. Similar ideas were explored in [37], where the authors encoded
the problem of finding an interpretation as optimal decision sets, and in [3§],
where sparse optimal decision trees were constructed using an objective func-
tion combining misclassification rate and the number of leaves. In comparison
to the approach in [35], the solutions presented in [37] and [38] provide a single
point in the Pareto-optimal space, yielding a single value for correctness and
explainability measures. Our approach aligns with the goals of [35] in provid-
ing Pareto-optimal interpretations with guarantees on correctness. However, in
contrast to [35], our method offers a much more scalable solution for exploring
the Pareto-optimal front. In [I0], the authors use multi objective optimization
to find locally optimal Pareto solutions to the joint problem of generating a
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machine learning model and its surrogate. Our work is agnostic to the machine
learning model, which is assumed to be a black box.

Monte-Carlo Tree Search (MCTS) is a highly effective procedure for heuris-
tically searching through a complex space of actions and rewards. Browne et
al. [9] provide an excellent review on MCTS techniques and heuristics, and
Swiechowski et al. [33] give a review of recent modifications and advances on
domain specific adaptations required for MCTS. Other papers [36/11] consider
the multi-objective variant of MCTS that is relevant to our work.

2 Preliminaries and Problem Formulation

We borrow some terminology from [35] in presenting the problem formulation
below. Let Z be an input domain, @ be an output domain, and A(Z x O) be a
distribution over the input-output space induced by a black-box ML model. Let G
denote the class of interpretations mapping Z to O. For each interpretation g € G,
we abuse notation and define the semantic function g : Z — O that outputs
g(2) € O for every input i € Z. We also assume that each interpretation g € G is
associated with a non-negative real-valued correctness measure C(g) € R>, and
a non-negative real-valued explainability measure £(g) € R>. Intuitively, C(g)
measures the accuracy of the interpretation g w.r.t. the input-output distribution
A(Z x O), and £(g) is a user-specified measure of the human understandability
of the interpretation. In general we want to synthesize interpretations with high
values of correctness and explainability measures.

For an interpretation g € G, we define (C(g),&(g)) to be the goodness tuple
of g. The partial order < on goodness tuples is defined as follows: (¢, e) < (¢, e’)
iff c < ¢ and e < €. The strict partial-order < on such tuples is defined as:
(c,e) < (c,¢e) iff (c,e) = (¢/,€') and at least one of ¢ < ¢ or e < € holds.
Given a set S of goodness measures (c, ), we define max™ S to be the set of all
<-maximal tuples in S.

Definition 1 (Pareto-Domination and Optimality [21)35]). Given a class
G of interpretations mapping I to O, we say an interpretation g Pareto-dominates
another interpretation g if (C(¢'),E(9")) < (C(9),E(g)). An interpretation g is
said to be Pareto-optimal (or PO) in G if g € G, and there is no other interpre-
tation g' € G that Pareto-dominates g. In other words, (C(g),E(g)) is X-mazximal
in the set of goodness tuples of all interpretations in G.

In general, there may be multiple PO interpretations in G, with one or more
interpretations corresponding to each <-maximal tuple (¢, e). In [35], Torfah et al
presented a technique to synthesize a set of PO interpretations, one for every =<-
maximal tuple (¢, e). This effectively gives the user a set of interpretations, none
of which can be "improved" on both the accuracy and explainability measures
together. Unfortunately, computing such PO interpretations is computationally
expensive, and the technique of [35] does not scale large to problem instances.
This motivates us to define locally Pareto-optimal interpretations.
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Definition 2 (Locally Pareto-optimal interpretation). Let G be a class of
interpretations mapping T to O, with correctness measure C(-) and explainability
measure E(-), as before. Let 0, € R>( be the correctness slack, and 6. € R>o be
the explainabiility slack, where R>o denotes the set of all non-negative reals. We
say that an interpretation g € G s locally Pareto-optimal (LPO) w.r.t 6. and 6.
if 39’ € G such that (C(9),£(g)) < (C(¢'),E(g")) = (Clg) + 8 E(g) + bc).

Informally, if interpretation g is LPO w.r.t. §. and J., then there is no other
interpretation g’ that Pareto-dominates g, while having its correctness (respec-
tively, explainability) measure within a window of §. (respectively, d.) of the
corresponding measure for g. Note that an LPO interpretation g may not be
a PO interpretation. However, there cannot be a "nearby" (in the correctness-
explainability measure space) interpretation ¢’ that improves the correctness
(respectively, explainability) measure of g by an amount bounded by . (respec-
tively, d.) without adversely affecting explainability (respectively, correctness).
Clearly, every PO intepretation is also LPO w.r.t é. and d., for every d., 6. € R>g.
We can now define the problem of synthesizing LPO interpretations as follows.

Problem 1 (Locally Pareto-Optimal Interpretation Synthesis). Let G, C(+),
E(-), 6. and 0. be as in Definition [2| The locally Pareto-optimal (or LPO)
interpretation synthesis problem requires us to synthesize a set S of inter-
pretations in G s.t. every g € S is LPO w.r.t §. and é,, and every distinct
9,9 € S are incomparable, i.e. neither of them Pareto-dominates the other.

A few points about Problem [I| are worth noting. First, the requirement that
interpretations in the solution must not Pareto-dominate each other ensures that
we don’t report LPO interpretations, one of which dominates the other. This can
indeed happen for LPO interpretations g and ¢ if, for example, C(g) > C(g')+ 0.
and £(g) > €(¢') + . In such cases, g is a "better" interpretation than ¢’, and it
is not meaningful to report both g and ¢’. Second, every set of PO interpretations
serves as a solution to Problem [l} for every non-negative value of §, and J..
However, not every LPO interpretation may be a PO interpretation in general.
Hence, the ask of Problem [I] is weaker than that of finding PO interpretations
(as addressed in [35]). Third, if we set d. and d. to M and N respectively, where
M > maxyeg C(g) and N > maxgeg E(g), then every solution to Problem [If also
gives a set of PO interpretations. Hence, Problem [I] can be technically used to
obtain PO interpretations, if we know max,cg C(g) and maxgzeg £(g). Finally,
note that Problem [1| does not require us to synthesize a maximal (by subset
ordering) set of incomparable LPO interpretations. This makes it possible to
synthesize increasingly larger (set cardinality-wise) solutions incrementally.

3 Owur Approach and the Problem Instantiation

In order to solve Problem |1} at a high level, we use a hybrid approach that
has two phases. In the first phase, we use techniques developed from the multi-
objective learning/search literature. We assume a time budget for the first phase,
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and restrict ourselves to those techniques that maintain a best-effort solution at
all times. Once the time budget is exhausted, we stop the first phase, retrieve
the best-effort interpretations from the first phase, and then pass these interpre-
tations to the second phase. We assume no guarantees about finding (locally)
Pareto-optimal solutions from the first phase, since most multi-objective learn-
ing/search based techniques do not give strong anytime theoretical guarantees.

In the second phase, we take as inputs the set of interpretations obtained
from the first phase, and also the correctness and explainability slacks é. and
de- We then verify that the interpretations obtained from the first phase are
incomparable and also locally Pareto-optimal w.r.t. the given slacks. We do this
in two steps. In the first step, we verify that the interpretations are incomparable.
If they are not, we discard dominated interpretations. Then in the second step,
we verify that the remaining interpretations are locally Pareto-optimal. If any of
the interpretations are not locally Pareto-optimal, then we improve upon those
interpretations. Thus, at the end we are able to output those interpretations that
are incomparable and also locally Pareto-optimal. Figure [I] diagrammatically
shows the two phases in our approach.

A
}510'06'41) ©0338)
K P,
Learning/Search | 7 ~~— . L p04632)
@ L 3
Py i

{Ps, P;, Py, Py} E|f A

8¢

__1} 0.58,23)

| (068,13)
% —»  Verification 5
e a

(P5, Py, Py, Py) ¢

(b) Ilustrating our navigation of the
search space. The x-axis (resp. y-axis)
represents the correctness (resp. ex-
plainability) measure. The red curvy
arrows indicate the search based phase,
and the blue rectangles indicate the
verification phase. Py, ... Ps are PO in-
terpretations. Our approach finds the
LPO interpretations Ps, P7, Ps, Py

(a) The red curvy arrow represents a
multi-objective search procedure with
a time budget. If this outputs interpre-
tations {Ps, P7, P3, Po}, we then ver-
ify absence of a dominating solution
within slack d. and d., as represented
by the blue rectangle.

Fig. 1: Our approach

3.1 Instantiating the Interpretations and Measures

In order to solve Problem [I we must first choose the class G of interpreta-
tions, and the explainability and correctness measures C(-) and £(-). We start by
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choosing decision trees as the class of interpretations, since these are the most
widely used in the explainable Al literature. Note that the work of [35] considers
decision diagrams for interpretations. Decision trees are essentially decision dia-
grams with the additional restriction that every node has at most one incoming
edge. Hence, we can use the same correctness and explainability measures as
used in [35] , making it easier to compare our results with those of [35].

Class of Interpretations: Decision Trees Let Z and O denote the input and
output domains, respectively. We restrict the output domain O to a finite set
L= {ll,lg, .. Z\L\} of labels. Let F' := {fl,fg, .. -7f|F\ ‘ fl T — {172, .. bl}}
be a set of functions f; that map the input domain Z to a finite set of branches
{1,2,...b;}. We use L and F to label the nodes of decision trees. Specifically, each
internal node of a tree has an incoming edge and outgoing edges, and is labeled
by a function f;. Each branch j € {1,2,...b;} in the range of f; corresponds
to an outgoing edge of the internal node. The leaf nodes in a decision tree are
labeled by L. Figure [2a] gives an example of a decision tree.

In order to represent (possibly partially constructed) decision trees at inter-
mediate steps of our multi-objective search procedure, we consider a context-free
grammar [I7] & that allows us to generate decision trees in a principled man-
ner. Grammar & uses the symbol N as the starting (non-terminal) symbol, and
X={L1-, i, fas - fip;s 1, l2, .. L1} as the set of terminal symbols. It
has the following production rules:

N := fiIN,N,...N] | fo[N,N,...N]|...| f|p|[N7N7...N] [l |12 ]...] I
————
by times bs times b | times

We can imagine the start symbol as representing a (partially constructed)
decision tree with a single node that is not yet labeled by a function from F or by
a label from L. Every application of a production rule assigns a function f; or a
label I; to an unlabeled node N. If a function f; is assigned to an unlabeled node,
then b; outgoing edges are created, and b; new unlabeled nodes are created, one
for each new outgoing edge. We represent each function f; in the grammar rules
as f;[N,N,...N] to indicate that b; new unlabeled nodes are created, one for

————
b; times
each branch in the range of the function f;. If a label [; is assigned to an unlabeled
node, no new nodes are created. We call decision trees containing unlabeled nodes
as partial decision trees, and those not containing unlabeled nodes as complete
decision trees. Figure gives an example of a partial decision tree. Unless
specified otherwise, by decision trees we will henceforth mean complete decision
trees.

We now give the semantics of a decision tree: given an input x € Z, a decision
tree D outputs a label [ € O, which we denote by D(x), as per the following
rules:

— if D is of the form f;[Dy, Ds,... Dy,] then D(z) := Dy, 1) (x)
— if D is a leaf labeled [;, then D(z) :=;
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(alert] (no alert] (alert]

(b) Partial decision tree with two

(a) Decision Tree with functions unassigned nodes labeled N be de-
{clouds, time, pos} and labels {alert, fault.

no alert}. The functions time and
pos have two outgoing branches, and
clouds has tree.

(alert) (no alert]

Fig.2: (a) Complete and (b) Partial Decision Tree

Note that Dy, (x) is well defined since the range of f; is {1,2,...b;}.

As in [35], we assume that we have a node budget B € Z~(, — a positive
integer — that bounds the number of internal nodes in our decision trees. Thus,
the class of interpretations G is restricted to decision trees generated by the
grammar & with at most B internal nodes. We denote the grammar with this
restriction by &g and the corresponding class of interpretations by Gg. Note,
however, that the above is not a real restriction, since the number of semantically
different decision trees for a finite set of features/predicates (represented by
fi € F) and labels (represented by I; € L) is finite. To see this, observe that

along any directed path f;, Elﬁ fis ~b—1+ o fi fi]% v iy %;1> fi, in a
decision tree, if there are two nodes with the same function f;; = f;,, then the
second occurrence of f;, can be removed from the tree, by simply attaching the
sub-tree rooted at the bﬁjh branch of f; to the bffﬁl branch of f;, . It is easy to
see that this doesn’t change the semantics since any input x € 7 evaluated along
the path already evaluates to f; (v) = fi, (z) = b;,;. Therefore, there are only
finitely many semantically different decision trees for a given set of functions and
labels, and setting B to the maximum number of internal nodes in this set of
semantically different trees allows us to include all semantically different decision
trees in the class Gp.

Explainability and Accuracy Measures We now define the explainability
measure £ and the correctness measure C on decision trees. Our correctness
measure C : Gg — [0,1] is a map from the set of decision trees to a number
between 0 and 1. This gives the accuracy of the decision tree in predicting
the output from an input, for samples drawn from the underlying distribution
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A(Z x O). That is, given a decision tree D € Gp, its correctness measure C(D) :=
Pli,0)~A@x0)[D(i) = o] is the probability of correctly classifying an input-output
sample (4,0) from the distribution A(Z x O). We estimate this measure using
the Probably Approximately Correct (PAC) [30] framework, as done in [35].
Specifically, for a given tolerance ¢ and confidence 1 — §, where 0 < £, < 1,
we first compute the sample complexity, say u(G,e,d), of the finite class Gp
of decision trees using standard techniques [30]. Then, we draw u(G,¢,0) i.i.d.
samples of (input, output) values from the distribution A(Z x O), and compute
the fraction of times the output is correctly predicted by the decision tree D
under consideration for these samples. PAC theory then guarantees that with
probability at least 1 — §, the computed estimate of the fraction lies within an
additive tolerance of € of the expected value of the fraction, when i.i.d. samples
are drawn from the distribution A(Z x O).

Our explainability measure £ : Gg — Rsq is a map from the set of deci-
sion trees to the set of positive real numbers. Below, we describe a specific ex-
plainability measure that assigns higher scores to small decision trees (typically,
more explainable than large trees), and also to decision trees that use predi-
cate/features that are more desirable to be included in an interpretation. Our
overall approach is however not restricted to this specific explainability metric,
and applies to any metric that can be encoded symbolically (see Section [4.2)).

We assume that each function f; has an associated (user-provided) weight
w; € Z4, that gives us a measure of the desirability of including f; in an in-
terpretation. Higher weights represent functions that are more desirable to be

included. Let W := énzgch‘ w; be the highest such weight. Given a decision tree
1<i<
D with m internal nodes containing 7, nodes corresponding to the function fi, is
nodes corresponding to fa, ..., i|p| nodes corresponding to f|r|, the explainabil-
J=|F|
ity measure is given by £(D) := (B —m)|W + 1|+ > i, *w;. That is, we first
j=1

prioritize the unused nodes by giving them the highest weights. So, lower values
of m correspond to more explainable the decision trees. This aligns with human
intuition, that is, the smaller the decision tree, the easier it is to explain that
decision tree. Then for a given size m, we prioritize the functions that are the
most desirable to be included in an interpretation. This also aligns with human
intuition as some functions may be difficult to explain than others.

4 A Two-Phase Algorithm: Search and Verification

Recall from our earlier discussion that our approach works in two phases. In the
first phase, we use multi-objective Monte-Carlo Tree Search (MCTS) to solve
a multi-objective optimization problem. Then, in the second phase we use SAT
solvers to get local guarantees. In Section [£.I] we construct a Multi-Objective
Markov Decision Process (MO-MDP). This MO-MDP has (partial or complete)
decision trees as states, and uses actions that allow us to grow these decision
trees. Then, we use Multi-Objective Monte-Carlo Tree Search [36] to search
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through the MO-MDP to synthesize best-effort Pareto-optimal decision trees.
Finally, we give local guarantees on the decision trees synthesized by the MO-
MCTS using a Boolean satisfiability solver.

4.1 Multi-Objective MDP and MCTS

In this section, we model the generation of decision trees by the grammar &g as a
deterministic MO-MDP, where each state corresponds to a (partial or complete)
decision tree, and the production rules of & determine the actions. Specifically,
the transitions only have a probability of 0 or 1 depending on the current and
next state. The probability is 1 for transitions that correspond to the produc-
tion rule of the chosen action, and 0 otherwise. We then assign a multi-objective
reward to the states, and apply MO-MCTS [36] to synthesize a best-effort ap-
proximation to the Pareto-optimal front.

Definition 3 (Multi-objective MDP). A MO-MDP M := (S, A, T, so, R)
is a tuple, where S is a set of states, A is the set of actions, T : Sx Ax S — [0,1]
is the transition probability, s is the initial state, and R: S x A x S — R% is
a two-dimensional vector-valued reward. -

We assume that we are given a set F' := {fi, f2,... fip|} of functions, a
set L := {l1,l,...1jp} of labels, a budget B bounding the number of internal
nodes, and the grammar Bp as defined in Section 2l We define the following
deterministic MO-MDP Mg ,, where:

— Set of states S := {a | N =g, a} is the set of all (partial or complete)
decision trees generated by the application of zero or more rules from the
grammar & p on the initial symbol N.

— The initial state sg: sp = N is the initial string N, which represents a partial
decision tree with just one node corresponding to the non-terminal V.

— Set of actions A: A := {(4,7) | 1 <4 < Npaz and 1 < j < |F| 4+ |L|} is
the set of all actions. Here N,,,4, is the maximum number of non-terminals
of a decision tree in the set Gg. Each action is a tuple (¢, 7) that represents
the application of ;" production rule of &5 on the i*"* non-terminal node
to generate the next (partial or complete) decision tree. If the number of
non-terminals in the current decision tree is less than ¢, then the transition
on this action loops to the same decision tree.

— Since we consider a deterministic MO-MDP, the transition on an action
a = (i, 4) is just the application of j*"* production rule of &5 on the i*" non-
terminal if it exists, otherwise the transition corresponding to the action just
loops back. The transition probabilities are given by the following:

if the number of non-terminals in s is more

1, than i, and applying the j** production rule
T((s,a = (i, 5), ') := on it" non-terminal results in s’
’ I 1, if s = s’ and there are less than

non-terminals in s

0, otherwise
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Fig. 3: Deterministic transitions in the MO-MDP
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— A two-dimensional reward is given by the correctness measure in one di-
mension and the explainability measure in the other. For every transition
(s,a,s’) where s’ is not a complete decision tree the reward is defined as
R((s,a,s")) :=0,0]. Otherwise, if s’ is a complete decision tree, the reward
is defined as R((s,a,s")) := [C(s),E(s")]. i.e. the correctness and explain-
ability measure of the (complete) decision tree s'. It is easy to see that we
have a sparse setting for the reward.

Figure |3| shows some deterministic transitions from the initial node in an
MO-MDP modeling one of our benchmarks (TaxiNet), where clouds, time, pos
are elements of F', and alert, noalert are labels in L. The MO-MCTS algorithm
developed in [36] works for deterministic MO-MDPs, and is therefore suitable use
in our approach. The MO-MCTS procedure of [36] generates a search tree and
maintains a set of best-effort approximations of Pareto-optimal interpretations
over the search tree. This procedure has three phases. In the first phase, the
procedure iteratively chooses an action until it arrives at a (search tree) node
that has all unexplored actions, or until a Progressive Widening heuristic is
triggered on a node with unexplored actions. This heuristic initially restricts the
number of child nodes allowed for exploration. For each node, it only allows a
limited number of child nodes for exploration at the start, and gradually increases
this number as the visits to the parent node increase. This helps in managing
the exploration initially by focusing on a smaller subset of actions. During the
first phase, the actions chosen are those that maximize a quantity dependent
on the hypervolume indicator [39] of the upper confidence bound, subtracted
with an Lo-norm of the perspective projection of the upper confidence bound.
Then it chooses an unexplored action using another heuristic that builds on
the Rapid Action Value Estimation (RAVE) heuristic [I4] by maximizing over
all unexplored actions the Lo-norm of the difference between the perspective
projection of the RAVE heuristic with itself. The second phase starts once an
unexplored action is chosen. In this phase, the MO-MCTS procedure randomly
selects actions until a terminal state is reached. Then in the third and final phase,
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the multi-dimensional rewards are collected and the quantities required for the
heuristics are updated by backtracking.

The MO-MCTS procedure maintains a set of best-effort approximations of
Pareto-optimal interpretations that it keeps on improving in each iteration.
Lemma [T] below quantifies this formally.

Lemma 1. Let PO; be an incomparable set of best-effort Pareto optimal points
in the MO-MCTS procedure at iteration i. Then for every iteration j > i and
for every point p € PO; there is a point p’ € PO; such that p < p'.

4.2 SAT Encoding

In this section, we describe the verification procedure for the interpretations ob-
tained from the MO-MCTS procedure. We assume that the MO-MCTS proce-
dure outputs a set S := {(D,C(D),E(F))} of decision trees along with their cor-
rectness and explainability measures. Let §. and §. be the user-provided correct-
ness and explainability slacks respectively. For each interpretation (D,C(D), D(D))
in S, this phase searches for an interpretation D' € Gp s.t. (C(D) + 6.,E(D) +
0e) = (C(D"),E(D")) = (C(D),&E(D)) by encoding the problem as one of Boolean
satisfiability, and by using a Boolean satisfiability solver. If it finds such a D’,
then it replaces D with D’ in the set S, and repeats the above search using
the satisfiability solver. Otherwise, it declares D as locally PO w.r.t §. and d,
and moves it from S to a set S’. This phase also filters out the decision trees in
S’ that are already Pareto-dominated by other locally PO trees in S’. Thus, if
allowed to run till completion, this phase computes a set S’ of locally Pareto-
optimal (w.r.t. §. and ¢.) decision trees that are Pareto-incomparable, such that
each tree in S is either present in S’ or is Pareto-dominated by a tree in S”.

To search for an interpretation D’ satisfying (C(D) + 6., E(D) + 6.) =
(C(D"), (D) = (C(D), £(D)), we use the encoding ideas in [35]. Specifi-
cally, we construct a Boolean formula &(X,Y,Z, W), where X,Y, Z, W are bi-
nary encodings of integers, that is satisfiable if and only if there is a decision tree
D’ € Gp such that (X,Y) < (C(D'),E(D")) <X (Z,W). Moreover, the formula is
constructed such that the interpretation D’ can be obtained directly from the
satisfying assignment of ¢. Once @ is obtained, we invoke a Boolean satisfiabil-
ity solver on &(C(D),&(D),C(D) + 6., E(D) + d.) to find the desired D’. If the
formula is unsatisfiable, then we know that D is LPO w.r.t é. and J..

Motivated by the encoding ideas in [35], we obtain the formula #(X,Y, Z, W)
is as a conjunction of four sub-formulas

B(X,Y, Z,W) := Beymiar A Poorr(X, Z) A ey (Y, W) AB(X,Y).

Here, ®4yntqar encodes a syntactic restriction that allows only those decision
trees generated by the grammar & g. Similarly, @, (X, Z) encodes a correctness
restriction that is satisfiable if there is a decision tree D’ such that X < C(D’) <
Z. The formula @, (Y, W) is s.t. it is satisfiable iff there is a decision tree D
such that Y < £(D) < W. Finally, the fourth component ¢(X,Y) is satisfiable iff
there is a decision tree D such that the correctness and explainability measures
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dominate (X,Y), i.e., (X,Y) < (C(D"),E(D’)). We explain the encoding in more
detail in Appendix [A] The correctness of the encoding is formalized below.

Lemma 2. There is a Boolean formula ®(c,e,c+ d.,e+0.) that is satisfiable if
and only if there is a decision tree D' € Gg such that (c,e) < (C(D"),E(D")) =
(c+dc,e+0e).

4.3 Overall Procedure

We now integrate the ideas in the previous two sections to come up with an
anytime two-phase algorithm. Algorithm [I] takes as input the timeout Thvio-mcTs
of the first phase involving MO-MCTS, the overall timeout Toyeran, and the
slacks 6. and d.. The algorithm runs in two phases. In the first phase, it executes
the MO-MCTS procedure with a timeout Tyjo-mcTs- Since MO-MCTS always
maintains a set of best-effort Pareto-optimal points internally, we collect all these
best-effort solutions in a set S once the time budget Tyo.mcrs is exhausted.
Specifically, we assume that at the end of the first phase, each element in set S
is a decision tree D € Gp along with the tuple (C(D),E(D)).

In the second phase, Algorithm [I] maintains a set S’ of confirmed locally
Pareto-optimal interpretations, and initializes S’ to the empty set. It then it-
erates through each tree D in S, and invokes the Check_SAT function on the
Boolean formula ¢(C(D), E(D),C(D)+0c, E(D)+J,). Function Check_SAT checks
if the formula fed to it as input is satisfiable. If so, it returns a decision tree D’,
along with (C(D’),&(D’)) such that (C(D),E(D)) < (C(D'),E(D")) = (C(D) +
¢, E(D)+0.). Since D' Pareto-dominates D, we replace the entry (D, (C(D), E(D)))
in S by (D',(C'(D),E(D"))). If, on the other hand, Check_SAT reports that
&(C(D),E(D),C(D) + 6., E(D) + d.) is unsatisfiable, we know that D is LPO
w.r.t. . and 4., and add (C, (C(D),E(D))) to the set S’, while ensuring that
no two interpretations in S’ Pareto-dominate each other. If the overall timeout
Toveran is exceeded while Check_SAT is in execution, we assume that Check_SAT
is forcibly terminated and the status returned indicates timeout. In such cases,
we retain (D, (C(D),E(D))) in the set S.

The second phase of Algorithm |I| iterates until the overall timeout Tyyeran 1S
reached or the set S becomes empty. In either case, the algorithm returns the
sets S” and S, with the guarantee that S’ contains incomparable LPO interpre-
tations w.r.t. §, and J.. The interpretations in S, however, are simply best-effort
interpretations that may not be LPO w.r.t. §. and &..

Theorem 1. Suppose Algorithm[1] outputs sets S' and S of decision trees along
with their associated measures on termination. Then, every decision tree D in S’
is LPO w.r.t. 6. and d. Furthermore, for every decision tree D in S, there exists
at least one tree D' output by MO-MCTS s.t. (C(D"),E(D")) =< (C(D),&(D)).

Note that Theorem [I] holds regardless of whether Algorithm [I] terminates due
to S becoming empty or Tyyveran being exceeded. It is also easy to verify that
Algorithm [1] is guaranteed to output at least one decision tree (in either S or
S’ if the first phase of MO-MCTS does not return an empty set. This suggests
the following corollary.
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Algorithm 1: Anytime LPO Interpretation Synthesis
Input: Timeouts Tvo-mcTs and Toverann of MO-MCTS and overall algorithm
Slack dc of correctness measure C
Slack de of explainability measure £
Output: Set S’ of incomparable interpretations that are LPO w.r.t. éc and de
Set S of best-effort interpretations

/* Execute the first phase of MO-MCTS */
S <+ execute_with_timeout(MO-MCTS, Tmo-mcTs)

/* Execute the second phase of verification */
S« {}
while S # 0 or Toveran not exceeded do

(D, (c,e)) + S.pop() // fetch and remove an element D, (c,e) from S

(status, assignment) = Check_SAT(P(c, e, c + d¢, e + de), Toverall)
if status is unsatisfiable then
5"+ S"U{(D,(c,e))}

Remove Pareto-dominated interpretations from S’

[¢]

Ise if status is satisfiable then

/* the satisfying assignment encodes a decision tree D’ with
measures (c’,e') s.t. (c,e) < (' €') <X (c+dc,e+de) */

(D', (d',€")) + extract _decision_tree(assignment)

S+ Su{(D,(e)N}

Remove Pareto-dominated interpretations from S

else
/* Tovera1n exceeded during Check_SAT call */
| S« SU{(D,(ce))}

return S’ and S

Corollary 1. With sufficiently large overall timeout Tyyerq and with sufficiently
large values of 6. and 6., Algorithm [1] is guaranteed to find at least one PO
interpretation.

5 Experiments

We have implemented the MO-MCTS procedure of [36] adapted to our setting,
and the verification algorithm described above in a prototype tool called ALPO
available at https://github.com/anirjoshi/ALPO. All our experiments were run
on an Apple Mac M2 Pro with 32 GB memory. In the experiments, we set
the timeout Tyo-mcTs for MO-MCTS to be exactly half of the overall timeout
Toverall- We experimented with two different values of the overall timeout Tyyeran,
viz. 5 mins and 20 mins. We used the Kissat SAT solver [7] to solve the Boolean
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satisfiability queries in the verification phase of Algorithm [1] In the first phase
involving MO-MCTS, we restricted the actions of MO-MDP to only allow those
actions that involve the first non-terminal. Without this restriction, we empir-
ically observed that the action set becomes very large. We also note that the
restriction does not reduce the expressivity, as the actions may be applied in
any order. For example, in Figure [2b] actions for any of the two non-terminals
can be taken first. This restriction just enforces an ordering on the actions by
always selecting an action corresponding to the first non-terminal.

For each state, we also skipped explore the self-looping actions, since they
do not contribute towards exploration. Finally, from the initial state of the MO-
MDP we do not allow actions involving labels in the set L, since allowing such
actions would give rise to single-node decision trees that classify every input
to the same label. We compare our work with the tool Synplicate developed as
part of [35], which is guaranteed to synthesize the full Pareto-optimal curve of
interpretations, when it does terminate (which as we show is not always the case).
Since Synplicate considers interpretations as decision diagrams, we modified it
slightly to restrict the interpretations to decision trees. We used the same timeout
Toveran for Synplicate as used by ALPO.

Benchmarks For our benchmarks, we considered a set of 10 benchmarks from
the UCIT repository [23], 3 custom-made benchmarks, and 5 randomly gener-
ated benchmarks. In this section, we present the four most relevant benchmarks
namely AutoTaxi, Balance Scale [3I], Car Evaluation [§] and Yeast [25]. The
remaining are detailed in Appendix [B]

All of our benchmarks have categorical outputs. The AutoTaxi benchmark,
adapted from [I3J34], is a decision module that predicts whether a perception
module of an airplane behaves correctly under certain environment conditions.
It uses the following features: time of day, types of clouds, and initial position
of the airplane on the runway. The implementation of this module is a decision
tree based on data collected from 200 simulations, using the XPlane (https:
//www.x-plane.com) simulator.

The other benchmarks Balance Scale, Car Evaluation, and Yeast are all col-
lected from the UCI Machine Learning Repository [23]. These benchmarks are
available as datasets. We first train these datasets on a fully connected neural
network with four hidden layers containing seven neurons in each layer, and
a ReLU activation function for each neuron. This neural network then serves
as our black-box model. For the synthesis procedure, we restrict the space of
decision trees to only those with size less than six internal nodes. The names
of functions for the decision tree are the same as the names of features in the
dataset. For every categorical feature, we assign a number to each category, and
the feature function in the decision tree just outputs the number according to
the category. For every numerical feature f, we have a function f that has three
output buckets. This function simply divides the range of the feature into three
equal regions. Let f,,,, and f,,;, be the maximum and minimum values of f in
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Benchmark Name Features Weights|Output Branches

AutoTaxi clouds, day time, init pos | 1, 4, 3 6, 3,4
Balance Scale left distance, left weight 3,3 3,3
right distance, right weight| 3, 3 3,3

Car Evaluation buying, doors, lug boot 3,3,3 4,4, 3

maint, persons, safety 3,3,3 4,3,3

Yeast alm, erl, gvh, mcg, mit |3, 3, 3, 3 3,3,3,3
nuc, pox, vac 3,3,3 3,3,3

Table 1: List of feature names, weights and output branches in all benchmarks

the dataset. Then f: R — {0,1,2} is defined as:

0, ifi< fpp + meszfmn
f(i) =141, elseif i< f + 2 Imaefmin
2, otherwise

In Table [I} we list the features used in these four benchmarks. We plot the
results of executing ALPO and Synplicate on these benchmarks in Figure [6]
We first discuss the results with an overall timeout of 20 minutes. (10 mins for
MO-MCTS, and 10 mins for the second phase in ALPO). The (4., d.) windows
for AutoTaxi, Car Evaluation, Balance Scale, and Yeast are (0.023,5), (0.018, 5),
(0.021,5) and (0.017,5), respectively. The &, values are obtained as 12, where
K is the total number of samples used for a benchmark. We use ¢ = 0.25 and
6 = 0.1 for the PAC guarantees, without making any realizability assumption.

The research questions We address the following three research questions.

— RQ1: Are locally Pareto-optimal solutions given by our approach close to
the actual (global) Pareto-optimal solutions?

— RQ2: Does the MO-MCTS procedure output a good approximation of the
Pareto-optimal curve?

— RQ3: Does our procedure scale empirically in comparison with Synplicate?

5.1 Our Results

RQ1: From local Pareto-optimality to global Pareto-optimality. Our
experiments reveal that the search for locally Pareto-optimal solutions around
the solutions of the MO-MCTS procedure often gives us globally Pareto-optimal
solutions. We use the AutoTaxi and the Balance Scale benchmarks to demon-
strate this. Indeed, these are the only benchmarks (among the four being dis-
cussed here) where the Synplicate tool terminates within 20 mins, and hence
gives the Pareto-optimal curve, allowing us to perform this comparison.
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Fig.4: Decision tree corresponding Fig. 5: Decision tree corresponding
to point P in Figure [6a] from the to point @ from the second phase of
first phase of MO-MCTS with cor- verification procedure with correct-
rectness and explainability measures ness and explainability 0.918 and 14
0.916 and 14 respectively. resp.

In the AutoTaxi benchmark, we observe from the Pareto-optimal curve in
Figure [6a that all decision trees except one [P=(0.916,14)] from the MO-MCTS
procedure are Pareto-optimal. Also, we are able to discover a Pareto-optimal
decision tree @ close to P = (0.916, 14) in the second phase. We show the
decision trees representing points P and @Q in Figures [4 and [5] respectively.

RQ2: MO-MCTS is a good approximation of the Pareto-optimal curve
The plots in Figure[6a) and Figure[6b|corresponding to the AutoTaxi and Balance
Scale benchmarks, respectively, provide evidence that the MO-MCTS procedure
gives a good approximation of the (actual) Pareto-optimal curve, as given by
Synplicate. The MO-MCTS procedure outputs eight of the combined twelve
Pareto-optimal points. We cannot use the other two benchmarks to answer
this question, because the Synplicate tool times out before outputting even one
Pareto-optimal point.

RQ3: Performance of ALPO vs Synplicate Finally, we address whether
our procedure performs better than Synplicate on a wider set of benchmarks. We
answer this affirmatively by looking into the two benchmarks: Car Evaluation
and Yeast. More evidence is presented in Appendix [B] via other benchmarks. As
can be observed from the results of the Car Evaluation benchmark in Figure
and the Yeast benchmark in Figure [6d] the Synplicate tool cannot output even
a single Pareto-optimal point for these benchmarks. Since the number of feature
nodes in these benchmarks is more than those of the other two, this increases the
size of the search space significantly. We believe this eventually causes Synplicate
to choke. However, ALPO outputs at least four decision trees for each bench-
mark. Figure [7]shows the decision tree correponding to highest accuracy decision
tree synthesized by this approach. Moreover, for each of the two benchmarks, we
are able to verify that two decision trees are locally Pareto-optimal. Therefore,
using our procedure, we are able to synthesize locally Pareto-optimal decision
trees even in the cases where synthesizing a Pareto-optimal set is practically
computationally intensive.
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Fig.6: Visualization of results: For each benchmark, correctness measure is
plotted on X-axis and explainability measure on Y-axis. Blue stars indicate
MO-MCTS results. Red inverted triangle indicate LPO interpretations found
by ALPO. Red crosses indicate absence of interpretations with corresponding
explainability-accuracy measures. Green solid circles indicate points that dom-
inate an interpretation obtained from MO-MCTS, but not verified to be LPO.
Yellow pluses indicate that ALPO timed out when checking for LPO here. Syn-
plicate results are shown with hollow circles.
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In summary, our results answer RQ1-3 comprehensively and show the effec-
tiveness of ALPO. We also conducted experiments on several other benchmarks
(see Appendix , and repeated the experiments on the four benchmarks pre-
sented above with a 5 mins timeout (see Appendix [C]).

Fig. 7: Decision tree corresponding to the most accurate best-effort Pareto-point
from the MO-MCTS for Car Evaluation benchmark.

Our results consistently support the conclusions w.r.t. RQ1-3 made above. In
particular, when running with timeout of 5 mins, ALPO gives fewer (but non-
empty) LPO interpretations than with 20 mins timeout, and hence degrades
gracefully. This shows the value of ALPO as an anytime LPO interpretation
synthesis algorithm.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we have considered an integrated multi-objective MCTS-based
search algorithm with SAT-based verification to synthesize Pareto-optimal in-
terpretations with locally optimality guarantees. Our experimental results show
that the interpretations we generate are close to globally Pareto-optimal illus-
trating the practical significance of the approach. As future work, it would be
interesting to use the solutions from the SAT solver to improve search, leading
to even better integration between these approaches. Future advancements in
methods for MCTS-based search will directly transfer to our approach.
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A Verification using Boolean Satisfiability

We describe below the construction a boolean formula @(X,Y, Z W) that is
satisfiable if and only if there is a decision tree D € Gp such that (X,Y) <
(C(D),E(D)) = (Z,W). Specifically, we are interested in instances of the formula
of the form @(c, e, c+6., e+0d.), where (c, e) gives the accuracy and explainability
measure of a known decision tree, and d.., d. are user-provided slacks for accuracy
and explainability respectively. We build on ideas for a similar encoding, used
in [35].

We assume a set of functions F' := {f1, fo,..., fip| | fi : T —{1,2,...b;}} for

the decision tree and the set L := {l1,1l2,...11|} of labels. Let byar = 1?‘137%\ b;.
_z_

We upper-bound the internal nodes by B. We will assume the correctness mea-
sure defined in Section[3.1] and assume (G, ¢, §) samples M := {(i,0) |[A(TxO)}
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from the input-output distribution. For the explainability measure we assume
a user-provided weight w; > 0 with every function f;, which determines the
explainability of the function. We also assume that there exists a topological
ordering over the nodes of every decision tree. It is fine if we do not know this
ordering for every decision tree. Only the existence of an ordering will be used
in the encoding.

The encoding for &(c, e, ¢+ ., e + d.) is a conjunction of four components

D(c,e,c+ 0, e+ 0c) = Psyntazs N Peorr(€, ¢+ 0c) A Pegp(e, e+ 0.) A D(c, €)

Doyntaxr As explained earlier, we modify the encoding from [35] to syntactically
restrict the space to decision trees. We now describe the combined encoding:

We let the variable );, encode that the i** node in the decision tree is
assigned a function p. Hence the number of such X variables is B x |F|. We first
encode that each node is assigned to exactly one function. Let E; :={)\,; , | p €
F}, then

F = /\ Exactly One(E;)
1<i<B

where Frxactly One just encodes a boolean constraint that in every satisfying
assignment exactly one of the variables in the set is true and all others are false.
F just encodes that every node is assigned to exactly one function.

We now let variable 7; . ; encode that the i*" node has an edge to the j**
node or the label j, labelled c. Since there is a topological ordering, we assume

that ¢ < j. There are w X (bmaz + |L|) such variables. We then create a
sub-formula which encodes that from every node there is exactly one outgoing
edge corresponding to every label. We let E; . :== {7, ., | i <j < B}

Gic = Ezactly _One(E; )

Then we encode the constraint that if a node is assigned a function, then exactly
every outgoing edge has a unique label in the range of that function.

Fipi=Xip— ( /\ Gi,c) A ( /\ _‘Tz’,c,j)
1<c<b, bp<c<bnazx
Finally we conjoin this over all nodes and all functions:
F2 = /\ FLP
1<i<B
pEF
Now, we restrict that every node must have at most one incoming edge. For

this let Hj = {Ti,c,j ‘ 1<i<y, 1<cec<L bmam}

Fy:= [\ At_Most_1(H;)
1<j<B

styntax ::Fl/\FQ/\F3
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Dcorr(c + 8.) We now encode the leaves m;; encodes that the it" sample has
output label I. We assign them True or False depending on if the label on the
it sample is [

T, if 0; = l
myq = .
F, otherwise

Then we let the variable m; ; encode the constraint that the " node in the
decision tree outputs correct label for the k" sample correctly, and encode this
constraint with the formula:

M =mix < (\/ \/ Xip A func(My,p,c) A AN Ties = mm))
pEF ¢<b, jelit+l,....B}U
L

where func(My,p, c) is T iff the k' sample outputs c on function p, i.e, p(M},) =
c. We do this for all samples and have the following

Fy:= \ My
1<i<B
1<k<| M|

We use the symbol C' to denote C' := )", my i
For bounding the correctness measure we use cardinality constraints on mq
variables:

Deorr(c, ¢+ 6.) := Encode(C < ¢+ d.) A Encode(c < C) A Fy

Perp(e + 0.) We now encode the explainability constraints. Where we have a
variable u; which encodes that the i*” node is reachable from the initial node,
and have the following constraint:

Fs:=u A /\ Uq <> ( \/ Titeyi N ui’)

2<i<B 1<c<cmax,
1<i'<i

Then we have another variable @; which encodes that the it* node is not used
Fys = /\ Uy UG
1<i<B

Finally we also have a variable \; , which encodes that the it" node is used
and has the function p assigned to it which we encode using the following formula:

Fr = /\ )\;}p — ()\i,p A\ uz)

1<i<B
peF
Let us use E to denote the term E := E wy A}, + Z Winaz + 1)
1<i<B 1<i<B
peF

Now we encode the formula

&(e, e+ 6.) :== F5 N Fs A Fr A Encode(E < e+ d.) A Encode(e < E)
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P(c,e)

®(c,e) := (Encode(e < E)AEncode(c < C))V(Encode(e < E)AEncode(c < C))

B Extended Experiments

We present below comprehensive experimental results on all the benchmarks
considered in our work. Only four of these were presented in the main paper due
to lack of space. For all the experiments below, we used a total timeout of 20
mins (10 mins for MO-MCTS and 10 mins for the second phase of ALPO).

iy ime 3 >

k

@@' 4;»

Fig. 8: Pareto-optimal decision tree with highest accuracy measure in the Auto-
Taxi benchmark.




26 A. Joshi et al.

Feature Names|Weights|Output Branches
clouds_6 1 6
day time 3 4 3
init_pos_4 3 4

Table 2: List of feature names, weights and output branches

AutoTaxi This represents the benchmark AutoTaxi. This is the same as pre-
sented in the main paper. We present the feature names, weights and partition
in Table 211

Figure 28] plots the results.
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Fig.9: AutoTaxi
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Feature Names|Weights|Output Branches
left _distance 3 3
left _weight 3 3
right _distance 3 3
right weight 3 3

Table 3: List of feature names, weights and output branches

balance scale This represents the benchmark balance scale. This is the same
as presented in the main paper. We present the feature names, weights and

partition in Table 22
Figure [29) plots the results.
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Feature Names|Weights|Output Branches
buying 3 4
doors 3 4
lug boot 3 3
maint 3 4
persons 3 3
safety 3 3

Table 4: List of feature names, weights and output branches

car evaluation This represents the benchmark car evaluation. This is same as
presented in the main paper. We present the feature names, weights and partition

in Table
Figure [30] plots the results.
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Fig. 11: car evaluation
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Feature Names

Weights|Output Branches

aac
alm1
alm2
chg
gvh
lip
mcg

3

W wwww

3

3

W W www

3

Table 5: List of feature names, weights and output branches

29

ecoli This represents the benchmark ecoli. This benchmark uses a neural net-
work trained on the dataset [24] from the UCI repository. It restricts the space
of decision trees to those with size at most 5. We present the feature names,

weights and partition in Table 5]
Figure 12| plots the results.
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Feature Names|Weights

Output Branches

al0
all
al2
al3
alb
a3
a8
a9

3

W W wWwwww

3

2

N W Wwwwhw

Table 6: List of feature names, weights and output branches

credit approval This represents the benchmark credit approval. This bench-
mark uses a neural network trained on the dataset [27] from the UCI repository.
It restricts the space of decision trees to those with size at most 5. We present
the feature names, weights and partition in Table [6]

Figure [I3] plots the results.
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Feature Names|Weights|Output Branches
alm 3 3
erl 3 3
gvh 3 3
mcg 3 3
mit 3 3
nuc 3 3
pox 3 3
vac 3 3

Table 7: List of feature names, weights and output branches

yeast This represents the benchmark yeast. This benchmark uses a neural net-
work trained on the dataset [25] from the UCI repository. It restricts the space
of decision trees to those with size at most 5. We present the feature names,
weights and partition in Table

Figure 3] plots the results.

T T T T T T T T T T T T T
SR
IR R868068<
= SR K SREEC
= XK R868068< R
e
=20 | BB BB SR SRR 7
I
'3 b K SREEC BRI
& s S —
© W85 K
BRI
v s
15 | X unsar WK —
& MO-MCTS

I I I I I I I I I I I
0.48 0.5 0.52 0.54 0.56 0.58 0.6 0.62 0.64 0.66 0.68 0.7 0.72
correctness

Fig. 14: yeast
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Feature Names |Weights|Output Branches
bottom left square 3 3
bottom middle_square
bottom right square
middle left square
middle_ middle_square
middle right square
top_left square
top_middle square
top right square 3 3
Table 8: List of feature names, weights and output branches

W WwWwwwww
W WwWwwwww

tic tac toe endgame This represents the benchmark tic tac toe endgame.
This benchmark uses a neural network trained on the dataset [5] from the UCI
repository. It restricts the space of decision trees to those with size at most 5.
We present the feature names, weights and partition in Table [8

Figure [I7] plots the results.
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Fig. 15: tic tac toe endgame



Locally PO interpretations for Black-Box ML models 33

Feature Names|Weights|Output Branches
age 3 3
chol 3 3
cp 3 3

exang 3 3
fbs 3 3
oldpeak 3 3
restecg 3 3
sex 3 3
slope 3 3
thalach 3 3
trestbps 3 3

Table 9: List of feature names, weights and output branches

heart disease This represents the benchmark heart disease. This benchmark
uses a neural network trained on the dataset [6] from the UCI repository. It
restricts the space of decision trees to those with size at most 5. We present the
feature names, weights and partition in Table [9]

Figure [I6] plots the results.
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Feature Names

Weights

Output Branches

age
alopecia
delayed healing
gender
genital thrush
irritability
itching
muscle _stiffness
obesity
partial paresis
polydipsia
polyphagia
polyuria
sudden weight loss
visual _blurring
weakness

3

W WWWWWWWwWwwwwwow

3

3

NN NDNDNDNNDNDNDNDNDNDNDNNN

Table 10: List of feature names, weights and output branches

early stage diabetes risk prediction This represents the benchmark early
stage diabetes risk prediction. This benchmark uses a neural network trained on
the dataset [2] from the UCI repository. It restricts the space of decision trees to
those with size at most 5. We present the feature names, weights and partition

in Table 10

Figure [T7] plots the results.
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Locally PO interpretations for Black-Box ML models 35

Feature Names Weights|Output Branches
age 3 3
anaemia 3 3
creatinine phosphokinase 3 3
diabetes 3 3
ejection fraction 3 3
high blood pressure 3 3
platelets 3 3
serum _creatinine 3 3
serum_sodium 3 3
sex 3 3
smoking 3 3
time 3 3

Table 11: List of feature names, weights and output branches

heart failure clinical records This represents the benchmark heart failure

clinical records. This benchmark uses a neural network trained on the dataset [3]

from the UCI repository. It restricts the space of decision trees to those with size

at most 5. We present the feature names, weights and partition in Table
Figure [I§] plots the results.
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national poll on healthy aging npha This represents the benchmark na-
tional poll on healthy aging npha . This benchmark uses a neural network trained
on the dataset [I] from the UCI repository. It restricts the space of decision trees
to those with size at most 5. We present the feature names, weights and partition

in

A. Joshi et al.

Feature Names

Weights

Output Branches

age
bathroom needs keeps patient from sleeping
dental health
employment
gender
medication keeps patient from sleeping
mental health
pain_keeps patient from sleeping
physical health
prescription _sleep medication
race
stress_keeps patient from sleeping
trouble _sleeping

uknown_keeps_patient from sleeping

WWWWWwWwwWwwWwwwwww

3

3

WWWWWwwWwwWwWwwwwww

3

Table 12: List of feature names, weights and output branches

Table
Figure [I9 plots the results.
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Feature Names|Weights|Output Branches
f1 2 2
2 2 2
£3 2 2
f4 2 2
5 2 2

Table 13: List of feature names, weights and output branches

datal This represents the benchmark datal. This benchmark uses a custom

made black-box model. It restricts the space of decision trees to those with size

at most 5. We present the feature names, weights and partition in Table [I3]
Figure 20] plots the results.
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Feature Names|Weights|Output Branches
f1 2 2
2 2 2
3 2 2
f4 2 2
5 2 2

Table 14: List of feature names, weights and output branches

data2 This represents the benchmark data2. This benchmark uses a custom

made black-box model. It restricts the space of decision trees to those with size

at most 5. We present the feature names, weights and partition in Table
Figure 21] plots the results.
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data218 This represents the benchmark data218. This benchmark uses a cus-
tom made black-box model. It restricts the space of decision trees to those with
size at most 3. We present the feature names, weights and partition in Table [I5]

Locally PO interpretations for Black-Box ML models

Feature Names|Weights|Output Branches
f1_2 3 3
f2 2 3 3
3 2 3 3
f4_ 2 3 3

Table 15: List of feature names, weights and output branches

Figure 22 plots the results.
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5
2
6
5
4

Feature Names|Weights|Output Branches
fo 2
f1 2
2 2
3 2
f4 2

Table 16: List of feature names, weights and output branches

random 1 This represents the benchmark random 1. This benchmark uses a
custom made black-box model. It restricts the space of decision trees to those
with size at most 5. We present the feature names, weights and partition in Table

11Ol

Figure [23] plots the results.
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Feature Names|Weights|Output Branches
fo 3 2
f1 3 4
f2 3 3
3 3 2
f4 3 5

Table 17: List of feature names, weights and output branches

random 2 This represents the benchmark random 2. This benchmark uses a
custom made black-box model. It restricts the space of decision trees to those
with size at most 5. We present the feature names, weights and partition in Table

vl
Figure 24] plots the results.
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Feature Names|Weights|Output Branches
fo 3 2
f1 3 2
f2 3 2

Table 18: List of feature names, weights and output branches

random 7 This represents the benchmark random 7. This benchmark uses a
custom made black-box model. It restricts the space of decision trees to those
with size at most 3. We present the feature names, weights and partition in Table

o8
Figure [25] plots the results.
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Feature Names|Weights|Output Branches
fo 3 3
f1 3 5
f2 3 2
3 3 3

Table 19: List of feature names, weights and output branches

random 9 This represents the benchmark random 9. This benchmark uses a
custom made black-box model. It restricts the space of decision trees to those
with size at most 4. We present the feature names, weights and partition in Table
19

Figure |26] plots the results.
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Feature Names|Weights|Output Branches
fo 3 5
f1 3 4
f2 3 5
3 3 3

Table 20: List of feature names, weights and output branches

random 10 This represents the benchmark random 10. This benchmark uses
a custom made black-box model. It restricts the space of decision trees to those
with size at most 5. We present the feature names, weights and partition in Table
20

Figure |27] plots the results.
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C Extended Experiments 5 mins

We now present the results of running ALPO and Synplicate with a reduced
overall timeout of 5 mins. For ALPO, this means we allocated 2.5 mins for the
first phase (MO-MCTS), and 2.5 mins for the second phase. Our results show
that ALPO gracefully degrades with less time being made available, but is still
able to generate several LPO interpretations. However, Synplicate practically
fails to generate anything (except one PO interpretation for Balance Scale) other
than for Auto Taxi. This demonstrates the strength of ALPO as an anytime
algorithm.
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Feature Names|Weights|Output Branches
clouds_6 1 6
day time 3 4 3
init_pos_4 3 4

Table 21: List of feature names, weights and output branches

AutoTaxi This represents the benchmark AutoTaxi used earlier. We restricts
the space of decision trees to those with size at most 5. We present the feature
names, weights and partition in Table

Figure 28] plots the results.
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Feature Names

Weights|Output Branches

left _distance
left _weight
right distance
right weight

3
3
3
3

3
3
3
3

Table 22: List of feature names, weights and output branches

balance scale This represents the benchmark balance scale. This benchmark
uses a neural network trained on the dataset [32] from the UCI repository. It
restricts the space of decision trees to those with size at most 5. We present the

feature names, weights and partition in Table 22

Figure 29| plots the results.
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Feature Names|Weights|Output Branches
buying 3 4
doors 3 4
lug boot 3 3
maint 3 4
persons 3 3
safety 3 3

Table 23: List of feature names, weights and output branches

car evaluation This represents the benchmark car evaluation. This benchmark
uses a neural network trained on the dataset [8] from the UCI repository. It
restricts the space of decision trees to those with size at most 5. We present the
feature names, weights and partition in Table [23]

Figure [30] plots the results.
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Feature Names|Weights|Output Branches
alm 3 3
erl 3 3
gvh 3 3
mcg 3 3
mit 3 3
nuc 3 3
pox 3 3
vac 3 3

Table 24: List of feature names, weights and output branches

yeast This represents the benchmark yeast. This benchmark uses a neural net-
work trained on the dataset [26] from the UCI repository. It restricts the space
of decision trees to those with size at most 5. We present the feature names,
weights and partition in Table

Figure 3] plots the results.
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Fig. 31: yeast
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